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Comments on the Spatial Vision  

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Spatial 
Vision 

Watling  Agree Necton Parish Council feel that anymore large developments in Swaffham or 
Dereham will only add to increase traffic flows along A47. This will make the junction 
of Necton and A47 more difficult and dangerous for residents of the village. Added to 
this fact is that there is already planning approval for 160 new properties in Necton 
which also will increase the problem. 

Comment noted. Housing requirements set out in 
the regional Spatial Strategy will mean more 
developments in the towns. The Spatial Strategy 
does limit the growth of Dereham and Swaffham 
and focuses growth in Thetford and Attleborough 

Spatial 
Vision 

Currington  Agree I agree the A11 corridor should be developed as a commercial and industrial area 
alongside the much more obvious upgrading of this road. Until the A11 is a decent 
road Norfolk can not be seen as a serious area for development 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Vision 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English Heritage Disagree Overall the spatial vision represents a balanced and reasonable view of Breckland’s 
future development. However the first sentence of the final paragraph should read: 
“The natural built and historic environment of the District” to ensure that all elements 
of the historic environment are incorporated into the vision. We would also 
recommend reference to the historic environment of Thetford within the vision as the 
current wording in the third paragraph focuses solely on the town’s growth and 
development. Thetford’s historic environment is highly significant and needs to be 
properly understood and conserved alongside new growth and development. THERE 
ARE A NUMBER OF COMMENTS ABOUT THE EARLIER SECTIONS OF THE 
DOCUMENT BUT THERE WAS NO OPPORTUNITY TO ADD COMMENTS UNTIL 
NOW. PLEASE TAKE NOTE OF THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS: General 
Comments Overall the DPD makes good reference to the historic environment in its 
selected preferred options and policies. However there are a number of amendments 
required to ensure that the historic environment is addressed properly throughout the 
document with policies and explanatory text that are specific and locally distinctive. 
The use of locally distinctive policies helps to create a more sound and robust 
document that does not simply repeat national and regional policies. In terms of 
supporting evidence base documents the Breckland District Landscape Character 
Assessment (LCA) provides a useful overview of the district’s historic development. It 
is good to see that Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) data from Norfolk 
County Council has been utilised for this study although the data for the district is 
currently incomplete and does not cover urban areas. We would encourage 
Breckland Council to consider expanding on the historic environment assessment 
contained within the LCA for key areas of growth within the district. This is particularly 
relevant for Thetford as a designated Growth Point where there is an urgent need for 
a thorough understanding of the town’s historic environment (which includes its 
archaeology buildings streets and open spaces) to inform significant levels of change 
and development. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss such assessment 
with Breckland Council in conjunction with district and county conservation staff. 
Spatial Portrait and Issues & Challenges We welcome references to the historic 
environment in these two sections. However the historic environment is described too 
narrowly in paragraphs 1.11 and 1.22 as something that is purely part of the built 

Comment noted agree amendment. By adding 
this amendment to the final paragraph this 
should cover the Thetford specific issues. 
Additionally the Thetford Area Action Plan will 
contain a vision which will go into greater detail 
about the future of the town. Agree that the 
definition of historic environment needs to go 
further in preceding chapters. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

environment focussing on listed buildings and conservation areas only. There are 
historic features such as archaeological sites and historic gardens that form an 
important part of the natural environment and are neglected by the current narrow 
focus. Furthermore the historic environment is more than just statutory and/or 
designated assets; it includes locally-valued and undesignated features of townscape 
and landscapes that are just as important in defining character and place. English 
Heritage promotes a wide definition of the historic environment as an integral rather 
than separate part of any given location. 

Spatial 
Vision 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate Company 
Ltd 

Agree Whilst the overall thrust of the Spatial Vision is supported we recommend the 
following additional wording (indicated in bold text) to highlight the significance of 
Thetford delivering housing and employment within the District during the LDF period 
First paragraph: 'In response to the challenges of delivering sustainable development 
in a predominantly rural area the majority of development will have been directed to 
key settlements (primarily Thetford) providing services and facilities to their 
hinterlands'. Second paragraph: “Along the Al 1 corridor (notably at North Thetford) 
significant employment growth will have been achieved in advanced engineering 
motor sport research and development and logistics employment building on the 
emerging employment base.” Third paragraph .Acting as a driver for and supported 
by a regenerated town. It is anticipated that most employment development will be 
provided to the North of Thetford benefiting from close proximity to the Al ‘1. Housing 
development will be provided to both the North and South-East of Thetford.” 

Comment noted. Disagree with the proposed 
amendments in the representation. This detail is 
covered in later sections of the document. A 
detailed vision for Thetford will form part of the 
Thetford Area Action Plan 

Spatial 
Vision 

Homes Hopkins Homes 
Ltd 

Disagree We support the principles of the spatial vision for Breckland including its extension to 
2026 in line with the requirements of PPS3. In particular we acknowledge the 
balanced growth of housing employment services and facilities of the four market 
towns we welcome that the council seek their development and enhancement as 
centres for living and working and to improve the services and facilities they offer. We 
welcome the protection and enhancement of the environment stated in the vision. 
The vision focuses employment growth within the A11 corridor whilst this is an 
important location within the district the position of other locations such as Dereham 
the administrative centre of Breckland should not be undermined and its importance 
should be referenced within the vision. However whilst we support the principles of 
the vision they have not been fully applied throughout the Core Strategy. As outlined 
in detail in other sections of this consultation the Preferred Options Consultation 
document does not provide opportunities for the development of market towns as 
‘self-containment settlements’ it encourages car based travel to and within the A11 
corridor without providing sufficient housing allocations in other market towns to allow 
self containment and support the proposed retail and employment development. The 
strategic extension to Attleborough threatens the longevity of two SSSIs which 
contradicts the principles outlined in the final paragraph of the vision. It should also 
be noted that Swaffham is incorrectly spelt within the vision. 

Comments noted. Many points raised in this 
representation have been addressed in other 
representations made by Hopkins Homes 

Spatial Homes Hopkins Homes No Opinion We support the principles of the vision for Breckland including its extension to 2026 in Comments noted 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Vision Ltd line with the requirements of PPS3. In particular we acknowledge the balanced 
growth of housing employment services and facilities of the four market towns we 
welcome that the council seek their development and enhancement as centres for 
living and working and to improve the services and facilities they offer. We welcome 
the protection and enhancement of the environment stated in the vision. It is 
important that these principles are applied throughout the Core Strategy. 

Spatial 
Vision 

Hobbs Norwich City 
Council 

Agree Support the spatial vision. Comments noted 

Spatial 
Vision 

Tesco Stores 
Ltd 

 Agree It is agreed that Thetford should be considered as the key centre for growth within 
Breckland. We also welcome the recognition that the proposed housing growth within 
Thetford will require associated infrastructure and facilities. It is urged that a flexible 
approach is taken towards the location and development of these facilities with an 
emphasis placed on deliverability and accessibility. Having said that Thetford should 
be the key centre for growth it should be clarified that we feel that this should not be 
accompanied by the neglect of the other key market towns within Breckland which all 
have their own dependent catchment areas. PPS6 encourages a defined network 
and hierarchy of centres that are all equally as important to their deemed catchments. 

Comments noted. A retail hierarchy for the 
District is provided within Core Policy and is 
reflected in the Spatial Strategy. Evidence from 
the Council's Retail and Town Centre Study 
(2004) identifies that Thetford is the primary retail 
centre for the south of Breckland. Further update 
to that study in 2007 identifies that there is scope 
for additional retail floorspace at all market 
towns. 

Spatial 
Vision 

Raiswell  Agree Sport England agrees with the overall aspiration of the Spatial Vision. However it 
would be useful to recognise the role of Green Infrastructure and open space as 
contributors to the quality of life in the District. This forms a reference point for 
consideration of these issues as they are dealt with in the Spatial Objectives and 
Spatial Strategy. 

It is felt that open space is covered under the last 
paragraph surrounding the natural environment 

Spatial 
Vision 

Baldwin North Tuddenham 
Parikh Council 

No Opinion We would not wish to see any development which would increase the number of 
vehicles travelling on the B1147 and C489. 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Vision 

GO East  Agree We consider that the ‘Spatial Vision Statement’ is generally well expressed indicating 
where and how development and enhancement will have taken place during the plan 
period and in general reflecting local distinctiveness as the context for both 
environmental safeguarding and change. Further minor improvements could be made 
to the text by introducing a few quantitative expressions of scale e.g. ‘By 2021 the 
population of Thetford will have grown by approximately x and around y new 
dwellings will have been completed in the period since 2009. However we note that 
such ‘numbers’ feature strongly elsewhere in the document so we would not expect 
all these figures to be reproduced exhaustively in the text of the Spatial Vision a few 
though would add weight and provide some measurement and substance to the 
information being imparted. Given that in the preceding section of the Core Strategy it 
is suggested that one of the issues to be addressed is to tackle leakage from 
Thetford and the market towns of the District in respect of the retail offer services and 
amenities; we would have expected more of an indication in the ‘Spatial Vision 
Statement’ of these factors being/having been addressed. They do though feature in 
the subsequent strategic objectives. 

Comment noted. Agree that policy should be 
amended to add a level of quantification to the 
vision. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Spatial 
Vision 

Carey Bidwells for Carey Disagree The role of Dereham as a Market Town is one that is set out in the Spatial Vision and 
reinforced in CD5 where it is described as the Main Town and Administrative Centre 
serving mid-Norfolk . However the relatively small allocation of residential growth is 
out of scale with the function of the town and the planned retail and employment 
growth. 

Comment noted the Spatial Strategy sets out in 
detail the hierarchy of settlements. Due to 
infrastructure constraints Dereham's potential for 
housing growth is limited. It should be noted that 
employment will be expanded in the town to 
reinforce its status as a administrative centre 

Spatial 
Vision 

Parfitt Nurseries  Agree The Spatial Vision is commended except that there is no guarantee that it will 
develop as intended care is needed in the use of the words “will have been” it is 
better to use phrases such as “will be expected to be”. The reason for this is that 
there are a number of projections (housing jobs transport service facilities etc) that 
may not materialise as when and where expected. A key point is Shipdham where 
the intention is that as a Service Centre Village is expected to meet the day-to-day 
requirements of the existing (and projected) residents through existing (and projected 
) services and facilities as well as existing (and projected ) employment In the event 
of any shortfall is there flexibility in the policy to ensure that Shipdham development is 
directed to Shipdham to ensure that it does not lose its designation as a Service 
Village. 

Comment noted. Disagree The Spatial Vision 
should be visionary and set out what the plan 
should achieve over the plan period. 

Spatial 
Vision 

Lands 
Improvement 
(c/o agent) 

Savills Agree We would support the spatial vision for Breckland and in particular that part which 
states that: “Balanced growth of housing employment services and facilities will have 
been delivered in the four market of Attleborough Dereham Swaffham and Watton. 
The particular attributes of the market towns will define the scale and direction of 
growth but the aim for all will be as a minimum to reinforce their position within the 
settlement hierarchy.” 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Vision 

Anema Bidwells for Mr 
Anema 

Disagree The role of Dereham as a Market Town is one that is set out in the Spatial Vision and 
reinforced in CD5 where it is described as the Main Town and Administrative Centre 
serving mid-Norfolk . However the relatively small allocation of residential growth is 
out of scale with the function of the town and the planned retail and employment 
growth. 

Comment noted the Spatial Strategy sets out in 
detail the hierarchy of settlements. Due to 
infrastructure constraints Dereham's potential for 
housing growth is limited. It should be noted that 
employment will be expanded in the town to 
reinforce its status as a administrative centre 

Spatial 
Vision 

EEDA EEDA Agree It is important that the spatial vision further emphasises the significance of Thetford. 
In addition EEDA welcomes the statements around the delivery of appropriate new 
development in other key service centres and rural settlements. The approach to this 
growth in the form of balanced self contained settlements that will support sustainable 
communities at all levels is directly in line with the aspirations of the RES which seeks 
to promote the benefits of Thetford through new development and regeneration whilst 
delivering on the economic potential of the wider rural area. It is also positive to see 
statements around the protection of the quality built and natural environments. This is 
important both in providing a setting for new development but also in ensuring that 
the recreation and leisure opportunities that are apparent in the area can be 
maximised in line with RES aspirations. 

Comment noted 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Spatial 
Vision 

TaylorWimpy  Agree The Spatial Vision for Breckland confirms that Dereham is a Market Town with the 
aim ‘as a minimum to reinforce [its] position within the settlement hierarchy’. 2.2 This 
expression is welcomed. However the comparative scale of planned employment and 
retail growth and for new residential development appears so out of balance such 
that it contradicts the wording and sentiment within the Spatial Vision. It also 
contradicts the recommendations of the Panel to the RSS examination when they 
referred to the Market Towns in Breckland. They said after recommending a further 
2000 homes for Thetford “there is plenty of scope within the remainder of the 
District’s allocation for substantial growth of these towns in relation to their current 
size”(taken from Para 5.54 from the Panel Report). 

Comment noted the Spatial Strategy sets out in 
detail the hierarchy of settlements. Due to 
infrastructure constraints Dereham's potential for 
housing growth is limited. It should be noted that 
employment will be expanded in the town to 
reinforce its status as a administrative centre 

Spatial 
Vision 

Bidwells  Agree Bidwells supports the Spatial Vision's aim to direct the majority of development to key 
settlements with balanced growth of housing employment services and facilities in the 
four Market Towns of Attleborough Dereham Swaffham and Watton. However 
Preferred Option SS1 states that Attleborough will be a major focus for growth with 
4000 new homes proposed (which Bidwells generally supports - see the 
representations on Policy SS1 and CP1 for more detail). Given the scale of growth 
and change proposed which would lead to Attleborough's population increasing by 
more than one-third Bidwells suggests that the Spatial Vision should specifically 
recognise that Attleborough will be subject to much higher growth than the other 
Market Towns. 

Comment noted this id described in later 
sections of the Spatial Strategy 

Spatial 
Vision 

DerehamTownC
ouncil 

Dereham Town 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Spatial 
Vision 

Taylor Wimpey Taylor Wimpey Agree TWD support the Spatial Vision for Breckland which underlines the potential of the 
A11 corridor to sustain further employment and housing growth. We support the 
approach which seeks to achieve a balanced growth of housing employment services 
and facilities in the market towns particularly Attleborough and Swaffham. We 
recognise that the particular attributes of the market towns will define the scale and 
direction of growth and we endorse the approach which will as a minimum aim to 
reinforce the position of each town within the settlement hierarchy. 

Comment noted 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised Spatial Vision  

   

By 2026, Breckland’s settlements and its wider rural area will have developed as a 

dynamic, prosperous and self-sustaining community through the delivery of 

sustainable  at least 19,100 net new homes housing and significant employment 

growth, supported by necessary facilities, services and infrastructure. The new 

housing will have been integrated with new and existing facilities and will be 

comprised of an appropriate tenure, type and mix to address issues of affordability 

and social inclusion. In response to the challenges of delivering sustainable 

development in a predominantly rural area, the majority of development will have 

been directed to key settlements, providing services and facilities to their hinterlands. 

This development in the key settlements will have been supported by appropriate 

development in villages and in rural areas where it addresses local need or is a 

sustainable response to an advantage offered by a location.  The jobs, housing and 

other services and facilities will be located and of a scale and balance to deliver self-

contained settlements reducing the need to travel and maximise opportunities for 

delivery of sustainable transport provision.   

Along the A11 corridor significant employment growth will have been achieved in 

advanced engineering, motor sport, research and development and logistics 

employment, building on the emerging employment base and taking advantage of the 

excellent highway network and linkages to other centres of business. In the rest of 

Breckland, employment will meet local needs with the important cultural, heritage, 

landscape and natural assets forming the basis for tourism, leisure and recreation.  

Building on the town’s function as the main service centre in the south of Breckland 

and its location on the A11 corridor and railway, Thetford will continue to develop as 

a key strategic centre and gateway to the Brecks. Significant levels of sustainable 

housing and jobs will have been delivered, acting as a driver for and supported by a 

regenerated town centre and regeneration  

Elsewhere on the A11 corridor and railway, Attleborough will develop as a 

location for substantial housing and employment growth making it the District's 

second largest settlement by 2026.  There will be sustainable connections to 

employment locations at Snetterton and the greater Norwich area.  The 

environment and function of the town will have been enhanced by further retail 

provision and a new link road from the A11 to the B1077.      

Balanced growth of housing, employment, services and facilities will have been 

delivered in the four Market Towns of Attleborough, Dereham, Swaffham and 

Watton. The particular attributes of the Market Towns will define the scale and 

direction of growth, but the aim for all will be, as a minimum, to reinforce their 

position within the settlement hierarchy. Where opportunities are identified in the 

Towns, growth plans will be put in place to ensure their development and 

enhancement as centres for living and working and to improve the services and 

facilities they offer. This enhancement will improve their sustainability as self-

containment settlements and provide wider benefits to their hinterland.    



The natural,built and historic environment of the District will be comprehensively 

protected and enhanced, as appropriate, to ensure that their inherent environmental 

and visual qualities are retained. In particular the special landscape quality of the 

Brecks and areas of scientific interest and wildlife benefits will be protected. All 

development will be within the environmental limits placed on Breckland, particularly 

with respect to the District being located in the driest region of the country and the 

extensive areas that are designated as European Habitats. The quality of the built 

environment, building on the District's heritage and archaeological values, will be 

protected with high quality design being a key principle of all development.       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on Spatial Objectives  

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Watling  Agree There seems no provision for low cost starter homes to buy. Comment noted. CP1 and DC2/DC4 outline the 
Council's proposed policy on providing a mix of 
housing in terms of tenure and size 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

Disagree We welcome specific strategic themes and objectives relating to protecting and enhancing the 
district’s environment. However the higher strategic theme needs to refer to “the natural built 
and historic environment” to encompass all elements of the historic environment. It is good to 
see an objective relating to high quality design (SO10) although the wording could be 
elaborated to ensure that new design is locally distinctive and in keeping with its surroundings. 

Comment noted agree wording change to 
theme 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

No 
Opinion 

THESE COMMENTS RELATE TO SECTION 4 ON MONITORING AND IMPLEMENTATION 
FRAMEWORK. THERE IS NO OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT COMMENTS ONLINE IN THIS 
SECTION HENCE THE COMMENTS ARE ENTERED HERE: Monitoring and Implementation 
Framework There is a lack of indicators suggested for the various policies that related to 
Spatial Objectives 9 and 10. Buildings at Risk data would only provide a limited indication of 
the impact of development on the historic environment. It could be expanded to include other 
historic features at risk such as conservation areas and ancient monuments. English Heritage 
is developing Heritage at Risk concepts that could be of assistance. Indicators should be 
considered in discussion with conservation staff at the local and county level. An indicator 
could be developed to assess the number of planning permissions granted contrary to English 
Heritage and/or officer advice on historic environment grounds. The Countryside Quality 
Counts data (available at www.cqc.org.uk) provides useful (if somewhat dated) information on 
landscape indicators that could be utilised and evolved. In terms of design indicators Building 
for Life criteria as defined by CABE could be utilised and adapted to assess the design impact 
of new development within the district. More information can be found at 
www.buildingforlife.org 

Comment noted investigate indicators 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

No 
Opinion 

Whilst both proposed Spatial Objectives SO1 SO3 and S03 are generally supported we 
recommend the following revised wording “S01: To deliver a minimum of 15 200 net hew 
homes in Breckland with 6 000 net in Thetford between 2001 — 2021 in accordance with the 
RSS ati4 In addition a minimum of 3 800 further homes in Breckland including 2 125 in 
Thetford will be delivered by 2026 to ensure that all residents have access to a decent home”. 
“S03. So everyone can share in the prosperity of the District. It is anticipated that at least 5 
000 of these new jobs will be provided at Thetford”. “S07: To strengthen Breckland’s towns as 
places for shopping work services and leisure. Balancing housing employment and service 
growth to promote self-containment including sustainable mixed-use urban extensions at 
Thetford as a Key Centre for Development and Change” 

Comment noted this level of detail is not 
required in the Spatial Objectives 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Hobbs Norwich City 
Council 

Agree Support the spatial objectives. Comment noted 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Tesco Stores 
Ltd 

 Agree In light of our comments set out with regard to the ‘Vision’ for Breckland we support Policies 
SO6 and SO7 and also support Policy SO21. 

Comments noted 

Spatial Raiswell  No SO5/SO6 Infrastructure & Green Infrastructure. Sport England welcome the attention paid to Comment noted. Disagree with combining 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Objectives Opinion these as objectives but suggest that they share common purpose and that they could be 
combined into one objective as follows: “To ensure the protection and enhancement of Green 
Infrastructure and its provision as part of new development”. SO7 Balanced growth & SO21 
Accessibility to key services. Sport England welcome the aspirations for self-containment and 
provision based on need set out through these objectives. SO11 Enhancement of open space 
provision. Sport England welcome this objective as an important part of improving quality of 
life in the District. 

objectives as they relate to different higher 
strategic themes. However agree that there is 
some overlap and similarity 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Baldwin North 
Tuddenham 
Parich 
Council 

Agree Re: SO8. We would not wish to see any development which would adversely affect 
Biodiversity within North Tuddenham. 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Norfolk Police 
Authority 

Norfolk 
Constabulary 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Object to the fact that no reference is made within the spatial objectives section to the fact that 
new development should reduce crime and be secured by design . 

Comment noted. Disagree secured by design is 
an issue covered by the development control 
design policy 

Spatial 
Objectives 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

We are not quite sure why ‘green infrastructure’ features in the ‘Housing Employment and 
Regeneration’ category rather than the ‘Environment’ category unless it is because it is 
considered to be a ‘regeneration initiative’. 

Comment noted. Green Infrastructure is 
considered to be an integral part of the 
regeneration and growth of the District and 
goes beyond environmental objectives 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Carey Bidwells for 
Carey 

Disagree The Core Strategy should generally be in conformity with the East of England Plan whilst this 
is still to be finalised the emerging draft EEP plan suggests that the achievement of at least 19 
200 dwellings should be completed in Breckland in the period 2001-2026. This should be set 
out more clearly as a minimum in SO1 of the Spatial Objective. 

Comment noted. It is felt that this is set out 
clearly in SO1 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Parfitt 
Nurseries 

 Agree This section should include another objective (SO7A) that refers to the Service Villages such 
as Shipdham where it is the intention of the LDF to direct appropriate development into the 
Service Villages to ensure that they contain adequate services and facilities to sustain the 
existing and projected population. This new objective can be linked to S020 but with reference 
to the Service Villages 

Comment noted Strategic Objectives together 
cover this issues 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Gladstone Regionally 
Important 
Geological 
Sites Group 

Agree SO8 - “To protect and enhance the quality and distinctiveness of the biodiversity geology and 
landscape of Breckland.” This is a very welcome objective. I would suggest however that the 
wording be amended slightly to either geology and geomorphology or geodiversity. This is 
because the term geology used on its own does not usually include landforms. 

Comment noted. Agree change of geology to 
geodiversity 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Agree Whilst both proposed Spatial Objectives SO1 SO3 and S03 are generally supported we 
recommend the following revised wording (indicated in bold text and strikethrough). “S01: To 
deliver a minimum of 15 200 net hew homes in Breckland with 6 000 net in Thetford between 
2001 — 2021 in accordance with the RSS ati4 In addition a minimum of 3 800 further homes 
in Breckland including 2 125 in Thetford will be delivered by 2026 to ensure that all residents 
have access to a decent homes “S03 so everyone can share in the prosperity of the District. It 
is anticipated that at least 5 000 of these new jobs will be provided at Thetford”. “S07: To 
strengthen Breckland’s towns as places for shopping work services and leisure. Balancing 
housing employment and service growth to promote self-containment including sustainable 

Comment noted this level of detail is not 
needed in the Spatial Objectives and is covered 
in the Spatial Strategy 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

mixed-use urban extensions at Thetford as a Key Centre for Development and Change” 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Agree S03... so everyone can share in the prosperity of the District. It is anticipated that at least 5 
000 of these new jobs will be provided at Thetford”. 

Comment noted. This detail is not needed for 
the Spatial Objective 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Agree “S01: To deliver a minimum of 15 200 net hew homes in Breckland with 6000 net in Thetford 
between 2001 — 2021 in accordance with the RSS and In addition a minimum of 3 600 further 
homes in Breckland including 2 125 in Thetford will be delivered by 2026 to ensure that all 
residents have access to a decent home”. 

Level of detail is not needed in Spatial 
Objective. The level of housing proposed by 
representation in Thetford (2021-2026) has not 
been evidenced as deliverable within the 
environmental constraints of the town 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Agree “S07: To strengthen Breckland’s towns as places for shopping work services and leisure. 
Balancing housing employment and service growth to promote self containment including 
sustainable mixed-use urban extensions at Thetford as a Key Centre for Development and 
Change” 

This detail is not required in Spatial Objectives 
and is covered in the Spatial Strategy 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Strongly 
Agree 

There needs to be a timely delivery of infrastructure in association with the development of 
new homes and employment areas. Such infrastructure includes sewage treatment works 
sewerage systems water supply and green infrastructure. The production of the Water Cycle 
Studies (WCS) will assist in the identification of infrastructure requirements their delivery 
timetables and funding arrangements. 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Agree Spatial Objective SO12 We support the objective to reduce carbon emissions through the 
promotion of renewable energy. 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Agree Spatial Objective SO13 This objective is strongly supported. We will continue to work with 
your planning officers to ensure that new development is not at risk of flooding and does not 
increase the risk of flooding elsewhere. 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Strongly 
Agree 

Spatial Objective SO15 The prevention of the pollution of natural resources will also always be 
supported. We will where possible work alongside your planning department landowners and 
developers to ensure that any sites for development that are recognized as having existing 
pollution issues are appropriately remediated prior to development. 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Strongly 
Agree 

Spatial Objective SO16 We have previously informed the East Of England Regional Spatial 
Strategy process that we consider there are sufficient water resources available to meet the 
proposed development in the region. This is dependant upon the incorporation of water 
efficiency measures in new developments. 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Agree Spatial Objective SO17 We agree with the objective of minimizing the amount of waste 
produced and a sustainable management of any such waste. Whilst waste policies are mainly 
set out by the County Council benefits for waste reduction can be derived from policies within 
DPDs. The plan should seek to ensure waste minimisation through construction technologies 
and design principles. 

Comment noted 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Carey Bidwells for 
Carey 

Agree The Core Strategy should generally be in conformity with the East of England Plan whilst this 
is still to be finalised the emerging draft EEP plan suggests that the achievement of at least 19 
200 dwellings should be completed in Breckland in the period 2001-2026. This should be set 

This is clearly set out in SO1 
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out more clearly as a minimum in SO1 of the Spatial Objective. 

Spatial 
Objectives 

Anema Bidwells for 
Mr Anema 

Agree The Core Strategy should generally be in conformity with the East of England Plan whilst this 
is still to be finalised the emerging draft EEP plan suggests that the achievement of at least 19 
200 dwellings should be completed in Breckland in the period 2001-2026. This should be set 
out more clearly as a minimum in SO1 of the Spatial Objective. 

This is clearly set out in SO1 

Spatial 
Objectives 

TaylorWimpy  No 
Opinion 

The individual strategic objectives are supported but if S07 is to be more appropriately 
reflected then the extent of new housing proposed needs to be increased. A review of 
unconstrained land that is close to the town centre and community facilities shows this can be 
easily done by minor urban extensions. By way of example this can be done in a sustainable 
fashion by making use of land at Norwich Road Dereham (see plan attached). It is close to 
schools is on a public transport route and within easy walking distance of the town centre . It 
offers no adverse effect on the landscape nature conservation and is deliverable hence all the 
strategic objectives are complimented. 

Comment noted. 

Spatial 
Objectives 

BennettHomes  Agree Bennett welcomes the extent of housing growth to be directed to Attleborough and the spatial 
objectives (and individual strategic objectives). In particular they note S014 i.e. to maximise 
the opportunity to redevelop sustainable previously developed land. Bennett do ask that 
Breckland when seeking to meet that strategic objective give positive consideration to land 
which is clearly previously developed and on the immediate edge of existing settlements. 
Hence they welcome a minor amendment to S014 such that it states in addition 'Land on the 
immediate edge of market towns and which are redundant and previously built upon will be 
given priority consideration for development'. 

This level of detail is not required in the Spatial 
objectives and the issue is covered in CP1 

Spatial 
Objectives 

TaylorWimpey  Agree We support the intention to deliver significant housing and employment growth at the key 
settlements in the District. In order to achieve this outcome it will be necessary for the Core 
Strategy to deliver a minimum of 15 200 new dwellings in the period 2001-2021 in accordance 
with Policy H1 of the emerging EEP. However as noted in the context of our observations on 
the wider background of the Core Strategy we would suggest that SO1 should make reference 
to the provision of a minimum of 3 900 further homes by 2026 (780 x 5). 

Comment noted agree figure will be updated in 
Submission document 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised Spatial Objectives  

 

The issues, problems and challenges which were derived from the evidence base, have 

informed the development of the Spatial Vision in association with the Spatial 

Portrait. The topic areas identified in the issues, problems and challenges along with 

the Spatial Vision informed the creation of Higher Strategic Themes. The purpose of 

these themes is to encapsulate the key issues, problems and challenges that the 

Council needs to be address through its LDF. These Higher Strategic Themes have in 

turn enabled individual strategic objectives to be derived that represent the first 

articulation of the Council’s view on how the issues, problems and challenges will be 

addressed through the LDF.   

Issue/Problem/Challenge Higher Strategic 

Theme 

Individual Strategic 

Objectives 

SO1: To deliver a minimum 

15,200 net new homes with 

6,000 net in Thetford between 

2001 – 2021 in accordance 

with the RSS and in addition a 

minimum of 3,900 further 

homes by 2026 to ensure that 

all residents have access to a 

decent home.  

SO2: To secure sufficient 

affordable housing for those in 

need.  

SO3: To ensure high and 

stable levels of employment 

through restructuring the local 

economy providing a minimum 

of 6,000 net new jobs District 

wide in the period 2001-2021 

in accordance with the RSS, so 

everyone can share in the 

prosperity of the District.  

SO4: To develop and retain a 

flexible and highly skilled 

workforce through training.  

SO5: To address infrastructure 

and green infrastructure 

deficits, and infrastructure 

capacity issues.  

SO6: To ensure that 

infrastructure and green 

infrastructure delivery keeps 

pace with the levels of growth.  

Housing, Employment and 

Regeneration 

 

To deliver significant 

housing and employment 

growth at key 

settlements providing 

services and facilities to 

their hinterlands. 

SO7: To strengthen 

Breckland’s towns as places 

for shopping, work, services 



and leisure. Balancing housing, 

employment and service 

growth to promote self-

containment..  

SO8: To protect and enhance 

the quality and distinctiveness 

of the biodiversity, 

geodiversity and landscape of 

Breckland.  

SO9: To protect and enhance 

the built and historic 

environment of Breckland and 

require new development to 

meet high quality design 

standards.  

SO10: To require high quality 

design that meets high 

environmental standards.  

SO11: To enhance open space 

provision throughout the 

District.  

SO12: To promote renewable 

energy to reduce carbon 

emissions..  

Environment To comprehensively 

protect and enhance, as 

appropriate, the natural, 

built  and historic 

environment of the 

District. 

SO13: To minimise the risk of 

flooding to existing and new 

developments.  

SO14: To maximise the 

opportunity to redevelop 

sustainable previously 

developed land.  

SO15: To prevent groundwater 

contamination and a 

deterioration in air, water and 

soil quality.  

SO16: To require the efficient 

use of water resources.  

Natural Resources To respect the 

environmental limits of 

the District, in particular 

water resources.  

SO17: To minimise the 

amount of waste produced and 

promote sustainable waste 

management.  

Accessibility To enhance accessibility 

to services to reduce 

need to travel and 

inequalities in access. 

SO18: To provide for a 

significant modal shift from a 

reliance on the private car, in 

particular single person car 

use, to sustainable forms of 



transport.  

 

SO19: To ensure good 

accessibility for all to jobs, 

facilities and services in 

Breckland.  

SO20: To reduce rural 

isolation through the protection 

and provision of key services 

and facilities in the rural areas.  

  SO21: To reduce urban 

isolation and social exclusion 

through the promotion of 

appropriate tenure mixes in 

new developments and 

improved accessibility to key 

services and facilities.  
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Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Childerhouse  Agree We support the identification of Weeting as a Local Service Centre for growth in 
the Core Strategy. Preferred Option SS1 defines Service Centre Villages as those 
that contain adequate services and facilities to meet the day-to-day requirement of 
their existing residents. It states: These services and facilities include some or all 
of: a convenience shop public transport health care primary school and access to 
employment opportunities. Weeting supports all of the above apart from a doctors' 
surgery. An allocation to the north of Cromwell Close Weeting would help to 
sustain existing services and could help to support new services within the village. 
My clients would for example be prepared to provide a site for a new medical 
centre within the land. This land could also support a care home & sheltered 
housing complex next to a medical centre and a heritage centre to accommodate 
the collections of the local heritage group who are keen to find a site within the 
local area and seek grant funding to support the development. We understand that 
the provision of a care home within the village is an idea that has previously been 
raised by the Parish Council. We therefore consider that Weeting has the local 
services and facilities and public transport provision capable of supporting in the 
region of 130 new homes. 

Comments Noted. Representation supports a higher level 
of housing in Weeting. It should be noted that Weeting is 
constrained in terms of its proximity to the Breckland SPA 
and landscape issues and it is questionable whether the 50 
homes as proposed will be deliverable without causing an 
impact on the adjacent SPA. There are sustainability 
issues with allocating more than 50 homes to Weeting as it 
does not have the same level of service provision as some 
of the other service centres have. The representation does 
not provide any additional evidence to support a higher 
allocation in Weeting. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Scarrott Weeting 
Parish 
Council 

Agree Agree with the designation of Weeting as a Service Centre for Growth Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Riseborough Bawdeswell 
Parish 
Council 

Disagree It is felt that the LDF offered little to rural communities beyond self-help and whilst 
agreeing in principle to the proposals for the towns and local service centres the 
Parish Council felt that there is a serious lack of proposals or concerns for rural 
communities. 

The Strategy addresses the rural areas and allows for 
growth where an exceptional need is present. This is 
delivered through Preferred Option CP13 and numerous 
Development Control Policies. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Cole  Disagree The spatial strategy identifies Service Centre Villages which contain a range of 
facilities reflecting the guidance given in the Regional Plan. Banham is included as 
a Service Centre Village as it contains a selection of the facilities which the 
Regional Plan suggests Local Service Centres could include. However the strategy 
document asserts that Banham alongside Litcham Mattishall and Saham Toney 
have already reached their sustainable capacity and the implication therefore is 
that further growth cannot be supported in these villages. We are particularly 
concerned about this view of Banham. It is unclear why it is considered that the 
village is at capacity. The assessment of the Service Centres identifies that there is 
limited capacity in the primary school at present and limited opportunity to expand. 
However the potential capacity of the school needs to be considered over a period 
equivalent to and beyond the plan period. School rolls vary with the aging structure 
of the village and future housing developments during the plan period could 
provide new pupils to maintain the school population in the longer term. The village 
benefits from a significant provision of local businesses (more than other centres of 
similar size) and supports local community facilities including convenience shops. 

Comment noted. Banham lacks a primary health care 
facility and frequent public transport and therefore 
struggles to meet the criteria outlined in the Regional Plan. 
Therefore further market housing development in the form 
of an extensive allocation would not be appropriate for 
Banham and would not perform well in sustainability terms. 
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Retail facilities are likely to come increasingly under pressure in the future and will 
benefit from a further growth in village size to ensure that they are retained within 
the village. The lack of certain facilities (such as health care) might be overcome in 
the future if the village had a higher level of resident population and such an 
increase might also assist in both retaining existing bus services and supporting an 
improvement in those services. Allowing for future housing growth at Banham will 
also provide a means of securing contribution to the provision of affordable 
housing for local needs within mixed developments rather than depending upon 
the release of solely affordable housing on “exceptions sites”. The latter make 
limited contribution to meeting the demand for such housing in the rural area as 
they are dependant on land being released at low value. A more realistic approach 
is to secure such housing as part of a mixed development of open market and 
affordable housing and this also can produce affordable developments which are 
more easily absorbed into the village. In particular those service centres not 
identified for growth will most likely be confined within their existing settlement 
boundaries where such opportunities for new housing that do exist will be limited to 
small scale developments probably too small to support a contribution of affordable 
housing. Allowing for growth of a significant level would involve the allocation of 
housing sites and provide the opportunity to revisit the definition of the settlement 
boundaries. This would enable developments of more than the five units indicated 
in the Affordable Housing policy as the threshold size for providing a contribution to 
affordable housing provision. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Cook  Disagree Thank you for the information afternoon at Attleborough I am sure that many 
people found it most interesting. However I was most disappointed to see that 
Great Ellingham is still being considered as an LSC despite the fact that we only 
meet 40% of the criteria for LSC status. I managed to speak to several residents at 
the meeting who agreed with this view. I am sorry to be a nuisance but I must 
emphasise most strongly that :- WE DO NOT HAVE A BUS SERVICE. WE DO 
NOT HAVE A SURGERY. WE DO NOT HAVE EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES. 
Your statistics may show that there are 36 business tax payers but the majority of 
those are one person companies Also in the LDF document and some other 
literature that you have produced the statement that our Parish Council is in 
agreement with us being granted LSC status has been made. The truth is that our 
Parish Council's attitude towards LSC status is at best apathetic this was amply 
demonstrated on the 5th February when not one single Parish Councillor bothered 
to attend the very important meeting at Breckland Council Offices. It is well 
documented in your Local Service Centre Analysis dated September 2007 that the 
parishioners are not in favour and I quote:- Parish Council Meeting 18 July 2007: 
Attended by some 100 residents. Meeting was largely against Local Service 
Centre status if it resulted in the release of a large site for housing on the edge of 
the village. It should be very clear to any interested party that our Parish Council 
are not acting in the best interest of the parishioners whose views they are 

Comment noted the suitability of Great Ellingham as a 
service centre for growth will be re-examined given the lack 
of frequent public transport and lack of primary health care 
facilities. 
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supposed to support. Our voice needs to be heard. Finally and I apologise for 
being so long winded please can I ask that you look again very carefully at Great 
Ellingham and reconsider our suitability for LSC status. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Keohane  Disagree 
Strongly 

Great Ellingham does not contains adequate services and facilities to meet day to 
day requirements of their existing residents. Our village has no health care facilities 
and inadequate public transport. If you are car-less and ill on a Monday 
Wednesday or Friday that's just bad luck. Even if you do fall ill on a Tuesday or 
Thursday you will be able to get into Attleborough to see the Doctor using the Not-
so-flexi-bus for around 9 o'clock but nearly die of exposure waiting for the returning 
bus. I also think that Great Ellingham does not fit the criteria for Local Employment. 
I shouldn't think that of the 36 business rate paying concerns in the village only a 
handful actually employ more than two people. The term Service Centre Village 
implies that it will be the centre for the surrounding villages as I would imagine 
places like East Harling and Mattishall do. Our proximity to Attleborough prevents 
this from happening. Our excellent shop serves the village well but people from 
other villages don't come to Great Ellingham to use our shop when they can drive 
(and they will be driving!) a further 2 miles to Attleborough. Our school also serves 
our village well but does not serve the surrounding villages except Little Ellingham 
children who are bussed in. Rocklands has it's own thriving school. Children of 
Deopham go to Morley School which is a feeder school of Wymondham High 
School. A significant number of children are brought by car every school day twice 
a day to Great Ellingham from Attleborough which surely goes directly against all 
the 'green' policies that we are all adopting! In this document it says 'key local 
services which define the settlement as a Local Service Centre will be protected 
within these villages' How on earth can this be achieved in Great Ellingham? 
Possible Post Office closure withdrawal of uneconomic public transport non-
existent health care and limited employment opportunities! It's very hard to imagine 
how any of these can be protected! I believe the Parish Council is now also in 
agreement with the majority of the parishioners in that none of us want any extra 
allocation of housing in the village. I hope very much that the LDF team will remove 
Great Ellingham from the list of Local Service Centres completely. If this happens I 
and many other parishioners will be watching very closely when this is put forward 
to the Cabinet Meeting to ensure that the wishes of the Parish Council and the 
parishioners are upheld. In conclusion Great Ellingham is not a sustainable village 
so should not be put forward as a Service Centre Village of any kind. 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Gee Harling Parish 
Council 

Agree In general Council felt that the principles and policies this document sets out are 
sound and it now awaits the publication of the “site specific” document with 
interest. Meanwhile the following matters of fact should be brought to your 
attention for consideration as you refine and develop your strategies (a) the heavy 
vehicular use of the B111 and the particular problems caused by HGVs is a major 
controversial issue in East Harling which can only be exacerbated by the proposed 

Comments noted 
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development of the Roudharn Industrial Estate and the County’s proposals for 
mineral extraction and waste disposal in the area; (b) the detrimental impact that 
more and more HGVs will have on air quality; (c) the current lack of adequate car 
parking spaces; (d) the current lack of adequate places at both East Harling and 
Old Buckenharn the latter being the secondary school for the area; (e) the inability 
of the current surface water drainage and sewage systems to adequately cope; (I) 
the fact that both the East Harling and Kenninghall doctors’ surgeries have full 
patient lists and (g) the need for the incorporation of children's’ play areas and 
green spaces into any new developments. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Holman  Disagree Saham Hills (Saham Toney) should be included in your framework as an area 
suitable for a variety of new housing development for the following reasons (some 
site specific to land on Hills Road): 1. Within 20 miles radius of Norwich on good 
un-crowded roads through Hingham . 2. Not Ribbon development 3. New Sewers 
4. Surrounded on three sides by residential housing making it difficult to let 5. 
Within 2 miles of Watton within walking and cycling distance 6. We find it difficult to 
look after 7. Easy access to new Norwich Hospital 8. Within commuting distance of 
Wymondham for new fast rail link 9. Easy access to M11 10. Good local services 
11. Area needs smaller housing. Area suitable for mews type development room to 
make development easy on the eye. 12. Previous chief planning officer told us it 
was suitable for housing 

Comment noted. Some parts of the comment relate to a 
specific site and are therefore not applicable to the Policy. 
Saham Toney does not have many employment 
opportunities in the village and lacks primary health care 
facilities and would therefore not be suitable for further 
growth. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Mileham Norfolk 
County 
Council 

Agree The Preferred approach put forward by the District Council has emerged from the 
higher growth options as set out in the previous Issues and Options consultation 
(2007). However there is continued concern at the levels of planned jobs in both 
Thetford and Attleborough compared to the level of housing envisaged. Thetford — 
The scale of residential growth in Thetford is consistent with the emerging 
Regional Plan and the town’s status as an identified New Growth Point. The 
County Council welcomes the aspiration to increase the net additional jobs to be 
created in the town and welcomes the intention to focus on higher skilled jobs 
supporting the Rural Enterprise Valley (REV) . The County Council supports the 
position that there needs to be a much closer alignment between the level of jobs 
and homes planned for in the town in order to deliver a balanced sustainable 
community. Members will be aware of the close partnership working which is 
taking place in relation to the Thetford Growth Point Project. Officers and members 
are actively engaged with Breckland Council with regard to assessing the 
infrastructure and service requirements arising from significant growth and how this 
infrastructure can best be delivered. Therefore it is recommended that the 
supporting text of the Core Strategy should be amended to reflect: • the close 
partnership working between the two authorities; and • the emergence of an Area 
Action Plan (AAP) to cover planned growth Thetford. Dereham The scale of 
employment and retail growth planned for Dereham proportionally considerably 
greater than the residential allocation proposed. As set out in the previous Issues 

Comment noted. With regard to job provision in 
Attleborough further work is being carried out to see if there 
is a greater potential for jobs in the town. The status of 
North Elmham and Matishall as service centres will be 
considered. There are issues with both villages in terms of 
social infrastructure capacity. Both schools feed into 
Dereham high school which is known to be constrained. 
The strategy proposes further development for Dereham 
itself and nearby Swanton Morley which performs slightly 
better in sustainability terms. The suitability of Weeting and 
Great Ellingham for growth will be re-examined given the 
lack of public transport in Great Ellingham and 
environmental constraints in Weeting which will need to be 
tested through Appropriate Assessment. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

and Options consultation this approach implies a strategy of employment/retail 
catch-up’ for the town based on previous levels of housing growth. In terms of 
employment and service provision there are strong arguments that Dereham 
should be the secondary location for major growth in Breckland. However since the 
previous Issues and Options report (2007) further evidence suggests that the 
number of homes that can be accommodated is effectively capped by the limited 
capacity of the two High Schools. In addition the level of housing that could be 
identified is also limited by the sewage capacity in the town. The scale of 
development proposed in Policy CP1 is considered acceptable based on the 
evidence provided. Therefore it is recommended that the level of housing proposed 
in Dereham is supported. Attleborough —The Preferred Option for growth in 
Attleborough seeks to allocate ‘sustainable greenfield’ urban extensions to the 
south of the town for up to 4 000 units by 2026. Attleborough is considered to be a 
suitable alternative location for enhanced growth given that it is well located in the 
All corridor and has regular train services between Norwich and Cambridge. It is 
also reasonably well located in terms of the existing employment found at 
Snetterton and further expansion of Snetterton is proposed as part of the Core 
Strategy. However large scale housing growth as set out in the Preferred Options 
raises a number of issues in terms of: (a) the balance between jobs and housing — 
large scale housing without a commensurate increase in jobs will simply lead to 
more out-commuting as such further employment provision should be considered 
for the town; (b) Infrastructure and service provision — The County Council as part 
of its work on the Attleborough Market Town Transport Strategy has examined the 
implications of different levels of housing growth. The District Council’s Preferred 
Option for housing growth of up to 4 000 dwellings is dependant on the 
implementation of a southern link road to be successful from a transport 
perspective. There is some doubt as to whether the level of housing being 
suggested by the District Council for Attleborough could deliver a developer4unded 
link road and contribute towards a standard transport charge which is currently 
being developed by the County Council. In addition significant contributions will 
also be needed towards other County Council infrastructure such as schools and 
library provision together with the District Council’s requirement for affordable 
housing (40%). It is unclear at this stage from the Preferred Options documents 
whether the housing levels being proposed could provide all the developer-funded 
infrastructure and services necessary to deliver a sustainable community (see 
delivery below); (c) Delivery — It is considered that arrangements should be put in 
place (similar to Thetford) in order to co-ordinate and facilitate the infrastructure 
required to service large scale growth as put forward by the District Council in the 
consultation document. The success of the strategy will be dependant on the 
delivery of jobs homes and infrastructure and will require considerable inputs from 
the public and private sectors. This is particularly relevant in securing the 
necessary improvements to deliver supporting major infrastructure projects such 
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as new highway works and educational facilities. Therefore the level of growth 
outlined for the town will require a co-ordinated approach to delivery in order to 
ensure the timely provision of services and infrastructure. The District Council will 
need to set out clearly in the submission Core Strategy how the supporting 
infrastructure is to be provided including specific costings for the major projects 
and mechanisms for their early implementation. This will avoid any potential 
soundness issues at the submission stage. Recommendation It is recommended 
that the County Council support in principle the levels of housing proposed in 
Attleborough subject to there being clear evidence ahead of submission of the 
Core Strategy to demonstrate that developer funding will provide all necessary 
infrastructure and service provision particularly in relation to transport and 
education. Arrangements should also be put in place to co-ordinate and facilitate 
infrastructure provision. Local Service Centres Issues The RSS allows for Village 
Service Centres to be identified. These should provide a good range of local 
services such as schools shops healthcare employment and public transport. The 
Preferred Options consultation document proposes identifying two tiers of Local 
Service Centre villages as set out in the previous round of consultation. The first 
tier would see housing growth and service development. A second tier would be 
identified for enhanced service provision only. Both are listed in table 1 above. The 
village of North Elmham has been considered previously but has not been 
identified in this consultation. Dispersing large amounts of development around 
villages with limited facilities and poor public transport services would be contrary 
to the RSS (Policy SS.4) and the Local Transport Plan (Policies 1 and 4). 
Therefore the principle of a limited number of Local Service Centres identified for 
housing growth is supported. However limited evidence has been presented as to 
whether the particular list of Local Service Centres proposed for housing meets the 
criteria or is the most appropriate. For example some villages earmarked for 
growth do not have a doctor’s surgery while some of the others do. Secondly it is 
considered that the level of housing growth is relatively high (over 80 dwellings per 
village) and should certainly not be increased. Furthermore Villages such as North 
Elmham and Mattishall might be considered better candidates for accepting 
housing growth due to the presence of a greater level of service provision. All of 
the villages listed in both tiers provide some degree of services and it is considered 
that all of these villages should be promoted for improved service provision through 
the policy. Comments The RSS (December 2006) indicates that Local 
Development Documents (LDDs) should also consider the potential of other “key 
service centres to accommodate development which is sympathetic to local 
character and of an appropriate scale and nature in relation to local housing and 
employment needs”. The RSS indicates that key service centres are large villages 
with a good level of services which might include: A primary school within the 
settlement and a secondary school within the settlement or easily accessible by 
public transport; • Primary health care facilities; • A range of retail and service 
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provision capable of meeting day to day needs in particular shopping; • Local 
employment opportunities; and • Frequent public transport to higher order 
settlements. A key theme of the LTP is reducing the need to travel with Policy 4 
(Location of New Development) seeking to ensure that new development 
minimises the need to travel and reduces reliance on the private car. Furthermore 
the County Council’s Accessibility Strategy as set out in the LTP seeks to develop 
a hub and spoke system of public transport links between the market towns. 
Service Villages do not align with this general approach and would not be a high 
priority for future LTP transport and public transport investment. However 
improving the availability of demand responsive public transport in these areas will 
make a positive contribution to increasing accessibility in Local Service Centres. It 
is understood that all six service villages have a primary sector school some level 
of public transport provision and a range of services (e.g. village shop) which can 
meet day-to-day needs. However two villages do not have primary healthcare 
facilities and these are: • Great Ellingham; and • Weeting. While the number of 
Local Service Centres proposed for housing growth is considered to be broadly 
reasonable (six in total) those villages that do not contain the basic level of 
services (as illustrated above) give rise to ‘sustainability’ concerns. Overall it is felt 
that a better evidence base is still needed to justify which villages fit in which tier 
with all of the villages listed to be promoted for better services and job 
opportunities. Recommendation More evidence is required to justify the 
identification of Local Service Centre villages. A two tier approach to Local Service 
Centres is supported however it is unclear which villages best meet the minimum 
criteria. The County Council recommends that any policy should attempt to 
strengthen the service centre role of all the identified villages. As such it is 
recommended that: 1 Concern is raised as to Great Ellingham and Weeting being 
included as Local Service Centres for growth given their levels of services; 2. 
Concern be raised to the level of housing in the six proposed Local Service 
Centres for growth which is felt to be too high (i.e. around 80 dwellings per village); 
and 3. The District Council should therefore carefully reconsider the proposed 
Local Service Centres for growth ensuring that any revised list broadly meets the 
RSS tests and satisfies the aims of the Local Transport Plan. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Falcon  Disagree The Spatial Strategy preferred option provides for a significant number of new 
homes at Thetford and Attleborough instead of Swaffham. There is too much 
concentration on the A11 corridor at the expense of an established market town 
such as Swaffham. Swaffham is on the major A47 east west link road and also on 
the A1065 being the main link road to the North Norfolk Coast. Swaffham has the 
infrastructure and capacity to take at least an extra 1 000 new homes. 

Although Swaffham has the infrastructure capacity its 
location away from the A11 means there is limited capacity 
for employment and retail growth. Higher levels of 
residential development would further increase out-
commuting from the town. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of the 
Kilverstone 

Strongly 
Agree 

We would support the spatial strategy set out under Preferred Option SS1 with 
Thetford being the focus for growth in Breckland. We also support the statement 
that Thetford will provide 5 200 new homes between 2009-2021 and at least a 

Comment noted 
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Estate further 1 500 new homes between 2021-2026. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Martin  Agree I agree the preferred option. However I am concerned about maintaining the clear 
geographical separation of small rural settlements in close proximity to larger 
settlements such as Market Towns like Dereham. This should be a serious 
consideration when the expansion of the Market Towns is proposed. In the case of 
Dereham within the LDF supporting papers the Flood Risk document shows 
Dereham as having six areas of possible expansion. Two of these are to the south 
i.e. at Dumpling Green and Toftwood and running down into the Tud Valley and in 
once instance down to the River Tud i.e. right on the Yaxham Parish boundary. 
Such development would seriously narrow the sensitive gap between Dereham 
and Yaxham (where I live) and Dereham and Westfield. This would run the real 
risk of effectively incorporating Yaxham and or Westfield as a suburb of Dereham 
rather than a separate rural villages in their own right. Individual settlements such 
as Yaxham and Westfield are thriving communities in their own right and the 
Spatial Vision should take this into account. 

Specific sites for development will be identified through the 
Site Specific Policies and Proposals document. 
Development areas identified in SFRA are indicative only 
for the purposes of testing flood risk. There is no guarantee 
that these sites will be promoted or considered in the Site 
Specific Document 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Keohane  Disagree 
Strongly 

In my previous comment I listed all the negatives of Great Ellingham and it's 
diminishing local services making it sound like a doomed village. I must make it 
clear that it is anything but that. Great Ellingham is a vibrant village with a fantastic 
community spirit. Our local parish magazine is always packed with events 
happening in the village like the Panto, the Firework Display and the famous Teddy 
Bear week etc etc as well as all the clubs and associations that happen regularly. 
These activities bring in people from right across the county and are very 
successful. These events and clubs don't run themselves. It take a lot of organising 
and all this hard work is done by the villagers in their own time and for free. These 
people make the village what it is despite not having much in the way of local 
services. The Developers who are eager to move in on our surrounding agricultural 
fields if our village becomes a LSC make it sound like they can architecturally 
incorporate community spirit into their 'small' 50 house schemes and reverse our 
degrading services. Ha! These developers are not charitable institutions or 
community workers. They are in it for the money plain and simple. Our young local 
people are still buying the smaller properties in the village and if there is a demand 
for affordable housing for local people then I'm sure the Parish Council will 
investigate the possibility of modest schemes on exception sites similar to Glebe 
Meadow which is highly acceptable. We don't want or need acres of housing. We 
all chose to live in a rural village and we would like to keep it that way. 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Clabburn  Agree I support sustainable growth. Villages without some growth will suffer and lose their 
last few remaining facilities. However many local people fear the new 
developments are all built with little thought for the local character of the village 
and add little to the local community. Community growth should be the aim rather 
than housing growth. Housing developments that add character and community to 
a village can do the local environment a lot of good. This consultation process has 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 
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not inspired confidence that any new developments will add to our area - which is a 
shame. The focus has been on numbers rather than design or community benefits. 
I support the idea of sustainable growth in villages such as Ellingham - where 
without growth the last remaining services will disappear as they have done 
elsewhere. I'd support a development that added to the sense of village 
community. Adding 50 houses to a village need not detract from the area but for it 
to gain local approval the new development will need to be built in village style with 
each house having unique features and have something special to build 
community life such as a proper play area. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Cumming  Strongly 
Agree 

I have lived and worked in the Breckland area now for more than thirty years and 
have seen many changes to the villages and rural areas many of the changes 
have been to the benefit of the community although sometimes such changes are 
resisted locally. I am particularly aware of the Attleborough area and the villages 
that surround it and believe that many residents who are lucky enough to live in 
these villages would support local growth. Historically over the last hundred or so 
years there has been a steady outflow of residents to the major cities due to the 
lack of job opportunities etc. This together with a more demanding requirement for 
larger dwellings has resulted many villages and their associated hinterlands having 
a reduced population than they did years ago. Young people who have grown up in 
the rural areas should have the opportunity live locally to find work and be 
supported by services commensurate with the 21 Century. Our villages and our 
communities will be poorer in every respect if we cannot feed house and provide 
for all members of society young and old with sustainable resources. I therefore 
believe it is imperative that we see some growth and the criteria for LSCs that have 
been suggested seem to generally support the larger villages and are closely 
associated with larger centres such as Attleborough that can provide the wider 
services. These local proposed LSCs have had some clusters of development in 
the past that have not contributed to the villages in the way that the proposed 
developments of some fifty dwellings might. There is a potential that these small 
developments could bring about a significant benefit for the community and this is 
most likely to be of the greatest value where such developments are conceived as 
a whole integrating into the physical and social structure of the village and there-by 
making a positive contribution to the community. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Currington  Agree The spatial strategy allows for growth of Thetford (5 000) Market towns (1 000 ea) 
and some of the 12 identified service villages (100 ea) . I think less emphasis 
should be placed on the development of the towns in Breckland. More should be 
placed on the growth of Service centre villages. Reasons: 1. These towns and 
Dereham in particular have seen huge growth over the last 10 years. I do not think 
they have managed this well with lack of services for example primary schools in 
Dereham are all full as are dentists. 2. Smaller village centres such as Shipdham 
have capacity to accommodate a larger number of houses/ homes in the future. 

The Regional Spatial Strategy seeks to direct growth to 
Key Centres for Development and Change followed by 
market towns. To put a greater emphasis on development 
in Local Service Centres would conflict with Regional policy 
and the plan would be found un-sound at examination. 
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This will support rural industries and services whilst maintain village community 
life. 3. New housing in the villages is likely to be a little more affordable than town 
housing. I would wish a greater allowance for housing to be given to village centres 
and specifically Shipdham which I feel could cope with and benefit from greater 
growth. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Ginn Natural 
England 

Strongly 
Agree 

Sites of national and international importance for biodiversity and geodiversity 
need to be taken account of by the planning process. 

Comments Noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Keohane  Disagree 
Strongly 

I am 20 years old and have lived in Great Ellingham for most of my life. I have 
recently been able to buy a house in the village with my partner who wanted to 
move from Wymondham to Great Ellingham because he wanted to live in a rural 
village as Wymondham is getting too large and he also wanted a have a cottage 
with character. We are both earning low incomes and with our savings have had 
no trouble getting a mortgage. I feel that if young people are determined to get 
their first home like us then there are still small first time buyer cottages in Great 
Ellingham for young people to purchase. We picked this village for its rural setting. 
If they are going to build all over it then we should have bought a modern house in 
a town. 

Comments noted. Evidence from SHMA demonstrates that 
affordability and availability of housing in Breckland is a 
problem 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Johnson  Disagree 
Strongly 

Growth should be dispersed more widely among the smaller villages of Breckland. 
Without growth these communities will stagnate and become nothing more than 
remote housing estates with no affordable housing. Dispersed growth at the right 
level will help to ensure community cohesion in smaller communities. Where 
growth has been targeted such as in the case of some Service Centre Villages it 
has been done so in an illogical manner which does not stand up to scrutiny Old 
Buckenham has been identified as unsuitable for new housing on the grounds that 
there is insufficient high school capacity to support growth. Meanwhile 
neighbouring East Harling is identified as a having capacity for further growth. East 
Harling has NO high school and therefore considerably less capacity than it's 
neighbour Old Buckenham. Furthermore the local high school for East Harling is 
Old Buckenham which as stated has capacity issues. East Harling is also located 
more remotely from alternative high schools than Old Buckenham. If the lack of 
high school capacity is considered an appropriate reason for restricting new 
housing it should be applied consistently to both key service centres. East Harling 
and Old Buckenham should both be considered to have reached their sustainable 
capacity until such time as adequate high school provision is made. At this time I 
am not aware of any plans to expand the high school I would therefore suggest in 
the time scale for this plan neither local service centre should be identified for 
housing growth. The selection for key service centres suitable for growth makes no 
reference to primary school capacity. East Harling primary school is already at 
capacity even after mobile class rooms have been installed. There are also no 
plans to expand the primary school. Before growth is acceptable in East Harling 
the Primary school should also have adequate permanent capacity to 

East Harling is proposed for a moderate growth rate of 50 
houses over 15 years. This growth will have limited impact 
on high school capacity in Old Buckenham. The main 
issues with Old Buckenham are its lack of public transport 
and primary health care facilities. Dispersed growth has 
been tested through Sustainability Appraisal and has been 
shown to be less sustainable that the Preferred Option for 
the Spatial Strategy 
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accommodate the planned growth. Or at the very least concrete plans including 
funding and the necessary planning permissions for the necessary expansion. The 
B1111 through East Harling is currently designated as a main distributor route by 
Norfolk County Council. As such the primary purpose of the Garboldisham Road 
and Market street in East Haling is to allow the free flow of HGV's for the greater 
benefit of South Norfolk and beyond. This is recognised by Breckland DC which is 
promoting the Roudham and Snetterton general employment areas for among 
other reasons the proximity to the B1111. This strategic approach will actively 
increase HGV vehicle movements through East Harling. The proposed policy's 
mean that the use of the these roads in this manner supersedes its use by 
residents on foot to access what remaining services there are. This results in 
footpaths which are too narrow to allow comfortable access to services which are 
primarily located on these roads. Housing growth in East Harling would increase 
the numbers of pedestrians needing to use what is first and foremost a HGV 
access route. Unless HGV vehicle movements are restricted the village is 
unsuitable for housing growth. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

Disagree The preferred spatial strategy generally lacks reference to the environment as a 
whole particularly in relation to the district’s main towns and villages. The 
description of growth and development in these settlements needs to contain 
caveats to ensure the protection and enhancement of the natural built and historic 
environment. This is particularly important for Thetford which is the focus for 
growth in Breckland. The description of the district’s countryside at the end of the 
strategy lacks any reference to the historic environment (including specific 
designated features like scheduled ancient monuments) which forms an important 
part of its character. 

Comment noted. The natural built and historic environment 
is given protection in a number of Core Policies and it is not 
necessary to repeat this in SS1. Agree that mention of 
SAMs and Historic Parks and Gardens should be included 
under countryside. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Dadd Shipdham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree After much discussion the proposal that “The Council accepts the village status as 
a Key Service Centre capable of moderate growth” The Council expressed 
concerns that the current infrastructure may not be capable of accommodating the 
proposed level of growth in the document. Concerns raised are; That controlled 
growth on selected sites is necessary to avoid intensification of development 
particularly in the village centre. That the density and type of any individual 
development should be appropriate to maintain the village character and quality. 
This may mean that there is a lower rate of housing per hectare than is suggested 
within the main policy document. Existing village services are maintained and 
improved. That the existing road structure is maintained and improved. The District 
Council will actively support community development proposals. That the District 
Council will consider developments which promote local jobs. That the Parish have 
greater control (through the planning process) over the density size amount of 
open space etc. both in Stage II of the consultation process and thereafter. That 
there is a facility that should the Parish Council (through review) conclude that the 
amount of sustainable development has been reached it may seek to change the 

Comment noted 
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village designation of a Key Service Centre (with growth) to one of a Key Service 
Centre (with zero growth) thereby limiting further development. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Salmon Matishall 
Parish 
Council 

Strongly 
Agree 

We support the above especially the recognition Matishall has reached sustainable 
capacity regarding housing. How will local services be protected in LSCs? What 
are the limits of service provision type and scale of any employment related 
development some concern of ‘knock-on’ effects of development in Shipdham 
increased traffic through Mattishall to reach A47 road network already 
overstretched. 

Comments noted. Services will be protected through 
Preferred Option DC21 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The Core Strategy Preferred Option appropriately provides for deliverable 
development within a 15 year period from the proposed date of adoption of the 
Core Strategy up to 2026. This approach is in accordance with paragraph 53 of 
Planning Policy Statement 3 Housing 2006. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Agree The principle of Preferred Option SS1 is supported. However we suggest that 
additional emphasis should be placed on identification through the East of England 
Plan of Thetford as the primary source of housing delivery and employment growth 
in Breckland District as a Key Centre for Development and Change. We also 
recommend that land to the North and South-east of Thetford should be identified 
through Preferred Option SS1 as the locations that will deliver the quantum of 
housing required through the East of England Plan. Finally Thetford is ideally 
placed to continue providing housing at an annual average of 425 new homes 
every year and hence 2 125 dwellings should be provided at Thetford between 
2021 and 2026. Taking the above points in to account we recommend the following 
amendments to the wording of Preferred Option Furthermore.. focusing growth at 
Thetford as a Key Centre for Development and Change Wile accords with the Draft 
Regional Spatial Strategy. It will provide 5200 new homes between 2009 and 2021 
at an average of 425 new homes every year and at least a further (1500) 2 125 
new homes between 2021 and 2026. Housing will be provided through limited 
regeneration together with urban expansions to both the North and South East of 
the town. In addition up to 5 000 net new jobs to the end of the plan period will 
have been delivered. This lob growth will include the allocation of a new business 
park to the North of Thetford.” We submit that Thetford can deliver at least 7 325 
dwellings between 2001 and 2026 through sustainable urban extensions to both 
the North and South-East of the town. AMA has on behalf of the Shadwell Estate 
identified an area of lend (see attached plan ref. 05 007/04) comprising 164 
hectares (gross) that could appropriately deliver some 2000 to 3 000 dwellings 
together with mixed uses including local retail employment educations 
establishments end open space/ recreational facilities. There are no reasons why 
the annual target of 425 dwellings should net continue to be provided within 
Thetford through to at least 2026. We agree with the overall tenet of the final 
sentence to Preferred Option SS1 concerning protection of areas of special 
biodiversity. The Shadwell Estate has commissioned Ecology Solutions to provide 

Comment noted. It is not felt necessary to expand the 
policy to give greater reference to the East of England 
Plan. National Policy dictates that LDD have to be broadly 
in conformity with the Regional Plan. The proposed 
housing growth options have not been tested for 
developability post 2021 and until completion of 
Appropriate Assessment it will not be clear whether large-
scale development can take place to the south east of the 
town. It should be noted that a number of the Districts' 
housing requirements post 2021 will need to e delivered in 
Attleborough as housing delivery will be phased later in 
Attleborough due to road infrastructure constraints. The 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment will 
provide further evidence on housing numbers. It is not 
appropriate to identify areas of growth in the Spatial 
Strategy particularly when the developability of such areas 
has not been fully tested. The Thetford Area Action Plan 
will allocate growth areas in Thetford and determine 
phasing in more detail. 
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recommendations on the potential impact of development on the designated 
Special Protection Area (stone curlew) to the south-east of the Thetford. A copy of 
the Ecology Solutions report titled 1nformation for an Appropriate Assessment of 
the impacts on the Breckland SPA’ SAC pursuant to regulation 48(2) of the 
Conservation (Natural Habitats Sc.) regulations 1994) is enclosed with this 
submission The report concludes (paragraphs 7.8 and 7.10) that: ‘It is considered 
that the impacts identified in relation to the development of the Proposed Option 
Site could be avoided or mitigated for through the implementation/on of the 
measures described so that any impacts are de minimise “Subject to securing 
appropriate mitigation and avoidance measures and accepting that further data 
analysis is required in some instances it is considered that the project alone or in 
combination would not contribute to an overall significant effect that may have an 
adverse /impact on the integrity of the SPA/ SAC. In those terms the competent 
authority could legally and safely grant consent for the proposed plan/ project. As 
such there is no reason why the Proposed Option Site at Shadwell Estate could 
not come forward for development within the Breckland District Councils LOP”. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Metcalfe  Strongly 
Agree 

Great Ellingham provides our nearest shop and school. I strongly support its 
designation as a service centre with growth. Having grown up and lived in 
Breckland most of my life I am fully aware of the challenges for young people to 
stay in the local villages. I strongly support the proposal for more housing in Great 
Ellingham which would also help to support local services. 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

J Martin 
Shaw for 

Bernard 
Matthews Ltd 

Disagree We acknowledge the logic of the Preferred Spatial Strategy that focuses most 
development on the A11 corridor and the four market towns. However we are 
disappointed that the strategy fails to recognise the potential offered by degraded 
land away from these settlements. While strategic objective S0l3 understandably 
“aims to develop previously developed land” since such land is limited in Breckland 
more weight should have been given to the possibilities offered by under-used 
sites of low environmental quality beyond that narrow brownfield definition. 

National Policy requires new development to be focused in 
existing settlements and areas with access to key services 
so that a reliance on the private car is minimised. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Agree We support the spatial strategy with Thetford being the focus for growth in 
Breckland. We support the statement that Thetford will provide 5 200 new homes 
between 2009 and 2021 and at least a further 1 500 new homes between 2021 
and 2026. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree The preferred Spatial Strategy for the location of growth within Breckland District is 
supported by Gladedale (Anglia) with Attleborough recognised as a major focus for 
employment and residential growth with the Councils Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
identifying Attleborough as having potential for substantial growth to enhance its 
expansion along the All corridor. The Spatial Strategy identifies Attleborough as 
providing up to 4000 new homes over the remainder of the Plan period in order to 
meet the housing provision requirements set for the District through the East of 
England Plan. It is Gladedale (Anglia)’s opinion that for this Spatial Strategy to 
conform with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for the East of England the 

Comment noted no change to the policy. 
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provision of 4 000 new homes in Attleborough should be regarded as a minimum 
pending the review of the RSS (Policy HI) given that the current provision set by 
the RSS significantly falls short of what is needed for the region based on evidence 
about housing pressure affordability and household projections. Therefore it is 
important to ensure that there is flexibility within the Council’s preferred Spatial 
Strategy to allow for the delivery of a greater number of residential units to achieve 
higher rates of provision providing environmental and infrastructure constraints 
allow. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Bishop Swaffham 
Town Council 

Disagree Swaffham Town Council would strongly prefer future development to the West and 
East of the town. This in turn would ease congestion as traffic servicing these 
developments would use the A47 rather than the through roads via the Town 
Centre to access other road networks. Identified employment land should include 
land to the rear of Dalgety's site in Castle Acre Road to the North of the A47. Other 
land includes Tower Meadows industrial site off Castle Acre Road and the 
industrial estate on Lynn Road which currently houses Travis Perkins etc. The 
provision for future housing development should be between a minimum of 1600 
and 2000. It should be noted that there is a development of 400 houses at the 
former Redland site on Brandon Road already in the pipeline and included in the 
original proposed figure. There are also other smaller developments of 50+ houses 
already in the pipeline. It is therefore clear that the allocation of 600 houses is 
insufficient. The job growth figure should be proportionally increased to take 
account of the increase in housing provision. To a minimum of 750 to 1000. 

Exact locations of development will be determined by the 
Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document. The 
Breckland employment Land Review highlights limited 
capacity for employment growth in Swaffham hence the 
lower number of new jobs proposed in Swaffham. For 
these reasons a higher housing allocation would be 
unsustainable and would likely lead to further out-
commuting to higher order settlements 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Homes Hopkins 
Homes Ltd 

Disagree 
Strongly 

We object to the high level of growth proposed at Attleborough compared to that at 
Dereham and the rationale behind the preferred option. The Core Strategy states 
that the Sustainability Appraisal identified Attleborough as having the potential for 
sustainable growth. However the role of the Sustainability Appraisal is to consider 
the social economic and environmental effects of any plan being produced not to 
identify its options. The proposed level of housing at Attleborough is justified within 
the Core Strategy to support the growth of employment at Snetterton Heath. 
However Snetterton Heath is 6 miles south west of Attleborough it hardly 
encourages a self contained settlement as set out in the sustainable principles of 
the Spatial Vision in the same Core Strategy. The development of this scale would 
encourage car reliance contrary to the conclusions of the Sustainability Appraisal 
as there are poor transport links between Attleborough and Snetterton Heath. At 
current there is one bus service a day between the two locations - for school 
children from Snetterton to attend school in Attleborough . Spreading the housing 
growth across the market towns would encourage more self containment and 
reduce the impact on existing infrastructure. Housing growth at Dereham is 
discounted within the Core Strategy due to education and water constraints. 
However the representations made by Norfolk County Council’s Children Services 
the Local Education Authority state that the restrictions of education are overstated 

Comment noted. The high schools in Dereham are both 
currently land locked and have little room for expansion. 
The high schools currently have capacity for 1000 new 
homes. If that number were to be exceeded a new school 
would be needed. There is no guarantees that funding will 
be available for this and if developer funded Dereham 
would have to expand by around 6000 new homes to pay 
for it. This level of the development would take the 
emphasis away from Thetford and could be regarded as 
contrary to the RSS. Attleborough is situated on the main 
train-line between Norwich and Cambridge therefore 
allowing residents to visit higher order settlements by 
public transport. In contrast Dereham has no regular rail 
link to higher-order settlements. There is also a station 
local to Snetterton Heath employment area. Large scale 
growth is needed in Attleborough to deliver essential road 
infrastructure to ease pressure on the town centre. 
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within the Core Strategy and that provision in both Dereham and Attleborough is 
constrained. Anglian Water states that waste water capacity is also restricted with 
Attleborough and Dereham. Dereham as a better range of facilities than 
Attleborough. Dereham has a better range and quality of retail and leisure facilities 
to support the growing community and encourage self containment. Development 
at Attleborough would encourage people to travel to Thetford and Norwich for retail 
and leisure facilities. The spatial strategy envisages significant employment growth 
in Dereham to support the proposed 900-1 800 jobs a larger allocation of housing 
is required to encourage sustainable travel and allow Dereham to continue to be 
self-sufficient. We believe that a revised Alternative Option SSAO1 would more 
beneficial to the future of Breckland as this option would allow sufficient housing to 
support job growth at both Snetterton and Dereham. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Homes Hopkins 
Homes Ltd 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Whilst we welcome that the Council acknowledges that Watton can accommodate 
housing growth we believe that Watton has the capacity to accommodate a higher 
proportion of the districts housing requirements. We object to the high level of 
growth proposed at Attleborough it has not been demonstrated that the level of 
growth can be sustainably accommodated within environmental limits the Preferred 
Option contradicts the vision of the core strategy. The housing growth should be 
spread across the Market towns to allow those settlements to be more self 
sufficient and help reduce the need to travel. We believe that a revised Alternative 
Option SSAO1 providing a higher level of housing to Dereham Swaffham and 
Watton would be beneficial to the future of Breckland as it would allow self 
containment and organic growth of settlements that support their local economies. 

Comments noted. There are few environmental constraints 
around Attleborough and the high level of housing 
proposed is necessary to deliver the required 
infrastructure. Constrained high schools limit development 
in Dereham and lack of economic growth potential in 
Watton and its remoteness from the A11 mean that it would 
be less sustainable to increase housing provision in Watton 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Hobbs Norwich City 
Council 

Agree Support the preferred spatial strategy and sustainable growth which enhances 
places. 

Comments Noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Tesco Stores 
Ltd 

 Agree We broadly support the objectives of Preferred Option SS1 although feel a more 
flexible approach should be taken towards the growth of each of the settlements 
within the District based on market requirements and deliverability of development. 
Whilst we agree that Thetford should be the primary focus for development within 
the District and that the regeneration of the town centre is supported this should 
not necessarily preclude appropriate developments elsewhere within the District. 
The role of the lower order centres in relation to Thetford is questionable however. 
Based upon their role and equal importance within the retail hierarchy as Market 
Towns it seems questionable why residential and retail development within 
Attleborough and Dereham should be openly encouraged whilst the development 
of both Swaffham and Watton are subject to restrictions. This does not seem to 
comply with the overall aims of PPS6. Watton in particular has long been identified 
as having a qualitative deficiency with regard to convenience retail floorspace (first 
identified within the 2004 Breckland District Retail Study) and rather than any 
policy introducing a cap on the amount of floorspace that should come forward 
within Watton there should more be a presumption towards enhancing the 

Comment noted. The floorspace figures outlined in SS1 
come from the recommendations in the District’s retail 
study which are based on future projected expenditure. 
Swaffham and Watton will see limited growth due to the 
lack of economic potential in creating new jobs as identified 
in the District’s Employment Land Review study. 
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attraction of such centres. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Oliver  Disagree 
Strongly 

As a resident of Great Ellingham I feel I must write to express the opinion that 
Great Ellingham is not suitable for development. I attended the meeting at the 
Town Hall in Attleborough last week and the village clearly does not meet the five 
criteria needed to qualify. The bus service clearly does not qualify. The shop which 
I use when I can does not stock fruit and vegetables so does not really cover 
everyday needs. The school would I am told cope with more pupils so would 
qualify. We have no doctor in the village and have to go to Attleborough. There 
does not seem to be much in the way of employment opportunity in the village. 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Sainsburys  Agree With regard to Preferred Strategy SS1 we support the settlement hierarchy 
outlined and the settlement strategies designated for each of the settlements as 
they focus development in the primary centres that are capable of sustaining new 
development. 

Support noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Stevens Garveston 
Reymerston 
and Thuxton 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

How is the Local Authority going to protect key local services? Key local services will be protected through Preferred 
Option DC21 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Lee North 
Elmham 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

North Elm ham Parish Councillors voted unanimously to apply to be granted SCV 
category 2 (i.e. minimal development) status. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Murphy  Strongly 
Agree 

By creating affordable housing locally it will enable my family to remain a part of 
our local community. It would also mean as I get older they are nearer to me to be 
on hand and therefore not a drain on other resources. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Giddy  No 
Opinion 

Under item 1.32 Swaffham and Watton in the ninth paragraph you state inter a/ia 
that “Swaffham has limited potential for economic growth” but its better location 
(than Watton) provides it with slightly better prospects for greater expansion” and 
that “the Employment Land Review identifies that land around the Ecotech Centre 
in Swaffham should be allocated for development.” We AGREE BUT WITH 
CONDITIONS to this statement in that to accommodate growth the Settlement 
Boundary of Swaffham needs to be adjusted to include the land bounded by the 
Ecotech Centre the A47 West Acre Road and Bear’s Lane as show-n edged red on 
the enclosed Ordnance Survey extract. However under a separate initiative my 
Company wishes to promote the idea of a new relief feeder road running 
north/south and situated immediately west of Swaffham (see separate 
representation). Where possible we would prefer to see all future employment sites 
located on or close to this new road thereby avoiding the need for heavy goods 
vehicles entering any part of the town centre. Given that such an opportunity may 
well occur then the identified land could he put to far better use as a showcase for 

Comment noted. There are concerns about the 
developability of such a scheme. The draft findings of the 
Council's Water Cycle Study advise against development 
to the west of the town due to sewer capacity. 
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a carbon neutral housing scheme. Such a scheme in this unique location would 
reflect the ethos underlying the original aims and objects enshrined in the 
establishment of the Ecotech Centre and my Company is keen to progress such 
sustainable eco—friendly developments. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Giddy  No 
Opinion 

This letter is sent as an addendum to the hand written representation form 
enclosed herewith. My Company has been requested to make representations on 
behalf of Heygate Farms the freehold landowner farming the vast majority of the 
arable land situated immediately west of Swaffham. Accordingly we would be most 
grateful if you would kindly register these outline proposals as an Alternative 
Option but which would augment your Spatial Vision and Spatial Objectivity for the 
future well being and town planning of Swaffham. We propose that serious 
consideration be given within the LDF study period to improving the road network 
and infrastructure in and around the town by means of a new’ relic-f/feeder road 
running more or less north/south along the western fringe of the urban settlement 
(see attached plan). This relic-f/-feeder road would connect with Norwich Road by 
way of a new roundabout situated adjacent to the proposed Gladedale residential 
scheme for 400 dwellings. It would then cross open countryside and the 
intervening distributor roads each with a roundabout until its junction with Lynn 
Road and thence to and from the A47 via an all-way junction. A relief/feeder road 
such as this would have -the following advantages: 1.The land in question is chiefly 
in the freehold ownership of one private entity and could therefore be delivered 
relatively easily. 2. Building the new road would need to be financed through 
development and added value. Such a road could be built and paid for from the 
sale proceeds of land released for both residential and commercial development. 
3. It would enable the settlement boundary of Swaffham to be extended westwards 
with several points of vehicular access off the new road to and from the land 
released for development thereby minimising traffic congestion in the town centre. 
4. In the event of a temporary closure on the A47 it would provide an excellent 
alternative relief route to divert heavy through traffic away from the town centre. 5. 
Sections of the new road could become a popular focus as an employment areas 
close to the all-way junction with the A47 for instance and similarly at its southern 
end on Norwich Road thereby easing vehicular access and reducing the need for 
heavy goods vehicles to enter any part of the town centre. 6. As a direct result of 
the proposed new road the quality of life and environment within Swaffham town 
centre would benefit enormously with improved air quality visual amenities 
pedestrian safety and noise abatement. We trust that these important objectives 
will he received and supported by Breckland District Council. 

The comments are site specific and not something that 
needs to be addressed in the Spatial Strategy. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

May  Strongly 
Agree 

I strongly support this as I feel there should be more affordable housing so that 
young couples can get on the housing ladder. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Trewartha  Agree I would like to see organic (i.e. slow steady and managed) growth in Great 
Ellingham. 

Comment noted 
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Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Diocese of 
Norwich 

 Agree We support the identification of Great Ellingham and Necton as Service Centre 
Villages. As the Preferred Options document acknowledges these settlements 
provide a good level of services and facilities and consequently it is appropriate 
that growth should be directed to them. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Leonard  Disagree Shipdham is scheduled for 100 new homes over the plan period. There is a good 
supply of land to help sustain and develop facilities. We believe this should be 
increased to 200 

Capacity for housing growth in Shipdham will be 
determined by the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment. It should be noted that just because a 
settlement has physical (land-based) capacity for growth 
does not mean it has sustainable capacity for growth. The 
planned growth for Shipdham of 100 homes is already a 
large number for a village of Shipdham size to take and 
there are issues identified of high school capacity in 
Dereham 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Cumming CSA Design 
Studio 

Strongly 
Agree 

Being resident in Norwich for over 20yrs I know the A11 corridor well and working 
in Shropham I strongly recommend Gt. Ellingham as the most ideally suitable 
village for urgently needed expansion. IT has the most suitable road junction to the 
A11 Attleborough Wymondham and Norwich all within 15mins. Housing is greatly 
needed Gt. Ellingham is of the right size to take the additional housing and be 
greatly enhanced by development and large enough to contain any development. 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Metcalfe  Strongly 
Agree 

My local village shop school and pub and the central church for our benefit are all 
located in Great Ellingham which I support as a centre for service including growth 
to allow a unit of affordable and other homes for local residents 

Comments noted support strategy 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

De Souza  Strongly 
Agree 

No Comment Noted support of Preferred Option 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

De Souza  Strongly 
Agree 

No comment Noted supports Preferred option 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

Other than to note that this Preferred Option (as a potential overarching policy in 
your Core Strategy document) is quite lengthy our only other main comment is 
firstly to suggest that it might be appropriate to mention that an Area Action Plan is 
proposed for Thetford. Despite the length we find this particular text to be a wide 
ranging consistent and comprehensive expression of the Preferred Spatial 
Strategy. In addition in respect of Attleborough it may be advantageous to give 
some qualification early on in the text as to what the level of ‘substantial growth’ 
(as identified in the Sustainability Appraisal) will be. This is especially relevant in 
comparison with Thetford (i.e. the figures at the end of the ‘Attleborough 
paragraph’ show the growth to be less than that of Thetford and therefore the 
phrase ‘potential for substantial growth’ does at first appear to be ambiguous). Will 
Dereham remain the second largest market town after Attleborough has achieved 
the growth planned for it? (This seems to be a logical query to pose given the 
figures set out in this section of text). 

Comment noted. Investigate whether Dereham will still be 
the second largest town. 4000 homes is substantial in 
terms of Attleborough it will mean doubling the town's size. 
Thetford is identified in being the focus of growth 
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Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Carey Bidwells for 
Carey 

Agree This representation supports the principles of the settlement hierarchy as set out in 
SS1. We consider that this is generally in conformity with the East of England Plan. 
It is our view however that the total number of dwellings allocated the whole of 
Breckland (i.e. 152 000) should be viewed as a minimum and that the amount for 
Dereham should be increased from 1000 dwellings to 1500 dwellings. Therefore 
we support SS1 with the condition that an additional 500 units are allocated to 
Dereham. Dereham is a market town with a good balance of jobs retail and 
infrastructure. 4.4 The Core Strategy explains that development at Dereham is 
constrained by; the high school capacity the drainage matters – however I note 
that this is technically resolvable. It is our view that the high school capacity needs 
further consideration regarding a more flexible way in which this constraint can be 
addressed for example by split site provision of school playing fields which is not 
an uncommon approach taken by some schools. Whilst it is accepted that large 
scale growth – over 1500 may put pressure on the infrastructure it is our view that 
the town should not be limited for the next 20 years by such constraints. The Local 
Development Framework is an opportunity to identify issues and address problems 
with sustainable solutions. 

Comment noted. Evidence received to date has indicated 
that the only solution to overcome the school capacity is to 
build a new school. 1500 dwellings would not provide 
adequate funds to deliver this school. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree The preferred Spatial Strategy for the location of growth within Breckland District is 
supported by Gladedale (Anglia) with Attleborough recognised as a major focus for 
employment and residential growth with The Spatial Strategy identifies 
Attleborough as providing up to 4000 new homes over the remainder of the Plan 
period in order to meet the housing provision requirements set for the District 
through the East of England Plan. It is Gladedale (Anglia)’s opinion that for this 
Spatial Strategy to conform with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for the East 
of England the provision of 4 000 new homes in Attleborough should be regarded 
as a minimum pending the review of the RSS (Policy H1) given that the current 
provision set by the RSS significantly falls short of what is needed for the region 
based on evidence about housing pressure affordability and household projections. 
Therefore it is important to ensure that there is flexibility within the Council’s 
preferred Spatial Strategy to allow for the delivery of a greater number of 
residential units to achieve higher rates of provision providing environmental and 
infrastructure constraints allow. Council’s Sustainability Appraisal (SA) identifying 
Attleborough as having potential for substantial growth to enhance its expansion 
along the A11corridor. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagree The defined spatial strategy for the location of growth is supported in broad terms 
but we object to the exclusion of Bawdeswell as a Service Centre Village for 
Growth. We understand from the Core Strategy Analysis of Local Service Centre 
Villages Report 18 September 2007 that it is considered to have adequate primary 
school public transport and local shopping provision for Local Service Centre 
definition but has been rejected because: 1 It has a population of less than 1000. 2 
It lacks primary health care facilities 3 Accessibility to employment opportunities is 

Comment noted. Due to lack of local employment 
opportunities within the village and lack of primary health 
care facilities the proposal for Bawdeswell’s inclusion in the 
Strategy as a Local Service Centre for Growth is not 
justified. 
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questionable. Bawdeswell has an existing population of 766 residents (2001 
census) and is therefore a substantial village. This is emphasised by the range of 
facilities it currently supports including a shop and butchers shop a sub post office 
primary school church restaurant public house village hall playground and garden 
centre. The 1000 population limit for a Local Service Village does not appear to 
have any reasoned justification other than the fact that it is around the figure 
normally necessary to support the above range of facilities. The Norfolk Bus 
Strategy sets target service levels for rural areas and Bawdeswell meets the 
requirements for parishes in the 600 to 1500 dwelling range (see Section 4.2 of the 
submitted Transport and Accessibility Report). We also note that Litcham has been 
chosen as a Preferred Option Service Centre Village despite the above mentioned 
report noting that it has a population of less than 1000. We therefore consider that 
there is no valid reason for excluding Bawdeswell on this basis when another 
village has been chosen disregarding this threshold. Primary health care facilities 
are located approximately 3 miles away in Swanton Morley and the Primary Care 
Trust has confirmed that the surgery has the capacity to accommodate the number 
of new patients The defined spatial strategy for the location of growth is supported 
in broad terms but we object to the exclusion of Bawdeswell as a Service Centre 
Village for Growth. We understand from the Core Strategy Analysis of Local 
Service Centre Villages Report 18 September 2007 that it is considered to have 
adequate primary school public transport and local shopping provision for Local 
Service Centre definition but has been rejected because: 1 It has a population of 
less than 1000. 2 It lacks primary health care facilities 3 Accessibility to 
employment opportunities is questionable. Bawdeswell has an existing population 
of 766 residents (2001 census) and is therefore a substantial village. This is 
emphasised by the range of facilities it currently supports including a shop and 
butchers shop a sub post office primary school church restaurant public house 
village hall playground and garden centre. The 1000 population limit for a Local 
Service Village does not appear to have any reasoned justification other than the 
fact that it is around the figure normally necessary to support the above range of 
facilities. The Norfolk Bus Strategy sets target service levels for rural areas and 
Bawdeswell meets the requirements for parishes in the 600 to 1500 dwelling range 
(see Section 4.2 of the submitted Transport and Accessibility Report). We also 
note that Litcham has been chosen as a Preferred Option Service Centre Village 
despite the above mentioned report noting that it has a population of less than 
1000. We therefore consider that there is no valid reason for excluding Bawdeswell 
on this basis when another village has been chosen disregarding this threshold. 
Primary health care facilities are located approximately 3 miles away in Swanton 
Morley and the Primary Care Trust has confirmed that the surgery has the capacity 
to accommodate the number of new patients There are a variety of job 
opportunities within Bawdeswell itself such as in the local shops restaurant school 
and garden centre and in neighbouring Foxley there is also the Flora Nova Nursery 
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business which can be accessed via bicycle and public transport. We would also 
emphasise that there are a range of employment opportunities in Great 
Witchingham and Lenwade which are accessible by public transport. Opportunities 
are available in large multi-national companies such as Bernard Matthews BPI 
Packaging DGT Steel and Cladding and Easco as well as Weston Park Country 
House Hotel and Golf Club and Great Witchingham Dinosaur Park. The exact 
location of these businesses in relation to Bawdeswell can be seen in Appendix G 
of Transport and Accessibility Report. Bus services to and from Bawdeswell Great 
Witchingham and Lenwade operate during morning and evening peaks and there 
are also regular bus services from Bawdeswell to Dereham Fakenham and 
Norwich where additional employment opportunities are available. Full details of 
the public transport services linking Bawdeswell to the surrounding area can be 
found in Sections 4.2 and 4.6 of the Transport and Accessibility Report. It is noted 
that the Core Strategy Preferred Options Document also states under Preferred 
Option SSI that Service Centre Villages are those that contain adequate services 
and facilities to meet the day-today requirement of their existing residents. It states: 
“These services and facilities include some or all of: a convenience shop public 
transport health care primary school and access to employment opportunities.” 
Bawdeswell therefore meets the necessary criteria for Local Service Centre 
definition equally as well as some of the other villages that have been identified 
under policy SSI. As the supporting text identifies it is not necessary for each 
village to have all of the relevant services and facilities. A doctors’ surgery and 
employment opportunities can be adequately and sustainably accessed from 
Bawdeswell. The village has capacity to accommodate growth and should 
therefore be included in the list of Service Centre Villages suitable for 
development. There are a variety of job opportunities within Bawdeswell itself such 
as in the local shops restaurant school and garden centre and in neighbouring 
Foxley there is also the Flora Nova Nursery business which can be accessed via 
bicycle and public transport. We would also emphasise that there are a range of 
employment opportunities in Great Witchingham and Lenwade which are 
accessible by public transport. Opportunities are available in large multi-national 
companies such as Bernard Matthews BPI Packaging DGT Steel and Cladding 
and Easco as well as Weston Park Country House Hotel and Golf Club and Great 
Witchingham Dinosaur Park. The exact location of these businesses in relation to 
Bawdeswell can be seen in Appendix G of Transport and Accessibility Report. Bus 
services to and from Bawdeswell Great Witchingham and Lenwade operate during 
morning and evening peaks and there are also regular bus services from 
Bawdeswell to Dereham Fakenham and Norwich where additional employment 
opportunities are available. Full details of the public transport services linking 
Bawdeswell to the surrounding area can be found in Sections 4.2 and 4.6 of the 
Transport and Accessibility Report. It is noted that the Core Strategy Preferred 
Options Document also states under Preferred Option SSI that Service Centre 
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Villages are those that contain adequate services and facilities to meet the day-
today requirement of their existing residents. It states: “These services and 
facilities include some or all of: a convenience shop public transport health care 
primary school and access to employment opportunities.” Bawdeswell therefore 
meets the necessary criteria for Local Service Centre definition equally as well as 
some of the other villages that have been identified under policy SSI. As the 
supporting text identifies it is not necessary for each village to have all of the 
relevant services and facilities. A doctors’ surgery and employment opportunities 
can be adequately and sustainably accessed from Bawdeswell. The village has 
capacity to accommodate growth and should therefore be included in the list of 
Service Centre Villages suitable for development. Bearing in mind that Bawdeswell 
contains adequate services and facilities to meet the day to day requirements of its 
existing residents as demonstrated above it appears that it may have been 
discounted due to its proximity to Swanton Morley which is identified as a Service 
Centre Village. However Bawdeswell serves the north-east corner of Breckland 
District which Swanton Morley does not. The shop and post office in particular are 
used by residents of Foxley Billingford and Sparham. The primary school serves 
the Parishes of Bawdeswell and Foxley and with parental preference children also 
attend from Dereham Foulsham and Reepham. In our view there is no planning 
reason why Swanton Morley and Bawdeswell cannot both be identified as Service 
Centre Villages. New housing development within Bawdeswell will help to support 
and sustain the services which currently exist there. As has been explained in the 
Transport and Accessibility Report the site at Hall Road is well situated to provide 
easy access via foot or cycle to all the local services and facilities that exist within 
Bawdeswell. The site is also well positioned in terms of gaining easy access to the 
public transport services that operate in the area. The Masterplan Supporting 
Statement includes a landscape character assessment identification of 
opportunities and constraints and recommendations for the design of the land at 
Hall Road Bawdeswell. The concept masterplan drawing (Appendix A) together 
with the sketch scheme drawn by ASD Architecture (Appendix B) demonstrate that 
the site can be sympathetically developed and make a positive contribution 
towards the character and vitality of the village. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Matt Plummer  Strongly 
Agree 

The perceived negative effects of growth in the villages such as Great Ellingham 
such as loss of views and over-development are unsubstantiated and narrow-
minded given the benefits of additional support for local services and facilities. The 
provision of housing for the many local residents in housing need should be 
supported. The proposed levels of growth for Great Ellingham are relative to the 
amount of development built in the village in recent years. 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Jaggard  Agree Old Buckenham’s current development boundaries should not he expanded or 
moved any further. It is already a village spread over a large area and current 
development zones should not be allowed to sprawl or creep outwards. There is a 

Comment noted 
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wide range of existing unutilised scope for housing or other development as infill or 
elsewhere within the current boundaries. Development in Old Buckenham should 
place a high priority on affordable housing for local people. Current housing costs 
prohibit many local people from remaining in the village. Development in 
Attleborough should certainly incorporate adequate services (especially education 
roads and health) to avoid unnecessary impact on Old Buckenham. There is a risk 
that Old Buckenham schools could become inundated with pupil. overspill and it 
could become even harder to access health professionals. Also considering that 
Attleborough development is largely proposed to be south of the town there is a 
concern that with Attleborough being so congested with traffic at times people may 
increasingly travel through Old Buckenham to access the Al1 southbound. There 
would certainly need to be changes to the flow of traffic through Attleborough to 
accommodate extra development. Development in Old Buckenham should 
certainly be limited to less than 100 homes. A figure this high would have a 
negative impact on the• character of the village. The fulltime post office service in 
Old Buckenham should be preserved particularly for those• who cannot drive into 
.Attleborough. influence should be exerted on the Old Buckenham Green Rights 
Proprietors to ensure that the majority will of the village for small-scale and 
reasonable provision of a. surfaced footpath. and. development of the play area 
should he allowed to proceed. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Mundford 
Parish 
Council 

 Agree We were particularly enamoured with the statement within the LDF Framework 
Booklet entitled “Spatial Strategy”. This stated that the aim is for a “living 
countryside” based on the protection of landscape and wildlife habitats. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

St 
Edmundsbury 
Borough 
Council 

 No 
Opinion 

In relation to the growth of Thetford we remain concerned about the potential 
impact on the borough of this scale of growth. In particular the increase in journeys 
south along the A134 to employment shopping health further education and leisure 
destinations in Bury St Edmunds. There is also concern that with Thetford planning 
to increase its population to around 30-35 000 the growth will undermine rather 
than compliment the role that Bury St Edmunds currently plays. There is a need for 
careful planning to ensure the growth of Thetford is viable without placing undue 
pressure on the services and infrastructure of Bury St Edmunds and the 
associated impact on roads and communities. These include Barnham Ingham and 
the junctions of the A14 at Bury St Edmunds. 

The growth proposed for Thetford is in accordance with 
Policy TH1 of the Regional Plan 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Andrews  Disagree I would like to dispute the suitability of Great Ellingham being reclassified as a local 
service centre. As far as can see it does not achieve any of the requirements set 
out in your five point list. 1. A Primary school — Yes we have one but this is 
severely over subscribed already. 2. Public transport —Apart from the commuter 
bus morning & evening we get two a week. 3. Doctors’ surgery — We don’t have 
one. It’s a trip to Attleborough (on the bus we don’t have) if you can get to see a 
doctor which is not always easy as I have found out having to wait over a week for 
an appointment on several occasions. The surgery is already overstretched without 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 
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any more patients being added to the list. 4. Employment opportunities — Very few 
& far between. Your information lists 100+ businesses within the village bounds 
(you informed us of this at a parish council meeting you attended) what you 
probably don’t know is that they are mostly “one man band self employed builders 
etc.. using their homes as business addresses. 5. Shop (for day to day items) — 
Bread milk papers are sold there yes. Fruit vegetables meat are not and as the 
shop has no room for expansion it never will. There is also the point that no one 
can say if the post office will be closed as part of the ongoing “cull” the shop would 
not survive without it. How can Great Ellingham even be considered as an L.S.C. 
when it doesn’t even come close to filling the criteria set out by your selves? I went 
to the planning display put on at Attleborough town hall. This told us very little of 
proposed sites for development or even the number of dwellings per site. One 
thing I did discover was that (to quote from your info. Boards)” 78% of people 
working locally also live locally. If that is the case WHY do we need more housing? 
I like most people moved to a rural village for the peaceful and quiet way of life it 
offers. I think it is unfair and totally unnecessary to take this from us eroding the 
quality of our chosen way of life. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Hendry  Disagree It appears that your compelling desire is to only develop the existing urban centres 
within the district. This approach can only lead to the further demise of the already 
struggling village populations which in turn will continue to lose shops pubs and 
post offices not to mention their schools and the unique atmosphere that exists 
within a village community. The proposed policy as I understand it will consign 
small villages to sterile dormitory accommodation with no community spirit. May I 
suggest that there are many small blocks of land that are trapped between village 
boundaries and further outlying properties that are not easily farmed that would be 
ideal for the district housing needs and would bring new life into village 
communities 

Comment supports SSAO3 which was considered 
unsustainable after testing through the Sustainability 
Appraisal 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Palframan  No 
Opinion 

I. would like to make some comments relating to the Local Development 
Framework. I understand that 4000 extra homes are to be built in the Attleborough 
area I hope the council will consider providing buses and mini-buses into the 
centre of Attleborough from surrounding villages and from new housing estates. 
Such services would have to be regular and reliable to encourage us to use them 
in preference to cars. I hope there will be strict conditions on new housing estates 
to ensure that they are pleasant places to live and bring up children. This means 
there must be space for car parking drying of washing and playing. A washing line 
will deter people from using electric dryers. Children’s needs must be taken into 
account. A car-free space with a cycle and skate track and an area left in a natural 
state with some native tree species planted would help to make a happier 
community. This may not be under your control but Attleborough does need a good 
stationers and book shop. Recent changes have greatly improved it as an all round 
shopping attraction. A public swimming pool would be a good investment. 

Comments noted. Planned growth in Attleborough should 
bring improvements to infrastructure and create new 
demand for retail units 
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Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Emma 
Fairbank 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Support the proposal for service centre villages for growth. Villages such as Great 
Ellingham and East Harling need to be able to grow in order to support existing 
services such as shops schools and buses. 

Comment noted. Great Ellingham's status as a Local 
Service Centre for Growth will be re-examined in light of 
new evidence surrounding public transport provision 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Mason-
Trewartha 

 Strongly 
Agree 

I believe that growth should be carefully managed rather than being ad-hoc. In this 
way everyone benefits the existing villagers in addition to the newcomers. I 
welcome growth and if it brings with it additional resources such as play areas etc. 
all be the good 

Comments noted in support of Preferred Option 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Stannard  Strongly 
Agree 

As a resident of Shropham Gt. Ellingham is the nearest shop school & pub for 
myself and my young family. I currently work and employ 4 others in Great 
Ellingham. I strongly support Great Ellingham's inclusion as a local service centre 
with growth. Additional Housing is very much needed and would help sustain 
existing services 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Jackson  Strongly 
Agree 

I have lived in Breckland for 10 years now and find it hard to ever imagine how to 
get on the housing ladder. I would like to see more affordable housing in Great 
Ellingham 

Regardless of Great Ellingham's position in the strategy 
affordable housing will be encouraged in the village 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Bradly  Strongly 
Agree 

As a Breckland resident living rurally I would like to support the proposal and in 
particular would like to voice my support for the service centre villages plan 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Goodbody  Strongly 
Agree 

Great Ellingham is my nearest village with a shop school and bus services. My 
partner is currently employed in Great Ellingham. As a resident of Shropham with 2 
young children I regularly rely on the services provided in Great Ellingham 
particularly the shop. Having found it difficult to find suitable housing in the area I 
strongly support the inclusion of Great Ellingham as a service centre for growth. 
Extra housing would also support the existing services 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Thetford 
Town Council 

 Agree Regeneration should respect the older historic character and be focused 
substantially on the elements that comprise the 1960s and 1970s town centre 
development. We welcome the focus on expanded leisure I cultural / educational 
facilities and look forward to Breckland Council’s defining further the ‘civic hub’. We 
hope that regeneration will include substantial aesthetic upgrading of areas 
currently in public ownership. The Strategy should support the expansion of the 
Thetford administrative area to the full extent of any extended settlement boundary 
i.e. any urban extensions should be incorporated in their entirety. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Ms H 
Goddard 

 Strongly 
Agree 

I am actively seeking housing in Great Ellingham as my daughter attends school 
and I am involved in the local Scout Group. Unfortunately I am unable to afford 
anything so allowing for more housing in Great Ellingham would enable me and 
many others to become a true part of the community. 

Great Ellingham's status as a Local Service Centre for 
Growth will be re-examined in light of new evidence 
surrounding public transport provision. Affordable housing 
will still be acceptable in Great Ellingham regardless of its 
Local Service Centre status 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Julian Foster  Disagree Frankly I am. concerned even at the proposal to allow up to 50 new houses in the 
village. Many of our roads are extremely narrow and already highly dangerous with 
blind bends and no passing places other than residents’ drives. My particular 

Comment noted Old Buckenham is not identified for further 
growth. 
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concern is my own road Fen Street. I would be utterly opposed to any development 
even infilling on this road The highway itself is wholly inadequate to take further 
traffic. The mains water pressure is often way too low and will he further degraded 
by the building of additional properties. Land immediately to the north of and 
adjacent to the road opposite my house is regularly a nesting site for Turtle Doves 
— a bird rapidly declining in numbers and now on the red list of endangered British 
species. On a general rote one comes to live in. a rural village precisely because it 
is just that a rural village. The route towards the destruction of that village 
atmosphere is to be opposed vigorously and most strongly in those parts of the 
village which simply cannot and should not he called upon to support additional 
development. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

 Agree Service Centres with growth (East Harling): - It is important to retain the level of 
services with East Harling since these serve our villages. The Doctors’ Surgery 
and the Post Office are of particular importance. Any limited growth is unlikely to 
impact on our Parish to any great extent. Service Centres no growth (Old 
Buckenham): - Again the retention of existing services will be vital to Eccles. ‘The 
Post Office is of particular note - Many of our older children progress to Old 
Buckenham High School. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

 Disagree Whilst I am broadly in favour of this approach. I am surprised that Kenninghall has 
not been given any status given the services that it provides (School Shops and a 
Doctors’ Surgery). 

Comment noted. Due to lack of local employment 
opportunities within the village and lack of public transport 
provision the proposal for Kenninghall's inclusion in the 
Strategy as a Local Service Centre for Growth is not 
justified. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Gladstone Regionally 
Important 
Geological 
Sites Group 

Agree Again there is very welcome inclusion of consideration for areas of “biodiversity 
geological and landscape interest”. As above I would advocate the use of either 
geology and geomorphology or geodiversity instead of geology. The wording on 
SSSIs is useful as it does not exclude geological SSSIs nor assume that they are 
all designated on biological grounds. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Lands 
Improvement 
(c/o agent) 

Savills Agree We would support the identification of Swaffham as a market town within the 
settlement hierarchy. Policy SS4 of the draft East of England Plan refers to 
development in towns other than key centres and states that measures should be 
pursued to secure appropriate amounts of new housing and local employment. 
Consequently Swaffham’s identification as a market town would mean that further 
housing and employment development would be acceptable provided it is 
commensurate with the scale of the town. Under this option the policy states that 
the evidence base indicates that Swaffham has potential for economic growth and 
its location compared with Watton makes it suitable for greater expansion and the 
employment land review identifies that land around the Ecotech Centre should be 
allocated for development. The policy also states that Swaffham should provide in 
the range of 600 houses over the plan period together with approximately 300 to 
650 jobs. We would support much of what is set out under Preferred Option SS1 

Specific sites will be identified and tested through the 
production of the Site Specific Policies and Proposals 
Document 
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but would suggest that further employment land is allocated around the Ecotech 
Centre in Swaffham to take in our client’s land holdings just to the north of the eco-
centre. This detail is shown on Appendix 1 (parcel 1). 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The Core Strategy Preferred Option appropriately provides for deliverable 
development within a 15 year period from the proposed date of adoption of the 
Core Strategy up to 2026 This approach is in accordance with paragraph 53 of 
Planning Policy Statement 3 Housing 2006. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Agree We agree with your preferred option the identification of the larger towns within the 
district for the allocations of the majority of future development. The focus on the 
key service centre for Thetford and the four market towns has wide ranging 
sustainability benefits. As has previously been communicated to your local 
authority we have recognised that there are potential constraints on the growth 
options for Attleborough and Dereham. Due to their location higher up the water 
catchment area they discharge to relatively small watercourses. This poses issues 
for the technical solutions to dilution and flood risk (water volume and quality) from 
Sewage Treatment Works (STW). The proactive approach by your local authority 
to engage in the undertaking of a Water Cycle Study (WCS) for Thetford and now 
looking into an additional wider study to incorporate Attleborough and Dereham is 
encouraging. This action is considered beneficial by us in the future planning of the 
District. Outcomes of the WCS should provide solution options for the STW and 
foul drainage issues. The location of your proposed development should not be 
constraint by flood risk. As recognised in 3.117 of the preferred options document 
flood risk is not a widespread problem across the district. There is the potential to 
allocate land in areas of least flood risk in the vicinity of the market towns. The 
existing Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) should be used as an evidence 
base in the decision making process for site allocations until such time as the 
revised SFRA (to be in accordance with PPS25) is finalised. 

Comment noted. The Council has commissioned a Water 
Cycle Study 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Carey Bidwells for 
Carey 

Agree This representation supports the principles of the settlement hierarchy as set out in 
SS1. We consider that this is generally in conformity with the East of England Plan 
4.2 It is our view however that the total number of dwellings allocated the whole of 
Breckland (i.e. 152 00) should be viewed as a minimum and that the amount for 
Dereham should be increased from 1000 dwellings to 1500 dwellings. Therefore 
we support SS1 with the condition that an additional 500 units are allocated to 
Dereham. 4.3 Dereham is a market town with a good balance of jobs retail and 
infrastructure. 

A minimum of 19 100 dwellings will be delivered over the 
period to 2026. Dereham’s allocation of this should not be 
extended due to the capacity of the high-schools and their 
inability to expand and waste water issues as identified in 
the District’s draft Water Cycle Study 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Anema Bidwells for 
Mr Anema 

Agree not be limited for the next 20 years by such constraints. The Local Development 
Framework is an opportunity to identify issues and address problems with 
sustainable solutions. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Astley Great 
Ellingham 

Disagree At a recent meeting of the Great Ellingham Parish Council comparisons were 
made between the criteria which have been set out for a Key Service Centre and 

Comment noted. Great Ellingham's status as a Local 
Service Centre for growth will be re-examined in light of 
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Parish 
Council 

the actual facilities which are to be found in Great Ellingham. The conclusions 
which were drawn from these discussions were as follows: Convenience Shop. 
The shop in Great Ellingham allied to the Post Office offers a limited range of 
products (by necessity) at prices rather higher than the supermarkets in 
neighbouring Attleborough. Consequently the majority of parishioners the shop 
only for the occasional purchase and not for the “weekly shop”. If the Post Office 
were to be closed (which is a distinct possibility) the shop by itself would be most 
unlikely to be economically sustainable and almost certainly be closed. The 
Council were the opinion that Great Ellingham does not therefore meet this 
requirement in hill. Public Transport. The “First” bus service linking Great 
Ellingham to Watton Attleborough and Norwich has recently been withdrawn and 
the Flexibus service has introduced in it’s place. However the Flexibus is far from 
flexible as its name implies and serves the village only on a Tuesday and 
Thursday. Passengers are very limited in their choice of times to travel and return 
and the service needs major improvements before it can be deemed satisfactory. 
From recent discussions at a Parish Council meeting with representatives from 
Norfolk County Council (the operators of Flexibus) it would appear that the 
required improvements to the service are unlikely to be forthcoming in the near 
future if at all. Again Councillors were of the opinion that this requirement is not 
being met. Health Care. There are no health care facilities in the parish and the 
nearest doctors surgery is in Attleborough entailing a journey of some three miles 
each way. There is no doubt that the health care requirement is not met. Primary 
School. Great Ellingham has a thriving primary school although it is not certain how 
much spare capacity it has for an influx of new children. However Councillors were 
agreed that this requirement is met. Employment Opportunities. Although it is 
understood that there are thirty six instances of business rates being paid in Great 
Ellingham the majority of these are single or at the most two employee companies. 
It is difficult to think of more than say twelve companies who employ more and 
there is not one single large employer (of 20 employees or more) in the parish. 
Employment opportunities are very rare and Great Ellingham cannot be said to 
fulfil this requirement. To summarise Great Ellingham only fully meets one of the 
requirements set out (the Primary School) very partially meets three others 
(Transport Shop and Employment) and does not meet at all the fifth requirement 
(Health Care). In addition it is obvious to the Parish Councillors that the vast 
majority of parishioners do not wish the village to be designated as a Key Service 
Centre mainly because of their opposition to an allocation of new dwellings being 
set. In the light of the above Great Ellingham Parish Council hereby lodges the 
strongest opposition possible to being designated as a Key Service Centre. 
However it has only very recently been brought to the Parish Council’s attention 
that there is a Level 2 Local Service Centre category and it is understood that this 
would involve no new dwelling allocation being set a continuance of the protection 
and enhancement of public services currently enjoyed by Great Ellingham from 

new evidence surrounding public transport provision 
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l3reckland and Norfolk County Councils and that there would be no penalties 
against the parish for opting for this category. In the light of this information Great 
Ellingham wishes to be designated as a Level 2 Local Service Centre. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

LeBon Swanton 
Morley Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

Breckland must ensure all current facilities in Swanton Morley remain also with a 
view to improve facilities (such as the creation of an all weather sports pitch). 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

 Agree There are no plans to encourage development in Hargham Wilby or Quidenhani. 
However the need to retain Eccles as the focal point for the provision of services in 
our Parish makes it vital that we think realistically about how much development is 
required. The present settlement boundary of Eccles only takes in half of the 
village i.e. the main settlement around the Railway Station. it does not include the 
26 houses and the school. To retain the settlement boundary would therefore 
prevent us from drawing the two parts of our village together thereby making it a 
more viable community able to support present and future services. I would 
therefore favour removing the settlement boundaries altogether in Eccles to enable 
limited development to take place especially on the land between Station Farm and 
the School. 

The lack of services in the Parish of Quidenham mean it 
would be unsustainable to promote growth in this area. 
Limited development will be allowed within settlement 
boundaries throughout the plan period 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

NorfolkHome
s 

Norfolk 
Homes Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

We agree with the main principles of preferred option SS1 and do not support any 
of the Alternative Options under this policy. We have made some specific 
representations under other policy headings and our support is dependent upon 
the outcome of future site specific proposals. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

EEDA EEDA Agree The spatial strategy further supports the role of Thetford. The Thetford Growth 
Framework and Infrastructure Study identifies three key potential areas for growth; 
advance engineering tourism and recreation and renewable energies which should 
be considered in relation to this. However these sectors do not seem to have been 
fully reflected in the text in the core strategy. EEDA would support a strategy that 
supports the full opportunities for a wide range of employment uses directly 
informed by the Thetford Masterplan study. Notwithstanding this concern EEDA 
feel that that what is particularly positive here is the definition of a series of place 
typologies complete with a description of the role of individual settlements including 
the identification of particular clusters / specialist sectors. Provided these are fully 
reflective of the evidence base and opportunities identified then they should be a 
powerful tool in managing growth. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

TaylorWimpy  No 
Opinion 

Taylor Wimpey notes that the publication of the draft Core Strategy has preceded 
the publication of the 2008 Community Plan. The themes set out in the 2005 plan 
Community Plan may therefore not inform the Core Strategy of the most up to date 
expression of community needs. This immediately causes concern for the 
evidence gathering that underpins the Core Strategy. This point is particularly 
relevant given that the Dereham growth options presented later in the Core 
Strategy (and therefore the Preferred Option) are dictated by the assumed inability 

Comment noted. As the secondary schools in Dereham are 
landlocked they have no further room to expand beyond 
the limit set in SS1. Therefore the only option to remedy 
this is to allocate 6000 homes to gather adequate funding. 
It is not appropriate to set out aspirations in the Community 
Strategy for further school provision if funding is not 
available to achieve this. Since the publication of this 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

to expand secondary education and water treatment facilities within the plan 
period. Dereham is the second largest town in the Breckland District and serves as 
its administrative centre. It is considered by Taylor Wimpey that is wrong for the 
Core Strategy to set out such an abruptly slow growth agenda for Dereham 
compared to previous build rates. Indeed Taylor Wimpey would argue that such an 
approach is contrary to the supporting text to draft Regional Spatial Strategy which 
confirms in Para 5.65 that Dereham is identified as a key town for housing 
development. Indeed Para 5.67 only refers to Ayesha Loddon Stalham and 
Harleston as Market Towns where Housing Growth…will be at a scale compatible 
with prospects for employment and service provision . Insufficient evidence base 
has been presented to clarify why a larger level of growth cannot be planned for in 
Dereham. The Core Strategy should take a pro-active response by identifying a 
planning strategy that would enable the future requirements of water treatment and 
secondary education to be met. A community aspiration expressed through the 
emerging Community Plan may well be to allow for the furtherance of education 
facilities for Dereham. Indeed it would be surprising if it did not. The current Core 
Strategy policies do not focus constructively on this likely ambition and it is of 
concern that it has been written on the basis that the only solution to the lack of 
education capacity is the relocation of a new school which in turn requires 6000 
homes for adequate funding. This assumption is revealed in the justification to 
reject Alternative Options SSA01. 

consultation Breckland has produced a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. In addition there are severe issues 
with waste water treatment in the town. The draft text 
referred to is no longer included in the adopted version of 
the RSS. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

TaylorWimpy  Agree The preferred option is supported in the main. It focuses the majority of housing 
growth in Thetford and this responds to Regional Spatial Strategy. However the 
assumed build rate for Thetford and Attleborough is optimistic given the level of 
major infrastructure required to deliver the early phases of the planned urban 
extensions. Also the findings of the 2007 Urban Capacity Study assume only a 
10% on the unconstrained capacity of previously developed land. This is optimistic 
given uncertainty of delivery from sites in multi-ownership and that so much of the 
previously developed land under consideration will require new roads and service 
yards for car parking plus set back of built form from adjoining areas in the form of 
open space and landscaping to respect issues of neighbourliness and amenity. It is 
therefore submitted that in the interests of ensuring delivery of growth and 
balanced growth at Dereham a review of housing trajectories and urban capacity 
be undertaken to divert an increase of a further 500 homes requirement for 
Dereham i.e. 1500 for period to 2021. This is a modest requirement and less that 
the annual average completion of 150 dwellings since the year 2001. However it 
will enhance scope through enabling development to fund improvements to the 
education and water treatment deficiencies. 

Comment noted. As the secondary schools in Dereham are 
landlocked they have no further room to expand beyond 
the limit set in SS1. Therefore the only option to remedy 
this is to allocate 6000 homes to gather adequate funding. 
A Strategic Housing Land Availability Study is being 
undertaken that will inform the developability and 
availability of brownfield and greenfield land. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Bidwells  Agree As outlined in Bidwells' responses to policy SS1 and CP1 the wording of the 
second paragraph should be amended to state that Breckland needs a minimum of 
12 500 net new dwellings within the plan period. 

Comment noted 
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Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Bidwells  Disagree The preferred Spatial Strategy for the location of growth within Breckland District is 
supported generally by Bidwells. In particular Attleborough's proposed role as a 
major focus for employment and residential growth is welcomed warmly – Bidwells 
agrees with the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) results which identify Attleborough as 
having potential for substantial growth to enhance the A11 corridor. However 
Bidwells objects to the part of SS1 dealing with Attleborough. Attleborough is 
identified as providing up to 4 000 new homes from 2009-2026 but Policy H1 of the 
emerging East of England Plan (RSS) states clearly that housing targets should be 
minimum targets to be achieved rather than ceilings which should not be exceeded 
. It may well be that once more detailed assessments of the likely sites to deliver 
growth in the urban extension have been prepared higher housing numbers will be 
possible or desirable and there are a number of potential reasons for this: i) 
Building at a higher density than may be envisaged in the Site Allocations DPD 
could be desirable and deliverable (i.e. if land values rise steeply in future years); 
ii) More detailed investigation of major infrastructure needs – such as the potential 
route of a spine road linking the urban extension to the A11 and the B1077 
Buckenham Road could mean that a larger area for development (bounded by the 
road) becomes available because of ground conditions landscaping ecology or 
other similar reasons; iii) The forthcoming review of the RSS is in all probability 
likely to impose even higher housing targets on all districts so additional land for 
housing development will need to be identified. Imposing a ceiling on 
Attleborough's strategic growth in the Core Strategy would therefore be 
inappropriate; iv) It might be that on more detailed assessment of other 
development locations in Breckland significant constraints and problems emerge 
leading either to a delay in development or possibly threatening deliverability. In 
such cases it will be essential to have contingency sites available to bring forward 
additional housing if required. In addition to this there is an inconsistency between 
Preferred Option SS1 and Preferred Option CP1 (see below). Paragraph 2.8 (in 
CP1) states that Attleborough's greenfield urban extension will provide up to 4000 
homes whereas SS1 states that Attleborough as a whole will provide up to 4000 
homes. It is unclear whether the figure of 4000 in SS1 includes the 250 homes on 
previously-developed land identified in CP1 but Bidwells' belief is that it does not 
and should not. Inevitably the development of a large urban extension at 
Attleborough will take a number of years to begin to deliver houses as there will be 
a need to overcome significant constraints (e.g. the new road and improvements to 
the sewage treatment works). Particularly in the early years of the LDF there will 
therefore be a need to ensure that the pace of housing completions in Attleborough 
is increased (reflecting the fact that Breckland's current supply of developable sites 
is at 2.5 years well below the five-year threshold). Bidwells therefore believes that 
Attleborough should be allocated additional small and medium sized greenfield 
sites of up to 500 units total which would not be subject to significant infrastructure 
constraints and could therefore be developed quickly. Therefore it is important to 

Comments noted. Breckland will deliver a minimum of 
19100 homes over the period to 2026. Do not recommend 
changing policy wording as it is not clear whether higher 
numbers than set out in the Regional Plan is deliverable in 
Breckland 
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ensure that there is flexibility within the Council's preferred Spatial Strategy to 
allow for the delivery of a greater number of residential units to achieve higher 
rates of provision providing environmental and infrastructure constraints allow. The 
second paragraph of the section on Attleborough should be re-worded to say: It will 
provide for a minimum of 4 500 new homes over the remainder of the plan period 
at an average of approximately 264 dwellings per year from 2009. However 
provided environmental and infrastructure constraints allow there may be potential 
for a higher number of dwellings to be provided in the years to 2026 and then 
beyond… 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported in that it identifies Thetford as the 
focus for growth in Breckland. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

DerehamTow
nCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree The Town Council would prefer to see brownfield (but not domestic gardens) 
development over Greenfield development. The 3000 rural windfall sites seems a 
high number especially as many could be in the catchment of the Dereham high 
schools which will be at capacity. 

Where available and developable brownfield land 
development will be prioritised under the Core Policy on 
Housing. The 3000 windfall dwellings is of a similar rate to 
what has been achieved in the past over the same period 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old 
Buckenham 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

It was felt that 4000 new homes for Attleborough was too many and that the 
provision for increased employment did not warrant the number of dwellings. All 
the dwellings were planned for the south side which would add considerably to 
traffic which was already grid locked at times. Questions were asked about who 
would fund the necessary infrastructure. The large number required would have a 
knock on effect on all surrounding villages OB in particular. 

The Council is currently exploring whether more jobs could 
be allocated to Attleborough. 4000 homes to the south of 
Attleborough will result in a new road to divert traffic from 
the town centre which will be funded by developers 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

TaylorWimpe
y 

 Agree We agree that the new housing and employment growth should be distributed on 
the basis of the broad settlement hierarchy described in Preferred Option SS1. 
Attleborough TWD support the proposition that Attleborough will be a major focus 
for employment and residential growth. The Sustainability Appraisal has 
appropriately identified Attleborough as having the potential successfully to 
accommodate significant growth harnessing economic expansion along the A11 
corridor and providing the necessary balance of housing to reinforce the 
enhancement of the Snetterton Heath employment site. We acknowledge the fact 
that Attleborough has had the most active commercial market after Thetford and 
Dereham in recent years and it has access to main line rail connections. The town 
has a range of services capable of meeting the day-to-day needs of local residents 
and there is spare capacity at Attleborough High School. When these various 
aspects are taken into consideration the Preferred Option appropriately identifies 
Attleborough as a centre capable of accommodating at least 4 000 new homes in 
the period 2009-2026. The wording of Preferred Option SS1 should be amended to 
clarify the fact that more than 4 000 new homes will be constructed “over the 
remainder of the plan period” as Preferred Option CP1 describes the approach 
arising in the period 2007-2026. Whilst we recognise that Preferred Option SS1 
seeks to establish the amount of development anticipated in the period 2009-2026 
Preferred Option SS1 as presently worded could be interpreted to require the 

Comments noted 
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construction of 4 000 dwellings in the period 2007-2026. We endorse the 
observation in Preferred Option SS1 that in combination with Snetterton 
Attleborough will also provide between 600 and 1 700 net new jobs up to 2021. 
The anticipated population increase will provide the capacity to sustain higher-level 
services and improve the retail offer available in the town centre. Attleborough 
represents a sustainable location for the new housing to support the enhancement 
of the Snetterton Heath employment site and given that particular context new 
housing at Attleborough should be provided in the south western quadrant of the 
town between the A11 and London Road enabling ready and immediate access to 
be achieved between that new housing and Snetterton Heath. London Road links 
directly to the A11 to the south west of the town. Swaffham As noted in Preferred 
Option SS1 Swaffham provides a good range of services for day-to-day needs but 
exhibits a lesser capacity for expansion than Attleborough. We would observe that 
Swaffham has potential to secure economic growth and on that basis could 
support the provision of some 700 dwellings over the remainder of the plan period. 
In this context we would note that Preferred Option CP1 appears to suggest that 
Swaffham is expected to accommodate 500 new dwellings in the period 2007-
2021. We agree with the broad approach described in Preferred Option SS1 and 
would suggest that the housing provision figures described in Preferred Option 
CP1 be increased to underpin the anticipated role for Swaffham. Key Diagram We 
support the content of the Preferred Option Key Diagram which identifies the A11 
corridor the strategic employment area at Snetterton and the establishment of 
Attleborough as a market town for sustainable growth and Swaffham as a market 
town. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

TaylorWimpe
y 

 Agree Taylor Wimpey Developments agree with the content of paragraph 1.12 on page 3 
of the Introduction chapter of the Preferred Options to the effect that the Core 
Strategy element of the DPD is central to achieving the Government’s growth 
aspirations in the period to 2026. Paragraph 5.6 of the Secretary of State’s 
Proposed Changes to the draft East of England Plan notes that PPS3 requires 
local planning authorities to plan for continuous delivery of housing “for at least 15 
years from the date of adoption of housing allocation LDDs.” Given that 
expectation TWD support the approach of Breckland Council to seek to construct a 
policy framework capable of delivering new housing in the period 2001-2026. 
Policy H1 of the emerging EEP requires that the first round of LDDs should make 
the assumption “that the annual average rate of provision during the early years 
after 2021 will be the same as for 2006 to 2021.” Policy H1 of the emerging EEP 
notes that as a minimum 11 740 dwellings remain to be completed in Breckland in 
the period 2006-2021. This equates to approximately 780 units per year. On that 
basis the Core Strategy has to provide a policy framework capable of ensuring the 
delivery of at least 3 900 dwellings in the period 2021-2026. That being the case 
TWD consider that paragraph 1.12 on page 3 of the Introduction chapter should 
make reference to a further 3 900 dwellings as a minimum between 2021 and 2026 

Comment noted. Housing numbers will be updated to 
reflect this in Submission version. 
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rather than the figure of 3 800 homes provided in the Preferred Options. Preferred 
Option CP1 notes that 3 985 completions arose in the District in the period 2001-
2007. Thus 11 215 completions are required as a minimum in the period 2007-
2021 an average of 801 per year. Thus if that annualised rate is used in the 
context of the calculations envisaged in the emerging EEP 4 005 completions 
would need to be secured in the period 2021-2026. This assessment suggests that 
paragraph 1.12 on page 3 of the Introduction chapter of the Preferred Options 
needs to be amended so that as a minimum the Core Strategy is capable of 
delivering a further 3 900 dwellings between 2021 and 2026. Accordingly the 
District total for 2001-2026 becomes 19 100 new homes (15 200 + 3 900). TWD 
recognise that the Core Strategy must be in general conformity with the East of 
England Plan. Given the way in which Policy H1 and paragraph 5.6 of the 
emerging EEP are worded we would suggest that a key requirement of the 
Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes to the draft EEP is the achievement of at 
least 19 100 completions in the period 2001-2026. TWD would note that paragraph 
5.50 of the draft EEP (December 2004) stated that the A11 corridor provides 
improving road and rail access between Norwich and Cambridge and that the 
section between Norwich and Thetford offers opportunities for growth. Policy NSR1 
described strategic employment locations of particular significance for the future 
development of the Norwich sub-region including sites facilitating high-tech 
development in the A11 corridor particularly around Attleborough and Snetterton. 
Paragraph 5.65 of the draft EEP noted that Attleborough is located on a strategic 
transport route has a good range of services and is best placed for employment 
growth. Given the policy circumstances Attleborough was identified as one of the 
key towns in the sub-region for housing development. 

Preferred 
Option SS 1 

TaylorWimpe
y 

 Agree The Spatial Portrait acknowledges the respective roles of Attleborough and 
Swaffham noting that whilst the banking finance and insurance sector is currently 
underrepresented in the District as a whole there is a significant local presence in 
Swaffham. TWD would agree that this sector is one of the strongest growing in the 
District and will represent a significant increase in employment opportunities over 
the plan period. We agree with the observation at paragraph 1.9 of the Spatial 
Portrait to the effect that strategic improvements to the A11 will enhance 
accessibility to Thetford Attleborough and Snetterton. The Rural Enterprise Valley 
initiative has been established to take advantage of these improving 
communication links and in that context further growth along the A11 corridor 
focused upon Attleborough would respond to a number of differing policy strands. 
Equally we would note the observation at paragraph 1.9 that there is demand at 
Swaffham arising from small local firms wishing to expand. Such an outcome will 
have a consequential impact upon the need to provide sufficient new housing at 
Swaffham. 

Comment noted. 

Preferred Gladedale Gladedale No SS1 The settlement hierarchy that sets out six types of place based on their Comment noted. A Water Cycle Study is being undertaken 
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Option SS 1 Opinion relative size and access to services and facilities is broadly supported. The highest 
levels of additional housing should be allocated to the largest settlements in the 
District where there are a wider range of shops services and facilities. It is 
essential that a sufficient amount of housing land across the District be identified to 
ensure that new housing is delivered in accordance with national government 
objectives especially those set out in Planning Policy Statement 3 and the 
emerging Regional Spatial Strategy. A clearly defined spatial strategy such as that 
set out in Preferred Option SS1 and an effective framework for monitoring and 
review are therefore essential if these government objectives are to be 
successfully achieved. Market towns must continue their role in providing a range 
of services and facilities appropriate to their function. The Spatial Strategy should 
allow for planned expansion of settlements and the necessary adjustments to 
settlement boundaries in order to provide for future development. In a 
predominantly rural District like Breckland there will be a limited supply of 
previously developed land. If national Government objectives and regional housing 
targets are to be successfully achieved it will inevitably be necessary to develop on 
some carefully chosen greenfield sites adjacent to existing market towns. The 
Urban Capacity Study has identified some opportunities for developing on 
previously developed sites but there are uncertainties about the delivery of some of 
these sites. It is noted that the Council recognises the role that greenfield sites will 
have to play if the District is to achieve the housing requirements set out in the 
emerging East of England Plan. These should be located in areas of greatest 
accessibility and where they can be easily integrated into the existing urban fabric 
of the larger settlements in the District. It is important to ensure that the market 
town of Dereham can enhance its position as the second largest market town in 
Breckland”. Dereham currently performs a significant role in the provision of 
administrative services shops jobs and community facilities not just to the town 
itself but also to the surrounding rural hinterland of Mid-Norfolk. The approach 
proposed which would see significant job creation and some new housing might 
help to reduce out-commuting to Norwich and enable the settlement to be come 
more self-contained. However given its very important role the town should be 
providing much more housing than is being proposed. Detailed evidence of the 
constraints imposed by education and utility capacity needs to be provided to 
demonstrate conclusively that these constraints cannot be overcome and that such 
a low level of new housing provision is a sound strategy to adopt. If it can be 
shown conclusively that new housing development is seriously constrained by 
education and utility capacities then it is essential that this limited capacity for new 
housing is available and readily deliverable on suitable identified sites. The Spatial 
Strategy should therefore provide for the revision of Dereham’s development 
boundary to allow for the necessary housing development to take place in a 
sustainable location that is within easy reach of the town centre. It should be well 
related to the existing settlement where shops services and facilities can be 

to test constraints on waste water infrastructure and to 
provide solutions to overcome these constraints. A 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment will be 
published prior to submission that will identify developable 
deliverable sites for housing on both greenfield and 
brownfield land 
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reached by cycling or walking and where there is access to good public transport. 
Our client’s sites on land to the north and south of Swanton Road to the north-east 
of Dereham shown on the attached plan offer the opportunity to achieve these 
objectives. 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO1 

Watling  Agree Necton Parish Council are glad to see that no further large developments are 
planned for the village other than those already approved. 

Comment noted 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO1 

Cemex  Agree Alternative Options for Future Growth CEMEX supports alternative option SSAO1 
which promotes Dereham as a second tier settlement which would accommodate a 
more or similar level of development to Attleborough. CEMEX considers this option 
to be in accordance with National Government Guidance PPS1 which promotes 
new development near existing infrastructure and services (Paragraph 27 v and 
vii). The Development of Brownfield Land CEMEX supports the development of 
brownfield land however recognises that the national target of 60 percent (PPS3 
2006) may prove difficult for a district such as Breckland. CEMEX considers 
however that the priority will be to allocate brownfield sites in accordance with 
National Planning Policy PPS3. CEMEX therefore urges the Council to consider 
allocating the brownfield site at Dereham for alternative residential use. This will 
provide a flexible responsive supply of land and support the delivery of PPS3’s 
(para. 10) objectives particularly in respect of making efficient use of land when 
planning for future development. DEREHAM The CEMEX site is located close to 
the A47 trunk road. The site is currently located within the settlement boundary of 
Toftwood Green close to Dumpling Green next to a designated protected railway 
track bed and corridor of movement in the adopted Local Plan near existing 
facilities. In addition to being located in a sustainable location the site has been 
identified as brownfield land. The site lies next to an industrial estate called Rash’s 
Green. CEMEX urges the Council to consider the site at Dereham as a residential 
site which has the potential to accommodate a substantial proportion of the 1 000 
homes allocated for Dereham. CEMEX considers the site to be situated in a 
sustainable location near existing infrastructure services and residential 
development. The development of this site would therefore be in accordance with 
PPS3 Paragraph 10 which promotes housing developments in suitable locations 
which offer a good range of community facilities and with good access to jobs key 
services and infrastructure. CEMEX recognises that the railway track bed provides 
a natural boundary which separates the site from the industrial estate to the west 
which is allocated within a proposed employment area. Development of the 
Dereham site for residential use would need to be mindful of these uses in the 
vicinity although there is no reason why both residential and employment uses 
cannot exist in close proximity to each other. Sustainable Development As 
Dereham is constrained by the number of houses it can accommodate it is vital 
that residential development in this location takes place in the most sustainable 

Comments relate to a specific site and do not present an 
evidence based argument for elevating the amount of 
housing in Dereham 
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locations. CEMEX believes that the Dereham site presents a sustainable location 
for development due to it being situated near existing infrastructure services and 
residential development. CEMEX considers the development of this site for 
residential use to accord with National Planning Policy Guidance PPSI: 
Sustainable Development Paragraph 5.3 which promotes: “Sustainable and 
inclusive patterns of urban and rural development.” Within Dereham are a range of 
services including: a market an array of shops several doctors surgeries a hospital 
several schools for all age groups a recreation ground and three parks. Within 
Toftwood are a primary and junior school. The development of the site in Dereham 
for residential use would therefore be in accordance with PPSI Paragraph 5.3 
which seeks: “Development that supports existing communities and contributes to 
the creation of safe sustainable liveable and mixed communities with good access 
to jobs and key services for all members of the community.” In addition the 
Dereham site has been identified as a brownfield site and lies within the existing 
settlement boundaries. The development of this site would help the Council to 
meet its brownfield targets in line with National Planning Guidance PPS3: Housing 
which requires 60 percent of development to be accommodated on brownfield 
land. Accessibility As already stated Dereham has a range of services within the 
existing town boundary. Dereham is located 15 miles west of Norwich off the A47 
and has good links with other towns in the county. The Mid-Norfolk Railway in 
Dereham has regular trains running to Wymondham. In Wymondham are a range 
of shops a market museums churches and a railway station which has daily 
services on main line routes. It is hoped in the near future that a daily service 
linking Dereham with main line routes will be developed Dereham also has a good 
bus service with regular buses running from Toftwood to Norwich Yarmouth 
Swaffham Kings Lynn and Peterborough all of which are established centres with a 
range of services. CEMEX considers the development of the Dereham site to be in 
accordance with National Planning Policy Guidance PPGI3 which seeks to 
promote more sustainable transport choices accessibility to jobs shopping leisure 
facilities and services by public transport (Paragraph 4 1-3). CEMEX also 
considers the site to be in accordance with PPS1: Sustainable Development which 
promotes access to jobs and services (Paragraph 5.3). Cost Effective As already 
identified the Dereham site would have access to existing strategic infrastructure 
including public and other transport services. The concentration of development 
through infill development is often considered a more cost effective approach to 
the provision of public and private infrastructure. The concentration of development 
in infill plots such as that in Dereham would also facilitate the complementary 
concentration of strategic and other investment necessary to underpin the level of 
growth envisaged for the area. The development of this site for residential use 
would provide a mechanism for increasing the status of the existing settlement and 
thus provide a greater number and diversity of locally accessible jobs and services. 
Summary In conclusion CEMEX supports option SSAO1 as an alternative option 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

for future growth. CEMEX considers this option to be in accordance with National 
Planning Guidance PPS1. CEMEX urges the Council to increase the level of new 
housing on brownfield sites from 30 to 40 percent in accordance with the Draft 
East of England Plan. Although CEMEX supports the allocation of a General 
Employment Area CEMEX objects to the allocation of the Dereham site within the 
Rashes Green General Employment Area policy ED.1. CEMEX urges the Council 
to consider the Dereham site as a suitable site for residential development. 
CEMEX believes that the site presents a sustainable location for development due 
to it being a brownfield site located near existing infrastructure services and 
residential development. However CEMEX understands that the site is located 
next to an industrial estate within a proposed employment area and realises that 
any residential or mixed use development would need to be mindful of the 
surrounding uses. CEMEX believes that a residential development on this site 
would help the Council to meet its brownfield development targets and would be 
the most suitable land use. 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO1 

Homes Hopkins 
Homes Ltd 

Agree We believe that a revised version of this option should be adopted as the preferred 
option for the Breckland Spatial Strategy. It should be revised to redistribute about 
2 500 of Attleborough’s 4 000 housing allocation across the other market towns. 
Insufficient evidence has been presented that demonstrates that Attleborough is 
capable of accommodating this level of growth within the environmental and 
infrastructure limits. In particular further development at Attleborough puts the 
longevity of potentially two SSSIs at threat. Distribution of the housing allocation 
across all the market towns would reduce the impact of the housing growth on 
existing infrastructure and support local economies and job markets. Siting new 
development in the appropriate sustainable locations increases accessibility to 
services and jobs. Watton is an existing mixed community including a significant 
amount of existing employment retail residential leisure and community uses. 

Growth of Attleborough should not impinge on SSSIs . 
4000 homes are needed in Attleborough to deliver 
infrastructure such as the link road and sewage works. 
Lack of economic growth potential in Watton and its 
remoteness from the strategic route infrastructure mean 
that higher housing numbers would be less sustainable 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO1 

Parfitt 
Nurseries 

 Agree The preferred option SS1 is accepted with the exception that SSAO1 should be 
considered in respect of Shipdham (local Service Centre background paper) where 
it needs to be clear if the proposed allocation of 100 houses is expected to be 
accommodated within the existing (1999) LP development boundary up to 2021 or 
2026. Should these allocations be exhausted before the end of the plan period (a 
significant 40 dw consent has recently been issued) leaving some 60 dw for the 
remaining 18 yrs of the plan period. Additionally what guarantees are there that the 
sites identified (in the Shipdham Urban Capacity Study) are genuinely available 
within a 5 yr period in which case consideration needs to be given to revising the 
settlement development boundary. 

Comment noted a Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Study will identify deliverable sites for housing in 
Shipdham. It is likely that to accommodate 100 homes an 
allocation on greenfield land in Shipdham may be needed 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO2 

Falcon  Agree This is preferred as this reduces pressure on existing infrastructure of Attleborough 
where Swaffham has better infrastructure to take more development because of: - 
1. The layout to the town centre and good infrastructure. 2. Good access being 
located on the A47 and A1065. 3. An established market town with potential for 

There is a smaller potential for economic growth in 
Swaffham than in Dereham Attleborough and Thetford as 
identified in the Employment Land Review. Therefore to 
ensure out-commuting is kept to a minimum housing 
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growth and increased activity. I dispute that it is questionable whether the town 
centre of Swaffham has sufficient potential to develop and accommodate the 
needs of a significantly increased population stated in 1.41. Swaffham has 
potential for greater growth than suggested being an established market town with 
the necessary infrastructure. If Swaffham is denied the growth the community will 
suffer as a result and the town will decline. 

growth needs to be of a modest level. 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO2 

Currington  Disagree 
Strongly 

I have watched the development of the larger towns in Breckland over the last 10 
years and believe that village centres have lost out considerably because of this. 
Many smaller villages have lost their services and dwindled. I think much more 
emphasis in the spatial strategy should be given to developing these village 
centres promoting them instead of the larger towns. I believe villages to be 
healthier places to live better environments to bring children up and offer some 
resistance to the break down of communities. 

The Regional Spatial Strategy seeks to direct growth to 
Key Centres for Development and Change followed by 
market towns. To put a greater emphasis on development 
in Local Service Centres would conflict with Regional policy 
and the plan would be found un-sound at examination. 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO2 

Tesco Stores 
Ltd 

 Agree In light of our comments in relation to Preferred Option SS1 Alternative Option 
SSAO2 is broadly supported over the other options presented. 

No evidence presented as to why this option is preferable. 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO2 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

Strongly 
Agree 

Our parish is midway between Watton and Swaffham and we would like to see 
both towns developed further and therefore enhanced 

The Preferred strategy will allow for further development of 
Swaffham and Watton but at a rate that is balanced with 
job creation and access to higher order settlements 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO2 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old 
Buckenham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree It was felt that 4000 new homes for Attleborough was too many and that the 
provision for increased employment did not warrant the number of dwellings. All 
the dwellings were planned for the south side which would add considerably to 
traffic which was already grid locked at times. Questions were asked about who 
would fund the necessary infrastructure. The large number required would have a 
knock on effect on all surrounding villages OB in particular. AO2. provided 
Dereham & Attleborough have equal numbers of dwellings 

Comment noted. In order to deliver the essential road 
infrastructure that Attleborough needs 4000 homes will 
need to be developed. The new road infrastructure would 
have to be entirely funded by developers. 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO3 

Tesco Stores 
Ltd 

 Agree In light of our comments in relation to Preferred Option SS1 Alternative Option 
SSAO3 is supported. This is not to say that any proposal should not continue to be 
led through the application of the key tests included within PPS6. It is however to 
say that it is our view that Development Plans should not be overly prescriptive 
with regards to the direction of new floorspace. This is particularly relevant in rural 
areas with smaller populations where even small scale housing developments can 
result in a marked change in shopping patterns. 

This option is considered unsustainable in Sustainability 
Appraisal. The representation does not provide any 
evidence to suggest otherwise 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO3 

Diocese of 
Norwich 

 Agree Outside of the Market Towns and Service Centre Villages the Core Strategy 
Preferred Option document states that Rural Settlements will be designated as part 
of the Settlement Strategy. The Core Strategy Preferred Options document 
remarks that Rural Settlements will provide ‘nominal housing and employment 
growth during the plan period’. We consider that the Settlement Strategy should 
allow for greater levels of housing and employment growth at rural settlements 
than nominal growth’. Whilst it may be very difficult to reverse the dependence of 

Comment noted. This option does not perform as well in 
sustainability terms. In order to balance jobs and housing 
development needs to be planned and focused on existing 
large settlements. High levels of development in rural areas 
will do little to improve accessibility and will do little to 
discourage private car use 
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these settlements on higher order settlements the opportunity must be taken to 
allow for small amounts of housing growth to support existing services and for new 
services and facilities to be provided where these opportunities occur. 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO3 

Mr & Mrs 
Avory 

 Agree We note that in your Parish Summary for Saham Toney there is a good write up 
regarding the village stating that there is a good bus service to nearby towns 25 
local businesses a Post Office Public House and Social Club and also a Primary 
School. The land in question as far as we know is not on a flood plain and not 
liable to flood as it is well drained by a ditch all around. What we would like is for 
you and your team to reconsider your thoughts and to include this field into the 
village guidelines. 

Comment relates to a specific site 

Alternative 
Option 
SSAO3 

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

 Agree - Each village is different with different needs. We would like to see more flexibility 
in the development allowed particularly with our smaller villages. There is clear 
evidence that the size of a village is not necessarily a clear indication of what ser 

Small scale development within villages particularly to meet 
local needs is supported in the Preferred Option 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised Spatial Strategy 

The Spatial Strategy sets out in greater detail how the Council plans to deal with the 

key issues identified and how the Council sees the different parts of the District 

developing in response to these issues. The Spatial Strategy identifies the different 

types of place within the District and how they will develop. It shows how and where 

the growth in housing, employment and retailing will be accommodated and sets out 

priorities for areas that will be protected from development pressures. It explains how 

the different places of the individual places of the District will be shaped.  

Policy SS 1  

Preferred Spatial Strategy  

Breckland comprises six seven types of place:  

• The Key Centre for Development and Change; Thetford 

• The Market Town for Substantial Growth; Attleborough  

• The four three market towns; Attleborough, Dereham, Swaffham and Watton  

• The Local Service Centre Villages  

• The Snetterton Heath Employment Area 

• The rural settlements; and, 

• The countryside 

 

 

Thetford will be the focus for growth in Breckland. The Spatial Portrait identifies 

Thetford as the principle retail, service and employment centre in the south of the 

District. It displays a good balance of homes and jobs with a well developed market 

for industrial and distribution property; it has connections to the national rail network 

and is located on the A11 equidistant from Norwich and Cambridge. It offers unique 

opportunities to link to and foster the emerging cluster of motor sport and auto-

engineering industries focused on the A11 corridor and emanating from Cambridge, 

Stanstead and the M11 corridor. Furthermore, this accords with the East of England 

Plan  

It will provide at least 6000  homes over the period between 2001 and 2021 and at 

least a further 1,500 new homes between 2021 and 2026. In addition, up to 5,000 net 

new jobs to the end of the plan period will have been delivered. This jobs growth will 

include the allocation of a new business park. The centre of the town will be the 

subject of major regeneration and with expanded retail, leisure, cultural and 

educational facilities will become a civic hub bringing together existing and new 

communities. Total food and non-food retailing floorspace will expand by 



approximately 9,400sqm over the plan period in connection with this town centre 

regeneration.  

Attleborough will be a major focus for employment and residential growth. The 

Sustainability Appraisal has identified Attleborough as having potential for substantial 

growth, harnessing economic expansion along the A11 corridor between Cambridge, 

Thetford and Norwich and providing the necessary balance of housing to support the 

enhancement of the Snetterton Heath employment site. It has had the most active 

commercial market outside Thetford and Dereham in recent years and it also has 

access to main line rail connections. It has a range of services commensurate with its 

position as a lower order centre and is able to serve the day to day needs of local 

residents. There is spare capacity at the local high school and potential for further 

expansion.  

It will provide in the range of 4,500 new homes over the plan period. In combination 

with Snetterton it will also provide between 600 and 1700 net new jobs up to 2021. 

The population increase will provide the capacity to sustain higher-level services and 

improve the order of the centre. These services will be facilitated though the 

expansion of the town centre, which will include the development of approximately 

4,800sqm of food and non-food retailing.  

Dereham will experience significant employment growth coupled with focused 

housing growth to enhance its position as the second largest market town in Breckland 

administration centre of Mid-Norfolk and exploit its existing employment base and 

position on the A47 distributor Trunk road. Dereham is the administration and 

service centre for the north of the District and is a focus for retail and employment. It 

has a good range of retail and service uses including convenience and comparison 

shopping, services, entertainments and community facilities. Despite its position in 

the settlement hierarchy and its service offer, Dereham has both education and utility 

capacity constraints that limit its potential for growth.  

Dereham will provide up to 2,000 new houses over the plan period.  It will provide 

between 900 and 1,800 new jobs over the remainder of the plan period.  The Town 

centre will grow and the service offer will be improved to enhance the settlement’s 

potential for self-containment. In acknowledgement of this aim, food and non-food 

floor retail floorspace will expand by approximately 12,500sqm over the plan period.  

Swaffham and Watton are mid-sized market towns that provide a good range of 

services for their residents’ day-to-day needs but have limited capacity for expansion 

in their centre’s due to the constraints of their heritage buildings and, in the case of 

Watton, a conservation area. Both suffer from congestion in their centre, with traffic 

pollution a problem for pedestrians in Swaffham. Existing residential commitments in 

Carbrooke, adjoining Watton, means that limited school capacity remains in Watton 

and this will constrain the potential for significant further expansion. Evidence base 

indicates that both settlements have limited potential for economic growth and mainly 

support small local businesses. However, Swaffham’s better location provides it with 

slightly better prospects than Watton and makes it suitable for greater expansion, the 

employment land review identifies that land around the Ecotech Centre in Swaffham 

should be allocated for development.   



Swaffham will provide in the range of 1000 houses over  the plan period;  Watton will 

deliver up to 900 houses over the same period.  In terms of jobs growth approximately 

300 to 650 jobs will be generated in Swaffham over the plan period, and 

approximately 250 in Watton. Food and non-food retailing floorspace will be 

expanded in Watton by approximately 300sqm and by 850sqm in Swaffham.  

14 Service Centre Villages have been identified within the District based on detailed 

evidence contained in a Local Service Centre Background Paper; these are Banham, 

Great Ellingham, Harling, Litcham, Mattishall, Mundford, Narborough, Necton, 

North Elmham, Old Buckenham, Saham Toney, Shipdham, Swanton Morley and 

Weeting. Service Centre Villages are those that contain adequate services and 

facilities to meet the day-to-day requirement of their existing residents.  These 

services and facilities include some or all of; a convenience shop, public transport, 

health care, primary school and access to employment opportunities.The strategy for 

all Local Service Centres will be primarily around service protection and 

enhancement and development to meet local needs..  

Harling, Narborough, Shipdham, Swanton Morley and Weeting will see a 

positive housing allocation for the remainder of the plan period.  They all have a 

high level of service provision and can sustainably accommodate a modest level 

of growth. Land will be allocated for 100 homes in Shipdham.  50 homes will be 

allocated in Harling, Narborough, Swanton Morley and Weeting .  In addition to 

this strategic allocation, at least 70 homes from existing commitments will built 

between these villages.  

Over the remainder of the plan period, 140 homes will be built in the village of 

Necton.  These homes will be developed entirely from existing commitments.  

Banham, Great Ellingham, Litcham, Mattishall, Mundford, Necton, North 

Elmham, Old Buckenham,and Saham Toney will not see a positive housing 

allocation for the remainder of the plan period, but will see between them at 

least  100 homes developed from existing commitments.  

 

 

Of the identified Service Centre Villages Banham, Litcham, Mattishall and Saham 

Toney have already reached their sustainable capacity and Old Buckenham is 

constrained by high school capacity. However Gt Ellingham, Harling, Narborough, 

Necton, Shipdham, Swanton Morley and Weeting have sustainable capacity to 

support further growth.  

Necton will provide approximately 140 houses over the plan period, all of which 

currently have planning permission and therefore there is no need for further 

allocations. Shipdham will provide approximately 100 houses over the plan period, Gt 

Ellingham, Harling, Narborough, Swanton Morley and Weeting will provide 

approximately 50 houses. In addition, the Service Centre Villages in combination with 

the rural settlements, will sustain between 1,200 and 1,500 jobs over the plan period. 

The key local services which define the settlements as Local Service Centres will be 

protected within these villages.  



Snetterton Heath Employment Area is located on the A11 between Thetford and 

Attleborough. It has excellent road and rail access and links to the emerging 

motorsport and performance engineering sectors growing up along the A11. The site 

contains an existing, un-restricted, testing circuit and is adjacent to un-constrained 

land that is located away from residential areas. The area has been identified in the 

Employment Land Review as having potential for expansion and the review 

recommends that an additional 20ha of land be allocated for motor sport and advanced 

engineering uses. Despite its advantageous position Snetterton Employment Area has 

restrictive electricity capacity constraints, but these can be realistically overcome to 

release the potential of the area.  

Snetterton, in combination with Attleborough, will provide between 600 and 1,700 

jobs up to 2021. The electricity capacity constraints at Snetterton will be resolved by 

upgrading the existing network or providing an on-site power generation source.    

The rural settlements The District of Breckland contains a number of small rural 

villages that have few, or in some cases no, local services. These settlements are not 

capable of sustaining consequential growth as many are completely reliant on higher 

order settlements for services and facilities. The Sustainability Appraisal has 

identified that these settlements do not represent a sustainable option for significant 

expansion.  

The rural settlements will provide nominal housing and employment growth during 

the plan period where local capacity allows. Where key local services and facilities do 

exist within the rural settlements these will be protected.  

The Countryside In addition to the rural settlements, Breckland contains large areas 

of predominantly un-developed agricultural land. Sustainability Appraisal indicates 

that these areas do not represent a sustainable option for development.  

Minimal development predominantly comprising the diversification of rural 

enterprises will be accommodated in the countryside. Some other employment uses 

may be accommodated in the countryside where a rural location is necessary for the 

functioning of the business or it utilises a particular attribute and is a sustainable 

solution to an identified need.  

In addition to the areas of generic countryside, the District also contains several 

distinctive areas of special biodiversity, geological and landscape interest. These 

comprise:  

• The areas of the Brecks which are the habitat of the Stone Curlew, Woodlark 

and Nightjar and have a European designation as Special Areas of Protection 

(SPA)  

• Any of the 13% of Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) in the East of 

England that are found in the District 

• The Norfolk Valley Fens, Breckland, River Wensum and Waveney and Little 

Ouse Valley Fens Special Area of Conservation (cSAC) 



• The Ramsar Site at Redgrave and South Lopham Fen 

• Redgrave and Lopham Fen, Weeting Heath and Brettenham Heath National 

Nature Reserve, and Litcham Common, Great Eastern Pingo Trail and 

Thompson and Barnham Cross Common Local Nature Reserve; also,  

• Historic Parks and Gardens and Scheduled Ancient Monuments 

• Any areas identified as priority habitats or target areas for habitat creation in 

the Norfolk Biodiversity Action Plan. 

These areas of special biodiversity, geological and landscape interest will be 

comprehensively protected from the effects of new development and where possible 

public access enhanced.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on CP1 Housing  

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Childerhous
e 

 Agree We support the inclusion of Weeting as a Local Service Centre for Growth as 
specified in this policy. Six Local Service Centres for growth including Weeting 
are allocated and the document assumes that together these will be able to 
accommodate at least 120 dwellings through urban capacity and at least 300 
dwellings on greenfield sites. These figures are supported provided there is a 
clear recognition that these are minimum figures. It is our view that more then 
300 dwellings will be achievable on greenfield sites within the Local Service 
Centres. In our view Weeting will be capable of accommodating approximately 
130 units on its own. Land to the north of Cromwell Close would be capable of 
accommodating this number of dwellings. 

Comments noted. Further evidence emerging in the 
forthcoming Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
will test whether further greenfield land releases will be 
needed in Local Service Centres 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Garrod  Disagree 
Strongly 

Unless I am missing something significant in this section of the document it 
would appear that the rural villages which are the very bedrock of Breckland 
life have been ignored totally. The only passing reference is to:- In addition to 
this strategic provision it is also estimated that some 3 000 housing units will 
be developed on rural windfall sites over the LDF period This wording would 
suggest that the housing and therefore the community needs of these villages 
are at best left on the shelf and at worst left to speculative infilling in often 
inappropriate locations. The villages have suffered enough from this policy 
over recent years and many have developed as corridor communities with no 
character appeal or heart . Many small rural communities have worked 
incredibly hard over recent years to sustain what services and community life 
they can. Breckland Council has played a key role in supporting this 
community development with the provision of play areas public open space 
and even community centres (village halls). These communities should be 
rewarded by the active encouragement of Breckland to enhance their housing 
provision. 2.6 speaks about balance and community and a pro-active delivery 
of housing . Where is the pro-active policy for those villages that have clearly 
demonstrated they fully intend to remain sustainable well beyond the vision of 
this document? Breckland villages will only remain communities if they provide 
as they have always done (well many for the last 1 000 years at least) a 
balanced approach to growth which keeps the heart of the village supplied 
with vibrant people to keep it going. 

Comments relate more to the Spatial Strategy. The preferred 
spatial strategy sets out the locations for development. Over 
the past 7 years many villages in Breckland have seen 
reasonable rates of housing development. Despite this there 
has still been a decline in rural service provision. It is 
considered unsustainable to allocate more residential growth 
to villages as it will increase the number of private car 
journeys and increase the proportion of people living in the 
District with poor access to services. The 3000 rural windfall 
housing units will consist of developments within settlement 
boundaries barn conversions and rural affordable housing on 
exception sites. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Parsons Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

No Opinion Spatial distribution of proposed greenfield development should be informed by 
the undertaking of a Water Cycle Study to understand the requirement of both 
water and wastewater infrastructure and the impact on the environment. The 
Thetford Water Cycle Study will inform the Thetford Growth Point but does not 
include the proposed extensions at Attleborough which will have a significant 
impact on the wastewater system and treatment works. We would recommend 
increasing the scope of the study to include consideration of the Attleborough 
wastewater system and the impact on the receiving watercourses. 

The recommendation to undertake a wider Water Cycle 
Study for Breckland is noted particularly for Attleborough. A 
Water Cycle study for the District has now been 
commissioned and the results will inform the production of 
the submission document 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Burdett Shelter Agree Shelter supports the Preferred Option but with the qualification consistent with 
Preferred Option DC4 that the final paragraph of the policy relating to 
affordable housing be firmed up so as to make 40 per cent the target for each 
development above the minimum thresholds stated in that paragraph. 

Comment noted amend policy wording in last paragraph to 
clarify affordable housing requirements. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Cole  No Opinion It is appreciated that the overall level of housing provision is directed by 
Regional Strategy along with the proposal to focus major development at 
Thetford and that the distribution of new housing development reflects both the 
overall spatial strategy and the urban capacity available within the identified 
settlements. It is understandable therefore that the greatest weight of housing 
development outside Thetford should go to the four market towns of Dereham 
Attleborough Swaffham and Watton though we note that the smaller centres of 
Swaffham and Watton present significant problems both in terms of their 
capacity. However it does appear that the level of development identified for 
the Service Centre villages may be more limited than appropriate for a period 
of 25 years from 2001-2026 if growth in those centres is to effectively provide 
for local needs (particularly affordable housing) and sustain existing facilities 
within those settlements for the benefit of the rural hinterland that they serve. 
Setting aside the decision that some of the service centres should not have 
any growth the release of 560 dwellings within the 12 service settlements 
would result in an average of less than fifty per settlement over the remaining 
18 years. By restricting growth to only six of the service centre villages 
increases the growth potential within those service centres but provides very 
few opportunities to provide affordable housing or support for existing facilities 
in the others. In particular we are concerned about the future impact that this 
could have on Banham. Those centres not identified for growth will 
presumably retain the same settlement boundaries as at present and new 
housing developments will be limited to the infill capacity within that boundary 
which will inevitably limit site developments to less than five units. Thus there 
will be no affordable housing benefit from such developments. Allowing for 
growth in the settlement of Banham for example through the allocation of 
additional housing sites and /or adjustments to the settlement boundary would 
enable the new developments to be of a size to make a meaningful 
contribution to the affordable housing stock. It is also noted that the preferred 
option seeks to secure 40% of the housing development on sites of over 5 
dwellings as affordable housing. This is higher than currently required (30%) 
and higher than Regional Guidance indicates (35%). If it reflects a particularly 
high need for such housing and a failure to provide for it in the past this in itself 
is likely to be a reflection of the lack of sufficient scope within existing rural 
settlement boundaries to produce windfall sites large enough to make such a 
contribution or a failure of the approach which seeks to secure affordable 
housing in the rural area through “exceptions sites”. The modest level of 
development allowed for in the rural service centres will not improve this 

Comments noted but some are not necessarily related to the 
policy. The Spatial Strategy sets out the distribution of 
development across the District. As a result of this 
representation no changes are recommended to the Spatial 
Strategy. A review of evidence surrounding Local service 
centres will be conducted prior to submission. It should be 
noted that Banham does not meet all of the criteria for Local 
Service Centres outline in the Regional Spatial Strategy. The 
exact numbers of housing for each village will be informed by 
a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment which will 
be completed prior to submission. The 40% affordable 
housing figure is informed by evidence contained within the 
Breckland Strategic Housing Market Assessment. The 
Breckland Affordable Housing Threshold study provides 
evidence to suggest that developments can be viable with 
40% affordable housing proportion at thresholds as low as 5. 
There is no evidence supporting this representation to 
suggest that this is not achievable therefore no changes are 
recommended as a result of this representation. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

provision. 40% is much higher than most local authorities recognise as 
achievable in terms of a balanced mixed housing development. 30 -35% 
where the need is high is the more usual requirement. Increasing the amount 
of housing development overall within the rural Service Centres and spreading 
that growth to include centres such as Banham will enable more sites to be 
brought forward and will reduce the need for the affordable housing 
percentage to the more reasonable figure of 30% as at present. (as in option 
CP1A04) Ensuring that a reasonable proportion of the affordable housing will 
be “intermediate housing” will also improve the balance within the 
developments and along with a tenure blind approach to design will ensure 
good levels of integration. Careful control to ensure that social rented housing 
is provided only for local people or for those working locally is also important to 
ensure integration and sustainability. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Gibson Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Disagree CPI Housing: The Council has grave concerns about the environmental issues 
especially with regard to flooding caused by large developments on 
agricultural land and the urban sprawl being likely to engulf small villages such 
as Whinburgh and Westfield. There was also concern that some brown field 
sites do not appear to have been identified and that the infrastructure 
improvements (schools surgeries etc.) must be made before or at least in 
tandem with the development. 

Comments noted no action required as result of 
representation. The results of the Breckland Strategic flood 
Risk Assessment will be taken into account when allocating 
land for new development. CP1 identifies the need for 200 
homes on greenfield land in Dereham this extent of growth is 
unlikely to extend into the parish of Whinburgh and 
Westfield. Policy CP4 sets out the Council’s approach to 
infrastructure provision. An infrastructure study has been 
commissioned to look at the infrastructure requirements of 
the District and the timings of when this infrastructure needs 
to be in place. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Mileham Norfolk County 
Council 

No Opinion There are also a number of inconsistencies within the consultation document 
that may have a significant impact on the delivery of County Council services 
particularly Children’s Services. Preferred Option SS1 (Spatial Strategy) - the 
housing numbers in this policy do not tally with Preferred Option CP1 
(Housing). In particular: e Thetford — SS1 indicates 5 200 houses (2009 — 
2021) plus 1 500 between 2021 & 2026. Policy CP1 indicates 4 500 houses up 
to 2021 plus 1 500 between 2021 — 2026; Dereham - SS1 indicates 1 000 
houses whereas CP1 indicates 500; Swaffham SS1 indicates around 600 
houses whereas Policy CP1 indicates 500; ® Watton — 551 indicates 350 — 
500 whereas CP1 indicates just 350. The inconsistencies highlighted above 
may have a significant impact on services and infrastructure. This is 
particularly notable in terms of the growth proposed for Dereham The spatial 
strategy housing growth figure of 1 000 dwellings is double the number 
expressed in policy CP1. This is likely to have a significant impact on 
secondary education provision in the town due to limited spare pupil capacity 
and the limited adaptability of secondary school sites to accommodate growth. 
Therefore it is recommended that the Core Strategy should identify the overall 

Comments noted. Recommend that the presentation of the 
policy is made clearer to reflect current permissions 
brownfield allocations and Greenfield allocations. Exact 
housing numbers in the submission document will be 
informed by the results of the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment. In the case of Dereham the 
maximum number of houses to be delivered through the plan 
will be 1000 new homes. This will consist of current 
permissions which equate to approximately 350 dwellings 
and brownfield and greenfield allocations to make up the 
balance. 



Policy 
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View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

level of housing required across the primary settlements. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Falcon  Disagree I object to the proposed allocations of new housing numbers in the plan 
period. The allocation of 4 000 homes in Attleborough is too high compared to 
the allocation for Swaffham. I support a shift in the emphasis from 
Attleborough as a market town for substantial growth to being a market town 
with the same status as Swaffham in line with the alternative Option 2 Key 
Diagram. You have indentified the Eco Centre Site as potential expansion 
area for employment which is a good site. Additional housing for Swaffham will 
help make the market town self contained and create less travel distance to or 
from other centres. To conclude an additional 1 000 houses should be 
allocated to Swaffham from the allocation of Attleborough. 

Comment relates more to the Spatial Strategy. Therefore no 
changes are recommended to Preferred Option CP1. With 
regards to the Spatial Strategy Attleborough is seen as the 
most sustainable location for large scale growth in the 
District. The 4000 homes proposed is required to deliver the 
key infrastructure that the town needs. There is limited 
economic growth potential in Swaffham as indicated in the 
Council’s Employment Land Review. Therefore it is not 
considered sustainable to allocate more homes than 
proposed in Swaffham as this would lead to further out-
commuting and more car journeys. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Henry Savills on behalf 
of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Disagree Policy TH1 of the Draft East of England Plan requires Thetford to 
accommodate at least 6 000 dwellings between 2001-2021. We would in 
principle support the criterion set out under Preferred Option CP1 which states 
that:- “sustainable greenfield urban extensions to the north and east of 
Thetford for at least 4 500 homes to 2021 and for at least a further 1 500 
homes between 2021-2026 at similar locations”. This is in conformity with the 
Draft East of England Plan. It will allow for sustainable urban extensions which 
while protecting and improving its historic attributes and natural setting. 
However we do not support an extension to the east as we are not convinced 
that this is deliverable within the environmental context of the area. 

Comments noted. Further evidence collation will inform 
directions of growth 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Martin  No Opinion The proposed additional properties for Dereham could be placed in a number 
of locations - 200 are proposed for green-field development. The only 
information in the LDF on where these may go in is in the Flood-Risk 
supporting paper. This shows potential expansion of Dereham to the south at 
Toftwood and Dumpling Green. This narrow corridor less than 2 miles wide 
would be all but removed if such development took place and Yaxham would 
be all intents and purposes incorporated into Dereham. When it comes to be 
considered where these extra houses are to go retaining the geographical and 
physical separation of Dereham from its nearby but separate rural villages 
such as Yaxham must be an important consideration 

The areas outlined are indicative areas of where 
development may go in order to test flood risk. Development 
options will be tested through consultations on the Site 
Specific Policies and proposals document 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Currington  Agree I would like to see a greater proportion of the housing allowance given over to 
greenfield site development in rural service centres rather than in the towns. 
The idea of releasing sites gradually I don't feel will help the current market 
situation rebalance itself. If more housing were made available in a shorter 
time span this would allow housing to become more affordable. It would seem 
clear to me that there is greater services capacity in the villages and their 
growth should be promoted above that of the towns. 

The comment relates to Spatial Strategy rather than 
Preferred Option CP1. With reference to the Spatial Strategy 
the comments made are regarded as a unreasonable option. 
The Breckland Core Strategy has to be in conformity with the 
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). The RSS requires the 
majority of development to be focused in urban centres and 
towns. Focusing higher levels of development in villages 
over towns would contrary to wider sustainability objectives 
of reducing car use and improving accessibility to services. 
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Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Wells Wells McFarlane Disagree Allow for greenfield development at Watton as there are significant 
employment land opportunities that will require local housing to provide a local 
workforce. The proposal for 40% affordable housing is likely to lead to limited 
land supply in secondary towns as lower land value sites will be hit harder by 
such affordable requirements than higher value areas. There should be a 
flexible system that reflects local need and financial justification 

Comments noted. A Strategic Housing Land Availability 
study will inform the amount of greenfield land needed for 
housing in each settlement. The Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment identifies a District wide need for 45% of all 
homes built to be affordable. The Breckland Affordable 
Housing Viability Study has provided evidence to suggest 
that the percentage and thresholds proposed will not affect 
development viability 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate Company 
Ltd 

Disagree We consider that land both to the north and south-east of Thetford can deliver 
in excess of 6 000 dwellings during the time period to 2026. Policy CP1 should 
be amended “Sustainable greenfield urban extensions to the North and South-
East of Thetford for at least 4 500 homes to 2021 and for at least a further 
(1500) 2 125 homes between 2021 and 2026 at similar locations”. Paragraph 
2.7 sets an agenda for the Thetford Area Action Plan (TMP) including 
mechanisms for monitoring and managing phased release of land to 2026. 
The TMP will also identify the precise land areas and mix of uses that will 
deliver the town’s Growth Point Status. We agree that the TAAP (rather than 
the Core Strategy) is the appropriate mechanism for defining these matters. 
The TAAP will need to be fully informed by a robust Evidence Base and tested 
through appropriate consultation. At present there are important elements of 
the Evidence Base that still need to be progressed e.g. infrastructure and 
service requirements and Appropriate Assessment. Only once all detailed 
matters have been considered through evolution of the TMP including Public 
Examination will it be possible to define the quantum of development to be 
provided through urban extensions to the North South East of Thetford. 
Attempts made to specify details of specific land use allocations or phased 
delivery of housing at this stage (as has been attempted through the EDAW 
and LUG reports which have not been subjected to proper consultation) are 
premature and potentially fetters the proper planning of Thetford. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

J Martin 
Shaw for 

Bernard 
Matthews Ltd 

Disagree The result of this approach is that all housing allocations at Swaffham 
Dereham or Watton (above their urban capacity) are proposed on greenfield 
land adjoining these towns. While such urban extensions may be close to 
some existing facilities these suburban accretions are likely to add to pressure 
on those facilities as well as breaking into open countryside. Hence we are 
concerned that the proposed policy ignores the opportunity for major mixed 
use development on free-standing sites such as North Pickenham airfield that 
make no contribution to the rural landscape. 

The option of a free standing settlement was tested at Issues 
and Options stage and was deemed unsustainable as the 
development could not be of a scale to be truly self-
supporting and inclusive when taking into account the 
planned growth in Thetford which is required to provide 6000 
homes under the RSS. North Pickenham airfield also has 
poor links to higher order settlements offering a wide range 
of employment and retail opportunities 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Agree The RSS in policy TH1 requires Thetford to deliver 6 000 new dwellings 
between 2001 to 2021 which we support. This policy will help support the draft 
RSS and allow for sustainable urban extensions which founded on a robust 
and credible evidence base should be located in our opinion to the north of 

Exact locations will be determined through the Thetford Area 
Action Plan which will be fully informed by Appropriate 
Assessment which will assess the impacts of development in 
the south-east on the European designated sites 
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Thetford as this is the most sustainable location for growth. This area has the 
potential to bring forward a balanced and sustainable new development 
incorporating high quality urban design and built form meeting high 
environmental standards. We do not support an extension to the east. It is 
submitted that environmental and high way constraints point to a restricted 
capacity for growth east of Thetford. However north of Thetford there is 
comparative freedom 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Cronk House Builders 
Federation 

Disagree 
Strongly 

No reference is made to a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
being undertaken in order to inform the evidence base. The precise housing 
requirement will not be known until the Council has undertaken a Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment in conjunction with other key 
stakeholders. This will examine whether assumptions are realistic or not (e.g. 
in respect of urban capacity commitments etc. ). It is only at that point that 
there will be suitable evidence to demonstrate whether the suggested 
remaining overall housing requirement is accurate or not. Furthermore it must 
be remembered that the overall requirement figure is a minimum requirement 
that should be exceeded. PPS3 requires the production of Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessments by local authorities in conjunction with key 
stakeholders including house builders. It also requires that the various 
components of supply are re-assessed against more stringent thresholds. It is 
inappropriate to assume all outstanding allocation sites and planning 
permissions will come forward as the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment Practice Guidance makes clear. Any Assessment methodology 
will need to be discussed with key stakeholders including HBF and its 
Members as part of any such assessment. Stakeholders will then need to be 
fully involved throughout the production of the assessment. Windfall figures 
should not be included in the overall housing supply figures. PPS3 makes it 
clear that no such figure should be included for a period of at least 10 year’s 
from the Plan’s eventual adoption date. The HBF recognises that assessing a 
significant number of small sites will be time-consuming. However this is what 
PPS3 expects and requires. The whole point of which is to create much more 
certainty in identifying future housing provision and ensuring that it is 
deliverable and on what timescale. PPS3 requires Councils to undertake 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments in partnership with key 
stakeholders. It makes it clear that these are very different from Housing Land 
Availability and Urban Capacity Studies and are necessary even if recent 
Studies exist as they are far more wide- ranging in their scope and purpose. 
The Housing Land Availability Study (2007) referred to is considered by the 
HBF to be somewhat irrelevant now given the requirements of PPS3 and the 
accompanying Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment Guidance. Full regard must be had to the new 
national guidance relating to SHLAA’s (July 2007) which states: Differences 

Comments noted. Breckland is currently producing a 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment. The 
methodology is being developed with key local stakeholders 
including house builders development agents and housing 
associations. It is recommended that the 3000 rural windfall 
housing projection is removed from the policy. However it 
should be noted that the 3000 number stated in the policy 
does not contribute tot the overall District target. With regard 
to housing mix paragraphs 22 to 24 of PPS3 support the 
approach adopted in this policy. 
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between the Assessment and the Urban Capacity Study 16. The Assessment 
is significantly different from an Urban Capacity Study previously required by 
PPG3I 1. Therefore even where there is a recent Urban Capacity Study that 
has identified sites it will be necessary to carry out further work in particular to: 
determine whether identified sites are still available and to review assumptions 
on housing potential; identify additional sites with potential for housing which 
were not required to be investigated by Urban Capacity Studies such as sites 
in rural settlements brown field sites outside settlement boundaries and 
suitable green field sites as well as broad locations (where necessary); • carry 
out further survey work within settlements to identify additional brown field 
sites that have come forward since the Urban Capacity Study was carried out 
and • assess the deliverability/developability of all sites.. ”. It must also be 
remembered that the Council’s overall housing requirement is a minimum 
figure in respect of housing delivery. Furthermore sufficient housing provision 
will need to be made for at least 15 years from the date of the plan’s eventual 
adoption. The Federation looks forward to it and its members discussing the 
methodology of any SHLAA assessment with you and other key stakeholders 
in due course (in accordance with the national guidance). The document will 
demonstrate the extent to which further land for housing provision allocations 
is necessary. It is not until a clear picture has been identified with respect to 
the likely delivery rates and densities of individual sites that the total likely 
requirement for Greenfield provision will be apparent. National guidance 
requires that the various components of supply are reassessed against more 
stringent thresholds. Suitable sites should be identified in 5 10 and 15-year 
potential land supplies. Paragraph 12 of the Practice Guidance states that Key 
stakeholders should be involved at the outset of the Assessment so that they 
can help shape the approach to be taken. In particular house builders and 
local property agents should provide expertise and knowledge to help the 
partnership to take a view on the deliverability and developability of sites and 
how market conditions may affect economic viability. Key stakeholders should 
also be involved in updating the Assessment from time to time. The Practice 
guidance expects a thorough assessment to be undertaken of all potential 
housing supply including broad locations for growth and new settlements 
where appropriate. The proposed methodology should not only seek to look at 
the same settlements considered in the last urban capacity studies. Such an 
approach would be clearly unacceptable and contrary to national guidance. A 
far more thorough and detailed approach is required. The HBF believes that 
the national Practice Guidance makes it fully apparent that you cannot convert 
an Urban Capacity Study or Housing Land Availability Study into a SHLAA as 
they are entirely different. Any assumptions and decisions made in relation to 
the Assessment must be clearly set out explained and justified before being 
agreed with key stakeholders. Paragraph 7 of the Guidance states that 
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Assessments should aim to identify as many sites with housing potential in 
and around as many settlements as possible in the study area”. Clearly the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment will need to identify a 
sufficient pool of sites that can be called upon in order to deliver at least the 
Council’s minimum housing requirement. The Housing Trajectory is unclear. 
Once the SHLM has been produced it should be much more relevant and 
clearer. The suggestion in paragraph 2.12 that all development will be 
expected to reflect the need profile identified in the SHMA’s Housing Needs 
Survey is clearly a ridiculous approach and contrary to national policy. The 
whole point being to achieve a balance of housing across the district not 
delivering identical development mixes on every single site which would be 
neither environmentally desirable or economically deliverable. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagree Gladedale (Anglia) accept the need to provide sustainable Greenfield urban 
extensions in order to deliver the magnitude of housing growth required in the 
District over the remainder of the Plan period. As identified by this Option the 
suggested urban extension to the south of Attleborough could deliver up to the 
4 000 homes required to 2026. However in view of our previous comments in 
respect of Preferred Option SS1 and the need to consider the housing 
numbers stated as minimum requirements rather than maximum requirements 
it is Gladedale (Anglia)’s opinion that Preferred Option CP1 should not be 
restricted to only consider the urban extension to the south which would just 
deliver the 4 000 housing units required to 2026. A further very significant 
consideration is that Breckland District only has a 2.5 year supply of housing 
land which is likely to decline further whilst the LDF is being prepared. 
Therefore in order to comply with the requirement to ensure that there is a 5 
year supply of deliverable housing land in the District and to ensure 
continuous housing delivery at the levels required throughout the Plan period 
Preferred Option CP1 should include provision for additional land which does 
not form part of a strategic allocation to be favourably considered for 
residential development. This flexibility in approach would allow consideration 
of the suitability of small/medium scale sites (which could deliver up to 500 
units) which could deliver units on site much quicker than larger strategic 
growth areas which could be constrained by infrastructure requirements i.e. 
the strategic release of land to the south of Attleborough is dependent upon 
the delivery of a new road crossing over the railway together with significant 
capacity enlargements to the sewage treatment infrastructure. Gladedale 
(Anglia) would therefore support an approach which recognises the need for 
sustainable urban extensions but also understands and acknowledges the role 
of small/medium scale sites in delivering housing in the short term to maintain 
a five year deliverable housing land supply as set out in PPS3. 

Comment noted. Developments in other centres such as 
Swaffham can occur before those in Attleborough as there 
are fewer infrastructure constraints that will need to be 
addressed. This will help the District meet the 5 year housing 
land requirement as set out in PPS3. Full details of site 
phasing will be set out in the Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals Document. 

Preferred Bishop Swaffham Town Disagree Swaffham Town Council gradual growth of Swaffham should be:- Urban 800 The Strategic Housing Land Availability Study will inform 
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Option CP 
1 

Council Brownfield 600 Greenfield 600 housing numbers and distribution over greenfield and 
brownfield land. The figures suggested in the representation 
are inconsistent with the Spatial Strategy proposals for 
Swaffham and no evidence is provided to suggest this can 
be achieved 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Homes Hopkins Homes 
Ltd 

Disagree 
Strongly 

A number of concerns arise from this option and the calculation of the housing 
provision. It is considered that a number of sources relied upon in the housing 
land supply calculations are not founded on a robust and credible evidence 
base. Urban Capacity It is considered that the housing figures are based on 
unrealistic assumptions regarding the likely yields from urban capacity sites. 
The figures are based on Urban Capacity Study and as demonstrated in our 
report it over estimates the delivery of housing from sources it acknowledges 
to have a number of constraints. A number of the sites have not come forward 
within the periods that the urban capacity study predicts them to come forward 
a number of sites now have expired planning permission. The current Urban 
Capacity Study does not appear to benefits from market testing it would 
therefore be more realistic to lower the yield from these sites. The Core 
Strategy’s assumptions run contrary to the recommendations of PPS3 
(Paragraph 11) that encourage the use of Strategic Land Availability studies. 
The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments (July 2007) Guidance 
Note that supports PPS3 states in paragraph 16: “The Assessments 
significantly different from an Urban Capacity Study previously required by 
PPG3. Therefore even where there is a recent Urban Capacity Study that has 
identified sites it will be necessary to carry out further work in particular to: 
determine whether identified sites are still available and to review assumptions 
on housing potential; identify additional sites with potential for housing which 
were not required to be investigated by Urban Capacity Studies such as sites 
in rural settlements brownfield sites outside settlement boundaries and 
suitable greenfield sites as well as broad locations (where necessary); carry 
out further survey work within settlements to identify additional brownfield sites 
that have come forward since the Urban Capacity Study was carried out; and 
assess the deliverability/developability of all sites.” It is also stated in Annex B 
of PPS3 that it should not be presumed that land that is classed as previously 
developed should be automatically accepted as being appropriate for 
development. Regard still needs to be given to suitability and sustainability of 
further development of this nature when considering greenfield development 
and settlement boundaries. Furthermore the current housing figures are not 
produced in conformity with PPS3 and would fail the tests of soundness. 
Specifically within Watton the percentage of Urban Capacity Sites is 
unrealistic. The sites within Watton have a number of constraints on them that 
restrict the timely delivery of them. For example the sites with Watton have a 
number of different land owners and the sites are not being brought forward 

Comments noted. A Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Study will be completed prior to submission which will update 
housing numbers outlined in CP1 
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holistically to allow for the anticipated capacity to be met. It would be prudent 
of the council to allocate a proportion of Greenfield sites within Watton to 
ensure that development is brought forward within the plan period. The 
allocations at current are inconsistent as they allow for 300 homes to be 
constructed at greenfield locations on the edge of Local Service Centres for 
growth. Such homes could be better integrated with Watton where there is 
better infrastructure to accommodate them and to comply with the principles of 
sustainable development as set out in the vision. Outstanding Planning 
Permission Whilst the contribution of consented sites within the plan period is 
included it cannot be necessarily be assumed that all of consents will be 
delivered within that period. The position of land owners may change over time 
and permission may be allowed to lapse without being implemented. 
Paragraph 58 of PPS3 advises that it is necessary to consider whether sites 
that have the benefit of planning consent will be delivered within the plan 
period. It is unlikely that all of these sites will delivered and it would be prudent 
of Breckland to adopt a more realistic assessment of the development that will 
be delivered. Typically an allowance of between 10 and 20% for non-
implementation is applied. It should also be noted that the Breckland AMR 
2006/07 states that there are 2 402 dwellings at 31 March 2007 with 
outstanding planning permission compared to the 2 595 permitted for 
development at 1 April 2007 in the Core Strategy. Clarification is required to 
the exact figure so that sufficient allocations can be made. Planning 
Completions Maintaining the completion rate in line with the RSS is crucial and 
hence a robust housing strategy is vital including putting forward a range of 
housing sites/settlements. Again it should also be noted that the Breckland 
AMR 2006/07 states that there are 3 977 dwellings were completed 2001-07 
compared to the 3 985 completed 2001-07 in the Core Strategy. Clarification is 
required to the exact figure so that sufficient allocations can be made. Windfall 
The Council need to clarify the treatment of rural windfall sites as guidance in 
paragraph 59 of PPS3 states that windfall should not be included in the first 10 
years of housing land supply. PPS3 seeks to reduce the reliance on small 
windfall sites as these will reduce the contribution of brownfield development 
and comprehensive planning. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Sainsburys  Agree With reference to Preferred Option CP1 we support the document’s housing 
strategy. This strategy provides for a sustainable and diverse increase in 
housing which will be focused in the main settlements in the district. With 
regards to Attleborough the document refers to land south of the railway which 
may prove a good opportunity on the edge of the town for a food store. 
However given that the redevelopment of this site is dependent on a new 
railway bridge link other sites may come forward sooner in Attleborough; and 
recognition of this fact should be incorporated into the document. 

Comments noted amend policy to include reference to north 
of railway. Phasing of specific sites will be determined in the 
Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document 
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Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Childerhous
e 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Weeting is a sustainable location for local growth in accordance with criteria 
set out in PPS1. Weeting has a good local community with a number of 
facilities that could sustain further development. In return additional 
development will be able to support the existing services. Whilst much of the 
village is affected by the proximity of European Habitats land to the east of the 
village is not subject to this protection and incremental growth can take place 
without harm to the landscape and ecology. Releasing land adjacent to the 
school can allow for further expansion and recreational provision and the 
opportunity to provide for a medical centre and affordable housing close to the 
centre of the village. 

Comment relates more to the Spatial Strategy. The Spatial 
Strategy identifies Weeting as a Local Service Centre for 
growth. The precise location of development will be 
determined in the Site Specific Policies and Proposals 
document 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Waller  Agree I have been asked by my clients Mr and Mrs Wafler to advise you that they 
support the Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy document in regard to the 
proposed growth that is being suggested for Attleborough. Attleborough is a 
sustainable location in terms of its relationship with the regional centres of 
Norwich Thetford and Cambridge. Its location alongside the All has clear 
benefits associated with the trunk road that has direct links to London the 
Midlands and the ports. The town also has a good rail link with all the above 
destinations providing benefits to businesses and the local community. The 
town has good and varied facilities including schools shops employment and 
community facilities. There are no significant infrastructure problems that 
would prohibit the scale of development being proposed particularly if the land 
to the south-west and south of the by-pass is pursued. Development of this 
area of the town would avoid traffic having to pass through the town centre 
where congestion can result in a significant problem. 

Comments noted no further action required 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Gajic  Disagree Growth on greenfield sites should not be solely limited to Local Service Centre 
villages. Limited growth should be allowed on greenfield sites around villages 
such as Garvestone to allow for more homes for local people without harming 
the wider countryside. 

Comment relates more to Spatial Strategy. Garvestone has 
less than two key services and is therefore not a sustainable 
location option for further residential development. A strategy 
of dispersal of growth will result in an increase in private car 
journeys and a decrease in overall accessibility to services. 
The comment is therefore judged as an unreasonable option 
for the spatial strategy 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

National Grid 
Property 
Holdings Ltd 

 Agree Preferred Option CP-1 Housing Provision is supported on the basis that the 
housing provision figures identified are minimum targets to be achieved and 
that specific reference is made to a proportion of the development being 
accommodated on previously developed land at Thetford. This is an 
appropriate approach given relevant government and regional guidance and 
on the basis that Thetford is identified as a key centre for development and 
change. In the context of phased delivery the priority to be given to the reuse 
of previously developed land in sustainable locations is supported. 

Comments noted. The forthcoming District Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Study will inform the housing numbers to be 
located on greenfield and brownfield land. 

Preferred 
Option CP 

National Grid 
Property 

 Disagree In the context of housing need and the requirement that residential 
developments of 5 dwellings or more will be expected to include an 

The 40% requirement is informed by evidence contained 
within the Strategic Housing Market Assessment. This 
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1 Holdings Ltd appropriate proportion of affordable homes within the overall District target 
being 40% is still considered to be unduly onerous for the same reasons as 
set out in representations made on behalf of NGPH to the Development 
Choices Issues and Options Consultation. Notwithstanding this it is imperative 
that whichever threshold and percentage requirement is ultimately adopted 
that the specific policy wording in the Core Strategy or subsequent SPDs on 
affordable housing ensures that the economics of a development and viability 
considerations can be appropriately taken into account in considering 
affordable housing requirements on a site by site basis. . 

requirement is only 5% above the regional target and 
evidence contained within the Breckland Affordable Housing 
Thresholds Site Viability Study suggests this requirement 
should not affect development viability. Preferred Option 
DC4 sets out the detailed development control policy relating 
to affordable housing. The preferred option states that where 
existing constraints on a site will result in extraordinary costs 
with the development could not reasonably bear thus making 
the development un-viable the 40% requirement could be 
reduced. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Robert 
McClure 

Ministry of 
Defence 

Agree The re-use of surplus public sector land could contribute to Targets of 30% 
(Page 22) of dwellings on previously developed land. In particular should 
surplus public sector land such as Watton Airfield become available during the 
next 15-20year period (plan period 2001 -2026) the approach to selecting land 
for development should be sufficiently flexible to respond to changing 
circumstances. Re-use of public sector land such as Watton Airfield could 
create sustainable mixed use communities. 

Preferred Option CP1 gives priority to the re-use of 
previously developed land in sustainable locations. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Diocese of 
Norwich 

 Disagree We consider that it is unhelpful to distinguish between ‘Local Service Centres 
for Growth’ and ‘Local Service Centres for Services’ within the proposed 
Settlement Strategy. The Council’s preferred approach infers that it would only 
be possible to bring forward proposals for housing within Local Service 
Centres for Growth with only development of services allowed in Local Service 
Centres for Services with effectively no new development taking place in Rural 
Settlements. If the opportunity to provide new services and facilities in Rural 
Settlements arises then the Core Strategy should plan to allow this to take 
place. We consider that it would be more appropriate to define all settlements 
other than Local Service Centres as Rural Settlements and to acknowledge 
that it will be appropriate to allow for modest housing development in these 
settlements and to allow for employment services and facilities development to 
be brought forward when these opportunities also occur. We note that within 
the Preferred Option for housing it is recognised that housing supply will be 
derived from six separate sources. By our calculations the number of dwellings 
derived from these sources will total 18 730 when the Council are seeking to 
provide 19 000 new dwellings in total. There would therefore seem a residual 
of 270 dwellings to allocate within the table set out in the Council’s Preferred 
Option for housing provision. We would therefore suggest that Rural 
Settlements are added to this table with 270 dwellings identified for greenfield 
development at these settlements achieved through appropriate revisions to 
settlement boundaries and small scale allocations. This would help to address 
our concerns in respect of the Council’s preferred approach which at present 
will effectively prevent housing development from taking place at Local Service 

Comment noted. Some parts of the comment do not relate to 
Preferred Option CP1. We do not agree that it is unhelpful to 
distinguish between the two tiers of Local Service Centre. It 
is important that the capacity for development inside the 
current settlement limits of Local Service Centres for 
services is identified. In the submission version of this 
document these figures will be updated by the results of the 
Breckland Strategic Housing Land Availability Study 
(SHLAA). The SHLAA will also help inform housing numbers 
quoted in CP1 to ensure development requirements are 
planned for. It is not considered reasonable to allocate 270 
dwellings on Greenfield land in rural settlements as this 
would not be in conformity with the Spatial Strategy which 
sets out that development in rural villages will be minimal 
and from windfall sources. Allocating Greenfield land in 
smaller villages could further result in a unnecessary loss of 
productive agricultural land impact upon the landscape and 
settlement character result in more people living in areas 
with poor accessibility to services and increase the number 
of car journeys. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Centres for Services and Rural Settlements. We therefore suggest that the 
Housing Provision table is revised to include a greenfield allocation for non-
Local Service Centre rural settlements for 270 dwellings. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Leonard  Disagree We believe Shipdham has capacity for more houses than proposed. We also 
believe that other service centres villages are not keen on further 
development. Shipdham is well placed to take more development 

Capacity for housing growth in Shipdham will be determined 
by the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment. It 
should be noted that just because a settlement has physical 
(land-based) capacity for growth does not mean it has 
sustainable capacity for growth. The planned growth for 
Shipdham of 100 homes is already a large number for a 
village of Shipdham size to take and there are issues 
identified of high school capacity in Dereham 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Highways 
Agency 

 No Opinion It is difficult to offer opinion on the proposals set out on windfall sites as there 
is little indication of where they may be located and how this could impact on 
the trunk road network. In terms of sustainability one would question the 
assignment of 3 000 dwellings to typically inaccessible rural areas with limited 
services and facilities. The expectation that up to 3 000 homes could be built 
on windfall sites seems optimistic and suggests that there may be some 
difficulty in meeting housing targets. As a general comment any forthcoming 
windfall sites are likely to be located on previously developed land and there 
may be some opportunity to offset the travel demand - or even reduce it in 
some cases. The preferred options allocates up to 4000 dwellings to the south 
of Attleborough and smaller numbers to Dereham Swaffham Snetterton. There 
is the likelihood that some of the areas of development will be located in close 
proximity to Al I and A47 leading to localised impact on trunk road junctions. 
The Highways Agency has some concerns that growth of these towns could 
lead to the increasing use of the Al I and A47 as local distributor routes. The 
Highways Agency would wish that the location and form of developments 
should be such that the use of the strategic highway network in this way is 
discouraged. 

Comment noted recommend removing 3000 windfall figure 
from policy as this does not form part of the strategic housing 
requirement. Based on previous development rates it is 
highly likely by the end of the plan period that 3000 windfall 
dwellings will be completed in the rural areas. Site Specific 
Issues and Impacts on the trunk road will be dealt with 
through the Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 No Opinion Gladedale (Anglia) accept the need to provide sustainable Greenfield urban 
extensions in order to deliver the magnitude of housing growth required in the 
District over the remainder of the Plan period. As identified by this Option the 
suggested urban extension to the south of Attleborough could deliver up to the 
4 000 homes required to 2026. However in view of our previous comments in 
respect of Preferred Option SS1 and the need to consider the housing 
numbers stated as minimum requirements rather than maximum requirements 
it is Gladedale (Anglia)’s opinion that Preferred Option CP1 should not be 
restricted to only consider the urban extension to the south which would just 
deliver the 4000 housing units required to 2026. A further very significant 
consideration is that Breckland District only has a 2.5 year supply of housing 
land which is likely to decline further whilst the LDF is being prepared. 

Comment noted. Developments in other centres such as 
Swaffham can occur before those in Attleborough as there 
are fewer infrastructure constraints that will need to be 
addressed. This will help the District meet the 5 year housing 
land requirement as set out in PPS3. Full details of site 
phasing will be set out in the Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals Document. 
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Therefore in order to comply with the requirement to ensure that there is a 5 
year supply of deliverable housing land in the District and to ensure 
continuous housing delivery at the levels required throughout the Plan period 
Preferred Option CP1 should include provision for additional land which does 
not form part of a strategic allocation to be favourably considered for 
residential development. This flexibility in approach would allow consideration 
of the suitability of small/medium scale sites (which could deliver up to 500 
units) which could deliver units on site much quicker than larger strategic 
growth areas which could be constrained by infrastructure requirements i.e. 
the strategic release of land to the south of Attleborough is dependent upon 
the delivery of a new road crossing over the railway together with significant 
capacity enlargements to the sewage treatment infrastructure. Gladedale 
(Anglia) would therefore support an approach which recognises the need for 
sustainable urban extensions but also understands and acknowledges the role 
of small/medium scale sites in delivering housing in the short term to maintain 
a five year deliverable housing land supply as set out in PPS3. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagree Local Service Centres for Growth specified in this policy should include 
Bawdeswell for the reasons specified under Preferred Option SS1 above. We 
therefore object to this element of the Preferred Six Local Service Centres for 
Growth are allocated excluding Bawdeswell and it is assumed that together 
these will be able to accommodate at least 120 dwellings through urban 
capacity and at least 300 dwellings on greenfield sites. These figures are 
supported provided there is a clear recognition that these are minimum 
figures. It is our view that more then 300 dwellings will be achievable on 
greenfield sites particularly if Bawdeswell is included as a Local Service 
Village for Growth. In our view Bawdeswell will be capable of accommodating 
approximately 60 units on its own as demonstrated in the submitted 
Masterplan Supporting Statement. 

Comment noted. The evidence regarding the selection of 
Local Service centres will be reviewed prior to submission as 
a result of representations made against the Preferred 
Option SS1. If additional Local Service Centres are identified 
in the Spatial Strategy the reviewed exact housing provision 
will be illustrated in CP1. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Mrs 
Boucher-
Guest 

 Agree Dereham should accommodate more development than Swaffham as it 
already has a larger population. More use should be made of sites in villages 
around Dereham where there are good facilities such as Yaxham and 
Shipdham. 

Dereham will see more development than Swaffham but 
there are limits to development in Dereham and the 
surrounding villages due to constrained high schools. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Carter Jonas  Disagree This policy does not place sufficient emphasis on the re-use of previously 
developed land particularly those sites in sustainable locations. Breckland DC 
currently proposes the majority of the required 19 000 homes to be provided 
by 2026 will be on greenfield sites. The draft RSS East of England Plan policy 
TH1 requires at least 6 000 new homes at Thetford in its role as a Key Centre 
by 2021. Breckland DC proposes 4 500 to be provided through sustainable 
urban extensions. It is understandable given the size of Thetford and the scale 
of the housing target that this is the approach proposed by Breckland DC. 
However the scope for the re-use of previously developed land has not been 

Breckland is a predominantly rural district. Urban Capacity 
studies have identified a relatively limited amount of 
brownfield land much of which already has the benefit of 
planning permission. The Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Study will identify further areas of brownfield land but will 
unlikely identify enough to warrant a higher % target. The 
policy does give support for the preferential approach to 
developing brownfield land 
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fully explored. A key objective of government as set out in PPS3 Housing is 
the effective use of land by re-using previously developed land. The national 
target for new housing on previously developed land is 60%. The draft East of 
England Plan sets the regional target as 60% although it is recognised in the 
draft Plan that this may be difficult or easier to achieve in certain areas of the 
region. However Breckland are proposing to set their target at only half of this 
at 30%. PPS3 recognises the difficulties which can be inherent in delivering 
such land and specifically urges local planning authorities to consider a range 
of incentives and interventions to ensure that previously developed land is 
brought forward. The PPS makes specific mention of reviewing industrial and 
commercial allocations to assess whether they should be more appropriately 
allocated for housing (as well as other measures such as the use of 
Compulsory Purchase Powers). Policy TH1 of the draft East of England Plan 
requires the provision of the 6 000 homes in and on the edge of Thetford by 
2021 through ‘maximising sensitive development within the urban area which 
respects its setting and features and through sustainable urban extensions’. 
Clearly making the most efficient use of sites within the urban area is of equal 
if not more importance than use of greenfield land. Given the scale of growth 
demanded for Thetford and the unavoidable need to use greenfield land to 
meet the housing target Breckland DC should also be rigorously reviewing the 
opportunities for residential development on previously developed land within 
the urban area as a means of achieving the most sustainable development in 
the most accessible locations. Given the highly sensitive nature of the 
countryside surrounding Thetford the scope for urban extensions is not 
unending nor would it be wise to extend the town without closely reviewing the 
scope for redevelopment opportunities which would have the benefit of 
improving and building on the existing infrastructure and helping to achieve the 
renaissance of the town centre. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Reads 
Nursey 

Reads Nursery Disagree Please note I am also raising an objection to Policy Preferred Option CP2 
which conflicts with Preferred Option Policy SS1. Policy SS1 identifies the 
need for 1000 dwellings in Dereham whilst Preferred Option CP2 refers to 500 
only. It is considered that Preferred Policy Option CP2 does not allow for 
significant or adequate growth which denotes a town the size of Dereham 
which is identified as the second largest market town in the district. 

The differences between SS1 and CP1 are due to the 
number of extant permissions in Dereham. There are 
currently 429 dwellings with permission which are either 
under construction or not yet started. Furthermore since the 
beginning of the plan period 902 dwellings have been 
completed in Dereham. Dereham is constrained to a growth 
of only 1000 dwellings over the plan period due to education 
and sewage capacity issues 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Parfitt 
Nurseries 

 Agree This section to avoid any uncertainty should clearly indicate the intention of the 
LDF that about 100 dwellings will be allocated in Shipdham up to 2026 and not 
just that Shipdham is designated a Local Service Village for Growth*. 

Recommend changing format of Policy to clearly show the 
allocation needs for each village by land type. 

Preferred 
Option CP 

Thetford 
Town 

 No Opinion Housing need still needs to allow for an 'exception site' policy. An exception site policy is included in Preferred Option DC5 
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1 Council 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

 Disagree Since Hargham borders the Parish of Attleborough it is highly likely that any 
major development in the latter will impact on our community. Increased traffic 
flow through our communities from housing expansion and people travelling 
to/from work. We must encourage Highways to invest properly in the road 
infrastructure which will inevitably be under more strain as the year’s progress. 

The proposed development figures for Attleborough will 
require a new link road to the A11. When selecting sites for 
development in the Site Specific Policies and Proposals 
document the impact of a sites development on local roads 
will be assessed 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Lands 
Improvement 
(c/o agent) 

Savills Agree We support the Council’s approach that 100 homes will be required on 
Greenfield sites at Swaffham. It is important to note that the housing figures 
expressed in Policy H1 of the draft East of England Plan are a minimum and 
that it is critical that Breckland meets these figures. As part of this process 
there should be more information included within the Preferred Options as to 
the broad location of growth at Swaffham. It is unclear from this Preferred 
Option as to where the Greenfield allocation in Swaffham will occur and it is 
our view that the Core Strategy should identify the direction of growth around 
Swaffham for these 100 units. Our client has land holdings to the north of 
Swaffham which are shown on Appendix 1 (parcels 2 and 3). We believe that 
this land would be appropriate to be allocated for the 100 dwellings as it is free 
of constraints to development. The site is also close to the town centre of 
Swaffham and its services and facilities. This Preferred Option goes on to refer 
to affordable housing and the policy sets a threshold of schemes for 5 
dwellings or more and sites of 0.17 hectares and above will be expected to 
include an appropriate proportion of affordable homes. The overall district 
target is set at 40%. Whilst this is an acceptable target the policy does not 
allow for flexibility in the case of sites which may have abnormal costs in their 
development. This should be allowed for in the policy. 

The Site Specific Policies and Proposals document will 
dictate which sites in Swaffham will deliver the 100 proposed 
homes on greenfield land. In the case of Swaffham where 
there are number of options for the direction of growth and 
limited proposed greenfield development it is not considered 
appropriate to detail the direction of growth in the Core 
Strategy. Preferred Option DC4 on affordable housing gives 
a level of flexibility to the 40% target where abnormal costs 
are present. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate Company 
Ltd 

Disagree We consider that land both to the north and south-east of Thetford can deliver 
in excess of 6 000 dwellings during the time period to 2026. Policy CP1 should 
be amended (indicated bold and strikethrough) to read: ‘iv Sustainable 
greenfield urban extensions to the North and South-East of Thetford for at 
least 4 500 homes to 2021 and for at least a further 2 125 homes between 
2021 and 2026 at similar locations”. Paragraph 2.7 sets an agenda for the 
Thetford Area Action Plan (TMP) including mechanisms for monitoring and 
managing phased release of land to 2026. The TMP will also identify the 
precise land areas and mix of uses that will deliver the town’s Growth Point 
Status. We agree that the TAAP (rather than the Core Strategy) is the 
appropriate mechanism for defining these matters. The TAAP will need to be 
fully informed by a robust Evidence Base and tested through appropriate 
consultation. At present there are important elements of the Evidence Base 
that still need to be progressed e.g. infrastructure and service requirements 
and Appropriate Assessment. Only once all detailed matters have been 
considered through evolution of the TMP including Public Examination will it 

Comment noted. Housing numbers will be updated in the 
revised CP1 
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be possible to define the quantum of development to be provided through 
urban extensions to the North! Southeast of Thetford. Attempts made to 
specify details of specific land use allocations or phased delivering of housing 
at this stage (as has been attempted through the EDAW and LUG reports 
which have not been subjected to proper consultation) are premature and 
potentially fetters the proper planning of Thetford. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Carey Bidwells for 
Carey 

Disagree We are not clear on the robustness of the evidence of the urban capacity 
study. As a result CP1 may well over estimate the number of dwellings to be 
constructed on brownfield sites. It is our view that the greenfield allocation for 
Dereham should be increased from 200 to 700 dwellings resulting in an 
.overall allocation of 1500 dwellings to the town. As a result sub paragraphs vi 
should be amended to refer to 'At least 2400 homes…' Phased Delivery We 
object to the proposed priority release of brownfield sites which in practice are 
difficult due to the complexities of the delivery of these sites whereas the early 
release of sustainable greenfield sites can deliver contributions to facilitate 
early investment into much needed community facilities or infrastructure. 
Brownfield and greenfield sites need to be come forward in parallel in order to 
deliver the housing requirement . Paragraph 2.10 of the Preferred Options 
documents refers to the need to achieve a significant step-change in housing 
delivery in order to implement the requirements of the emerging EEP. If this is 
to be achieved then both greenfield and brownfield land needs to brought 
forward. 

The results of the urban capacity study will be refined by the 
forthcoming Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA). The results of he SHLAA may impact on the 
phasing of sites dependant on the deliverability of key 
brownfield sites. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Anema Bidwells for Mr 
Anema 

Disagree We are not clear on the evidence on the robustness of the evidence of the 
urban capacity study. As a result CP1 may well over estimate the number of 
dwellings to be constructed on brownfield sites. It is our view that the 
greenfield allocation for Dereham should be increased from 200 to 700 
dwellings resulting in an .overall allocation of 1500 dwellings to the town. As a 
result sub paragraphs vi should be amended to refer to 'At least 2400 
homes…' We object to the proposed priority release of brownfield sites which 
in practice are difficult due to the complexities of the delivery of these sites 
whereas the early release of sustainable greenfield sites can deliver 
contributions to facilitate early investment into much needed community 
facilities or infrastructure. These brownfield and greenfield sites need to be 
come forward in parallel in order to deliver the housing requirement . 
Paragraph 2.10 of the Preferred Options documents refers to the need to 
achieve a significant step-change in housing delivery in order to implement the 
requirements of the emerging EEP. If this is to be achieved then both 
Greenfield and brownfield land needs to brought forward. 

The results of the urban capacity study will be refined by the 
forthcoming Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA). The results of he SHLAA may impact on the 
phasing of sites dependant on the deliverability of key 
brownfield sites. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

NorfolkHome
s 

Norfolk Homes 
Ltd 

Agree Generally agree with the numbers and the location of provision. CP1.1(v) 
refers to extension of Attleborough to the “south” further referred to in 
paragraph 2.8 of the Core Strategy Policies. Whilst this refers to a broad area 

Comment noted. Exact sites will be determined in the Site 
Specific Policies and Proposals Document 
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extending from the former A11 to “include land south of the railway” we have 
on our clients behalf promoted land to the south / south east and our support 
for the policy is dependent upon site specific proposals. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

TaylorWimpy  Agree The strategy should aim for a larger housing figure of 1500 homes for 
Dereham that will assist in a pragmatic approach to the creation of new school 
facilities and the expansion of sewage treatment capacity. This should be 
translated into scope for 700 homes from Greenfield sites and where their 
early delivery (rather than be phased after Brownfield sites) can address 
community and infrastructure needs through contributions secured from 
planning permissions. Hence Preferred Option CP1 should include in sub 
paragraph vi “At least 2 400 homes…” and the Greenfield Allocation 700 
homes. 

Parts of comment relate to Spatial Strategy. Dereham’s high 
schools are constrained by the fact they have no physical 
room to expand. The solution would be to build a new high 
school. To overcome this constraint and the waste-water 
infrastructure constraints a much larger number of new 
homes would be needed (around 6000). This higher 
allocation would further unbalance the ratio between jobs 
and houses in the town. Therefore it is recommended that 
CP1 and SS1 are not changed as a result of this 
representation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

BennettHom
es 

 Agree Bennett Homes support sub paragraph 2 to policy CPI where is states under 
the sub-heading 'Phase Delivery priority will be given to the re-use of 
previously developed led in sustainable locations in order to achieve the 
district target of 30% of new housing on previously developed land'. Again if 
reference is made to a clear preference to locations on the immediate edge of 
market town settlements this would give suitable emphasis to the most 
sustainable locations. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Bidwells  Agree Bidwells is in general support of the Preferred Option particularly the proposal 
for a sustainable Greenfield urban extension to the south of Attleborough for 
up to 4000 homes to 2026 . Bidwells aggress that the broad area identified – 
from London Road to include land south of the railway round to Whitehouse 
Lane and Besthorpe – is the most appropriate for Attleborough because: i) 
There are no significant environmental constraints. Other than a small area of 
land immediately to the south of the existing A11 Besthorpe junction the broad 
area falls within Flood Zone 1 ( low flood risk). There are no wildlife sites of 
local regional national and/or international significance on the site or nearby 
and the Landscape Character Assessment reveals there are no significant 
constraints affecting development on land to the south-east of Attleborough. ii) 
Two major pieces of infrastructure are required to deliver the urban extension 
as recognised in paragraph 2.8. Firstly a road link from the Besthorpe A11 
junction crossing the railway line and connecting up to the B1077 Buckenham 
Road (and possibly continuing to the Attleborough South A11 junction) is 
needed. Secondly significant capacity enhancements to the sewage treatment 
infrastructure is also required. Although delivery of these pieces of 
infrastructure should not be funded solely from the urban extension's 
development contributions – all appropriate new the construction of the road 
will lead to improvements to existing traffic congestion problems in 
Attleborough to the benefit of all Attleborough residents as well as those 

Comments noted. The 3000 rural windfall homes presented 
in CP1 do not contribute to the overall strategic housing 
requirement of the District. It is recommended that this 
allowance is dropped from the policy and added to the 
supporting text in order to clarify the housing requirement. 
With regard to current outstanding planning permissions 
Breckland has an extremely low lapse rate of around 3%. It 
is recommended that the results of the Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment and the 5 year housing land 
study which are currently being produced will better inform 
the exact housing requirement in CP1. 
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passing through Attleborough to or from the A11; iii) Bidwells acts for 
landowners adjoining Norwich Road to the railway line south of the railway line 
from Besthorpe to Buckenham Road and east and west of Buckenham Road 
and along much of a possible route of a bypass. A landowners' agreement is 
being secured with all the landowners therefore there are no ownership 
constraints that would affect the deliverability of any of this land; iv) There is 
already a level of community support for the proposal with Attleborough Parish 
Assembly recognising the benefits of a new link road in cutting congestion in 
the town centre (quoted in the EDP 6 March 2008). Bidwells suggests that the 
land to the south-east of the railway line principally to the east of Buckenham 
Road should be delivered ahead of the land further west of Buckenham Road. 
Due to the agreement between the landowners there is flexibility in the final 
location of the urban extension and bypass but Bidwells suggests that the 
development should be to the south-east of the railway line as this would 
secure the delivery of the eastern segment of the new bypass from the A11 to 
the Buckenham Road including a new junction with the A11 and the bridge 
over the railway line. The eastern segment of the bypass would most 
effectively resolve the existing traffic problem and mitigate any future traffic 
impact from the new development by directing traffic arriving from Buckenham 
Road and HGVs from Bunns Bank Industrial area away from the town centre 
towards the A11 in the direction of Norwich. Should it be necessary the 
western segment of the Link Road could potentially be secured at a later 
phase. The land further to the west of Buckenham Road would still be 
available and deliverable for allocation as a strategic reserve for the next plan 
period. As described above in the response to Preferred Option SS1 Bidwells 
suggests that the provision of 4000 homes in Attleborough's urban extension 
should be regarded as a minimum figure. Therefore Bidwells requests that any 
sites released around Attleborough that do not form part of the urban 
extension allocation should be considered as additional provision and should 
not be considered as contributing towards the figure for the urban extension of 
4000 homes. Any additional units would ensure that there is a five-year supply 
of deliverable housing land in the District and ensure continuous housing 
delivery at the levels required throughout the Plan period without affecting the 
strategic comprehensive development of the urban extension to the south of 
Attleborough. In any case in order that the necessary infrastructure in 
Attleborough is delivered Bidwells suggest that all major development sites in 
Attleborough should contribute to the cost of the infrastructure. Bidwells 
considers that the necessary infrastructure cannot be delivered by piecemeal 
development therefore supports the paragraph 2.7 of the Core Strategy which 
states that urban extensions should be delivered through comprehensive 
development. Overall housing numbers However Bidwells objects to the 
overall figure of housing completions as laid out in policy CP1. Although it is 
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recognised that the overall figure in part 1 of CP1 meets the minimum 
requirement of 19 000 (the RSS allocation of 15 200 rolled forward to 2026) 
this is dependent on the estimated 3000 rural windfall dwellings coming 
forward as planned. It also depends on all 2595 homes permitted for 
development at 1st April 2007 being completed. It is highly improbable that all 
these homes will be constructed – there is always a small proportion of 
permissions that are never implemented (for a variety of reasons). An 
allowance for non-implementation should therefore be made and Bidwells 
suggests 5% as an appropriate figure. This would therefore mean that an 
additional 130 dwellings should be identified in the form of a specific 
allocation. Bidwells believes that this figure should be added to Attleborough's 
total allocation taking the figure to 4500 (the minimum to be delivered). In 
addition the suggestion in part 1 of policy CP1 that there about 3000 housing 
units will be developed on rural windfall sites. Whilst it is accepted that rural 
windfall sites may have delivered a significant number of housing completions 
in the recent past the overall figure of 3000 – an annual average of about 175 
– seems particularly high even in a large rural district. Rather than allowing 
such high levels of growth in less sustainable rural areas there should rather 
be a focus in planning housing growth more comprehensively with the 
objective of creating mixed and sustainable communities which contribute 
positively to sustainable development (PPS3 paragraphs 36 and 38). Unless 
the Submission version can demonstrate very clear evidence otherwise a 
substantial proportion (perhaps up to half) of these anticipated 3000 
completions should be deleted and added to the sustainable urban extensions 
in Thetford or Attleborough 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported in that whilst it recognises that 
there is a limited supply of brownfield sites it calls for a managed release of 
land over the plan period giving priority to the re-use of previously developed 
land (PDL). [Note: the district target is 30% of all new housing on PDL] 
‘Windfall’ brownfield sites should be developed to their maximum potential 
(where doing so remains consistent with other RSS policies). CP1 recognises 
the need to plan for a 15-year supply of housing from the date of adoption of 
the RSS (in this case 19000 dwellings in the period 2001-2026). This is 
consistent with RSS Policy H1. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

TaylorWimp
ey 

 No Opinion Given the particular content of Policy H1 of the emerging EEP we would 
suggest that Preferred Option CP1 is amended to indicate that provision will 
be made for the development of a minimum of 19 100 dwellings in the period 
2001-2026. In the light of the guidance to be found at paragraph 53 of PPS3 
and paragraph 5.6 of the emerging EEP TWD support the intention inherent in 
Preferred Option CP1 to secure a Core Strategy which provides a policy 
framework capable of delivering at least 19 100 new dwellings in the period to 

Parts of the comment relate to SS1 DC2 and DC4. The 
Urban Capacity Study will soon be replaced by a Strategic 
Housing Land Availability (SHLAA) study produced to 
government guidance. The SHLAA will robustly inform 
housing numbers in CP1 of the submission document. It 
should be noted that since the publication of the Urban 
Capacity Study 2007 a number of the major sites identified 
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2026. Preferred Option CP1 suggests that provision is made for at least 19 
000 housing completions in the period 2001-2026. The housing provision 
figures contained with Preferred Option CP1 suggest that at least 2 170 
dwelling completions should arise in the smaller market towns in the period 
2007-2026. On that basis we object to the proposition in element vi of the 
Preferred Option that 1 900 completions will be sought at the smaller 
settlements. Our assessed figure of 2 170 units arises on the basis of the 
following calculation utilising the figures in Preferred Option CP1: Overall 
provision 2001-2026 = 19 000 Completions between 2001 and 2007 – 3 985 
Land with planning permission – 2 595 Urban capacity in Thetford and 
Attleborough – 250 Sustainable extensions at Thetford – 6 000 Sustainable 
urban extensions at Attleborough – 4 000 Residual arising in the smaller 
settlements = 2 170 Given the apparent discrepancy in the calculations within 
Preferred Option CP1 we would propose that the housing provision figure for 
Swaffham be increased by at least 200 units in order equally to secure greater 
conformity between Preferred Option SS1 and Preferred Option CP1. TWD 
support the approach advocated at paragraph 2.5 of the Preferred Options but 
would note that the wording of Policy H1 of the emerging EEP requires the 
construction of at least 19 100 new dwellings in the period 2001-2026. 
Nonetheless we support the intention to prepare a Core Strategy which 
encompasses the period 2001-2026. Such an extended plan period accords 
with the guidance to be found in PPS3 and the emerging EEP. We support the 
approach generally described at paragraph 2.6 which suggests that the spatial 
strategy makes no allowance for windfall sites. However we would question 
the proposition that “the results of urban capacity will enable accurate 
assessments about the development coming forward in sustainable locations.” 
It is necessary for the Core Strategy to establish a policy framework which 
enables subsequent DPDs specifically to identify sufficient explicit deliverable 
sites to address the requirement for the District arising in the emerging EEP. If 
Breckland Council considers that housing completions will arise on particular 
brownfield sites those locations should figure as formal allocations in the Site 
Specifics DPD and should not be treated as a form of windfall development. 
Preferred Option CP1 makes reference to at least 1 560 dwelling completions 
arising on previously developed land/urban capacity. Will the sites involved in 
this assessment be identified as formal housing land allocations in the Site 
Specifics DPD? If not the assessed figure of 1 560 dwellings should be 
deleted from Preferred Option CP1 as it is essentially a windfall allowance. If 
that is the case the greenfield urban extensions described in Preferred Option 
CP1 will need to be extended to accommodate 1 560 dwellings. This aspect 
needs to be clarified before the Submission Core Strategy and Development 
Control Policies DPD is prepared. Policy H1 of the emerging EEP states that 
housing requirement figures provided for each local authority area should be 

now have the benefit planning permission. For example it 
was identified that Swaffham and a urban capacity of 400 
homes these 400 homes now have planning permission. The 
numbers in CP1 will be updated to take account the results 
of the SHLAA and recent permissions and completions. The 
SHLAA will also help better inform the housing trajectory. 
The comments on paragraph 2.8 are noted and it is 
recommended that some flexibility is added to this paragraph 
and point v of Preferred Option CP1. Adding further 
allocations to Swaffham would need to be dealt with through 
the Spatial Strategy SS1. This option has been previously 
explored. Due to the limited economic growth potential of 
Swaffham it is regarded as unsustainable to allocate more 
homes as this will lead to further out-commuting. Evidence 
presented in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
suggests there is a need for 45% of all housing to be 
affordable. To address viability issues it is considered that 
there is sufficient evidence to make the 40% requirement 
reasonable. With regard to prescribing mix of housing on 
developments PPS3 supports this approach in paragraphs 
22 to 24 therefore this part of the policy should not be 
changed 
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regarded as minimum targets to be achieved. Local planning authorities 
should aim to exceed that minimum target if more housing can be delivered 
without breaching environmental limits and infrastructure constraints by 
increasing density and encouraging opportunities on suitable previously 
developed sites. On the basis of the particular wording of Policy H1 the 
assumed 1 560 completions arising on previously developed land would be in 
addition to the presently identified sites deemed capable of contributing 
towards the minimum housing provision figure of 19 100 units arising in the 
period 2001-2026. If our interpretation is correct Preferred Option CP1 will 
need to be amended so that the Core Strategy provides a sound policy basis 
from which deliverable and developable locations can be identified in the Site 
Specifics DPD. As presently worded Preferred Option CP1 and paragraph 2.6 
of the Preferred Options document would appear to suggest that in principle 
the urban capacity figure is essentially a windfall allowance. Attleborough We 
agree with the broad approach described at paragraph 2.7 whereby a 
significant element of the future housing land supply will arise through 
sustainable urban extensions at Attleborough and Thetford. However we 
object to the degree of unjustified precision described at paragraph 2.8 of the 
Preferred Options when considering the broad extent of the preferred direction 
for growth at Attleborough. We support the proposition that the town can 
accommodate up to 4 000 new homes in the period 2009-2026 but consider 
that the description contained within paragraph 2.8 of the Preferred Options 
unduly restricts the allocation of potential development land in the subsequent 
Site Specifics DPD. Preferred Option SS1 refers to the relationship between 
new housing at Attleborough and the enhancement of the Snetterton Heath 
employment site. That being the case it is important to ensure that the new 
housing to be provided at Attleborough is well located to achieve ready access 
to Snetterton. Thus the Core Strategy should establish a framework which 
anticipates new development arising in the area between the A11 London 
Road and Buckenham Road. In the light of the acknowledged linkage between 
the enhancement of the Snetterton Heath employment area and the provision 
of new housing at Attleborough it would be perverse of the Core Strategy 
effectively to preclude the accommodation of new housing between the A11 
and London Road given that London Road joins the A11 to the south west of 
the town and enables ready access to be achieved in the short term between 
the town and Snetterton Heath. Option CS5 contained within the Issues and 
Options document of March 2007 suggested that the southern expansion of 
Attleborough would arise in an arc extending from the A11. The Issues and 
Options document indicated that the strategic release of housing land was 
expected to deliver an all-movements junction at Besthorpe and facilitate a 
new road crossing over the railway. By way of contrast paragraph 2.8 of the 
Preferred Options document suggests that the area of search for the land to 
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accommodate the southern extension of Attleborough will be confined to the 
arc between London Road and Whitehouse Lane and Besthorpe. Paragraph 
2.8 of the Preferred Options contains no reference to an improvement to the 
junction arrangements between the A11 and the B1077 (Norwich Road) at 
Besthorpe. Furthermore if a new road is to be provided between London Road 
and Whitehouse Lane with presumably an extension to achieve an enhanced 
access arrangement at Besthorpe that new road will need to cross the railway 
in two locations. Accordingly paragraph 2.8 should be reworded to indicate 
that the southern extension of the town to the east of London Road may 
require two new road crossings over the railway line. The Spatial Vision for 
Breckland requires the particular attributes of the District’s market towns to 
define the scale and direction of growth. We have reviewed the Breckland 
District Settlement Fringe Study: Landscape Assessment and would note that 
it concludes that the western edge of the town has the lowest sensitivity to 
change in view of its relationship to the A11 corridor. The West Carr Road 
gateway is considered to be significantly influenced by the A11 and as a 
consequence does not create a positive approach to the town. Of the identified 
gateways West Carr Road and Ellingham Road are considered within the 
Landscape Assessment “to have the lowest sensitivity.” Given these 
conclusions we consider that development accommodated on land between 
the A11 and London Road would not compromise the particular attributes of 
Attleborough as required by the Spatial Vision. In the light of the context 
provided by the Landscape Assessment TWD object to the fact that paragraph 
2.8 of the Preferred Options document seeks to prevent development arising 
between the A11 and London Road. The overall assessment of the 
Attleborough Hall Tributary Farmland refers to “the lower (moderate-low) 
sensitivity of the landscape inside the A11 which is markedly influenced by the 
infrastructure associated with the A11 the recent widening works and the 
associated attenuation measures.” Given that assessment we can perceive no 
reason within the context provided by the Spatial Vision to rule out of 
consideration land between the A11 and London Road to accommodate new 
housing. If the Core Strategy and Development Control Policies DPD is to 
provide the appropriate degree of strategic policy guidance to the Site 
Specifics DPD we would suggest that paragraph 2.8 of the Preferred Options 
document be reworded to establish that a planned extension of Attleborough 
will arise in the broad area between the A11/London Road/Buckenham 
Road/Whitehouse Lane. Such a broad definition of the anticipated growth arc 
would more accurately reflect the conclusions contained within the Breckland 
District Settlement Fringe Study: Landscape Assessment. If the housing 
requirement proposed for Attleborough is to be achieved after 2009 we believe 
that new housing will need to be accommodated in the short term on land 
between the A11 and London Road as part of the preferred strategy for 
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Attleborough as the infrastructure requirements described at paragraph 2.8 of 
the Preferred Options document will require a lengthy delivery/implementation 
programme. In the short/medium term it would be prudent/realistic to 
anticipate the construction of new housing on land between the A11 and 
London Road prior to the delivery of the wider general proposal described at 
paragraph 2.8 of the Preferred Options document. If the Preferred Options 
document is not amended as described above we consider that the 
Submission Core Strategy and Development Control Policies DPD will be 
unsound as it will fail adequately to address tests of soundness 7 and 9. 
Brownfield sites We object to the suggestion within paragraph 2.9 of the 
Preferred Options document that priority will be given to brownfield sites within 
the market towns. If the housing requirement is to be met in the period to 2026 
we would suggest that development will need to come forward on greenfield 
and brownfield sites in parallel. The required step-change in housing delivery 
will not arise merely on the basis of development on brownfield sites before 
the Council is prepared to contemplate releasing greenfield sites to 
accommodate necessary housing. We object to the proposition contained 
within paragraph 2.9 that development arising on greenfield sites may be 
delayed until previously developed land is fully used to accommodate new 
housing in the short/medium term. The possibility of constraining housing land 
supply in order to bring forward brownfield sites in the short/medium term has 
broadly been considered in the Sustainability Appraisal. Page 316 of the 
Sustainability Appraisal notes that introducing a greater level of control 
through policy to ensure that only brownfield sites are released in the period to 
2011 would have a positive albeit short term effect on minimising the loss of 
greenfield sites. However the Sustainability Appraisal notes that there are 
uncertainties around this approach in terms of delivering the housing required. 
Swaffham Our assessment of the figures contained within Preferred Option 
CP1 suggests that the amount of development arising at the smaller market 
towns in the remainder of the period to be covered by the Core Strategy is 2 
170 dwellings. Given the context provided by Preferred Option SS1 we 
consider that Swaffham should be expected to accommodate at least 700 
houses over the remainder of the plan period. If Preferred Option CP1 is 
correct in proposing that Swaffham has the capacity to accommodate 400 
dwellings on previously developed land our assessment indicates that 
greenfield land will be required to accommodate at least 300 dwellings. The 
landscape evaluation that we have already provided to the Council indicates 
that land on the eastern approach to the town can be utilised to accommodate 
new housing in a manner which will not compromise the particular attributes of 
the town (the Spatial Vision for Breckland). The Breckland District Settlement 
Fringe Study: Landscape Assessment places the eastern approach to the 
town in the Clarence Hills Open Tributary Farmland and notes that both the 
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southern and eastern edges of Swaffham are open and exposed in character. 
In the light of the nature of the settlement edges “they are poorly integrated 
and not inherently sensitive to change although the outlying hedgerows which 
provide wider containment and integration with the landscape are sensitive”. 
We would note that the vegetation along Dulgate Lane is shown on the 
Swaffham Settlement Fringe Analysis as securing an “integrated edge”. This 
particular landscape feature can be used in a positive manner to enable new 
housing to be provided between Watton Road / Heathlands and Norwich Road 
/ Hillside in a manner which does not affect the setting of the town an outcome 
required by the Spatial Vision for Breckland. The Swaffham Landscape 
Character Area Sensitivity Plan contained within the Landscape Assessment 
shows the land at the eastern approach to the settlement as exhibiting 
moderate sensitivity to change. Given this analysis the Submitted Core 
Strategy should propose the expansion of Swaffham arising at the eastern 
edge of the town. Housing Trajectory The housing trajectory at page 23 of the 
Preferred Options document replicates the information at page 15 of the 
Annual Monitoring Report 2006/2007. Paragraph 5.18 of the AMR notes that 
the completions data projection has been developed by the Council using 
information contained within the Urban Capacity Study. We do not consider 
that this constitutes a sufficiently robust/sound base from which to prepare the 
housing trajectory shown at page 23 of the Preferred Options document. The 
UCS has not been prepared on the basis of the guidance regarding the 
production of strategic housing land availability assessments issued by the 
Government in July 2007. Given that the assumptions regarding development 
on brownfield sites have not been fully tested through the preparation of the 
necessary SHLAA we would question the content of the housing trajectory and 
the related assumption in Preferred Option CP1 regarding the amount of new 
housing to be provided on greenfield sites. Paragraph 2.10 of the Preferred 
Options document notes that the Local Development Framework aims to 
achieve a 30% target of completions on PDL in the period to 2026. As a formal 
SHLAA has yet to be produced we do not consider that the evidence is 
available to the Council to be certain that the assumed urban capacity within 
Preferred Option CP1 will deliver 1 560 completions. Table 5.8 of the AMR 
2006-2007 suggests that 1 770 completions will arise through sites described 
in the Urban Capacity Study. We would note that Table 5.8 assumes an 
average of 115 completions from UCS sites in the period 2011-2016 and 17 
completions per annum from 2016 to 2021. What is the evidence available to 
the Council to justify this expectation? The content of Table 5.8 of the AMR 
suggests that the assumed completions in the period 2011-2021 essentially 
constitute a windfall allowance. Preferred Option CP1 indicates that 2 595 
dwellings have the benefit of planning permission at 1st April 2007. However 
Table 5.7 of the AMR 2006/2007 states that outstanding planning permissions 
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at that time would deliver 2 402 completions. The difference between the two 
is 193 dwellings. It would be helpful if the Council would clarify what is the 
correct figure to be used in the appropriate calculations. If Preferred Option 
CP1 should make reference to 2 402 completions it follows that new land will 
need to be identified through the LDF for approximately 200 units more than is 
anticipated in Preferred Option CP1 as it would appear that that Preferred 
Option has overestimated the number of homes that could be constructed on 
land with the benefit of planning permission at 1st April 2007. Paragraph 8.1 of 
the UCS 2007 states that the Study “provides an informed estimate of how 
much housing can be accommodated within the five main towns and 
candidate Local Service Centre villages on brownfield land over phased 
periods of the Local Development Framework and Regional plan periods. This 
study has aimed to take a pragmatic view of how much housing is likely to 
come forward in the future.” Equally paragraph 8.4 of the UCS notes that the 
results of the assessment “will be used to inform the production of the 
Preferred Options of the Core Strategy DPD. Consequently it has a direct 
impact on the preferred policy option which dictates the numbers of houses to 
be built on greenfield land in the identified settlements.” The UCS 2007 plainly 
does not contain adequate robust data to inform fully either the housing 
trajectory or the Preferred Options document. As a consequence Preferred 
Option CP1 underestimates the number of houses to be constructed on 
greenfield urban extensions whilst overestimating the number of completions 
that will arise on anticipated deliverable/developable sites. Paragraph 2.10 of 
the Preferred Options document refers to the need to achieve a significant 
step-change in housing delivery in order to implement the requirements 
established in the emerging EEP. If that step-change is to arise it will be 
necessary in the short/medium term to bring forward greenfield sites in 
conjunction with development arising on identified PDL. It will not be possible 
to achieve the assumed housing trajectory if the Council seeks to restrict 
development in the short/medium term to the construction of new housing 
solely on PDL. TWD object to the proposition contained within paragraph 2.12 
of the Preferred Options that “it will also be necessary to intervene in the 
nature of housing built in Breckland in terms of the size and type of housing 
and the tenure mix to ensure that the housing is reflective of Breckland’s 
needs.” We acknowledge the proposition that the general starting point will be 
that all housing developments will be expected to provide a mix of house types 
sizes and tenures but is important for the Council to acknowledge that it will be 
equally necessary to consider the mix of housing in the context of particular 
site characteristics/locations. The development of particular sites will arise 
through an appropriate understanding of the relevant data and discussions 
between the Council and intending developers. The same consideration will 
arise in the context of the assessment of the appropriate amount of affordable 
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housing to be secured on development sites. Policy H3 of the emerging EEP 
indicates that the delivery of affordable housing should be monitored against 
the expectation that some 35% of dwellings delivered after the adoption of the 
EEP are affordable. The evidence base with the Preferred Options document 
does not support the contention in paragraph 2.13 of the Preferred Options 
that all residential schemes over 5 units “will be expected to contribute 40% 
affordable housing.” We acknowledge the content of Preferred Option DC2 to 
the effect that all residential proposals will secure an appropriate mix of 
dwelling size type and tenure. However we object to the proposition at 
paragraph 3.16 of the Preferred Options document that on all major sites of 10 
dwellings or more the proposed balance of housing will reflect the mix 
described in the tabulation in paragraph 3.15 of the Preferred Options. The 
mix of dwellings to be provided on a particular site should arise from 
discussions appropriate to that development at the time planning applications 
are considered by the Council. The prescription inherent in the content of the 
tabulation at paragraph 3.15 is inappropriate. We object to Preferred Option 
DC4 which requires that 40% of the total number of housing units will be 
provided and maintained as affordable housing within all new residential 
developments. We recognise that Preferred Option DC4 indicates that the 
40% requirement and the precise mix may be reduced where it can be 
demonstrated that such a level of affordable housing provision would be 
unreasonable. Nonetheless we consider that the wording of Preferred Option 
DC4 is unduly inflexible and prescriptive. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
1 

Gladedale Gladedale No Opinion We welcome the recognition that provision should be made for a demonstrable 
15-year housing land supply to 2026 and broadly support the approach taken 
to the provision of housing throughout the District in Preferred Option CP1 
which seeks to provide a minimum of 19 000 homes and associated 
infrastructure within the period 2001-2026. We welcome the use of the words 
“at least” which recognises that this figure should be regarded as a minimum 
figure to be achieved rather than a maximum or ceiling over the plan period. It 
is therefore vital that an appropriate supply of land is identified and allocated to 
ensure that this minimum target is met. The Council’s housing trajectory 
shows that Breckland has fallen short of its average annual requirements 
between 2001-2007. It will therefore need to ensure that the level of 
development is significantly increased over the rest of the plan period to 
address this backlog and respond to the growing need for new housing. The 
Breckland Urban Capacity Study has identified some opportunities for 
developing on previously developed sites particularly in the larger market 
towns within the District. However there will be some uncertainty about the 
delivery of such sites. The Study has however recognised that there are likely 
to be insufficient brownfield sites within the District to accommodate the 
required levels of growth for Breckland set out in the East of England Plan. If 

A Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment will better 
allocations and phasing for the submission document. With 
regard to affordable housing the Breckland Affordable 
Housing Site Thresholds Viability Study suggests 
development on sites above 5 will be viable when providing 
40% affordable housing on site. Where there are significant 
physical constraints which will result in abnormal costs to a 
developer Preferred Option DC4 allows this requirement to 
be reduced to ensure scheme viability. A District wide 
infrastructure study will further inform the effects on viability 
of developer contributions outlined in the document. 
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the housing targets are to be successfully achieved it is inevitable and 
necessary that some development will need to take place on some carefully 
chosen greenfield sites in the larger towns such as Thetford Dereham and 
Attleborough. In order to ensure that these urban extensions are as 
sustainable as possible they should be located in areas of greatest 
accessibility and where they can be easily integrated into the existing towns. 
Our client’s sites on land to the north and south of Swanton Road to the north-
east of Dereham as shown on the attached plan offer such an opportunity for a 
sustainable urban extension to meet housing requirements. In relation to 
phasing and the proposed target of providing 30% of new housing on 
previously developed land a flexible approach needs to be taken to ensure 
that there is a realistic likelihood of the housing requirement being delivered. 
PPS3 places increasing emphasis on providing a flexible responsive supply of 
land. Whilst some priority should be given to re-using previously developed 
land greenfield development should not be held back if previously developed 
sites cannot be brought forward for delivery early in the plan period or if the 
lead-time required to deliver greenfield development requires early release. 
The Annual Monitoring Report should help to identify any such phasing issues 
and provide the catalyst for action to remedy potential delays in delivery. 
However this Core Strategy policy must provide the policy basis for enabling 
adjustments to be made to phasing and delivery to ensure that the housing 
requirements are met. In relation to Housing Need Breckland’s housing market 
in common with most areas in the East of England has seen house prices rise 
much faster than incomes in recent years and that this has led to an 
affordability gap where many elements of society have been unable to 
purchase their own home; this issue looks set to continue in the future as the 
demand for housing increases. Whilst we recognise that the provision of 
affordable housing to meet the needs of the District’s communities is an 
increasingly important priority for Breckland Council it is unrealistic to expect 
the planning system to provide the same quantity of affordable housing as has 
been provided by the public sector in the past. The amount or proportion of 
affordable housing sought should be directly informed by the need to take 
account of other requirements and development costs such as new 
infrastructure in ensuring that the development remains viable and deliverable. 
It is imperative that the levels of affordable housing that are set for the District 
are not unnecessarily prescriptive. Affordable housing targets therefore need 
to be flexible and responsive to local circumstances. If they are set too high 
they may have an effect on the deliverability of individual sites and will have a 
detrimental effect on overall affordability across the District. 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO1 

Currington  Agree I think there is such a need for housing that the spatial strategy should be 
more flexible less focussed on sustainability and affordability and just allow for 
the faster provision of housing. I think if more housing was made available at a 

Comment noted. National Planning Policy set out in PPS1 
puts sustainable development at the heart of the planning 
system. It is necessary to take account of all sustainability 
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quicker rate it would be responding to market forces and prices would become 
more affordable anyway. I don't think issues of sustainability should impede 
growth. 

factors including economic social and environmental when 
forward planning. PPS3 sets out the Governments 
commitment to improving affordability of housing through the 
planning system. These issues have to be addressed in local 
policy. Proceeding with this option more productive 
agricultural land could be lost than necessary and other 
sustainability objectives may not be met. 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO1 

Homes Hopkins Homes 
Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

As stated in our response to Preferred Option CP1 the proposed housing 
supply assumes a too high a provision for urban capacity sites. The urban 
capacity sites are not being brought forward at the expected rate due to a 
number of constraints on them. The scale of greenfield land allocations at 
Attleborough and the Local Centres for Growth contradicts the vision of the 
Core Strategy. Greenfield land housing allocations should be redistributed at 
the other three market towns Dereham Swaffham and Watton to allow delivery 
of the housing requirements of the RSS within the vision and sustainability 
principles of the plan. 

Comments noted. Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment will better inform housing figures in submission 
document 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO1 

Diocese of 
Norwich 

 Agree Whilst we appreciate that there the must be a preference for brownfield 
development of housing the key objective must be to achieve delivery of 
housing particularly in rural areas where issues of affordability are most acute. 
We therefore consider that Alternative Option CP1AO1 should be applied 
which places greater emphasis on ensuring that sufficient homes are built. 
This approach would be consistent with our above comments in respect of 
housing supply which seek to achieve a positive approach to housing growth 
in rural settlements. 

There is a need to balance sustainability objectives. Whilst 
there is a need to deliver housing to address affordability 
issues there is a need to protect undeveloped land (a finite 
resource) by promoting brownfield development. The 
forthcoming Strategic Housing Land Availability study will 
identify deliverable brownfield land to ensure greenfield land 
release are minimised whilst still ensuring housing delivery 
targets are met. There is likely to sufficient housing growth in 
villages without allocating further greenfield land. There are 
currently around 900 dwellings outstanding with permission 
in rural areas 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO2 

Tesco 
Stores Ltd 

 Agree We broadly support this Option as it accords with National Policy whilst 
offering a level of flexibility in the event that key brownfield sites may be 
constrained by unnecessary greenspace. 

Comments noted option could risk housing delivery 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO2 

Salmon Matishall Parish 
Council 

Agree Need to make it a priority to develop brownfield land first Comments noted 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO2 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old Buckenham 
Parish Council 

Agree It was felt that the required numbers be spread over all 4 market towns (see 
above) rather than the main focus being on Attleborough; which would need 
new access from the south to the A11 to prevent worse congestion. Option 
AO2 was chosen to protect greenfield sites. It was agreed that development 
should provide a mix of housing sizes types and tenures 35% of which should 
be affordable housing (AO4). 

Parts of comment relate to Spatial Strategy SS1. In order to 
deliver the essential infrastructure Attleborough needs 4000 
homes are required. Dereham is limited to 1000 homes due 
to high school capacity. Swaffham and Watton have limited 
economic growth potential so to ensure a balance between 
jobs and homes housing development has to be limited in 
these towns. Lack of Brownfield sites across the district 
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mean that this option could result in a slow-down of housing 
provision. 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO3 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

Strongly 
Agree 

The market place will always provide what is required There is no evidence to support this. Results of the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment present that there is already a 
level of inbalance. PPS3 supports Local Planning Authorities 
prescribing mix of tenure and size in development plans in 
line with the results of local Strategic Housing Market 
Assessments. The option performs poorly in sustainability 
terms 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO3 

NorfolkHome
s 

Norfolk Homes 
Ltd 

Agree CP1.3 of the policy is also generally supported but we would comment that 
housing mix is often better left to the market (Alternative Option 3) as housing 
providers are best placed to determine market requirement and to respond to 
it rather than a Housing Needs Survey which are often slow in responding to 
change and hence based on out dated data. 

Housing mix will be determined by the Strategic housing 
Market Assessment as supported by PPS3 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO4 

Currington  Strongly 
Agree 

I think the answer to affordability is market forces. Prices are inflated at the 
moment and greater supply of housing would go a long way to solve the 
problem. I do not agree with the slow release of housing for development. 
Rather that the council should allow development of rural service centres firstly 
with a larger allowance for development than is suggested in the plan 
secondly at a faster rate so that first time buyers can find properties that are 
more affordable for them. By the council saying 40% of housing needs to be 
affordable development is already hindered. further pressure to make housing 
sustainable is also slowing up the provision of housing. 

Comment noted agree that a greater supply of housing could 
lower prices. However in the Breckland context evidence 
presented in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
indicates that prices would have to fall substantially before 
they come affordable for the majority of people in housing 
need. It is for that reason the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment recommends 40% to 45% of all housing should 
be affordable (social) housing with the majority of that 
percentage being social rented. The Breckland Affordable 
Housing Threshold viability study concluded that 
development can be viable on sites above 5 providing 40% 
affordable housing. Therefore it is unlikely that affordable 
housing requirements will slow down housing supply. 
Increased provision of affordable housing is a target in the 
Council’s Business Plan and a key social sustainability 
objective therefore this option should not be adopted 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO4 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

Strongly 
Agree 

30% affordable allocation is sufficient. A higher percentage will slow down 
availability of suitable residential sites 

The Regional Plan requires 35% affordable housing. 
Evidence from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
states a need for 45% affordable housing. Evidence from the 
Breckland Affordable Housing Site Threshold Viability Study 
suggests 40% affordable housing is viable on sites above 5 
dwellings and should therefore not slow down the availability 
of suitable residential sites 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO4 

Parfitt 
Nurseries 

 Agree This option of 30/35% affordable housing provision is more realistic in respect 
of small sites of less than 15 dwellings and sites with development constraints 
such as contamination/servicing/commuted payment issues 

Comment noted. The East of England Plan sets the 
minimum percentage for Affordable Housing at 35%. The 
Breckland Affordable Housing Thresholds Site Viability Study 
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suggests that a scheme can be viable with40% affordable 
housing on sites above 5 dwellings. Preferred Option DC4 
allows for the requirement to be reduced where it is 
demonstrated that existing physical constraints on the site 
will result in extraordinary costs which the developer could 
not reasonably be expected to bear. 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO4 

NorfolkHome
s 

Norfolk Homes 
Ltd 

Agree AO4 as an alternative option could be supported if coupled with increased 
allocations in overall housing. This could help to achieve better viability and a 
higher level of provision within the LDF period. 

It is uncertain whether the option of higher allocations above 
and beyond the figures proposed could be delivered. The 
15200 home requirement is going to require a step change in 
housing delivery to levels which have not been seen before 
in Breckland and further increases in housing are going to be 
harder to be achieved. There are likely to be further 
implications on infrastructure capacity with higher levels of 
growth. Thetford is constrained by European protected 
wildlife sites (SACs and SPAs) Attleborough is constrained 
by water infrastructure (however this can be overcome in the 
long-term) and Dereham is constrained by water 
infrastructure and school capacity. 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO4 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old Buckenham 
Parish Council 

No Opinion It was agreed that development should provide a mix of housing sizes types 
and tenures 35% of which should be affordable housing 

The Breckland Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
demonstrates there is a need for 45% of all new housing to 
be affordable. A requirement of only 35% would not meet the 
needs of the people of Breckland 

Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO6 

NorfolkHome
s 

Norfolk Homes 
Ltd 

Agree The principle of small sites contributing to affordable housing provision is 
supported as all sites should equitably contribute to housing need although 
40% may be difficult to achieve on small sites due to viability. A tiered 
threshold may be the answer as suggested in A06. 

Evidence from the Breckland Affordable Housing Thresholds 
Viability Study suggest on sites above 5 dwellings the 40% 
affordable housing requirement should not affect scheme 
viability. Preferred Option DC4 allows flexibility on the 40% 
requirement where abnormal costs due to physical 
constraints on site. Therefore this option is not considered 
the best approach to ensuring affordable housing provision 
across the District 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised CP1 Housing 

Policy CP 1  

 Housing  

Provision is made for the development of at least 19,100 homes and associated 

infrastructure in the District within the period 2001-2026.  

The table below sets out how this strategic requirement will be met over the plan 

period. 

Town/Settlement Already Built 

(April 2008)  

Currently 

Permitted 

(April 2008)  

New 

Allocations  

Total  

Attleborough 458 77 4000 4535  

Dereham 1062 309 600 1971  

Swaffham 214 499* 250 963  

Thetford 1000 346 6500 7846  

Watton 377 223* 300 900  

Harling 60 11 50 121  

Narborough 32 5 50 87  

Shipdham 43 31 100 174  

Swanton Morley 10 16 50 76  

Weeting 51 29 50 130  

All other Parishes 1310 1032 0 2342  

Total  4617  2578*  11950  19145  

Table 3.1  

Allocations in Thetford will consist of strategic urban extensions to the north and 

east of the town.  

Housing allocations in Attleborough will consist of urban extensions to the south 

of the A11.  The majority of the housing allocation in Attleborough will be to the 

south of the railway, with the remainder to the north of the railway.  



Additionally as part of the strategic housing needs of the District the provision of 15 

Gypsy and Traveller pitches as detailed in Policy CP2 will contribute to the 19,100 

housing units needed in Breckland to 2026.  

Phased Delivery  

The release of land for housing will be managed in order to deliver the above levels of 

development over the period to 2026 in accordance with the housing trajectory. 

Priority will be given to the re-use of previously developed land in sustainable 

locations in order to achieve the District target of 30% 25% of new housing on 

previously-developed land. The adequacy of housing land supply will be assessed 

through the preparation of the Annual Monitoring Report. Depending on the results of 

monitoring it may be necessary to adjust the pace of housing delivery by bringing 

forward, or holding back, new development. In the case of Local Service Centres, 

allocations will be made for sites of no less than 25 dwellings to ensure that 

release of land delivers wider sustainability objectives.  

Housing Need  

Development should provide a mix of housing sizes, types and tenures to meet the 

needs of the District’s communities, as identified in the Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment.  In particular, provision should be made for smaller homes to meet local 

needs.  The precise detail of housing mix will be set out for larger sites in Area Action 

Plans and the Site Specifics Development Plan Document.  

*The figure for currently permitted development in Watton includes one large 

site that was permitted for 154 dwellings after 1st April 2008. The figure for 

Swaffham includes one large site for 414 dwellings which was permitted after 1st 

April 2008 and is awaiting a section 106 agreement.  If this site was not to come 

forward the policy will allow for the addition of 414 dwellings to the positive 

allocation for Swaffham.   

Reasoned Justification  

3.4 Breckland has one of the highest District housing figures in the East of England as 

set out in the East of England Plan).  The scale of new housing to meet RSS 

requirements in Breckland equates to an average of 760 new homes each year from 

2001 to 2021. This level of provision results in a need to deliver at least 15,200 by 

2021.  The RSS provides further specificity at Policy TH1 by directing that 6,000 net 

new homes are delivered in Thetford as a Key Centre for Development and Change.    

3.5 A requirement in PPS3 is to maintain a demonstrable 15 year housing land supply. 

Therefore the Spatial Strategy and Core Policy 1 will provide for the strategic delivery 

of housing to 2026.  Regional policy supports this approach and advises that annual 

averages for house building to 2021 are extrapolated forward.  In the Breckland 

context this means rolling forward the 760 780 annual average as outlined in the East 

of England Plan (2006-2021) to provide for at least a further 3,800 3,900 new homes 

to 2026.  The end date of 2026 will allow for a 15 year land supply upon adoption of 

the Core Strategy in 2009 and will mean that the overall District housing figure for the 

period 2001-26 is at least 19,000 19,100 new homes.      



3.6 Delivery on this scale will contribute towards a balanced housing market in 

Breckland aimed at meeting the needs of existing communities and the net in-

migration that is forecast for the East of England, including Breckland.  The 

constituent parts of the policy aim to positively and pro-actively provide for the 

strategic delivery of housing.  The policy makes no allowance for windfall sites 

although in addition to the strategic provision identified in the Policy CP1 it is also 

estimated that some 3,000 housing units will be developed on rural (Local Service 

Centres and villages) windfall sites over the LDF period. It is important to note that 

this allowance is regarded as an addition above and beyond the 19,100 homes 

strategically planned for in the policy.  

3.7 It is likely that further housing developments will be permitted between the 

publication of the plan and the adoption of subsequent DPDs.  In the Local 

Service Centres any housing development of 5 dwellings and above that is 

permitted as an exception to the plan (i.e. under the implications of Paragraph 

71 of PPS3 relating to 5 year supply of housing) on land outside of defined 

settlement boundaries will be subtracted from the new allocation commitment 

identified in the policy.  New Planning permissions within the existing settlement 

boundaries of the Local Service Centre villages will be treated as windfall and 

will not contribute to the allocation figure in the policy.  In the market towns any 

housing development of 25 dwellings and above that is permitted after the 

publication of this plan  will contribute to the planned allocations otlined in the 

policy.  

3.8 The preferred distribution aims to meet the requirements of spatial strategy, which 

is a reflection of the primary objective to secure a sustainable pattern of development.  

Accordingly, the emphasis will be upon maximising the contribution of previously 

developed land to the District's housing need and secondly, on securing the 

comprehensive development of  sustainable urban extensions at Thetford and 

Attleborough.  At Thetford mechanisms will be set out in an Area Action Plan for 

monitoring and managing the release of land to 2021 to meet RSS requirements, 

including phasing and any sequential release of land.  The Area Action Plan will also 

address the circumstances under which reserve land to 2026 would be released at 

Thetford.   The broad locations for the sustainable extensions at Thetford will be land 

to the north of the town up to the A11 bypass and land to east of the town on the 

A1066 Diss and A1088 Ixworth roads.  The precise land areas and mix of uses will be 

set out in the Thetford Area Action Plan utilising evidence base work undertaken in 

respect of the town's Growth Point Status. The town is constrained in other directions 

due to European environmental designations.  

3.9 For Attleborough the preferred option is for the strategic release of a sustainable 

greenfield urban extension to the south of the town for up to 4,000 new homes by 

2026.  The broad area will extend from the former A11 (London Road) to include 

land south of the railway round to Whitehouse Lane and Besthorpe.  The strategic 

release of land will deliver a new road crossing over the railway together with 

significant capacity enlargements to the sewage treatment infrastructure.  Mechanisms 

for the release of land together with the identification of the precise land areas and 

mix of  uses will be set out in the Attleborough and Snetterton Area Action Plan.   



3.10 There will be gradual growth in the other market towns with priority being given 

to brownfield sites within the towns, followed by brownfield sites adjoining the town 

and then peripheral greenfield sites.  Outside of the market towns, the LDF will 

positively plan for modest development at  Harling, Narborough. Shipdham, Swanton 

Morley and Weeting.  The detail around the release of housing land in the market 

towns and local service centre villages will be provided in the Site Specific Policies 

and Proposals DPD.  

3.13 The proposed scale and distribution of housing will contribute to balancing the 

housing market in Breckland by addressing the overall demand for housing and a 

proportion of the backlog of housing need.  In addition to the supply of housing land 

it will also be necessary to intervene in the nature of housing built in Breckland in 

terms of the size and type of housing and the tenure mix to ensure that the housing is 

reflective of Breckland's needs.   To achieve this, the general starting point will be 

that all housing developments will be expected to provide a mix of house types, sizes 

and tenures that meet the profiles set out in the Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment.  This requirement will not be onerous on proposals for individual 

dwellings or small-scale scheme (i.e. less than 5 dwellings) elsewhere it is anticipated 

that the accompanying Design and Access Statement will address the issue of housing 

mix.  On larger sites and allocations, a guide to the mix of house types and sizes will 

be provided at the individual site level through either the Site Specifics DPD or 

relevant Area Action Plan.      

3.14 The provision of affordable housing to help meet the needs of the district's 

communities is the Council's top priority.  The Council will therefore require that a 

high percentage of houses provided on development sites will be affordable. The 

approach to affordable housing has been informed by the Breckland Housing Needs 

Survey and a sub-regional Strategic Housing Market Assessment.  These assessments 

will be updated on a regular basis.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments on CP2 The Travelling Community, formally CP2 Gypsy and Traveller’s Comments 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 2 

Mileham Norfolk County 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

There must be careful consideration of the degree to which sites are 
located on the A11 corridor as this policy could lead to direct access 
being sought on to ‘corridors of movement’. The policy could usefully 
refer to the Council’s own Policy DC24. 

Comments noted. It is suggested that the policy is amended to reflect 
highways comments and make reference to ensuring that a site does 
not adversely affect the safe and efficient operation of the highway 
network. It is not considered necessary to make an explicit reference to 
a Development Control policy which may be subject to separate review. 

Preferred 
Option CP 2 

Currington  Disagree 
Strongly 

I don't think Breckland should make accommodation for travellers. I 
do not feel these communities add anything to our communities. 
They are a drain on resources and services that working people 
provide. I think the elderly in our region should have priority over 
these scare commodities. 

ODPM Circular 01/2006 requires Local Authorities to make suitable 
provision for Gypsies and Travellers. The Council's baseline evidence 
suggests that there is a need for 15 new pitches above existing 
provision and the preferred policy reflects the identified need in 
Breckland. 

Preferred 
Option CP 2 

Highways 
Agency 

 Agree The Highways Agency has no objection to the location of sites along 
the A11corridor provided that accesses to these sites do not impact 
on the safe and efficient operation of the trunk road. Some 
consideration may need to be given to location of possible sites with 
respect to the provision of existing and future lay-bys on the trunk 
road and the potential requirements for the security of road users. 

Comments noted. Amend policy to include reference to need for sites 
not to impact on the safe and efficient operation of the trunk road. 

Preferred 
Option CP 2 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Disagree Provision should be distributed across the District according to need. Evidence from Breckland's Gypsies and Travellers Accommodation 
Assessment suggests that the need for pitch provision in Breckland 
should be focused on the trunk road corridors. There is already a 
permanent site on the A47 corridor at Swaffham and the local need for 
a permanent site is greatest on the A11 corridor. Therefore the policy 
approach taken in CP2 reflects this evidence. 

Preferred 
Option CP 2 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported. On a cautionary note 
the council will need to be mindful of any final amendment to their 
district pitch requirement figure as the RSS Single Issue Review is 
progressed. 

Comments noted. The Council will amend the need to reflect the 
emerging pitch requirement figure as set out in the submitted RSS 
Single Issue Review. It is recognised that the Gypsy & Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment underpinning the RSS Review did not 
include Travelling Showpeople. To ensure consistency with CLG 
Circular 04/2007 the policy will be expanded to provide certainty on how 
the Authority will address the accommodation needs of Travelling 
Showpeople. 

Preferred 
Option CP 2 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old Buckenham 
Parish Council 

Agree It was felt necessary to emphasise the need to provide the same 
standard of services as to permanent residents. 

Comments noted. The criterion relating to the site will be properly 
serviced reflects the point raised by the Parish Council. 

Alternative 
Option 
CP2AO2 

Currington  Strongly 
Agree 

I do not think additional traveller sites should be developed in 
Breckland. I feel these communities are a drain on working people's 
resources. The elderly of the region should be a priority in provision 
of services and resources.(I am only 40!) 

ODPM Circular 01/2006 requires Local Authorities to make suitable 
provision for Gypsies and Travellers. Gypsies and Travellers are the 
largest indigenous ethnic minority in the District. The preferred policy 
reflects the identified need in Breckland for new permanent pitches. 

Alternative Wells Wells Strongly If more sites are offered more demand will be created with ever The preferred policy reflects the identified need for new pitches in 
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Consultee 
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Option 
CP2AO2 

McFarlane Agree growing proportions. Why should exceptions be made for a group of 
society that are not willing to conform to our planning rules and 
regulations. It is only the nuisance that they create that gives rise to 
such designated sites and the location of these sites will always be 
close to other peoples property. 

Breckland as ascertained through local assessments of need. This 
evidence has fed into the RSS Review on Gypsy and Traveller site 
provision across the regional which requires (as drafted) the need for 15 
permanent pitches in Breckland. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



Revised CP2 The Travelling Community 

Policy CP 2  

 Gypsies and Travellers The Travelling Community  

Gypsies and Travellers  

Within the period to 2011 a permanent Gypsy and Traveller site for 13 15 pitches will 

be allocated in the Site Specifics Development Plan Document.  The allocation will 

meet the identified need for Breckland as set out in the Single Issue Review of the 

Regional Spatial Strategy.  The site selection process for a permanent Gypsy and 

Traveller site will be guided by the following criteria:  

(a)  The site will be a sustainable location on the A11 Corridor where there is 

no adverse impact on the safe and efficient operation of the highway 

network;   

(b) The site will be within reasonable distances to facilities and supporting 

services; 

(c) The site will be properly serviced; and 

(d) The site will not have an adverse visual impact on the character and 

appearance of the surrounding landscape, particularly the river valleys and the 

Brecks Heathlands character areas as set out in the Breckland Landscape 

Character Assessment.    

In selecting a sustainable location preference will be given to previously-developed 

land or a vacant and derelict site in need of renewal.   

Travelling Showpeople  

Travelling Showpeople's needs in Breckland will be assessed through a Gypsy 

and Traveller Accommodation Assessment.   Where a need is identified in the 

Assessment the Site Specifics Development Plan Document will allocate land for 

the required number of plots in an appropriate location.   The site selection 

process for Travelling Showpeople will be guided by the following criteria:  

(e) Preference will be given to releasing land on the outskirts of the towns and 

Local Service Centre villages where services can be sustainably accessed; and   

(f) The location of the site will take account of the scale and nature of the 

Showpeople's business in terms of scale of storage required and/or land required 

for exercising animals; and  

 (g) The site will not have an adverse visual impact on the character and 

appearance of the surrounding landscape.  

 



Reasoned Justification  

3.15 ODPM (now CLG) Circular 01/2006 requires Local Authorities to make suitable 

provision for Gypsies and Travellers where a need for accommodation is identified.  

The baseline for the LDF identifies that Gypsies and Travellers are the largest 

indigenous ethnic minority in Breckland.  There is currently a permanent site at 

Swaffham and a short stay stopping site is shortly to be has been provided for at 

Thetford.  However these sites are not capable of meeting the projected future needs.   

Failure to meet need will increase the potential for unauthorised encampments which 

can cause environmental damage and tension with settled communities.  Meeting the 

need for Gypsies and Travellers must not be done at the expense of sustainability or 

the character and biodiversity of the District.  Proposals will have to relate well to 

existing services and facilities and not adversely affect the amenities of settled 

communities.  

3.16 The appropriate scale of permanent pitch provision for Breckland is provided for 

in a single issue review of the Regional Plan around Gypsy and Traveller 

accommodation.  The review sets out the need for 15 additional pitches over an 

interim period from 2006 to 2011 in advance of a full review of the Regional Plan 

(pitches are defined as a piece of land where a Gypsy or Traveller household can 

reside; typically this may contain a building, parking space and on average 2 

caravans).   The Review has been informed by data from annual counts of 

unauthorised Gypsy and Traveller encampments recorded by District Councils.  On 

this basis a need for ( 13  15 additional permanent pitches for the period 2006-11 has 

been identified for by Breckland Council).  In terms of site management and 

distribution of need it is considered that these 13 permanent pitches are best provided 

on one site, sustainably located on the A11 corridor.  

3.17 The identification of the A11 corridor for a new permanent site is consistent with 

a number of factors supported by evidence base from sources such as Norfolk Gypsy 

and Traveller Strategy  which indicate that the principal road corridors are favoured 

locations for the travelling community.   In terms of sustainable locations on the A11, 

Thetford and Attleborough would provide the most sustainable locations, although 

Thetford already has a short stay stopping site for temporary use by Gypsy and 

Travellers.  Thetford and Attleborough would also satisfy criterion (ii) of the policy, 

enabling a new permanent site to be within a reasonable distance (i.e. less than 

1600m/20mins walk) to facilities and supporting services such as education, health 

and day-to-day shopping needs.   The proper servicing of a permanent site will 

include safe highway access, to facilitate safe movement and services within the site, 

sewerage, water, electricity and structural landscaping.  It is also likely that a 

permanent site will require appropriate facilities for the management of the site.   

3.18 The allocation of a permanent site will be made in the Site Specifics 

Development Plan Document and will be based on there being a clear need for the site 

and the proposal representing the most sustainable and practical option.  Proposals for 

additional short stay stopping sites and individual Gypsy and Traveller pitches will 

not contribute to the District need for 13 15 permanent pitches.  Such proposals will, 

however, be considered with reference to criteria (b) to (d) of policy CP2 and 

guidance set out in ODPM Circular 01/2006.  



3.19 The Regional Plan Review on Gypsy and Traveller provision has not 

included any assessment of the needs of Travelling Showpeople.  In the absence 

at the Regional Level of district level plot numbers, there is no local evidence of a 

clear and immediate need to provide for travelling showpeople's accommodation 

in Breckland.  The Council is committed to Gypsy Traveller Accommodation 

Assessments which will include the housing needs of Travelling Showpeople.  

Where a need is identified in advance of a review of the Regional Spatial 

Strategy it will be necessary to release land through the Site Specifics 

Development Plan Document using the criteria in Policy CP2. In the interim 

individual proposals for travelling showpeople's plots will be considered using 

the criteria in Policy CP2 and the guidance set out in CLG Circular 04/2007.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on CP3 Employment 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Clabburn  Disagree 
Strongly 

Thetford: 5200 new homes 5000 new jobs Dereham: 1000 new homes 900 – 1800 
new jobs Swaffham: 600 new homes 350 – 600 new jobs Watton: 300 new homes 
250 new jobs BUT!!! Attleborough 4000 new homes ONLY 600 - 1000 new jobs!!! 
Attleborough should grow sustainably. This means adding a fair employment : 
houses ratio. Attleborough must NOT become a commuter town an initiatives 
should be in place to support local employment – business park (for office based 
workers) + light industrial and industrial sites. Your paper makes many mentions of 
sustainable development but this ratio of 40:6 is totally unacceptable and 
unsustainable!!! You must know this!!! “The jobs housing and other services and 
facilities will be located and of a scale and balance to deliver self-contained 
settlements reducing the need to travel and maximise opportunities for delivery of 
sustainable transport provision. Balanced growth of housing employment services 
and facilities will have been delivered in the four Market Towns of Attleborough 
Dereham Swaffham and Watton Where opportunities are identified in the Towns 
growth plans will be put in place to ensure their development and enhancement as 
centres for living and working and to improve the services and facilities they offer. 
This enhancement will improve their sustainability as self-containment settlements 
and provide wider benefits to their hinterland. ” “Transport – to reduce the need for 
travel and improve transport options” If this plan for 4000 houses and just 600 jobs 
was to go ahead you are acting very irresponsibly and totally against the 
environmental agenda. I also do not understand why you are so supportive of 
creating so many jobs at Snetterton. Snetterton has no decent public transport 
access. I think it is great to support local industry – by all means support the 
engineering sites at Snetterton but all the supporting office based jobs for the 
industry should be in the towns – Attleborough and Thetford and not therefore 
require commuting by all those additional people! 

Attleborough and Snetterton have been identified for 
additional growth of up to 1 700 net new jobs to 2021. The 
jobs growth target proposed in the Preferred Options 
document reflects the market demand for employment 
development in Attleborough as well as the scale of new 
housing growth proposed. The preferred strategy seeks to 
protect existing employment areas and positively encourages 
new employment opportunities in the town to meet this aim. 
However it is recognised that additional jobs growth will be 
required beyond 2021 to improve to the balance between jobs 
and homes in the town in the later phase of the plan period. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Agree This Policy relates to the provision of at least 6 000 jobs within Breckland District to 
2021. The Council wish to see at least 5 000 net additional jobs created at Thetford 
alone to secure economic containment relative to the scale of housing growth 
proposed in Thetford. A number of mechanisms are set out in this Policy in order to 
achieve these figures. We would specifically support the options and D and E 
which state:- “D – the protection and promotion of town centres as the focus for 
retail leisure office and tourism development. In particular the town centre of 
Thetford will be regenerated to provide a significant uplift in town centre related 
employment. Town centres will be defined on the proposals map. E – the 
development of some 30-40 hectares of strategic employment land adjoining the 
A11 the details and delivery strategy for which will be determined through an Area 
Action Plan for Thetford”. 

Comments noted. Support for policy 

Preferred 
Option 

GALLIFORD  Disagree 
Strongly 

The further development of the Roudham Industrial area will result in an increase 
in HGV traffic along the B1111. This narrow road passes through East Harling 

Comments noted. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

CP 3 where HGVs commonly mount the pavement to the danger of pedestrians. Any 
further increase in HGV traffic will only serve to exasperate this situation. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Wells Wells 
McFarlane 

No 
Opinion 

Watton should have a larger planned employment allocation to assist it becoming a 
more sustainable and viable economic centre. It is well positioned in Norfolk as a 
mid point between other commercial centres 

Evidence from the Employment Land Review suggest that 
due to Watton's remoteness from the A11 corridor new 
investment will be limited. The study suggests no more land 
should be allocated in Watton 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

J Martin Shaw 
for 

Bernard 
Matthews Ltd 

Disagree We note that the Core Strategy appears to include positive support for renewable 
energy developments (Preferred Option CP 11) together with criteria that might 
allow employment development at Pickenham airfield (OptionDC7). However while 
Option CP3 names some specific sites including Shipdham airfield it does not refer 
Pickenham airfield. Although this may be considered to be a matter for the Site 
Specific stage in our view the scale of the Pickenham land justifies clearer strategic 
guidance on the scope for development of this area. 

The development of the former North Pickenham airfield has 
not been included specifically within emerging policy CP3 as 
the site has not been identified for future allocation. The site 
has been recommended for release in the 2006 Employment 
Land Review and as such any future developments on the 
site can be adequately addressed through the Development 
Control Policies. Therefore no further strategic guidance for 
the future of this site is necessary in this instance. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Disagree Breckland DC is proposing 5 000 new jobs at Thetford to ‘secure urban 
containment relative to housing growth’. This is to be achieved through retention of 
allocated sites and allocation of 30-40ha of strategic employment land. 
Opportunities for residential development on brownfield sites within the largest 
settlements such as Thetford should be a priority as the most sustainable sites for 
residential development in the district. Protection and promotion of existing 
employment sites – part b) Notwithstanding the Employment Land Review the 
scope for redevelopment of such sites need to be considered in the context of the 
scale of the housing target particularly in settlements such as of Thetford. A more 
flexible approach to the spatial strategy should be explored as a more appropriate 
means of meeting growth targets. It can be argued that employment development 
is better suited to edge of town locations than residential development. Locating 
homes within the existing built up area and knitting into the existing built fabric has 
multiple benefits particularly in terms of accessibility and proximity to services and 
facilities including the town centre and should be a priority. Creation and retention 
of jobs – part a) Breckland DC recognises access to the A11 and A47 as being a 
critical factor in attracting new employment. This is particularly so in Thetford given 
the substantial target set for creation of new jobs. The key will not only be 
attracting new employment but also of equal importance is retaining existing 
businesses. The value of keeping existing employers within the district and 
supporting their expansion cannot be underestimated in maximising opportunities 
for people to work close to where they live and maintaining sustained economic 
growth. Intensification and more efficient use of existing employment sites – part c) 
Some employment sites in the district which are already allocated have not been 
wholly developed out. Further there are existing businesses in premises which are 
no longer fit for purpose. The sites may be at capacity and/or buildings outdated 
and unsuited to current requirements. This often means relocation is unavoidable. 

Comment noted. No change to the policy recommended. 
Employment Land review recognises that additional land will 
be needed to be released on the edge of town 
notwithstanding this the ELR recommends retaining existing 
employment sites as part of a wider mix of employment sites 
in Thetford 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

This should be an opportunity to reconsider the most appropriate use of such sites 
for residential and mixed use development. For Thetford a greater allocation of 
strategic employment land would allow for the appropriate release of employment 
sites within the urban area to achieve the housing target without compromising job 
creation targets. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Agree Within this policy provision is made for development that will deliver at least 6 000 
jobs in the district to 2021 as outlined in the Draft RSS. We support the 5 000 net 
additional jobs creation to 2021 and support Option D and E which state that:-The 
protection and promotion of town centres as the focus for retail leisure office and 
tourism development. In particular the town of Thetford will be regenerated to 
provide a significant uplift in town centre related employment. The development of 
some 30 -40 ha of strategic employment land adjoining the A11 the details and 
delivery strategy for which will be determined through an area action plan of 
Thetford. 

Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Defence 
Estates 

 Agree The re-use of surplus public sector land could contribute to Targets of 30% (Page 
22) of dwellings on previously developed land. In particular should surplus public 
sector land such as Watton Airfield become available during the next 15-20year 
period (plan period 2001 -2026) the approach to selecting land for development 
should be sufficiently flexible to respond to changing circumstances. Re-use of 
public sector land such as Watton Airfield could create sustainable mixed use 
communities. 

Comments noted. Response refers to a specific site and will 
be considered at the appropriate time through the site specific 
policies document. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Bishop Swaffham 
Town Council 

Disagree 
Strongly 

The minimum of net additional jobs to 2021 should be increased to 750 to 1000 
because of natural growth of the town. There are already 500 houses going 
through planning there is more to come. Only 1/4 of new houses will have people 
who are able to work in Swaffham. Increasing the jobs in Swaffham would be in 
line with this draft core strategy to limit out commuting to other centres. Swaffham 
Town Council would support the expansion of the Eco Tech Business Park to 
achieve the above. 

Swaffham has been identified for up to 650 additional new 
jobs in the period to 2021 in the emerging Core Strategy. 
Policy CP3 seeks to allocate an additional 5 hectares of 
employment land to aid the delivery of this level of new jobs in 
the town. However based on market demand for employment 
development and previous land take-up rates an increased 
allocation above the proposed 5 hectares would be difficult to 
justify at this time. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Saffell  Disagree We welcome the proposal to add to the employment area at Shipdham Airfield 
Industrial Estate. The policy refers to releasing extra employment land on 
Shipdham Airfield being restricted to existing businesses only. This should be 
revised to allow new businesses to be accommodated there. 

Support noted. The Employment Land Review recommends 
Shipdham Airfield to only be extended to meet needs of 
existing businesses due to lack of demand from new 
businesses. On vacant land that exists within the current 
boundaries of the allocation new businesses will be allowed 
to develop. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Tesco Stores 
Ltd 

 Agree Whilst we fully support the creation of jobs within the District and in particular the 
strengthening of Thetford as the key centre within Breckland we feel it is sensible 
to ensure that the employment potential of retailing is recognised. Indeed retail and 
‘other’ employment uses should not be divorced so readily when the issue of job 
creation is being assessed as shops offer a range of opportunities to skilled 

Comments noted. Policy refers to other sectors to deliver 
employment targets. Criterion (d) specifically refers to the 
protection and promotion of town centres for retail 
development recognising its role in delivering the employment 
strategy. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

unskilled and part time workers amongst others. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Stevens Garveston 
Reymerston 
and Thuxton 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

Re: Shipdham Airfield. Our concerns are that the Hierarchy Traffic Route is 
rigorously enforced and that increased development may cause run-off of surface 
water that will create/increase the risk of flooding of the river Yare in low lying 
areas of out Parish. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Leonard  Disagree Whilst we welcome the principle of releasing extra land for employment at 
Shipdham. We do not think it should be restricted to existing businesses only. It 
should be open to all 

The Employment Land Review recommends Shipdham 
Airfield to only be extended to meet needs of existing 
businesses due to lack of demand from new businesses. On 
vacant land that exists within the current boundaries of the 
allocation new businesses will be allowed to develop. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Salmon Matishall 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

Are enough jobs being created - a minimum of 6000 yet 19000 new homes. Will 
many residents be economically inactive e.g. retired unemployed carers? 

The target of 6 000 net new jobs in Breckland to be delivered 
up to 2021 has been set out in the Regional Spatial Strategy. 
It is recognised that not all new residents will work within the 
District as some will be employed elsewhere in the County 
and beyond. Furthermore some may be economically inactive 
or seeking work. The jobs target reflects Regional economic 
forecasts for Breckland and it should be noted that the policy 
proposes additional growth of 3 000 jobs for Thetford above 
the level set out in the RSS to improve the balance between 
jobs and homes. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Highways 
Agency 

 No 
Opinion 

The preferred option proposes major employment development in Thetford and 
Snetterton with a combined total of 60 — 7Oha of strategic employment land 
adjoining the A11. Details of these proposals are proposed to be determined 
through the Area Action Plan for Thetford and Area Action Plan for Snetterton. A 
lesser area is identified for the A47 corridor in the Dereham area. The Highways 
Agency is not aware of any assessment of the likely impact of such proposals so is 
not in a position to offer a view on the likely scale of impact on the trunk road 
network. However in respect to development at Snetterton there is the likely 
increase in the use of the trunk road network for short distance commuter-based 
traffic to and from Thetford and Attleborough. Whilst it is accepted that this location 
is a recognised employment area the sustainability of the area is currently poor 
and the Highways Agency would recommend policies that would maximise the 
opportunities for sustainable travel for the Snetterton area. In pursuant of 
development land in the trunk road corridor the Highways Agency would 
recommend that B8 type land use is concentrated in the immediate vicinity of the 
trunk road and the location of Bl type employment further away where there is the 
opportunity for more sustainable development. 

Potential impacts are being explored. There is a rail station in 
the Snetterton Area (Eccles Road) which is on the main-line 
between Norwich and Cambridge. Development of this station 
and links to the employment area will be explored through the 
Area Action Plan. In addition further housing growth at 
Attleborough and further employment growth at Snetterton 
may make public bus connections between the areas more 
viable in the future. 

Preferred 
Option 

Carter Jonas  Agree Breckland DC is proposing 5 000 new jobs at Thetford to ‘secure urban 
containment relative to housing growth’. This is to be achieved through retention of 

Comments noted. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

CP 3 allocated sites and allocation of 30-40ha of strategic employment land. 
Opportunities for residential development on brownfield sites within the largest 
settlements such as Thetford should be a priority as the most sustainable sites for 
residential development in the district. Protection and promotion of existing 
employment sites – part b) Notwithstanding the Employment Land Review the 
scope for redevelopment of such sites need to be considered in the context of the 
scale of the housing target particularly in settlements such as of Thetford. A more 
flexible approach to the spatial strategy should be explored as a more appropriate 
means of meeting growth targets. It can be argued that employment development 
is better suited to edge of town locations than residential development. Locating 
homes within the existing built up area and knitting into the existing built fabric has 
multiple benefits particularly in terms of accessibility and proximity to services and 
facilities including the town centre and should be a priority. Creation and retention 
of jobs – part a) Breckland DC recognises access to the A11 and A47 as being a 
critical factor in attracting new employment. This is particularly so in Thetford given 
the substantial target set for creation of new jobs. The key will not only be 
attracting new employment but also of equal importance is retaining existing 
businesses. The value of keeping existing employers within the district and 
supporting their expansion cannot be underestimated in maximising opportunities 
for people to work close to where they live and maintaining sustained economic 
growth. Intensification and more efficient use of existing employment sites – part c) 
Some employment sites in the district which are already allocated have not been 
wholly developed out. Further there are existing businesses in premises which are 
no longer fit for purpose. The sites may be at capacity and/or buildings outdated 
and unsuited to current requirements. This often means relocation is unavoidable. 
This should be an opportunity to reconsider the most appropriate use of such sites 
for residential and mixed use development. For Thetford a greater allocation of 
strategic employment land would allow for the appropriate release of employment 
sites within the urban area to achieve the housing target without compromising job 
creation targets. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Thetford 
Town Council 

 Agree We support the Thetford-specific comments but would preface the figure of 5 000 
with the word minimum . 

Policy seeks the addition of at least 6 000 jobs in Breckland 
and a further 3 000 jobs in Thetford. The figures should be 
treated as minimum net additional jobs however it is 
recognised that this could be clarified. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

 Disagree Whilst the full impact of Snetterton Heath development has yet to be realised we 
have no illusions about the possible consequences. If the proposed development 
concentrates on the cleaner’ side of industry then we have very little concerns. 
However we already hear rumours relating to various industrial activities which 
would have severe consequences for our community given that the industrial area 
overlooks our community. Possible direct/indirect affects could include: - Increase 
in job opportunities. - Increase in traffic movements particularly from Snetterton 

Comments noted. Many of the concerns outlined above can 
be addressed through other policies contained within the 
Core Strategy and as such it is considered that no changes 
are required to policy CP3. 
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Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Heath through Quidenham. We would like to see the speed limit through 
Quidenham reduced from 40 MPH to 30 MPH. - Unacceptable levels of noise from 
industrial processes. This is already happening on one site close to the village 
where 24-hour activity is impacting on the quality of life. - Unacceptable levels of 
dust and smells from industrial processes. The extraction of minerals and related 
landfill together with possible waste recycling activities are of particular concern to 
us. - Possible increased usage of the railway spur serving the industrial area. - 
Current proposals put development perilously close to Eccles with no real 
guarantee that this will not completely invade us. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Lands 
Improvement 
(c/o agent) 

Savills No 
Opinion 

This is the key employment policy in the Core Strategy and it states that Swaffham 
will accommodate between 300 and 650 jobs in the period to 2021. More 
specifically it states that at least 5 hectares of employment land will be released at 
Swaffham and the details of this will be determined through the Site Specific 
Allocations Development Plan documents. Specific reference is made at paragraph 
2.32 to the success of the Ecotech Business Park and we believe this is key to 
expanding the employment offer available in Swaffham. To this end our client owns 
land to the north of Ecotech Business Park (Appendix 1 parcel 1) and would 
suggest that this is added to the land to be allocated for employment in this 
location. The Breckland Employment Land Review produced by Roger Tym and 
Partners states at paragraph 7.19 that: “The eight least constrained sites includes 
the Ecotech Business and Innovation Park which benefits from the provision of the 
full range of relevant infrastructure.” Paragraph 7.20 goes on to state: “Of the eight 
least constrained sites all are considered likely to deliver development in the short 
term...” In light of these comments it is our view that further land should be 
allocated at the Ecotech Business Park to the north to provide for future growth at 
this successful location. The Breckland Employment Land Review recommended 
at paragraph 8.61 that the Brandon Road Industrial Estate should be de-allocated 
as an employment designation. However the Council has proposed to retain this 
employment designation. There is no explanation as to why this designation has 
been retained. We believe this site should be de-allocated in accordance with the 
recommendation in the Roger Tym report. It would then be appropriate to allocate 
further land at the Ecotech site to compensate for this de-allocation. 

Comments noted. The future allocation of new employment 
land in Swaffham will be identified in the forthcoming Site 
Specific allocations document. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

We consider that land both to the north and south-east of Thetford can deliver in 
excess of 6 000 dwellings during the time period to 2026. Policy CP1 should be 
amended ‘iv Sustainable greenfield urban extensions to the North and South-East 
of Thetford for at least 4 500 homes to 2021 and for at least a further 2 125 homes 
between 2021 and 2026 at similar locations”. Paragraph 2.7 sets an agenda for the 
Thetford Area Action Plan (TMP) including mechanisms for monitoring and 
managing phased release of land to 2026. The TMP will also identify the precise 
land areas and mix of uses that will deliver the town’s Growth Point Status. We 
agree that the TAAP (rather than the Core Strategy) is the appropriate mechanism 

Comments noted. 
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for defining these matters. The TAAP will need to be fully informed by a robust 
Evidence Base and tested through appropriate consultation. At present there are 
important elements of the Evidence Base that still need to be progressed e.g. 
infrastructure and service requirements and Appropriate Assessment. Only once 
all detailed matters have been considered through evolution of the TMP including 
Public Examination will it be possible to define the quantum of development to be 
provided through urban extensions to the North! Southeast of Thetford. Attempts 
made to specify details of specific land use allocations or phased delivery of 
housing at this stage (as has been attempted through the EDAW and LUG reports 
which have not been subjected to proper consultation) are premature and 
potentially fetters the proper planning of Thetford. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

EEDA EEDA Agree EEDA welcomes the positive statements under Preferred Option CP3 which 
outlines the intention of the Council to align economic priorities for the district with 
the RES and the local economic strategies including the Breckland Economic 
Prosperity Strategy and the Rural Enterprise Valley Initiative. 

Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Bidwells  Agree Bidwells is in general support of policy CP3. In particular the proposed allocation of 
30ha of strategic employment land at Snetterton and 5-10 ha of employment land 
in Attleborough which will be well-related to the A11 are welcomed. It will be 
important for the Site Specific Allocations DPD to recognise that with improved 
road links to the A11 proposed the proposed urban extension to the south of the 
railway line in Attleborough may well be a suitable location to develop some 
employment land. However there remains strong demand for employment land in 
Attleborough with the rapid take-up of land in recent years evidence of this. 
Consequently Bidwells suggests that 10ha of employment land be allocated in 
Attleborough with a further 10 ha identified as a contingency reserve to be brought 
forward in the event that the first 10 ha is taken up before the end of the plan 
period. 

Comments noted. The need for a strategic reserve of 
employment land at Attleborough has not been identified in 
the through the existing evidence base available however the 
need for the allocation of additional employment land will be 
considered in future reviews of the Core Strategy. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

EERA  Agree The Preferred Option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

DerehamTow
nCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree The figures do not seem to add up. Land allocation in Dereham does not seem to 
be of the type to encourage higher paid jobs which the Town Council would like to 
see encouraged. 

Comments noted however policy CP3 does not make specific 
reference to employment types. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 3 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old 
Buckenham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree It was noted that in the case of Dereham more jobs were anticipated than 
dwellings whereas at Attleborough the reverse was true. 

Comments noted. 

 
 



Revised CP3 Employment 

Policy CP 3  

Employment  

Provision is made for development that will deliver at least 6,000 jobs in the District 

to 2021 as identified for Breckland in the Regional Spatial Strategy, and distributed 

as follows:  

Location  Net additional jobs to 2021 

Thetford 5,000* 

Snetterton & Attleborough 600 – 1,700 

Dereham     900 - 1,800 

Swaffham 300 - 650 

Watton    250 

Rural Areas   1,200 – 1,500 

Table 3.2  

The spatial delivery of at least 6,000 jobs for Breckland will require the following:  

(a) Development proposals that must contribute to the creation and retention of 

a wide range of jobs, educational and re-skilling opportunities;  

(b) The protection and promotion of existing employment sites which have been 

identified as fit for purpose in the Employment Land Review.  These sites are 

defined as General Employment Areas on the Proposals Map;   

(c) The intensification and more efficient use of existing employment sites and 

premises where they are either not fully used or unsuited to modern business 

needs;  

(d) The protection and promotion of town centres as the focus for retail, leisure, 

office and tourism development.  In particular the town centre of Thetford will 

be regenerated to provide a significant uplift in town centre related 

employment.  Town Centres will be defined on the Proposals Map;  



(e) The development of some 30-40ha of strategic employment land, adjoining 

the A11, the details and delivery strategy for which will be determined through 

an Area Action Plan for Thetford;  

(f)The release of some 20ha of strategic employment land at Snetterton, to 

facilitate the development of a motorsport related cluster and the continued 

development of road and rail warehousing and distribution uses at the 

Snetterton Heath Employment Area, the details of which will be determined 

through an Area Action Plan for Attleborough and Snetterton;  

(g) The release of some 5-10ha of land for employment development at 

Attleborough which is well related to the A11, the details of which will be 

determined through Site Specific Allocations a subsequent DPD;  

(h) The release of at least 5-10ha of employment land at Dereham and at least 

5ha of employment land at Swaffham, at locations well-related to the A47, the 

details of which will be determined through Site Specific Allocations DPD;  

(i) The release of land for employment development to enable existing types of 

businesses to develop at Watton, Shipdham Airfield and Roudham Industrial 

Areas; and,  

(j) The use of sustainably located agricultural or other rural buildings, including 

replacement buildings.  

The provision of employment land and floorspace in a form that meets the 

requirements of the sectors and types of firms which exist in the District, whilst 

respecting the environmental objectives, will be informed by updates of the 

Employment Land Review study and by monitoring the provision made against the 

needs of the local economy.  

*Includes an additional 3,000 jobs above the overall Breckland figure of 6,000 jobs 

reflecting the need to secure economic containment relative to the scale of housing 

growth in Thetford as per policy TH1 in the Regional Spatial Strategy and the Growth 

Point Status of the town.  

Reasoned Justification  

3.20 The scale and distribution of new employment set out in Policy CP3 will 

contribute towards the delivery of the Spatial Strategy and the objective of securing 

sustainable economic growth to 2021 and beyond to 2026.  This reflects an approach 

that is based upon maximising the opportunity for people to work close to where they 

live thereby achieving a more sustainable balance of jobs and homes.  It is also based 

on an understanding of where the employment market wishes to locate based on the 

findings of the Council's Employment Land Review (2006) with the attractiveness of 

access to the A11 and A47 being critical factors. The Employment Land Review 

forecasts for Breckland project floorspace requirements by broad employment sector. 

The growth in the key sectors of warehousing,  office and other services has also 

formed the basis for the employment strategy set out in this policy and for strong 

growth targets and floorspace requirements for the District to 2021 and beyond.  



3.21 Breckland has maintained sustained economic growth since the mid-1990s and is 

well placed within the region to continue its economic prosperity and regeneration.  

The proximity of Norwich and Cambridge, the developing cluster of businesses allied 

to the motor sports engineering sector and the location of Thetford as a regional Key 

Centre for Development and Change on the A11 trunk road will be significant drivers 

for the local economy.  The LDF period to 2026 will require policy responses to 

address further structural changes in the rural economy and to positively respond to 

opportunities for farm diversification and rural tourism, whilst protecting the unique 

landscape and heritage that makes Breckland an attractive place to work and visit.      

3.22 Priorities for Employment Development in the LDF will be closely aligned to the 

Regional Economic Strategy and local economic strategies including the Breckland 

Economic Prosperity Strategy and the Rural Enterprise Valley (REV) initiative along 

the A11 corridor.  The LDF will help deliver at least 6,000 net new jobs identified for 

the area in the East of England Plan with an expectation that this figure will be 

exceeded through a combination of partnership working with key agencies and 

releasing the right amount of additional employment land at the right locations, 

particularly strategic locations along the A11.    

3.23 Thetford as a Key Centre for Development and Change will develop its regional 

economic role, the delivery of which will be supported by interventions such as the 

Rural Valley Enterprise (REV) project and reflecting the town’s Growth Point Status.  

There will be a focus on increasing the net number of "high value" business jobs in 

the finance, ICT and research sectors while supporting its manufacturing and service 

industries. A focused strategy of interventions to bring forward employment land and 

deliver additional jobs growth will be implemented. In addition to the development of 

the Thetford Enterprise Park and protecting existing employment sites in the town, the 

LDF will deliver a strategic employment site(s) to the north of town as part of a 

mixed-use sustainable urban extension, the details of which will be determined 

through an Area Action Plan for Thetford.  Employment growth in Thetford will be 

further bolstered by the regeneration of the town centre and increased jobs in the retail 

and service sectors and smaller scale local employment provision in other locations, 

contributing to an overall target of 5,000 net new jobs for the town by 2021.  

3.24 Elsewhere along the A11, strategic employment land will be released at 

Snetterton and Attleborough to support regional and local economic initiatives.  At 

Snetterton some 20ha will be released to deliver further employment allied to the 

motor sport industry and the outcomes of the REV Project given the advantages 

offered by the location of the racing circuit.  Some of the 30ha will also deliver 

additional  warehousing and distribution uses, taking advantage of the direct road and 

rail connections into the area.  The precise scale and location of employment land to 

be released will be determined through an Area Action Plan for Snetterton.  Delivery 

at Snetterton will be dependent on the necessary energy infrastructure being in place 

to support delivery and this will require a partnership approach brokered by Breckland 

Council.  At Attleborough the strategy will be to protect existing employment sites 

and release further employment land which is well-related to the A11 bypass.   

3.25 Away from the A11, the delivery of jobs will be focused on the A47 corridor, 

principally around Dereham, to augment its role as the key administrative, business 

and retail centre for mid-Norfolk and at Swaffham to support its market town role, 



extending the success of the Ecotech Business Park and limit out-commuting to other 

centres.  Outside of the A11 and A47 transport corridors, the emphasis will be on 

supporting the growth of existing businesses which serve the Breckland area.  On this 

basis, employment sites will be protected and, where appropriate, allowed to modestly 

expand at Watton, Shipdham Airfield and Roudham.  Across the rural parts of the 

District there will be a favourable approach to the re-use of sustainably located rural 

buildings, including their replacement, for business purposes, subject to policy in 

PPS7 and the other policies of this DPD.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments on CP4 Infrastructure 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Parsons Anglian 
Water 
Services 
Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The provision of extra wastewater treatment provision at Dereham and Attleborough 
should be considered through an extended Thetford Water Cycle Study. 

Agreed. Additional evidence is required on the deliverability 
and viability of providing additional waste water treatment 
at Dereham and Attleborough to support the proposed 
levels of growth. It is intended that a Water Cycle Study will 
be commissioned to inform this process. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Robertson E D F 
Energy Plc 

Agree I am pleased to note that in sections referring to both housing and industry you have 
made specific reference to the need to provide additional energy infrastructure with 
possible Council involvement. The extent of such work will depend on each location and 
may not necessarily be confined to that immediate area. For this reason further 
discussions on the more major areas to be developed would be welcomed once your 
timescales and priorities are better defined. 

The council is pleased that EDF are prepared to have 
further discussion in respect of key energy infrastructure 
provision. More widely the Council is committed to 
engaging in ongoing dialogue with key stakeholders and 
service providers through the LDF production process. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Mileham Norfolk 
County 
Council 

Agree Overall it is felt that P0 CP4 will provide the appropriate mechanism for delivering the 
necessary infrastructure and service provision associated with growth through 
developer contributions. The specific acknowledgement of key County Council 
infrastructure and service such education and transport provision is particularly 
welcomed. In addition the reference in the policy to the potential development of a “tariff’ 
(i.e. roof tax) is considered sensible within the context of Thetford and Attleborough. 
However it felt that the supporting text to the final policy ought to cross-refer to the 
following: • Norfolk County Council’s adopted Planning Obligations Standards; and • 
Refer to the emerging Standard Transport Charge. Furthermore since the publication of 
the previous Core Strategy (Issues and Options Stage) Government policy towards 
infrastructure funding has moved on significantly through proposals in the Planning 
Reform Bill (November 2007) to introduce a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). It is 
understood from Department of Communities and Local Government (CLG) as outlined 
in their Initial Impact Assessment that the CIL would comprise: • Infrastructure - The key 
aim of the CIL is to support an increase in economic and housing growth and the 
infrastructure needed to mitigate the impact of development and make growing 
communities sustainable (e.g. towards public transport hospitals schools parks and 
playgrounds and other community infrastructure). • Setting of Charge - The CIL would 
be set by Local Authorities and apply to all development (i.e. individual dwellings). • 
Negotiated S106 The CIL would supplement the existing negotiated S1061S278 
process. It is understood from the CLG that contributions for on-site requirements and 
those directly related to the development would still be sought through negotiation (e.g. 
affordable housing). However the CIL would be used to fund the wider strategic 
infrastructure requirements (i.e. akin to the emerging County Council Standard 
Transport Charge). • CIL Calculation - The CIL would be based on a costed assessment 
of the infrastructure requirements arising specifically out of the development 

The Council welcomes the County Council's support for the 
principles of the preferred option for CP4. The Council 
notes the County's comments on the supporting text but 
considers that wider references to working in partnership 
with other agencies contained in paragraph 2.37 is the 
appropriate reference at the Core Strategy. This wider 
approach will allow for the document to be to an extent 
future proofed against a backdrop of potential changes to 
the political and obligations regime. However references 
given as an example could be incorporated. The Council 
notes the County's comments on the recently published 
Planning Bill. Although the Bill empowers Local Authorities 
to implement CIL it is not a requirement. The Council is 
committed to ensuring that the most appropriate 
mechanism for levying developer funding is adopted but 
has not yet made the decision that CIL is that mechanism. 
Nevertheless it is agreed that the Core Strategy should be 
more specific in terms of the Council's intentions for 
assessing the potential of CIL and the mechanisms for how 
a Breckland CIL could be produced and how it would be 
implemented. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

contemplated by the development plan for the area. It is assumed that this would take 
into account total planned growth (employment and housing). • Links with current 
guidance - Importantly CLG are indicating that the CIL would break the current planning 
obligations regime’s required link between a contribution and a particular development. 
In other words this is a step away from the “reasonableness tests” set out in Circular 
5/05 (Planning Obligations). As such it would seem prudent for the final Core Strategy 
text to refer to the Community Infrastructure Levy and in particular it would be helpful if 
the text indicated that the District Council will work in partnership with all key 
infrastructure and service providers (including the County Council) in developing a CIL. 
Recommendation It is recommended that support should be given to Preferred Option 
4. However the emerging Core Strategy Policy (and/or text) should have regard to: • 
Norfolk County Council’s adopted Planning Obligations Standards; • Refer to the County 
Council’s emerging Standard Transport Charge; • The Government’s emerging 
Community Infrastructure Levy and the need for the District Council to work in 
partnership with all infrastructure and service providers on this matter. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Mileham Norfolk 
County 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

Paragraph a) Providing for health and social care facilities — where resources are 
limited priority should be given to locating such facilities in market towns over and above 
service centre villages as they are likely to be accessible to the greatest number of 
people. This fits in with the County Council’s hub and spoke system of connectivity set 
out in the second Local Transport Plan which focuses public transport (and other travel 
needs) on providing connections to market towns in the first instance and then on to the 
larger urban areas. Paragraph b) The following amendments to Policy CP4 are needed 
for clarification: (i) delete “higher education and replace with “secondary” education. 
Insert the word “potentially” between “Thetford” and “including”; (H) delete “higher” and 
replace with “secondary”; (iii) Insert “potentially” between “and” and “Dereham”; It is 
recommended that a new sub-paragraph be inserted between existing (iii) and (iv) as 
follows — “the potential expansion of existing primary and secondary provision where 
required as a consequence of new housing development.” This is needed to take into 
account the future growth in Swaffham and Watton and those service centre villages 
identified for expansion. 

The Council considered that the Service Centres alongside 
the Market Towns provide an important service function to 
their residents the residents of its hinterland. It is not 
considered that subsection a of the policy prevents the 
location or improvement of health care facilities in a market 
town in reaction to development elsewhere rather that it 
allows for appropriate health care provision in accordance 
with the Strategic Services Development Plan of the PCT 
who are the service provider. Automatic priority being given 
to the market towns if not necessarily considered to be the 
best solution for Breckland. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Mileham Norfolk 
County 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

The following addition to the supporting paragraph is proposed: “This approach will also 
enable disruption to the highway network to be managed thereby reducing waiting times 
during construction and resultant emission of pollutants.” 

Comments noted. Consideration will be given to this 
addition to the supporting text. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of 
the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Agree This option relates to there being sufficient capacity in the existing local infrastructure to 
meet the additional requirements arising from the new development. In particular we 
would support the potential of a tariff approach to infrastructure provision in the case of 
the sustainable urban extensions at Thetford. We would agree that the appropriate 
vehicle for this approach would be through an Area Action Plan which will allow 
stakeholder engagement including with landowners and developers. 

Support for the policy is noted. 

Preferred Currington  Agree Certainly their should be more primary school provision made with in Dereham. With all The issue of school places and education more generally is 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Option CP 
4 

the development within the last 10Years large scale developers should have been made 
to help finance the building of more primary school development. future housing and 
employment capacity I feel would be better promoted in service centre villages where I 
think there is greater existing spare capacity. 

at the forefront of the Council's forward planning. The 
District Council is working with colleagues in the LEA to 
ensure that there is adequate school provision. At the 
current time standard practice requires large developments 
to make a contribution towards education and the Council 
intends to maintain this approach and investigate other 
mechanisms for securing additional funding. The Council 
considers that it approach to housing and employment 
provision for service centre villages is appropriate in line 
with national and regional policy and development capacity 
identified in the evidence base upon which the Core 
Strategy is based. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

Disagree There needs to be reference to green infrastructure within the wording of this option to 
ensure that it is afforded as much strategic importance as the provision of other forms of 
infrastructure within the district. This would also conform with spatial objectives SO5 
and S06 which explicitly refer to green infrastructure. 

Comments are noted. Consideration will be given to 
whether the policy Green Infrastructure would better be 
located in the Core Policies. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Shadwell The 
Shadwell 
Estate 
Company 
Ltd 

No 
Opinion 

The need to release land for development on the scale envisaged through the Core 
Strategy will inevitably place pressure on existing local infrastructure including health 
and social care facilities as well as primary and higher education. In the case of 
proposed urban extensions to the north and south-east of Thetford land will be required 
to deliver facilities where there is an identified need. The Shadwell Estate is aware that 
there may be a requirement for a secondary education college (age 14 to 19) within 
Thetford It is understood that the college will provide a wide range of NVQ courses to 
dovetail with existing and future employment opportunities within the town. The 
Shadwell Estate considers that there would be scope for such a facility to be provided 
as part of the urban extension to the south-east of Thetford. The development may also 
link in with enhanced provision for equine studies already provided by the Shadwell 
Estate. The suggestion of a potential tariff’ approach to infrastructure provision for the 
urban extensions at Thetford would need to be carefully explored including full 
consultation with the relevant landowners. Any ‘tariff’ approach must comply with 
current national planning policy. 

Comments noted. The Council does not intend to comment 
upon the particular merits of any individual site through the 
preferred option of the Core Strategy. Any tariff approach 
that the Council resolves to undertake will be developed in 
line with the relevant legislation and National policy. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) accept that the release of land for development is dependent upon 
there being sufficient capacity in the existing local infrastructure to meet the additional 
requirements arising from new development. We have therefore consulted with the 
various infrastructure providers to determine the levels of services that exist in 
Attleborough. (a) Gladedale (Anglia) have identified land for a new health care facility on 
the site at Norwich Road to not only serve any potential development of the site at 
Norwich Road but to improve the existing health care provisions for the existing 
residents of Attleborough and the immediate surroundings. Gladedale (Anglia) have had 
discussions with the existing Doctors Practice in Attleborough and sketch concept 

The support for the policy approach is noted. The Council 
does not intent to comment upon the individual merits of 
any particular site through the preferred option of the Core 
Strategy. 



Policy 
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Consultee 
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on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

designs for a new medical centre have been prepared. These sketch proposals 
accompany this representation to provide an indication of the scale and appearance of 
any proposed medical facility which could be accommodated within the site at Norwich 
Road Attleborough. (b) Gladedale (Anglia) acknowledge that the need to secure the 
physical infrastructure in terms of education and skills is essential to support any new 
development. Following consultation with Norfolk County Council (response included 
within Infrastructure Capacity documentation) information on the current school capacity 
in Attleborough has been provided together with a Schedule which considers the 
implications of the three growth options set out in the emerging Breckland Core Strategy 
Document (Issues and Options — March 2007). Option 3 of the Schedule is the Option 
relevant to the Option for development in Attleborough preferred by Breckland Council 
and therefore the Option which needs to be taken into consideration at this stage. It has 
been confirmed by Norfolk County Council that the Preferred Option would require a 
significant expansion of the existing High School and possibly the construction of an 
additional High School. In response to consultation on the educational needs that would 
arise from the development of approximately 450 dwellings1 for example on land at 
Norwich Road Attleborough Norfolk County Council has confirmed that an education 
contribution would be required to provide additional capacity at the Junior and High 
Schools in Attleborough. It is therefore apparent that the education requirements arising 
from a small/medium scale development for example on the site at Norwich Road 
Attleborough could be delivered relatively quickly and easily without the need for 
significant expansion of the existing schools in Attleborough. Therefore as with the other 
infrastructure requirements it would be possible to bring forward a small/medium scale 
residential development in the shorter term which would ensure the continued delivery 
of housing in Attleborough whilst the large scale educational requirements associated 
with the strategic growth are being delivered. Norfolk County Council expressed 
concern that the possible development of land at Norwich Road Attleborough would 
constrain the possible future expansion of the existing High School to provide the 
increased capacity required. However as shown on the submitted Masterplan it is very 
unlikely that the land behind the school would be developed for housing. The land is 
situated within Flood Zones 3a and 3b and is therefore unsuitable for residential 
development. This area of land would lend itself more as an extension to the School 
Playing Fields thereby leaving some of the existing School Playing Fields to be 
developed to provide additional school accommodation. This arrangement has been 
shown on the submitted Masterplan. (c) Following dialogue with Anglian Water it is 
Gladedale (Anglia)’s view that providing the necessary connection costs and off site 
works are undertaken there is existing capacity for wastewater treatment for the 
development of the site at Norwich Road Attleborough. This view is confirmed by 
Anglian Water in their ‘Predevelopment Report’ which has been prepared and is 
attached which should be read in conjunction with this Representation. Whilst 
Gladedale (Anglia) acknowledge capacity may be limited to deliver the strategic growth 
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anticipated for Attleborough capacity is available for small-medium scale growth of up to 
750 units as stated in Preferred Option CP4. Allowing the development of small-medium 
sites which utilise the existing capacity available whilst the lengthy task of securing the 
improvements in the infrastructure provision required to service the strategic level of 
growth to the south of Attleborough is carried out would ensure continuous housing 
supply and delivery in Attleborough in the short term. (d) Gladedale (Anglia) 
acknowledge that strategic enhancement of the energy supply network in Attleborough 
is necessary to accommodate the strategic scale of growth envisaged. However 
capacity does currently exist to supply the energy network to medium scale 
development sites. Following dialogue with EDF Energy an initial assessment confirms 
that it is likely to cost £900 000 to secure supply of the energy network to the land at 
Norwich Road Attleborough to service up to 560 non-electrically heated dwellings and a 
medical centre. Therefore in terms of EDF’s infrastructure it would be possible to carry 
out the development on the Norwich Road site in the near future which would help to 
ensure the continued supply of housing whilst the infrastructural improvements required 
to serve the strategic area of growth are being implemented. Full details of the 
correspondence with EDF Energy and other utility providers is enclosed and should be 
read in conjunction with this representation. (e) Gladedale (Anglia) acknowledge the 
need to ensure access and safety concerns are resolved within all new developments. 
As part of the assessment of the land at Norwich Road Attleborough in order to 
demonstrate the suitability achievability and deliverability of the site to meet housing 
land supply White Young Green have produced a Transport Assessment Feasibility 
Report. This report considers the feasibility of allocating the site from a traffic and 
transportation perspective and considers key issues such as highway and traffic impact 
site access and sustainability. The report concludes that the site is well located to 
accommodate residential development and offers opportunities for travel by sustainable 
modes. The report is enclosed with this submission and should be read in conjunction 
with this representation. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Homes Hopkins 
Homes Ltd 

No 
Opinion 

We welcome that the housing growth will be supported with improvements to the current 
infrastructure. However an Infrastructure Plan is required to investigate the 
requirements of infrastructure required to support and then deliver the Core Strategy. 
Development at Hopkins Homes land at Greenways Watton would help facilitate the 
delivery of improved infrastructure in Watton. 

Comments noted. The council has already undertaken a 
number of studies into the infrastructure needed to deliver 
growth and intends to continue to develop this key part of 
the evidence base. It is the Council's intention to produce 
an infrastructure delivery plan that should help to enable to 
the delivery of development. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Raiswell  Agree Sport England agrees with the approach being adopted and welcome the specific 
reference made to sport and recreation in the reasoned justification (para 2.35). 
However it would be useful if direct reference was made to open space in the main 
policy and Appendix 5 (Open Space Contributions) in the reasoned justification in order 
to substantiate the importance of providing for these resources as part of new 
development. 

Support for the approach is noted. Consideration will be 
given to the need for additional supporting text on open 
space provision. It should be noted that policy DC12 deals 
specifically with open space contributions and provides 
significant justification for the approach taken. 
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Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Norfolk 
Police 
Authority 

Norfolk 
Constabula
ry 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Although the Norfolk Police Authority supports the principle of the policy in that new 
development will be required to make provision or improvement of infrastructure where 
this is deficient and the fact that this will be secured by planning obligation or in some 
cases conditions attached to planning permission object to the fact that the policy/core 
strategy should include further guidance on this matter! by reference to a specific policy 
on developer contributions and planning obligations and possible Supplementary 
Planning Document (SPD) which should include reference to the police. Suggested 
wording for new policy in development control policies section: “On schemes of @ or 
more dwellings and substantial commercial development where there is not sufficient 
capacity in infrastructure (list services which should include the police) improvements 
which are necessary to make that development acceptable will be secured by planning 
conditions or obligations and these must be phased so as to be in place in accordance 
with an agreed time frame or prior to the occupation of an agreed number of units. 
Planning Obligations may also be required for maintenance payments to meet the initial 
running costs of services and facilities and to compensate for loss or damage caused by 
development. The Council will work with developers to secure the necessary 
improvements and determine the appropriate range and level of provision contributions. 
A supplementary planning document (SPO) will provide further guidance on the detailed 
nature of any financial or other contributions”. Background to need for reference to 
Police: New developments result in the creation of new homes premises and other 
places that attract people as residents workers shoppers or for leisure purposes. These 
create both victims and perpetrators of crime and in turn impact on policing services and 
the ability to create safe inclusive and sustainable communities key aims of 
Government. Funding for police facilities was previously secured from the Government 
through its capital grant programme this has however now been abandoned and the 
alternative sources of funding fail to provide sufficient capital to meet existing police 
needs in Norfolk. Taking these factors into account and given the scale of development 
planned within the Breckland District within the timeframe of the LDF the above 
approach is therefore justified. 

The general support for the approach is noted. The Council 
has already undertaken significant investigations into the 
infrastructure required to support the planned growth of the 
district and intends to continue this work producing an 
infrastructure delivery framework that will help to enable 
the delivery of development. Where there will be individual 
site requirements for the provision of strategic 
infrastructure this will be set out in the Site Specific Policies 
and Proposals DPD and the Thetford/Snetterton Area 
Action Plans. Consideration of a tariff based approach to 
developer contribution will also be considered through 
these subsequent documents. Details of generalised 
contributions such as open space and affordable housing 
including thresholds are set out within the Development 
Control Policies. The Council does not at this time intend to 
produce any SPD on developer contributions. The Council 
acknowledges the difficulties that the Police Authority are 
having. There needs to be a balance between developer 
contributions and the value of development sites to ensure 
sites are viable and an attractive enough proposition to 
land owners to ensure that the districts housing targets can 
be met. The Council intends to do additional work on site 
viability in the district and the effect of developer 
contributions. The Council is committed to working with key 
service providers in the ongoing development of its LDF. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Diocese of 
Norwich 

 Agree We consider it only fair that new development should contribute to the provision of 
infrastructure particularly where it will lead to greater demands upon existing services 
and facilities. It is also considered appropriate to acknowledge that this will be achieved 
by way of a planning obligation or by way of a condition. Until any changes are in place 
in terms of the mechanisms for delivery of infrastructure the Council’s policy should 
continue to refer to the mechanisms which currently apply. 

Comment noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Agree This preferred option relates to the release of land for development that will be 
dependent on their being sufficient capacity in the existing local infrastructure to meet 
the additional requirements arising from new development. In respect of sustainable 
urban extensions at Thetford and Attleborough the potential of a tariff approach to 
infrastructure provision will be investigated through an Area Action Plan or Site 

Support for the preferred approach is noted. 
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Specifics Development plan document. We support this approach to providing funds for 
infrastructure in order to support growth and that it should be investigated through an 
Area Action Plan or Site Specific Development plan document. Not only would this allow 
for stakeholder engagement but it should also allow specific developments the flexibility 
to outline and justify any offsets in relation to a standard charge if one is applied. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Highways 
Agency 

 No 
Opinion 

There appears to be no evidence provided to understand the likely impacts of the 
proposed Core Strategy so it is difficult to have a feel for quantum for the scale of any 
infrastructure requirements. However there may be a need for funding mechanisms to 
pull contributions to deliver infrastructure requirements that result from the combined 
effect of developments. It is recommended that reference is given to the softer 
measures that may be required to ensure delivery of the Core Strategy such as Area 
Wide Travel Plans. 

The Council has already established the broad extent of 
infrastructure requirements through consultation with key 
infrastructure providers. The Council intends to continue to 
develop this evidence with the view to producing an 
infrastructure delivery framework that will help to enable 
the districts growth needs. Comments are noted in terms of 
the need to reference softer measures such as Area Wide 
Travel Plans and consideration will be given to the need to 
include such references within the supporting text. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 No 
Opinion 

Gladedale (Anglia) accept that the release of land for development is dependent upon 
there being sufficient capacity in the existing local infrastructure to meet the additional 
requirements arising from new development. We have therefore consulted with the 
various infrastructure providers to determine the levels of services that exist in 
Attleborough. (a) Gladedale (Anglia) have identified land for a new health care facility on 
the site at Norwich Road to not only serve any potential development of the site at 
Norwich Road but to improve the existing health care provisions for the existing 
residents of Attleborough and the immediate surroundings. Gladedale (Anglia) have had 
discussions with the existing Doctors Practice in Attleborough and sketch concept 
designs for a new medical centre have been prepared. These sketch proposals 
accompany this representation to provide an indication of the scale and appearance of 
any proposed medical facility which could be accommodated within the site at Norwich 
Road Attleborough. (b) Gladedale (Anglia) acknowledge that the need to secure the 
physical infrastructure in terms of education and skills is essential to support any new 
development. Following consultation with Norfolk County Council (response included 
within Infrastructure Capacity documentation) information on the current school capacity 
in Attleborough has been provided together with a Schedule which considers the 
implications of the three growth options set out in the emerging Breckland Core Strategy 
Document (Issues and Options — March 2007). Option 3 of the Schedule is the Option 
relevant to the Option for development in Attleborough preferred by Breckland Council 
and therefore the Option which needs to be taken into consideration at this stage. It has 
been confirmed by Norfolk County Council that the Preferred Option would require a 
significant expansion of the existing High School and possibly the construction of an 
additional High School. In response to consultation on the educational needs that would 
arise from the development of approximately 450 dwellings for example on land at 
Norwich Road Attleborough Norfolk County Council has confirmed that an education 

The support for the policy approach is noted. The Council 
does not intent to comment upon the individual merits of 
any particular site through the preferred option of the Core 
Strategy. 
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contribution would be required to provide additional capacity at the Junior and High 
Schools in Attleborough. It is therefore apparent that the education requirements arising 
from a small/medium scale development for example on the site at Norwich Road 
Attleborough could be delivered relatively quickly and easily without the need for 
significant expansion of the existing schools in Attleborough. Therefore as with the other 
infrastructure requirements it would be possible to bring forward a small/medium scale 
residential development in the shorter term which would ensure the continued delivery 
of housing in Attleborough whilst the large scale educational requirements associated 
with the strategic growth are being delivered. Norfolk County Council expressed 
concern that the possible development of land at Norwich Road Attleborough would 
constrain the possible future expansion of the existing High School to provide the 
increased capacity required. However as shown on the submitted Masterplan it is very 
unlikely that the land behind the school would be developed for housing. The land is 
situated within Flood Zones 3a and 3b and is therefore unsuitable for residential 
development. This area of land would lend itself more as an extension to the School 
Playing Fields thereby leaving some of the existing School Playing Fields to be 
developed to provide additional school accommodation. This arrangement has been 
shown on the submitted Masterplan. (c) Following dialogue with Anglian Water it is 
Gladedale (Anglia)’s view that providing the necessary connection costs and off site 
works are undertaken there is existing capacity for wastewater treatment for the 
development of the site at Norwich Road Attleborough. This view is confirmed by 
Anglian Water in their ‘Predevelopment Report’ which has been prepared and is 
attached which should be read in conjunction with this Representation. Whilst 
Gladedale (Anglia) acknowledge capacity may be limited to deliver the strategic growth 
anticipated for Attleborough capacity is available for small-medium scale growth of up to 
750 units as stated in Preferred Option CP4. Allowing the development of small-medium 
sites which utilise the existing capacity available whilst the lengthy task of securing the 
improvements in the infrastructure provision required to service the strategic level of 
growth to the south of Attleborough is carried out would ensure continuous housing 
supply and delivery in Attleborough in the short term. (d) Gladedale (Anglia) 
acknowledge that strategic enhancement of the energy supply network in Attleborough 
is necessary to accommodate the strategic scale of growth envisaged. However 
capacity does currently exist to supply the energy network to medium scale 
development sites. Following dialogue with EDF Energy an initial assessment confirms 
that it is likely to cost £900 000 to secure supply of the energy network to the land at 
Norwich Road Attleborough to service up to 560 non-electrically heated dwellings and a 
medical centre. Therefore in terms of EDF’s infrastructure it would be possible to carry 
out the development on the Norwich Road site in the near future which would help to 
ensure the continued supply of housing whilst the infrastructural improvements required 
to serve the strategic area of growth are being implemented. Full details of the 
correspondence with EDF Energy and other utility providers is enclosed and should be 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

read in conjunction with this representation. (e) Gladedale (Anglia) acknowledge the 
need to ensure access and safety concerns are resolved within all new developments. 
As part of the assessment of the land at Norwich Road Attleborough in order to 
demonstrate the suitability achievability and deliverability of the site to meet housing 
land supply White Young Green have produced a Transport Assessment Feasibility 
Report. This report considers the feasibility of allocating the site from a traffic and 
transportation perspective and considers key issues such as highway and traffic impact 
site access and sustainability. The report concludes that the site is well located to 
accommodate residential development and offers opportunities for travel by sustainable 
modes. The report is enclosed with this submission and should be read in conjunction 
with this representation. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree Support the preferred option. Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

 No 
Opinion 

Whilst the capacity of the Old Buckenham High School is important it must not override 
the need for our smaller villages to expand and become more viable especially where 
they contain a number of services. We must also remember that pupils come from far 
and wide to Old Buckenham. Surely it is not our intention to penalise local communities 
because pupils are taking up places at the school from outside the area? We have a 
very successful primary school at Eccles which has spare capacity. We need to 
encourage pupils to this school. Any artificial capping on development because of 
problems’ in other communities cannot be the correct way to manage our future. 

The Council has been in consultation with the Local 
Education Authority in the development of its growth 
proposals. These discussions included how best to 
accommodate the school children that will be generated by 
this growth. Where the Core Strategy has indicated that 
development is constrained due to infrastructure limitations 
this is based upon the best evidence available based upon 
consultation with service providers. The proposals for 
development in the districts villages was considered 
against National and Regional policy and locally developed 
evidence base. Although there is ongoing discussion about 
the individual villages that have been identified for growth 
the Council considers the broad approach to be sound. 
Service protection is a key part of the LDF with policy 
protection given to key local services. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Shadwell The 
Shadwell 
Estate 
Company 
Ltd 

No 
Opinion 

The need to release land for development on the scale envisaged through the Core 
Strategy will inevitably place pressure on existing local infrastructure including health 
and social care facilities as well as primary and higher education. In the case of 
proposed urban extensions to the north and south-east of Thetford land will be required 
to deliver facilities where there is an identified need The Shadwell Estate is aware that 
there may be a requirement for a secondary education college (age 14 to 19) within 
Thetford It is understood that the college will provide a wide range of NyC courses to 
dovetail with existing and future employment opportunities within the town. The 
Shadwell Estate considers that there would be scope for such a facility to be provided 
as part of the urban extension to the south-east of Thetford. The development may also 
link in with enhanced provision for equine studies already provided by the Shadwell 

Comments noted. The Council does not intend to comment 
upon the individual merits of a particular site through the 
preferred options of the Core Strategy. Any tariff approach 
adopted by the Council will be investigated through the Site 
Specific Policies and Proposals DPD or the Thetford Area 
Action Plan as set out in CP4. Clearly any tariff approach 
will be drafted in accordance with the relevant legislation 
and national policy. 
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Estate The suggestion of a potential tariff’ approach to infrastructure provision for the 
urban extensions at Thetford would need to be carefully explored including full 
consultation with the relevant landowners. Any ‘tariff’ approach must comply with 
current national planning policy. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Ireland Environme
nt Agency 

Strongly 
Agree 

As detailed in representation (7) above it is recognised that strategic waste water 
treatment (and disposal) is an issue for Attleborough and Dereham. The WCS will be 
required to identify possible solution measures. The subsequent delivery of such 
measures should be facilitated through the new development. 

The support for the policy approach is noted. The Council 
intends to commission a water cycle study that will cover 
Dereham and Attleborough and this will help to identify the 
full extent of water issues and potential solutions. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

In relation to ‘Preferred Option CP4 – Infrastructure’ there is not any mention of the 
possibility (if indeed this is intended) of any tariffs in the ‘draft policy’ text. Planning 
obligations/contributions are though mentioned briefly and in the reasoned justification 
text. The policy that will be included within the Submission Document should be more 
explicit in terms of how exactly the provision of the required infrastructure will be 
secured (and where appropriate by whom/which organisation). The Government Office 
considers that in terms of how the contributions will be sought that there should be clear 
reference to the delivery mechanism. We would expect the Submission Document to 
provide clear references consistently to planning obligations being sought through 
Section 106 in accordance with Circular 05/2005: Planning Obligations. Soundness test 
7. 

The penultimate paragraph of the policy makes direct 
reference to the possible use of tariffs and the mechanism 
through which this will be considered. A commitment to the 
use of planning obligation and condition to secure 
infrastructure is also made in this paragraph. It is not 
considered necessary to make reference to obligation 
being required in accordance with Circular 05/2005 as 
those drafted in variance with it would be unlawful. 
Nevertheless consideration will be given to the need to 
make the policy text more explicit in this regard. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

TheatresTru
st 

Theatres 
Trust 

No 
Opinion 

New developments impose extra costs on the service providers at a time when 
resources are stretched. Central Government has made it clear in various policy 
guidance that the community at large should not suffer as a result of new development 
proposals and that it is therefore reasonable to expect developers to contribute towards 
the costs of community infrastructure where the need for those facilities arises directly 
from the development. We assume this policy option will be dealing with planning 
obligations which appears at the foot of the text but the option concentrates on health 
and education facilities but doesn’t mention developer contributions for leisure or 
housing developments. Will there be a Supplementary Planning Document on planning 
obligations to clarify the details as we are concerned and wish to be assured that any 
prospective buildings for cultural facilities benefit appropriately under the terms of S106 
Agreements 

The Council is committed to securing developer 
contributions for infrastructure that will be needed as a 
result of that development. This will include consideration 
of the use of a tariff approach through the Site Specific 
Policies and Proposals DPD and the Thetford Area Action 
Plan. In general the Council will seek to ensure new 
infrastructure is provided or improvements made to existing 
infrastructure to accommodate additional needs caused by 
new development. This may be secured through the use of 
planning obligations but the Council will also utilise other 
potential funding where appropriate and available. 
Developer contributions may include the provision of 
leisure facilities including open space affordable housing or 
other types of community facilities. Policies on the 
provision of affordable housing and open space are set out 
in DC4 and DC12. Where there are specific requirements 
relating to a particular allocation of land or number of 
allocations these will be set out in the Site Specific Policies 
and Proposals DPD and/or the Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option CP 

EEDA EEDA No 
Opinion 

As identified in the core strategy and the Thetford masterplan there are considerable 
issues in Breckland relating to skills & education. In preparing a strategy that will deliver 

Comments noted. The Council will continue to work the 
LEA to ensure that adequate and appropriate educational 
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4 the growth agenda it is therefore beneficial to see this issue developed in policy terms in 
Preferred Option CP4. This is reflected in RES Goal 1 – ‘a skills base that can support a 
world-class economy’. It will obviously be important in the context of a balanced 
approach that the skills are also related to the target sectors for employment growth as 
identified. 

facilities are provided. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Bidwells  Agree Bidwells agree that the release of land for development will be dependent on there 
being sufficient capacity in the existing local infrastructure. The proposed urban 
extension to the south of Attleborough will allow the existing traffic problems in the town 
to be resolved and will ensure delivery of the necessary infrastructure to support the 
growth at Attleborough. As stated for Preferred Option CP1 Bidwells supports the Core 
Strategy's view (paragraph 2.37) that a consistent and co-ordinated approach is needed 
in providing new or improved infrastructure through partnership working. Therefore 
Bidwells supports the potential of a tariff approach suggested in CP4 and paragraph 
2.38. Bidwells suggest that the tariff should apply to all major residential development at 
Attleborough in order that the town's objectives for sustainable growth are met 
comprehensively and are not threatened by piecemeal development. It seems to 
Bidwells that given the scale of development planned for Attleborough's urban extension 
that an Area Action Plan or Supplementary Planning Document would be an appropriate 
vehicle to investigate the merits of the tariff approach. 

Support for the policy approach is noted. As set out in the 
CP4 it is the Council's intention to investigate the 
possibilities for a tariff based approach to developer 
contributions through the Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals DPD. At this time in is not the Council's intention 
to produce further DPD or SPD for Attleborough. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town 
Council 

Agree The question was raised as to how the capacity of the schools would be increased. The 
Council proposed that the old swimming pool site be used to extend the Northgate High 
School. 

The support for the policy approach is noted. The Council 
has been working in partnership with the Local Education 
Authority to identify school capacity constraints and 
solution to those constraints. The exact details of the 
actions that will need to be taken will be set out within the 
Site Specific Policies and Proposals DPD. Current 
evidence suggests that although the high schools in 
Dereham are landlocked and will have difficulties with 
expansion there is scope for extension on the existing sites 
to cope with the additional housing that is proposed. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
4 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old 
Buckenha
m Parish 
Council 

Agree Again it was noted that Dereham would benefit from a new primary school and 
enhanced capacity high school for only 1000 dwellings whereas Old Buckenham 
schools remain as they are. 

Support for the policy is noted. The Council is working with 
its partners from the Local Education Authority to identify 
where additional school provision will be required to 
support the planned growth. In addition to the enhanced 
high school capacity needed in Dereham subsection (ii) of 
subsection (b) states that additional higher education 
provision for Attleborough that reflects the strategic urban 
extensions to the south of Attleborough and capacity at Old 
Buckenham High School. 

Preferred 
Option CP 

Gladedale Gladedale Agree We support in principle the Council’s approach to infrastructure provision set out in 
preferred Option CP4 and accept that some additional infrastructure provision will be 

The support for the policy approach is noted. The Council 
is committed to delivering the development needs of the 
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4 generated from additional development. However it is important to recognise that new 
development can only reasonably be expected to fund a certain amount of infrastructure 
and at the same time remain economically viable and deliverable. It is therefore 
essential that a co-ordinated approach to providing new or improved infrastructure is 
provided and opportunities for external funding be sought through partnership working 
involving delivery bodies authorities developers and other agencies. We support the 
commitment to providing enhancements to capacity at Dereham High Schools and 
additional new primary school provision in Dereham in accordance with the proposals 
set out in the Core Strategy. We recognise that improvement works would be required 
to enable the foul sewerage network to accommodate additional dwellings at our client’s 
site at land off Swanton Road Dereham and therefore support proposals to provide 
additional strategic water treatment capacity in the market towns. The full extent of the 
improvements should be determined by modelling techniques. It is understood that 
Anglian Water would undertake this work if the Council confirms that it is to include our 
client’s site as a residential allocation within the LDF; a model is due to be constructed 
in readiness for this towards the end of the year. Anglian Water has indicated that the 
development can be accommodated with improvements to both the sewerage network 
and the sewage treatment works and would programme any necessary works in 
accordance with LDF timescales. We support the Council’s commitment to achieving a 
consistent and co-ordinated approach to providing new or improved infrastructure 
through partnership working with a variety of companies organisations and agencies 
and believe that this approach is essential if infrastructure requirements are to be 
successfully implemented over the course of the plan period. It is important that the 
Core Strategy does not place an inappropriate burden on developers to provide 
infrastructure where existing deficiencies exist; it is not the role for the private sector to 
“pick up the tab’ for a lack of past public investment. If this approach is taken it will 
prevent essential housing schemes being delivered and exacerbate housing supply 
problems. That said we recognise the important role that developers have in 
contributing to new and additional infrastructure to support new communities and are 
fully committed to engaging in the process to ensure that appropriate contributions to 
new infrastructure are made where they are essential to enable new development to 
come forward. 

district. The Council agrees that although developer 
contributions will be an important element of funding for 
infrastructure excessive demands that make development 
unviable would not be within the interests of the district. 
The Council intends to commission a series of studies that 
will augment the Council's existing evidence base on 
infrastructure requirements. These studies will include an 
investigation into the effect of contributions on the viability 
of sites. The Council intends to produce an infrastructure 
development framework that should help to ensure that 
development commitments are realised. 

 

 

 



Revised CP4 Infrastructure 

 

Policy CP 4  

 Infrastructure  

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

capacity in the existing local infrastructure to meet the additional requirements arising 

from new development.  Suitable arrangements will be put in place to improve 

infrastructure, services and community facilities, where necessary, to mitigate the 

impact of development.  New development will be required to demonstrate that it will 

not harm the District’s ability to improve the educational attainment, accessibility to 

services and jobs, health and well-being of Breckland's communities.  This will be 

achieved by:  

(a)   providing for health and social care facilities, in particular supporting the 

Strategic Services Development Plan of the Primary Care Trust, the provision of new 

and improved health and social care facilities at Thetford and Attleborough and the 

improvement of health and social care facilities at other market towns and  service 

centre villages  

(b)   securing the physical infrastructure to support the requirements of education, 

skills and lifelong learning strategies, particularly:  

(i) Higher Secondary Education provision in Thetford including a dedicated 

tertiary education campus and the expansion of existing High Schools;  

(ii) Additional Higher Secondary Education provision for in Attleborough that 

reflects provides for the strategic urban extensions to the south of 

Attleborough the town and acknowledges constraints to expansion at Old 

Buckenham High School;  

(iii) Additional New primary school provision in Thetford, Attleborough and 

Dereham  

(iv) Enhancements to Capacity enhancements at Dereham's High Schools, 

Wayland High School (Watton) and Litcham High School.  

(c)   Providing for additional strategic waste water treatment capacity at Thetford and 

Attleborough Dereham . New waste water capacity will be required to deliver over 

750 1300 houses at Attleborough and for development post 2016 in Thetford any 

additional development at Dereham ;  

(d)   Providing for strategic enhancement of the energy supply network (electricity) to 

Attleborough, Thetford, Dereham, Watton and Snetterton to support additional 

housing and employment growth.  In the case of Snetterton  Details of the required 

necessary improvements to the energy supply network at Snetterton, including the 



location and capacity of infrastructure, will be addressed through the Attleborough 

and Snetterton Area Action Plan; and,   

(e)    Ensuring access and safety concerns are resolved within all new developments. 

This  will  including include the strategic transport requirements as identified in the 

Transport and Infrastructure studies for Thetford, Attleborough and Dereham.  

Arrangements for the provision, or improvement of infrastructure, including in 

terms of access to facilities, to the required standard will be secured by planning 

obligation or, in some cases where appropriate, via conditions attached to a planning 

permission.  This will ensure  so that the appropriate necessary improvements can be 

completed prior to occupation of the development, or the relevant phase of the a 

development.   In respect of sustainable urban extensions at Thetford and 

Attleborough the potential of a tariff approach to infrastructure provision will be 

investigated either through an Area Action Plans or Site Specifics Development Plan 

Document. The Council will consider the use of an appropriate district wide tariff 

(Community Infrastructure Levy) in order to secure contributions from 

developers towards key infrastructure.  

The adequacy of infrastructure provision in Breckland will be the subject of regular 

reviews between the District Council, Primary Care Trust, Education and Transport 

Authorities and utility providers to inform the monitoring and implementation of the 

Core Strategy.   

Reasoned Justification  

3.26 Ensuring infrastructure provision keeps pace with new development is a key 

component of delivering the spatial strategy for Breckland and meeting the various 

needs of the community.   Directing the majority of growth to those areas with 

available key infrastructure such as healthcare, schools, energy supply, water 

treatment, transport facilities and other community infrastructure such as sport and 

recreation, libraries and community buildings will be the basis for sustainable 

communities in Breckland.  This approach will deliver increased local accessibility to 

key services, ensuring their viability, whilst at the same time making the most of 

investments in existing infrastructure provision across Breckland.   

3.27 In order to deliver the spatial strategy it will be necessary to direct development 

to locations where, in order to achieve the wider sustainability advantages of the 

Strategy, it is known that existing infrastructure will need to be upgraded to meet the 

needs of all the new development.    This is especially important when considering the 

sustainable urban extensions to Thetford and Attleborough, the growth for Dereham 

and strategic employment provision for Snetterton.  In addition to the specific 

infrastructure set out in the policy, the provision of infrastructure is a prerequisite of 

all development and the Council will make best use of planning contributions as a 

means of providing infrastructure and enhancing facilities and services.       

3.28 Where infrastructure deficiencies exist, the Council is committed to achieving a 

consistent and co-ordinated approach to providing new or improved infrastructure 

through partnership working.   The work with partners will involve other delivery 

bodies, authorities, developers and other agencies and will positively foster a number 



of delivery mechanisms.   Breckland Council will use its role to support and facilitate 

infrastructure provision including fully utilising the role of planning contributions and 

by taking a pro-active perspective in the development and implementation of Multi-

Agency Agreements and Local Area Agreements influencing Breckland. This 

managed approach to infrastructure provision will also enable disruption to the 

highway network to be managed, thereby reducing waiting times during 

construction and resultant emission of pollutants.  

3.29 In respect of Thetford as a Key Centre for Development and Change and New 

Growth Point, delivery of infrastructure commensurate with the planned scale of 

growth may require an informal Local Delivery Vehicle (LDV).  Additional evidence 

work as part of the Thetford Area Action Plan and the Site Specifics Development 

Plan Document will determine whether a tariff approach will be required in Thetford 

and Attleborough and possibly other strategic locations to ensure key infrastructure is 

in place or provided in phase with the development.  

3.30 Primary education facilities are for the purposes of formal compulsory 

education of the age groups 5-11, Secondary education facilities are for the 

purposes of formal compulsory education of the age groups 11-17, Tertiary 

education facilities are for the purposes of formal non-compulsory education in 

the post 17 age group.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



New Policy: CP5 Developer Obligations 

Policy CP 5  

Developer Obligations  

All development in the plan area will be accompanied by appropriate 

infrastructure to meet site specific requirements and create sustainable 

communities.  The infrastructure will be provided in tandem with the 

development and where appropriate arrangements will be made for its 

subsequent maintenance.   

The detailed nature of the obligations sought and the level of charge made will 

reflect the requirements of Core and Development Control policies and will be 

determined through a Supplementary Planning Document and subject to 

periodic review reflecting relevant cost indices.  

Site specific infrastructure requirements to be addressed through developer 

obligations will include the following:  

• Affordable Housing  

• Utilities  

• Appropriate transport infrastructure  

• Improved public transport facilities  

• Open Space  

• Community Infrastructure  

• Green Infrastructure  

• SUDS  

• Local and renewable energy generation  

• Waste management / recycling and composting facilities  

• Street furniture  

Future maintenance of infrastructure provided on the site or built or improved 

as part of the development will be achieved through adoption by a public body 

with appropriate maintenance payments or other secure arrangements.   

Exceptions for reducing contributions will only be considered in the case of 

community or social development.  

   

3.31 In certain instances, it may be possible to make acceptable development 

proposals, which might otherwise be unacceptable, through the use of planning 

conditions or, where this is not possible, through planning obligations.  

3.32 Planning obligations are legally binding agreements between local planning 

authorities and persons with an interest in a piece of land. They will generally be 

used to secure funds or works and for essential elements of schemes such as the 

provision of affordable housing, public transport services or new infrastructure 

such as roads or a community centre. Each planning obligation will be specific to 



the proposed development and should be sought only when it meets all the tests 

as set out in Circular 05/2005 by the Secretary of State. In essence, planning 

obligations, whether sought or offered, must be:  

• relevant to planning  

• necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning 

terms  

• directly related to the proposed development  

• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed 

development and;  

• reasonable in all other respects  

3.33 Planning obligations may be used to prescribe the nature of development; to 

compensate for loss or damage created by development or; to mitigate a 

development’s impact on the surrounding built and natural environment.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments on CP6 Green Infrastructure, formally Preferred Option DC11 Green Infrastructure 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Kevern Norfolk 
Constabulary 

No 
Opinion 

The principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design CPTED apply equally 
to open spaces as they can attract anti-social behaviour. Again consideration given to 
using Police ALOs in this area would also benefit Sec 17 proposals and considerations 

Comment noted. Maybe applicable to open space 
allocations or site specific policies requiring open space 
provision in the Site Specific Policies and Proposals 
DPD and/or the Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Halls National Trust Strongly 
Agree 

Reference should be included to the regional significance of the Brecks as green 
infrastructure as recognised in Policy ENV 1 in the RSS. 

Comments noted. Consider revising policy text or 
supporting text. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Wilson  Agree Breckland has a wealth of natural open spaces these must be utilised as a tourist 
attraction. Smaller open spaces need to be preserved in developments (old and new) to 
improve the amenity of the locality. At present Breckland seems to be set on selling 
these off for development and a fast buck. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Agree It is important as part of the proposed sustainable urban extension north of Thetford that 
green infrastructure issues are taken into account in the planning of this development. 
The site north of Thetford offers the opportunity to provide substantial additional green 
infrastructure. This is best carried out through the Area Action Plan process and the 
master planning process. 

Comments noted. It is agreed that the details of the 
green infrastructure that will be incorporated into the 
growth of Thetford are best considered by the Thetford 
Area Action Plan. A green infrastructure study has been 
commissioned for Thetford and its findings will help to 
form the policies of the Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Ginn Natural 
England 

Agree Agree. Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

Agree We welcome the inclusion of this preferred option and the reference to the historic 
environment within the definition box. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Disagree 
Strongly 

The principle of Preferred Option DC11 is supported. However supporting text provided 
at paragraph 3.79 through the reasoned justification makes reference to Green 
Infrastructure being provided in accordance with the Thetford Green Infrastructure 
Study (GIS) 2007 prepared by Land Use Consultants (LUG) on behalf of the Council. As 
previously set out in writing to BDC (although not formally as part of the LDF process) 
we have a number of concerns about the GIS prepared by LUG. In particular we 
consider that; The GIS provides inappropriate high levels of detail by setting out specific 
areas for delivery of NEAPs LEAPs and LAPs. The type quantum and location of such 
facilities should be determined at the detailed planning stage. The draft GIS should be 
amended to simply refer to the need for new developments to provide for sports and 
recreation open space and play areas. It is also inappropriate that the GIS sets out 
details of possible capital and maintenance costs attributed to each of the potential 
‘Green Infrastructure Projects’. These capital and maintenance costs have not been 
tested through consultation or examination in public; The GIS should not identify any 

Comments noted. The Thetford GIS will form part of the 
evidence base of the Thetford Area Action Plan. 
Consultation will be carried out on the Thetford Area 
Action Plan in accordance with procedural requirements. 
Consideration will be given to the possibility of rewording 
the reference to the Thetford GIS in the Core Policy. 
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specific Special Protection Area (SPA) buffer zone. The identification within the GIS of a 
buffer zone is prejudicial to the conclusions of the ‘Birds Projects’ currently being 
undertaken by the Council Natural England end the RSPB. Furthermore the Shadwell 
Estate has commissioned Ecology Solutions to assess the potential impact of 
development on the SPA. A copy of the Ecology Solutions report titled ‘Information for 
an Appropriate Assessment of the impacts on the Breckland SPN SAC pursuant to 
regulation 48(2) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) regulations 1 994) is 
enclosed with this submission. When considering the potential impact of development of 
the Shadwell Estate land on the SPA Ecology Solutions state (paragraphs 6.2.3 and 
7.10) that: “it is considered that on current evidence the strict 40Gm no development 
‘rule’ as advocated for example with the TBH ODP (Natural England’s Themes Basin 
Heaths Draft Delivery plan) is not applicable in this instance due to the lack of public 
access to those component part of the SPA in close proximity to the Proposed Option 
Site...” “Subject to securing appropriate mitigation and avoidance measures end 
accepting that further data analysis is required in some instances it is considered that 
the project alone or in combination would not contribute to an overall significant effect 
that may have an adverse impact on the integrity of the SPA/ SAC. In those terms the 
competent authority could legally and safely grant consent for the proposed plan/ 
project. As such there is no reason why the Proposed Option Site at Shadwell Estate 
could not come forward for development within the Breckland District Councils LOF”. • 
the GIS fails to adequately identify the significant benefits that could be brought about to 
existing and provision of new Green Infrastructure through an urban extension to the 
south-east of Thetford; and • the GIS was not amended (despite our representations) to 
exclude lend to the north of the A1066 from the ‘Thetford South-East’ development 
area. The Shadwell Estate is not able to release land to the north of the A1066 for 
development due to operational reasons. However the GIS should identify additional 
land to the south and west of the Al066 and Al066 as part of the ‘Thetford South East’ 
development area. The attached plan ref. 05 007/04 identifies the extent of land that the 
Shadwell Estate is able to release for development. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Hiskett  Strongly 
Agree 

We strongly support this policy and are in agreement with the justification for the policy. Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Hiskett  Agree Under CP 8 we suggest inclusion of an indicator relating to Local Sites in line with the 
recently agreed LAA National Indicator 197: Improved Local Biodiversity which is 
defined as the proportion of Local Sites where positive conservation action has been or 
is being implemented. Under DC 11 consideration could also be given to an indicator 
which seeks to show the ecological element of green infrastructure such as amount of 
BAP habitat created on new developments. 

Comment noted agree 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Raiswell  Agree Sport England welcome the intention and detail of this policy. It should provide a robust 
means of both providing for and managing Green Infrastructure both existing and that 
derived through new development. As a matter of editorial detail policy references at 

Comments noted. The policy references at para 3.82 will 
be revisited. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

para 3.82 need re-visiting (DC12 Open Space in particular). 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Wright  Agree Again we agree with Mr. Wilson's comments Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Salmon Matishall 
Parish 
Council 

Strongly 
Agree 

Existing green infrastructure of local and strategic importance will be protected from 
development Will this really happen in practice given current council policy to consider 
development if green spaces such as their Boyd Avenue in Dereham. It is absolutely 
vital towns and rural communities have access to public open space 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

No 
Opinion 

Sustainable urban extensions to the north of Thetford will require that green 
infrastructure issues are taken into account. In terms of strategic sustainable urban 
extension development the level of provision/location of green infrastructure is best 
determined through the Area Action Plan process and individual Master Planning and 
development briefs. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Disagree 
Strongly 

The principle of Preferred Opt ion DC1 1 is supported. However supporting text 
provided at paragraph 3.79 through the reasoned justification makes reference to Green 
Infrastructure being provided in accordance with the Thetford Green Infrastructure 
Study (GIS) 2007 prepared by Land Use Consultants (LUG) on behalf of the Council. As 
previously set out in writing to BDC (although not formally as part of the LDF process) 
we have a number of concerns about the GIS prepared by LUG. In particular we 
consider that: • the GIS provides inappropriate high levels of detail by setting out 
specific areas for delivery of NEAPs LEAPs and LAPs. The type quantum and location 
of such facilities should be determined at the detailed planning stage. The draft GIS 
should be amended to simply refer to the need for new developments to provide for 
sports and recreation open space and play areas. It is also inappropriate that the GIS 
sets out details of possible capital and maintenance costs attributed to each of the 
potential ‘Green Infrastructure Projects’. These capital and maintenance costs have not 
been tested through consultation or examination in public; • the GIS should not identify 
any specific Special Protection Area (SPA) buffer zone. The identification within the GIS 
of a buffer zone is prejudicial to the conclusions of the ‘Birds Projects’ currently being 
undertaken by the Council Natural England end the RSPB. Furthermore the Shadwell 
Estate has commissioned Ecology Solutions to assess the potential impact of 
development on the SPA. A copy of the Ecology Solutions report titled ‘Information for 
an Appropriate Assessment of the impacts on the Breckland SPN SAC pursuant to 
regulation 48(2) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) regulations 1 994) is 
enclosed with this submission. When considering the potential impact of development of 
the Shadwell Estate land on the SPA Ecology Solutions state (paragraphs 6.2.3 and 
7.10) that: “it is considered that on current evidence the strict 40Gm no development 

Comments noted. The Thetford GIS will form part of the 
evidence base of the Thetford Area Action Plan. 
Consultation will be carried out on the Thetford Area 
Action Plan in accordance with procedural requirements. 
Consideration will be given to the possibility of rewording 
the reference to the Thetford GIS in the Core Policy. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

‘rule’ as advocated for example with the TBH ODP (Natural England’s Themes Basin 
Heaths Draft Delivery plan) is not app/licable in this instance due to the lack of public 
access to those component part of the SPA in c/ose proximity to the Proposed Option 
Site...” “Subject to securing appropriate mitigation and avoidance measures end 
accepting that further data analysis is required in some instances it is considered that 
the project alone or in combination would not contribute to an overall/ significant effect 
that may have an adverse impact on the integrity of the SPA/ SAC. in those terms the 
competent authority could legally and safely grant consent for the proposed plan/ 
project. As such there is no reason why the Proposed Option Site at Shadwell Estate 
could not come forward for development within the Breckland District Councils LOF”. • 
the GIS fails to adequately identify the significant benefits that could be brought about to 
existing and provision of new Green Infrastructure through an urban extension to the 
south-east of Thetford; and • the GIS was not amended (despite our representations) to 
exclude lend to the north of the A1066 from the ‘Thetford South-East’ development 
area. The Shadwell Estate is not able to release land to the north of the A1066 for 
development due to operational reasons. However the G1S should identify additional 
land to the south and west of the Al 066 and Al 066 as part of the ‘Thetford Southeast’ 
development area. The attached plan ref. 05 007/04 identifies the extent of land that the 
Shadwell Estate is able to release for development. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

GO East  Agree Green Infrastructure’ relates to the protection of existing green infrastructure of local 
and strategic importance. The general location of this constraint (i.e. in a spatial/visual 
sense) is not currently shown on the key diagram or the proposals maps in Appendix 4. 
This is probably due to the very broad definition given on page 92 of the document. 

Comments noted. Consideration will be given to the 
need to illustrate key areas of green infrastructure more 
explicitly on the key diagram. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

Trees and Landscape’ would appear to largely repeat and duplicate ‘Preferred Option 
CP 9 – Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape of the District’. 

Comments noted. Consideration will be given to the 
need to streamline policies to minimise repetition. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

EEDA EEDA Agree We are pleased to see that our previous comments to you have been helpful and that 
there is now a positive recognition in the core strategy of the Thetford Green 
Infrastructure Study. Preferred Option DC11 now reflects the significance of green 
infrastructure as identified in the RSS as a necessary precondition for the creation of 
successful Growth Points. By addressing these key elements of the RES the Core 
Strategy will provide the context needed to maintain the prosperity of the East of 
England enhancing its regional competitiveness and giving support to business growth. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported. Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
11 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree Where open spaces is developed an alternative site of greater value not equal value 
should be provided. Consideration should be given to local Green Infrastructure studies. 

Comments noted. The Council is committed to the 
protection of existing open space and this is illustrated in 
the development control policy on open space. A green 
infrastructure study has already been commissioned in 
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Thetford and one is underway in Dereham. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC11AO1 

Ginn Natural 
England 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree. Comments Noted 

Alternative 
Option 
DC11AO1 

McIntosh  Disagree Protection of the green infrastructure is important but some controlled loss is inevitable 
and may be beneficial. 

Comments noted. No examples are given as to how and 
when the unmediated loss of green infrastructure could 
be beneficial. The council is committed to delivering 
development to meet the needs of the District without 
compromising the key elements of its green 
infrastructure. The most important elements such as the 
SAC and SPA areas of the District will be given the 
upmost protection through the planning system. Where 
less important areas of green infrastructure are 
endangered or lost the policies of the Council would 
usually require adequate replacement provision or 
similar compensation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Policy CP6 Green Infrastructure 

Policy CP 6  

Green Infrastructure  

Existing Green infrastructure of local and strategic importance will be protected from 

development and enhanced.  

All new development should seek to retain existing on-site green infrastructure. 

Layouts and designs should be responsive to the location of existing green 

infrastructure and ensure that the development supports the appropriate use of and the 

function of the green infrastructure.  

All new development will be expected to contribute towards the provision of 

additional green infrastructure and the protection and enhancement of the 

district’s existing green infrastructure. The Council will when allocating sites for 

development in subsequent Development Plan Documents have full regard to the 

protection and enhancement of the quantum and/or function of green 

infrastructure. The Council will set out specific requirements within subsequent 

Area Action Plans and/or other Development Plan Documents for the protection 

or enhancement of green infrastructure on allocated development sites.  

Through its layout and design, new development should respond to the location 

of existing green infrastructure and should support appropriate uses and 

functions. Through the Development Control process For all new development, 

where it is considered that the development will have a detrimental effect on the 

quantum or function of existing green infrastructure then the development will not be 

permitted unless replacement provision is made that is considered to be of equal or 

greater value than that which will be lost through development.  

All new development will be expected to contribute towards the provision of 

additional green infrastructure or the enhancement of the district’s existing green 

infrastructure in accordance with adopted standards. In enhancing existing green 

infrastructure development should seek to enhance existing green infrastructure 

through the provision of provide physical/functional linkages between different 

elements of green infrastructure, through the introduction of and introduce an 

appropriate multi –functional use of spaces and linkages and/or . This may be 

achieved in part through the improvement of the function of existing green 

infrastructure.  

On-site provision and/or off-site contributions will be sought. Both Such provision 

on site and off-site provision/enhancement will be made with regard to required in 

accordance with adopted policies and strategies relating to green infrastructure and 

biodiversity network provision.  

Where compensatory provision is to be made for the loss of existing green 

infrastructure the provision of new and/or enhancement of green infrastructure will be 

required in accordance with this policy in addition to the any compensatory provision. 

Where appropriate, in accordance with adopted standards, the Council will seek a 



to secure via planning obligation to provide provision for the future management 

and/or maintenance of green infrastructure.  

Reasoned Justification  

3.34 //This policy sets out the Council's approach towards the protection and 

enhancement of green infrastructure across the district. The policy assists the plan 

strategy and the objective of achieving sustainable development through the 

protection and enhancement of the key environmental assets of the district.  

3.35 Green Infrastructure is the sub-regional and local network of sites protected for 

their environmental, habitat and/or cultural heritage values and other green spaces 

whether publicly accessible or not, and the network of linkages between them. Spaces 

and linkages should be multi-functional and operate at all spatial scales from within a 

settlement through to open countryside.  

3.36 Standards for the protection and provision of green infrastructure in terms of 

recreational open space have been set out in the Development Control Policies 

Development Plan Document, as is detailed guidance on the protection of trees 

and landscape. These elements will be dealt with through the development 

control process.   

3.37 // Detailed strategic requirements for the protection of key environmental 

assets is set out elsewhere in the Core Strategy. Additional standards for the 

provision, protection and enhancement will be developed through subsequent 

Area Action Plans and other Development Plan Documents. Such standards will 

be informed by from relevant strategies and studies such as those relating to 

biodiversity and habitat, tourism and recreation, open space, accessibility and the 

Thetford and the Dereham Green Infrastructure Study (LUC 2007) studies. These 

standards  and will be applied to development in Breckland upon adoption in 

conjunction with the existing policies of the Core Strategy and the Development 

Control Policies Development Plan Document by Breckland Council.  

3.38 For larger development sites allocated through Area Action Plans and other  

another Development Plan Documents,  specific Green Infrastructure requirements 

may be set out in the related relevant site allocation policies.   

3.39 The local authority Council will expect that a legal obligation to be is entered in 

to where it is necessary to secure green infrastructure provision, or to ensure the long 

term sustainable management of the green infrastructure. Unless stated elsewhere 

Breckland Council will normally not be responsible for the long term maintenance 

and management of green infrastructure.   

3.40 This policy will be applied in combination with the requirements of policies 

CP8: Natural Environment, DC8: Tourism Related Development, DC11: Trees and 

Countryside, DC12: Flood Risk, DC16: Historic Environment and DC18: Open 

Space.  

 



Statement 1  

   

Definition  

Green Infrastructure consists of public and private assets, with and without public 

access, in urban and rural locations, including:  

• Allotments 

• Amenity space, for example, communal green spaces within housing areas 

• Corridors and linear features including hedgerows, ditches, disused railways 

and verges 

• Brownfield and Greenfield sites 

• Urban parks and gardens 

• Registered commons and village and town greens 

• Children’s play space 

• Natural and semi-natural habitat for wildlife 

• Playing fields 

• Cemeteries 

• Pockets parks 

• Country parks 

• Woodland 

• Historic parks and gardens and historic landscapes 

• Nature reserves including county wildlife sites 

• Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Scheduled Monuments 

• Locally designated heritage sites 

• Rivers, watercourses and water bodies, including flooded quarries 

• Development sites with potential for open space and green corridors and 

potential for sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) 

• Land in agri-environmental management 

• Public rights of way including cycleways, footpaths, bridleways and other 

recreational routes 

Statement 2  

   

Green Infrastructure should:  

• Contribute to the management, conservation and improvement of the local 

landscape, strengthening important local character where necessary and 

creating appropriate new local character where existing character is weak or 

has been lost.  

• Contribute to the protection, conservation and management of historic 

landscape, archaeological and built heritage assets 

• Maintain and enhance biodiversity to ensure that development and 

implementation of the strategy results in a net gain of Biodiversity Action Plan 

habitats  



• Be delivered through the enhancement of existing woodlands and also by the 

creation of new woodlands and forest areas 

• Create new recreational facilities, particularly those that present opportunities 

to link urban and countryside areas 

• Take account of and integrate with natural processes and systems 

• Be managed and funded in urban and rural areas to accommodate nature, 

wildlife and historic and cultural assets, and provide for sport and recreation  

• Be designed to high standards of quality and sustainability to deliver social 

and economic, as well as environmental benefits 

• Provide focus for social inclusion, community development and lifelong 

learning 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments on CP7 Town Centres, formally Preferred Option CP5 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Clabburn  Disagr
ee 
Strong
ly 

Why has Attleborough go such a small allocation when there are 4000 new houses in 
the plan? Supporting local employment is vital and with this plan you are simply 
creating a commuter town - totally against any common sense and sustainable 
development best practice. 

The scale of retail growth set out in policy CP5 has been based 
on the findings of an updated District-wide retail assessment. 
The retail study update has taken account of the proposed 
scale of growth in Attleborough and recommended an 
appropriate amount of development that an increased 
population could support. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Gibson Whinburgh 
& Westfield 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

CP5 Town Centres: The Council felt it was very important to provide adequate parking 
within town centres or much improved public comment or park and ride options. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Mileham Norfolk 
County 
Council 

Agree CP5 Town Centres - Members welcomed the overall aims of proposed policy CP5 (e) 
however some concerns were expressed that the policy may not fully take into 
account any existing under-provision in car parking provision in town centres. This is 
particularly notable in Thetford where it is considered that the viability of the town 
centre may be adversely affected by a lack of parking provision. This issue is likely to 
be compounded over time due to the increased population arising from the significant 
levels of new housing growth proposed. 

Support for the overall aims of the policy is noted. The future 
provision of car parking is a site-specific issue and will be 
considered through the development of the Thetford Area 
Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Salmon Matishall 
Parish 
Council 

Disagr
ee 

Already significant traffic problems in Dereham town centre that can only worsen with 
additional retail space that appears similar in scale to larger settlements like Thetford 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Tesco 
Stores Ltd 

 Disagr
ee 

In light of our comments in relation to Preferred Option SS1 we cannot support this 
option. A greater emphasis should be placed on the role that Attleborough Swaffham 
and Watton can play with regard to the development of further retail floorspace. We 
also find it difficult to understand the rationale behind the lack of allocated 
convenience retail floorspace towards Watton town centre despite the deficiencies 
relating to this type of retail set out within the 2004 Breckland District Retail Study (we 
note that no qualitative analysis of centres was undertaken as part of the 2007 BDRS 
Update). In any event we also contend that the wording of PPS6 (2005) requires that 
in respect of proposals for retail development that are not within a defined centre or on 
a site allocated for retail development the impact of the proposed development on 
defined centres should be a material consideration in the decision-making process. 
The test in PPS6 is that there is not a harmful effect on defined centres as opposed to 
a negative effect. We advocate therefore that point c) of proposed policy CP5 be 
reworded as follows: c) Restricting retail development except extensions under 200 
square metres gross floorspace which are not in the defined centres or on sites 
allocated for retail development unless it can be demonstrated that there is a need for 
the development that there are no sequentially-preferable sites that are suitable 

The 2007 retail study update has taken account of the 
proposed levels of growth in Attleborough Swaffham and 
Watton. The study identified no further need for convenience 
floorspace in Swaffham and Watton and as such the Core 
Strategy does not propose additional floor space for this class 
of goods. Having regard to the proposed change to CP5 (c) it is 
considered that introducing any additional wording would repeat 
national policy contained within PPS6. 



Policy 
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Consultee 
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on 
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available and viable and that there will not be a harmful impact on the vitality and 
viability of defined centres in the area that the development seeks to serve; 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Sainsburys  No 
Opinio
n 

In relation to Preferred Option CP5 we support the Town Centres Strategy and the 
potential for a new store in Attleborough particularly in light of the increase in housing 
expected for the District in the period of the plan. It is noted that the Retail Study 
identifies that Attleborough can accommodate further retail development. This 
includes a level of additional food retailing equivalent to a small-medium sized 
supermarket with the Study suggesting a floorspace of 1 500 to 2 000m². This clearly 
supports the view that a new food store can be accommodated in Attleborough. 
Sainsbury’s is currently carrying out an extensive refurbishment programme to its 
existing store in Attleborough. This will improve in-store circulation and upgrade the 
car park for shoppers. However moving forward and given the increase in housing 
proposed Sainsbury’s will require a larger store to serve the Attleborough region than 
the current site allows for. We wish to pursue options with the Council for an 
alternative site and look forward to meeting with the Council on this matter. The Retail 
Study also identified that additional housing could support a new food store of over 3 
000m² in Dereham and we support the Strategy’s allocation of between 2 000 – 2 
500m² net convenience floorspace in the town up to 2018. This town along with 
Attleborough will likely require a new food store to support the future population 
growth. With regard to Thetford we note paragraph 2.45 of the supporting text 
recognises the potential for a new Local Neighbourhood Centre in Thetford 
specifically at the western estates. We contend that the Sainsbury’s store on London 
Road should be allocated as an anchor for the potential Local Neighbourhood Centre. 
This would recognise the store’s ideal location to serve the additional housing and its 
existing local neighbourhood centre function given the level of services already 
provided including a pharmacy bank specialist food counters and a petrol filling 
station. This is supported by the Retail Study which identifies that if food stores cannot 
be accommodated within or on the edge of the existing town centre they could be 
provided within purpose built district or neighbourhood centres designed to serve a 
new residential area. 

Support for retail floor space allocations in Attleborough and 
Dereham is noted. Having regard to the proposal for anchoring 
a neighbourhood centre to the west of Thetford the 
identification of this centre will be determined through the 
emerging Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 No 
Opinio
n 

It is questioned why the Thetford figure is lower than Dereham's. The proposed comparison floor space requirement in Dereham 
is greater than Thetford as a result of the size of the catchment 
population that shopping in Dereham serves. The level of 
growth proposed also reflects the need for additional retail floor 
space that has arisen from past levels of housing growth and 
an overall strategy of supporting the administrative role of the 
town. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Morrisons 
plc 

 Disagr
ee 
Strong

Our client objects to the amount of capacity that is identified for new convenience 
floorspace in Dereham in the period to 2018 These figures are based on a Retail 
Study undertaken on behalf of the Council by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP) 

Comments noted. The Nathaniel Litchfield and Partners (NLP) 
retail study utilised nationally recognised datasets to form the 
basis of their future projections for the amount of new 
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ly in 2007. As part of the recent proposal by Tesco at Kingston Road in Dereham to 
extend their existing store (LPA Ref 3PL/2007/0929/F) we objected on behalf of 
Morrisons to some of the assumptions used by the NLP study which in our view 
grossly over-estimates the amount of capacity available in Dereham to support 
additional convenience floorspace. Outlined below is the basis of our objection. • The 
Study estimates the convenience floorspace of the Morrisons store as 2 268 sq m. 
This is seriously under-estimated and reflects more closely the pre-extended store as 
originally acquired from Somerfield in 2000. The correct figure on the basis of the 
conventional 85/15 convenience/comparison split is 2 984 sq m. • At £8 755 per sq m 
the convenience benchmark turnover for Morrisons is seriously underestimated. The 
figure employed (at 2005 prices) in a number of recent studies is £10 861 per sq m. 
Rolled forward to 2007 on a similar basis as employed in the NLP study this would 
rise to £10 918 per sq m. • These factors result in a benchmark turnover of32.58m at 
2007 (2005 prices) for a Morrisons of this size. This is £12.73m greater than NLP 
estimate. • Taken alone this would reduce the NLP capacity figure for Dereham at 
2007 from £14.33m to only £l.60m. • The modelled turnover figure for Morrisons 
overstates its actual turnover. Information supplied by Morrisons suggest that 
compared with the benchmark figure rather than currently overtrading the store 
underperforms. Bearing in mind the relationship between the store and Dereham town 
centre it would be prudent in assessing the capacity of new retail development to 
allow for an uplift in convenience turnover at the store to benchmark level. Doing so 
would further reduce the capacity for convenience floorspace in Dereham —most 
probably resulting in a negative figure at 2010. • Given the above and that in 
September 2007 Council Members approved the application for the extended Tesco 
store (which if implemented will result in an increase in net floorspace of 1 863 sq m) 
subject to conditions and a Section 106 legal agreement the capacity identified in 
Preferred Option CP5 is substantially overestimated. 

convenience floor space needed in Breckland. The level of 
convenience floor space set out in policy CP5 may need to be 
revised to reflect planning permissions implemented in 
Dereham since the Preferred Options was published. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Morrisons 
plc 

 Disagr
ee 

We also request that consideration is given to the expansion of Dereham’s identified 
Primary Shopping Area. The Morrisons store lies immediately to the east of the 
identified Primary Shopping Frontage as illustrated in Appendix 4. The supermarket 
has excellent linkages with town centre stores and the facility has clear benefits for 
the vitality and viability of Dereham Town Centre through linked trips. For these 
reasons it is suggested that the Primary Shopping Area be extended to include the 
site of the supermarket. 

The Morrison's store has been included within the wider town 
centre on the Proposals Maps partly because of its ability to 
generate linked trips. Do not agree that it should form part of 
the Primary Shopping Area as it is disconnected from the other 
primary frontages in the town by residential properties and 
would therefore its inclusion would not be in complete 
conformity with the typologies listed in Planning Policy 
Statement 6. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

NorfolkHom
es 

Norfolk 
Homes Ltd 

Agree We support this policy option but emphasise that town centres are about more than 
just shops and retailing. Town and village centres are the heart of communities and an 
expression of their culture and identity. As well as shops Thetford should endeavour 
to provide a range of other functions centred on restaurants pubs clubs theatres 
cinemas libraries and museums. As such all these elements play an active role in 

Comments noted. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

creating vibrant centres and a stimulating night-time economy for residents and 
visitors. A concentration of cultural facilities and activities can act as a magnet for 
visitors and provide a significant boost to the local economy. Cultural services and 
tourism are inter-dependent with tourists attracted by museums theatres heritage sites 
arts sport entertainment venues festivals and events 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

EEDA EEDA No 
Opinio
n 

As set out in our previous response EEDA welcomes the focus on Thetford as the 
main location for development and change. This is an important priority and supports 
the sub-regional objectives of the RES which identifies it as a key service and 
economic centre on the A11 corridor despite it having high levels of deprivation that 
will require the regeneration of the town centre to strengthen its role. 

Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported in that it identifies Thetford as the focus 
for growth (ref’ TH1). 

Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town 
Council 

Agree The Council questioned the large difference between the Comparison and the 
Convenience floor space requirements the comparison seemed very high and 
convenience very low. 

The level of convenience floor space proposed takes into 
account the existing convenience retailing within Dereham. The 
town has several existing convenience stores and evidence 
suggests that 2 000-2 500m2 is an appropriate level of 
expansion. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
5 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old 
Buckenha
m Parish 
Council 

Agree Opposed to a further supermarket in Attleborough. Comment noted however supporting evidence reveals that 
additional convenience floor space will be needed to support 
additional population growth due to the housing strategy set out 
in the Preferred Options. 

 

 

 

 



Revised CP7 Town Centres 

Policy CP 7  

Town Centres  

Support will be given to maintaining and enhancing the vitality and viability of the 

following hierarchy of town centres, including the provision of additional retail 

floorspace as outlined below:  

Town Hierarchy Net comparison 

floorspace 

requirement (m
2
) 

2007-18  

Net convenience 

floorspace 

requirement 

(m
2
) 2007-18  

Thetford Key Centre for Development and 

Change 

7,000 - 7,500 2,000 - 2,500 

Dereham Main Town and Administrative 

Centre serving mid-Norfolk 

7,750 - 8,500 2,000 - 2,500 

Attleborough Town Centre serving a wide rural 

catchment 

2,250 - 2,750 1,750 - 2,250 

Swaffham 1,000 - 1,500 0 

Watton 

Mid-size Town Centres – serving 

local need 250 - 500 0 

Totals  18,250 - 20,750 5,750 - 7,250 

Table 3.3  

The vitality of town centres within the District will be maintained and enhanced in 

accordance with their identified role in the spatial strategy, through a combination of 

promotional or physical improvement measures, and addressing retail development in 

the following ways:  

a)   Permitting appropriate retail, leisure, cultural and business proposals; 

b)  Focusing retail proposals within town centres to the Primary Shopping 

Areas as defined on the Proposals Map and limiting proposals to under 2,500m
2
 

gross floorspace unless it can be demonstrated that there is a need and no 

negative impact on the vitality and viability of the town centre;  

c)  Restricting retail development, except extensions under 200m
2
 gross 

floorspace, outside the defined centres, unless it can be demonstrated that there 

is a need for the development, there are no sequentially preferable sites and no 

negative impact on the vitality and viability of the town centre;  

d)  Defining Primary and Secondary retail frontages on the Proposals Map in 

Thetford, Dereham, Attleborough, Swaffam and Watton within which there will 

be a control on types of new development and change of uses at ground floor 

level to ensure that there is a healthy retail core and a vibrant mix of uses in 

surrounding town centre areas; and  



e)  Identifying and protecting Local Neighbourhood Centres where these 

exist or where these will be delivered as part of a strategic urban 

extension(s);  

f)  Encouraging proposals which seek to deliver environmental improvements, 

enhanced car parking provision and reduce the impact of traffic / dominance of 

the car for town centre users;  

g)  Recognise the need to enhance the retail offer of Attleborough town 

centre to support additional growth.  

Reasoned Justification  

3.41 Breckland Council commissioned consultants to prepare a Retail and Town 

Centre Study in 2004 to inform the scale of additional floorspace that needs to be 

planned for in the towns in District up to 2018. The study was updated in 2007 and 

identified that a combination of significant population growth and rising retail 

expenditure will support significant additional retail floorspace in Breckland. 

Significant increases in floorspace can be supported in Thetford given the large scale 

of growth planned for the town, and support the regeneration of the town centre.  The 

scale of retail growth in Dereham reflects its' growing status as the main town and 

administrative centre for mid-Norfolk. The identification of additional development in 

the town could support additional phases to the successful Town Centre 

redevelopment scheme.  

3.42 The Council's Retail and Town Centre Study (2004) recognises significant 

leakage of retail and leisure expenditure to other higher order centres outside the 

District including Norwich, Bury St. Edmunds and King's Lynn.  The vitality and 

viability of Breckland's towns will need to be maintained and enhanced given the 

proximity of these higher order centres, and the identification of additional 

comparison floorspace at Dereham and Thetford is needed to ensure leakage does not 

increase over time.  

3.43 Attleborough is identified to accommodate further retail development including 

a level of additional food retailing equivalent to a small-medium sized supermarket, 

and up to an additional 2,250m
2
 comparison floorspace reflecting the wider 

strategy for growth in the town, and evidence contained within the Retail and 

Town Centre study.  The intention is to support development in the the town 

centre to a level that can provide for the needs of an expanded town reflecting 

Attleborough's position in the Spatial Strategy.  

3.44 The emphasis strategy for Swaffham and Watton is to protect their core retail 

function, allowing for small-scale incremental growth and consolidating their position 

in the retail hierarchy.  The retail study update (2007) identified that Swaffham 

has the potential for slightly more non-food retail floor space up to 2018 based on 

levels of surplus expenditure available in the town and within its catchment.  

3.45 The Council considers that proposals of up to 2,500m
2
 gross floorspace are 

appropriate to the context and role of the town centres in the District. Schemes above 

this level shall provide an assessment of the impact of proposals on the centres, and 



the need for the development. This is to ensure that scale of development is directed 

to the right type of centre and to accord with the provisions of national planning 

policy.  

3.46 Beyond 2018, the Council will assess the requirements for additional retail 

floorspace in the District based upon the findings of updated retail and town 

centre studies as appropriate.  

3.47 The focus for delivering retail, leisure, cultural and business proposals, including 

hotels, tourist accommodation and B1(a) offices will be in the town centres as defined 

on the Proposals Map.  Retail development will be further directed to the primary 

shopping areas as shown on the Proposals Map, and within these areas primary and 

secondary frontages will be identified.  The primary frontage will define the heart of 

the retailing within the town centre and alternative uses will be carefully controlled.  

In secondary frontages the aim will be to a support a healthy mix of town centre uses 

as listed above and including an element of residential development.  In all town 

centres the use of upper floors will be encouraged  in order to maintain vibrant and 

attractive centres.  

3.48 The vitality and viability of town centres will be further enhanced by 

environmental improvements and by the reduction in the dominance of the car 

through measures which either remove traffic such as pedestrianisation or enhanced 

public transport or measures which enable the car parking requirements of town 

centre users to be met efficiently.  

3.49 Outside of the town centres, there are no defined the Council will identify Local 

Neighbourhood Centres (a small parades of shops providing local top-up shopping 

and services).  The exception is In Thetford where there are some small clusters of 

shops/services on the western estates and proposals at these locations will be 

considered in the context of national planning policy in relation to town centres and 

retail development. Additionally, the scale of growth at sustainable urban extensions 

in Thetford and Attleborough could deliver new Local Neighbourhood Centre(s). 

The area comprising any new Local Neighbourhood Centre at Thetford together with 

the role of existing centres on the Western Estates will be determined  identified 

through the Thetford Area Action Plan and updated on the Proposals Map.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments on CP8 Natural Resources, formally CP6 Natural Resources 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

Parsons Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

Anglian Water supports the principles of water efficiency and considers the most 
appropriate way to achieve this is through the implementation of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes (level 3/4) grey water recycling and rainwater harvesting 
policies. 

Support for the principles of water efficiency is noted. The Local 
Development Framework will encourage a number sustainable 
design measures including grey water recycling and rainwater 
harvesting. Particular attention will need to be given to the need 
not to repeat other legislative requirements such as Building 
Control Regulations. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Disagree Whilst we respect the Council’s position that they will only support development 
where it will protect or enhance the natural resources of the District we are 
concerned about the implications of the statement:- “Development should seek to 
avoid the irreversible or unnecessary loss of high grade agricultural land which is 
a finite resource and is important to the rurality of Breckland”. It is clear that the 
sustainable urban extensions proposed at Thetford are the most appropriate way 
of accommodating the additional development required at Thetford. Inevitably this 
will involve the loss of agricultural land. In the case of north of Thetford this land 
is not high grade and this policy should not therefore prevent this development. 
This will be consistent with the advice of PPS7 para 29 that it is for LPA’s to 
decide whether best and most versatile agricultural land can be developed having 
weighed up all the options. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

Hiskett  Agree We support this policy Noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

Carter 
Jonas for 

The Crown 
Estate 

No 
Opinion 

In general we support the statement that the Council will only support 
development where it will protect or enhance the natural resources of the district 
and that all development should be consistent to principles of the proper 
management of natural resources. We are concerned about the implications of 
the following statement:- “Development should seek to avoid the irreversible or 
unnecessary loss of high grade agricultural land which is a finite resource and is 
important to the ruralality of Breckland”. In order to accommodate the 
development requirements at Thetford sustainable urban extensions are the most 
appropriate way to achieve this. North of Thetford is the most sustainable location 
for this growth. Land to the north of Thetford and growth in this area will involve 
the loss of agricultural land. The land is not high grade and this policy should not 
prevent development in this location. We recognize that a balance needs to be 
achieved between development and the protection/mitigation of agricultural land. 
This needs to be reflected within the policy text. 

The reference to high grade agricultural land within the policy text 
refers to grades 1 2 and 3 based upon the DEFRA classification. 
Only a limited amount of the undeveloped land within Breckland 
will fall within this classification. The protection of high grade 
agricultural land is considered a high priority because it is a finite 
resource and once it is lost it cannot be replaced. Nevertheless 
although this policy to an extent pulls in a different direction to the 
growth policies it is clear that the authority is committed to the 
Thetford growth point and this policy should be clarified in this 
regard. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Strongly 
Agree 

We agree with and will support any strategic aims or development control policies 
which have the intention to minimise or prevent the pollution of the environment. 

Noted. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

GO East  Disagree In respect of ‘Preferred Option CP 6 – Natural Resources’ as well as ‘Preferred 
Option DC 14 – Flood Risk’ the Government Office considers that these policies 
do not clearly articulate the sequential test as set out in draft PPS25: 
Development and Flood Risk. The aim of the sequential test is to steer new 
development to areas at the lowest probability of flooding (zone 1). Where it is not 
possible to steer all new development to Flood Zone 1 decision makers allocating 
land in spatial plans or determining applications for development at any particular 
location should demonstrate that there are no reasonable options available in a 
lower risk category. We would expect the Submission policies (and spatial 
strategy in terms of broad locations for growth) to fully reflect the sequential test 
set out in PPS25. In addition we are wondering whether a Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (SFRA) that has been undertaken by the District? If so we would 
expect the Submission policy to make reference to and fully reflect the outcomes 
of the SFRA. 

Noted. It is agreed that the policy should be amended to more 
accurately reflect the sequential test set out in PPS25. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

Carey Bidwells for 
Carey 

Agree In sustainable locations adjacent to development boundaries there may need to 
be an incursion into higher grade agricultural land we therefore do not agree that 
the grade of land should rule out sites in otherwise suitable locations 

High grade agricultural land is a finite resource which once lost 
cannot be recovered. Against a backdrop of concern over food 
production it is considered important that the Council continues to 
exercise a precautionary principle protecting the most valuable 
agricultural land. This policy does not rule out development on 
greenfield sites but does set a presumption in favour of previously 
developed land and land of lesser agricultural value. The Council 
maintains that this is the appropriate approach. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

Anema Bidwells for 
Mr Anema 

No 
Opinion 

In sustainable locations adjacent to development boundaries there may need to 
be an incursion into higher grade agricultural land we therefore do not agree that 
the grade of land should rule out sites in otherwise suitable locations. However if 
practical we concur that it would be more sustainable to reuse previously 
developed land. Hillside Nurseries is a previously developed site immediately 
adjacent to the Dereham development boundary. Much of the site is covered by 
glass houses according to advice in PPS7 this does not fall into the category of 
'brownfield land' but clearly it has large scale buildings on it these are visually 
prominent but unfortunately becoming increasing redundant. The viability of 
running a nursery is increasingly difficult. The glasshouses require to be heated 
for approximately 4 months per year. On average the cost of heating the glass 
houses is£110 per hour which in cold snaps has resulted in the use of 38000 
litres of fuel costing £15000 per week. There are more competitive glass house 
producers who have developed more economically viable energy sharing 
methods. The redevelopment of this site for residential development would 
significantly contribute to overall reduction on energy consumption and therefore 
a reduction in emissions. 

High grade agricultural land is a finite resource which once lost 
cannot be recovered. Against a backdrop of concern over food 
production it is considered important that the Council continues to 
exercise a precautionary principle protecting the most valuable 
agricultural land. This policy does not rule out development on 
greenfield sites but does set a presumption in favour of previously 
developed land and land of lesser agricultural value. The Council 
maintains that this is the appropriate approach. The Council does 
not intend to discuss the individual merits of any site as part of 
the Preferred Options consultation on the Core Strategy. The 
individual merits of any site will be considered as part of the Site 
Specific Policies and Proposals DPD or the Thetford AAP as 
appropriate. 

Preferred 
Option 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported in that CP6 makes reference to the 
efficient use of water resources and a reduction in average per capita 

Noted. The Council will consider whether there are appropriate 
targets for water reduction that can be incorporated into the 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

CP 6 consumption. However it does not set any targets for the latter which would be a 
helpful addition. (See para 10.6 of the Further Proposed Changes document). 

policy. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

DerehamT
ownCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree The Council felt that the statement should be clear and definite that no houses 
should be built where there is a risk of flooding. That tackling the capacity of the 
Dereham stream should be a priority within the LDF. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 6 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old 
Buckenham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree Query – Where will the materials e.g. aggregate sand etc required for building 
come from? 

National and Regional targets are set for the provision of sands 
and gravel. The County Council has a responsibility as the 
Minerals and Waste Authority to provide adequate sites for 
minerals extraction based upon these targets. Extraction sites will 
be designated through the County Council's Minerals and Waste 
Development Framework. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised CP8 Natural Resources 

Policy CP 8  

Natural Resources  

The Council will only support development where it will protect or enhance the 

natural resources of the District and All development should must be consistent with 

the principles of the proper management of natural resources. Development should 

seek to avoid the irreversible or will only be supported where it will enhance, or 

protect against the non-essential loss of the natural resources of the district. 

Whilst mechanisms are in place to ensure that the development needs of the 

district are met, development should nevertheless avoid the unnecessary loss of 

high-grade agricultural land which is a finite resource and is important to the rurality 

of Breckland. The delivery of this objective in terms of agricultural land  should be 

delivered in part will be enhanced through the maximisation of the re-use of 

previously developed land, where that land is located in a sustainable location and 

does not conflict with any other policy area of the development plan provided that 

land is in a suitable location.  

Development should also minimise any unavoidable adverse effects on water or air 

quality. This objective will be achieved through the development control process 

where development will be required to avoid or minimise detrimental impacts 

upon natural resources. either through extrusives vented into the environment or 

Direct contamination caused by the construction process or resultant operations 

should be avoided.  

//All practicable measures should be incorporated to ensure the most efficient use of 

the water resource and reduce average per capita consumption.  In delivering this 

objective, regard should be had to the specific Core and Development Control Policies 

on design and natural resources.  

// Flood risk will be minimised through locating development in areas which are at as 

lower risk of flooding and possible and new development should not unnecessarily 

increase flood risk to other areas. In defining the strategic approach to 

development regard has been had to the findings of the Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment. These findings alongside national policy on flood risk, including the 

sequential test, will be taken into account when allocating sites for development 

in subsequent DPDs.   

All new development will be located in such a way as to minimise its own risk of 

flooding and new development should not materially increase the flood risk to 

other areas. In considering proposals for development regard will be had to 

national planning policy and the Development Control Policy on Flood Risk.  

Reasoned Justification  

3.51 Many natural resources are by their very nature finite e.g. minerals, water or 

land. The inappropriate use of these finite resources can impinge on the ability of 

future generations to fulfil their needs. In other circumstances over exploitation can 



have severe repercussions for the district. e.g. over abstraction of water can deplete 

the aquifer resource and ultimately cause water shortages. This policy ensures that 

adequate protection is given to the district's natural resources and will help to 

preserve those resources for future generations.  

3.52 // It is therefore crucial that before development occurs An assessment is should 

be made of on its the potential impact of a proposed development upon natural 

resources in the short and long term. This assessment should indicate  and that 

appropriate mitigation measures, are put in place if necessary. In order to fulfil its 

growth commitments the Council will need to allocate significant areas of land 

for development. The Council will when allocating sites for development in 

subsequent Development Plan Documents have full regard to the impact of that 

development in terms of natural resources. In the terms of For land, this will mean 

that an emphasis is put on the re-use of previously developed land - this is reflected in 

the housing and employment strategy.  In terms of water, it will mean that water 

efficiency measures will need to be included as part of new developments, e.g. rain 

water harvesting or grey water collection. More widely development processes 

such as mineral recycling as the reclamation and recycling of materials will also be 

supported.  

3.53 Pollution control is also an important issue that is related to the judicious use of 

natural resources and care will need to be taken to ensure that the pollution of the 

District is minimised, either through the release of substances into the environment or 

direct contamination through development.  

3.54 Flooding from rivers and surface run off is an issue for the District. and 

development will only be considered in areas at risk of flooding where there are no 

other possible locations for the development that are at a lower risk of flooding, in 

line with national policy. Consideration will also need to be given to off-site impacts 

of development in terms of flood risk Full regard will be had to the issue of flood 

risk in allocating sites for development in subsequent DPDs. In considering the 

issue of flood risk regard will be had to national policy, including the sequential 

test and the findings of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. The key principle 

will be to direct development away from areas that are at risk of flooding unless 

there are no other reasonable options that could accommodate the development 

or where there are overriding reasons for locating a particular development in 

an area of flood risk. Normally new development should not increase flood risk to 

other locations.  

3.55  The principles of the sequential test will also apply for individual 

developments and regard should be had to national policy and the flood risk 

policy in the Development Control Policies DPD.  

3.56 This policy is consistent with Sustainability Objectives 1, 2, 5 and 6.  

 
 
 
 



Comments on CP9 Pollution and Waste, formally Preferred Option CP7 Pollution and Waste 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

Parsons Anglian 
Water 
Services 
Ltd 

Strong
ly 
Agree 

Anglian Water Services requests that a 'cordon sanitaire' is respected around its 
existing wastewater treatment works and that development control policies 
restrict the type of development within these areas to non-residential and non-
commercial (depending upon the nature of the business). The strength of the 
odours from a Sewage Treatment Works [or Pumping Station] at any particular 
time will depend on a number if factors including the distance from the source 
wind strength and direction and ambient temperatures. The concentration of 
odour will normally diminish as the distance from the source increases. Therefore 
the cordon sanitaire around the Works should ensure that dwellings offices and 
other development which is likely to be sensitive to odours are not in a location 
more likely to be affected by odour nuisance. Based on our experience of odour 
from Sewage Treatment Works [and Pumping Stations] we would recommend a 
distance of 400 metres for works[ and 15 metres for Pumping Stations]. This is in 
line with the recommended distance used elsewhere for planning purposes (e.g.. 
the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order) from 
slurry tanks etc on agricultural land which are likely to result in similar strength 
odours. This distance may be relaxed (following consultation with Anglian Water) 
on a case by case basis depending upon the nature of the Works and the 
sensitivity of its locations. 

Comments noted. Core Policy 7 as drafted is intended to address 
the principles around pollution and waste without becoming overly 
prescriptive. The suggested amendments may be more applicable to 
the site specifics process in determining the release of land. The 
majority of Sewage Treatment Works in Breckland are more than 
400metres from residential areas. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

Gibson Whinburgh 
& Westfield 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

CP7 Pollution and Waste: There was grave concern about the impact that current 
small scale water treatment plants have on water quality. An increase in these 
will only make matters worse. 

The Council is committed to an ongoing dialogue with key 
stakeholders including the Environment Agency. Where there are 
specific proposals for new treatment plants regard will be had to the 
impact upon water quality. Any decision will be guided by advice 
from the EA. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

Hiskett  Agree We support this policy Noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

Bishop Swaffham 
Town 
Council 

Agree Agree to the policy but it is believed that Swaffham has one of the highest 
recordings of pollution in the district especially along the London Road area. 
Consistently had high readings which will be made worse by further development 
north and south of the town. An east and west development would ease this. 

Directions of growth will be determined through Site Specific Policies 
and Proposals document. The Council is committed to an ongoing 
dialogue with key stakeholders including the Environment Agency. 
Where there are identified pollution issues these will be taken into 
account in the consideration of individual sites. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

. Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

Ireland Environme
nt Agency 

Agree As stated in representation 6) above we agree with minimizing the amount of 
waste produced and a sustainable management of any such waste. The plan 
should seek to ensure waste minimisation through construction technologies and 

Noted. The Council will investigate the feasibility of setting 
requirements for waste management through the LDF. It should be 
noted that the Council will not seek to replicate the function of other 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

design principles. bodies or existing legislation through planning policy. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

EERA  No 
Opinio
n 

Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. Note: the supporting text for 
DC15 & DC16 makes reference to targets set out in the Further Proposed 
Changes document. 

Noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

EERA  Agree Consistent. Noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town 
Council 

Agree The Council would prefer to see a much stronger statement on the use of 
sustainable technologies and all development would be expected to use 
sustainable technologies. 

Noted. The council has set out requirements for energy efficiency 
and renewable energy and its policy on decentralised energy and 
renewable energy elsewhere in the document. It should be noted 
that the Council will not seek to replicate through planning policy the 
function of another statutory body or other legislation. The Council 
will consider whether there are further reasonable requirements that 
can be set out within the LDF. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
7 

Gladedale Gladedale No 
Opinio
n 

Whilst it is important to minimise waste and pollution and to consider alternative 
energy sources in relation to new housing development sustainable construction 
methods are being introduced nationally through the Code for Sustainable 
Homes and through changes to the Building Regulations. These should form the 
basis for reducing the effects of development on the environment. 

It is noted that there are other mechanisms by which sustainable 
construction methods are being secured. As a standard approach 
the Council will not seek to replicate the function of another statutory 
body or other legislation. Nevertheless it is considered that the 
policies set out within the Core Strategy are consistent with National 
Planning Policies on the content and scope of planning policies. It 
should be noted that it is only the energy/carbon standard of new 
homes that is proposed to be made mandatory through the Building 
Regulations at present. Therefore should the Council wish to secure 
other parts of the Sustainable Homes Code it would need to do it 
through planning policy. The Council is not currently satisfied that 
setting a blanket requirement for this a Sustainable Homes Code 
Level across the district is consistent with guidance from the 
Department of Communities and Local Government. Nevertheless 
the Council will consider the implementation of more rigorous site 
specific policies where local circumstances allow through the Site 
Specific Policies and Proposals DPD and the Thetford AAP. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised CP9 Pollution and Waste 

Policy CP 9  

Pollution and Waste  

The high quality management of the District’s environment will be encouraged and 

supported through the careful appraisal of development proposals to ensure that they 

do not damage the environment misuse the District's natural resources by 

minimising the emission of pollutants in terms of noise, odour and light and 

minimising waste generation and the consumption and use of energy, including fossil 

fuels, and taking into account of the potential to utilise renewable energy sources. 

Management of the environment will require the emission of pollutants in terms 

of noise, odour, light or other waste materials or by-products to be minimised. 

Appropriate construction technologies and design principles are required to 

minimise waste generation.  

In the context of the significant growth planned for Breckland fulfilling the 

development needs of the district, development and service provision must make all 

opportunities to utilise sustainable construction technologies. Development should 

strive to maximise the re-use and recycling of waste materials and minimise the 

environmental consequences of waste production.   Where a development is permitted 

that has an effect on the ability of the District's natural resources to sustainably cope 

with the consequences of the development, adequate mitigation or compensatory 

measures will be required. This will include consideration of appropriate waste 

storage and ease of collection in new developments. Mitigation against all forms 

of pollution, including air, noise, water, light and land, will be a fundamental 

consideration in the design process. A development's design should actively seek 

to minimise or mitigate against forms of pollution. This mitigation must include 

measures that would protect future occupiers of a site from external sources of 

pollutants, where appropriate.  

Development should minimise any unavoidable polluting effects. This objective 

will be achieved through the development control process where development 

will be required to avoid or minimise the pollution of the environment and to 

prevent any direct contamination caused by the construction process or resultant 

operations. Where necessary appropriate mitigation measures will be secured via 

planning condition or obligation.    

Reasoned Justification  

3.57 Delivery of the Spatial Vision requires a more efficient approach to the use of 

natural resources in a way which minimises pollution, overall energy consumption, 

waste production and maximises renewable energy.  The Core Policy is intended to 

restrict polluting development and encourage developments to take a responsible 

approach to waste production and energy efficiency.  Wider issues around amenity are 

addressed in more detail in Policy DC1 in the Development Control Policies.  

3.58 Baseline evidence confirms that air quality and water quality are generally good 

in Breckland and that potential land contamination is relatively low-scale.  



Additionally, the very rural nature of the District is represented by significant areas of 

tranquility and low levels of light pollution.   The spatial strategy seeks to protect and, 

where possible, enhance the District's environment.  On this basis new development 

should seek to reduce emissions and other pollution in order to protect the natural 

environment of Breckland.  Appendix A to PPS23 "Planning and Pollution Control" 

sets out the relevant matters that should be considered when examining individual 

planning proposals.  The weight given to each criteria will depend on the particular 

circumstances and the relevant pollution control bodies will be consulted where 

necessary.  In addition to the guidance in PPS23, applicants are encouraged to make 

pre-application enquiries with the Council and key pollution control bodies such as 

the Environment Agency and Health & Safety Executive.  

3.59 New development should also seek to minimise the more indirect effects of 

development on the environment by adopting renewable energy technologies, 

including passive solar design, solar water heating and photovoltaics, to be 

incorporated into developments and encouraging buildings to incorporate sustainable 

construction technologies, including water and energy conservation techniques.  The 

policy also seeks to minimise the production of waste and maximise the re-use and 

recylcing of waste materials.  In addition to the policies and proposals of the Norfolk 

Waste LDF, this will be achieved in the local context by requiring recycling facilities 

to be incorporated into developments, with a particular emphasis on integrating waste 

management facilities for the strategic development locations at Thetford, 

Attleborough, Snetterton and Dereham. Consideration will also need to be given to 

the provision of appropriate waste storage and means of collection in new 

development. The Council will seek to secure such appropriate measures 

through the Development Control process and may prescribe such appropriate 

measures within site specific policies in subsequent Development Plan 

Documents.  

3.60 Where there is the potential for pollution as a result of development, the 

Council will expect there to be a demonstration of how any effects have been 

avoided or minimised through the design of development or mitigation measures. 

Where polluting effects are unavoidable, control and mitigation of those effects 

will be sought through planning condition or obligation if necessary. In cases 

where there are external sources of pollution that would effect the future 

occupiers of a proposed development, the Council will expect that the design of 

the development takes incorporates sufficient mitigation to protect those future 

occupiers.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on CP10 Natural Environment, formally Preferred Option CP8  

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Gibson Whinburgh & 
Westfield 
Parish 
Council 

No Opinion CP8 Natural Environment: There was general disbelief that it was 
possible to mitigate against the destruction of the natural environment. It 
is vital that “exceptional circumstances” means exactly what it says and 
that the benefits are hardly ever allowed to outweigh the need for site 
protection. The procedures and consultation processes must be robust. 

Comments noted no further action required. Mitigation can be 
achieved by a number of methods such as designing 
development away from sensitive areas and providing new areas 
for biodiversity. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Agree This preferred option concerns the protection and enhancement of the 
ecological resources of the District including Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest regional and local sites and protection of species. We would 
support the Council’s approach of using planning conditions and/or 
planning obligations to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures are 
utilised and which take account of detailed knowledge of the local 
circumstances. 

Comments noted no further action 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Ginn Natural 
England 

Agree Natural England supports the preferred option. Comments noted no further action 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Hiskett  Strongly 
Agree 

We strongly support this policy and have the following additional 
suggestions: We suggest in the Regional and Local Sites paragraph that 
“Norfolk Biodiversity Action Plan” is replaced by “UK and/or Norfolk 
Biodiversity Action Plan”. We also suggest that the same amendment in 
the paragraph dealing with protected species. This is to ensure that 
habitats or species for which there is a national plan but not a local one 
are covered by the policy. The district ecological network map that is 
referred to in the ecological network paragraph should be included as an 
illustrative diagram in the final LDF document. 

Amend text to include UK as well as Norfolk BAP species include 
map of eco-nets in supporting text 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Defence 
Estates 

 No Opinion This policy should recognize the national and local importance of MOD. 
The plan should provide a positive framework for the continued operation 
and sustainable development of these sites. 

Large areas of MOD land in Breckland are designated as SPAs 
and SACs and are covered and protected by the European 
Habitats Regulations. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Council’s intention to protect and enhance 
the distinctiveness of Breckland’s biodiversity geodiversity and 
landscape. With regards to the land at Norwich Road Attleborough the 
sensitivities of the landscape in this area have been recognised and a 
Landscape and Townscape Analysis has been prepared which addresses 
this and other environmental constraints and acknowledges the influence 
they have on any development opportunities for this site. The Landscape 
and Townscape Analysis states that the intention would be to design a 
development scheme which respects the natural character of this area of 
Attleborough and then positively responds to it. An Indicative Masterplan 
has been prepared which recognises and responds to the various 
landscape buffers which are necessary to respect the sensitivity of this 

Comments noted 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

landscape. Native tree planting has been retained and natural features 
such as the Attleborough stream have been retained and incorporated 
within the development design to form not only a feature of the 
development concept but also to support the biological diversity of 
particular aquatic species in this area. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Homes Hopkins 
Homes Ltd 

No Opinion We welcome the protection given to SSSIs and the Environment and that 
the policy will be applied to mitigate the impact from development. The 
proposed level of growth to the south of Attleborough would adversely 
affect the Environment. The Strategic Environmental Assessment should 
be extended to consider the impact of the proposed housing allocations 
so that they do not impact on important environmental sites. 

Comments are noted. No evidence is presented in the 
representation to support the statement that development in 
Attleborough will adversely effect the environment. The 
development distribution has been tested through SA of the Core 
Strategy. Whilst it is recognised that all development will have 
some level of impact upon the environment there is no evidence 
to suggest this impact will be greater in Attleborough than other 
locations in the District. With regard to proposed allocation the 
SA/SEA will look at this in detail for the Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals document 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Hobbs Norwich City 
Council 

Agree Support this policy but reference needs to be made to Greater Norwich 
Development Partnership Green Infrastructure Strategy and new 
ecological networks would need to link up with this strategy where 
appropriate. 

Do not specifically reference the GNDP Green infrastructure study 
but amend text to include reference to adjacent authorities 
Ecological Network Mapping Reports 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Agree This policy deals with the protection of the bio-diversity geo-diversity and 
the landscape of Breckland in particular sites of special scientific interest 
regional and local sites and the protection of species. We support the 
local authority using conditions and/or planning obligations to ensure that 
appropriate mitigation measures are utilized. 

Comments noted no further action 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Councils intention to protect and enhance 
the distinctiveness of Breckland’s biodiversity geodiversity and 
landscape. With regards to the land at Norwich Road Attleborough the 
sensitivities of the landscape in this area have been recognised and a 
Landscape and Townscape Analysis has been prepared which addresses 
this and other environmental constraints and acknowledges the influence 
they have on any development opportunities for this site The Landscape 
and Townscape Analysis states that the intention would be to design a 
development scheme which respects the natural character of this area of 
Attleborough and then positively responds to it An Indicative Masterplan 
has been prepared which recognises and responds to the various 
landscape buffers which are necessary to respect the sensitivity of this 
landscape Native tree planting has been retained and natural features 
such as the Attleborough stream have been retained and incorporated 
within the development design to form not only a feature of the 
development concept but also to support the biological diversity of 
particular aquatic species in this area. 

Comments noted 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Norfolk 
Biodiversity 
Partnership 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Under the reference to regional and local sites the sentence identifying 
the Norfolk Biodiversity Action Plan should be expanded to read the UK 
and / or Norfolk Biodiversity Action Plans. Similarly under the heading 
'Protection of Species' the reference to the Norfolk BAP should be 
expanded to the UK and/or Norfolk Biodiversity Action Plan 

Agree Amend text to include 'UK' as well as 'Norfolk' BAP species 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Norfolk 
Biodiversity 
Partnership 

 No Opinion It would be helpful to include the County and/or the Breckland Econets 
map. 

Comments noted map to be included in supporting text 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Norfolk 
Biodiversity 
Partnership 

 No Opinion There is a discrepancy between the SSSI statistics presented on page 3 
(para 1.11) and page 5 (para 1.21) 

Amend para 1.11 and para 1.21 to read around 13% of all SSSIs 
found in the East of England 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Norfolk 
Biodiversity 
Partnership 

 No Opinion Under Indicators we would propose including the new National Indicator 
on Local Sites (NI 197). 

Agree amend Monitoring and Implementation Section to include 
NI 197 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Thetford Town 
Council 

 No Opinion A southern link road for Thetford may require nature conservation bodies 
to review previously stated positions. 

Not related to policy 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Gladstone Regionally 
Important 
Geological 
Sites Group 

Agree Again very welcome policies and useful inclusive wording on SSSIs 
Regional and Local Sites and Enhancement of Biodiversity and 
Geodiversity. As above re-consider the use of the word ‘geology’ in the 
sections on Regional and Local Sites and Enhancement of Biodiversity 
and Geodiversity. 2.7? I would suggest the addition of a geodiversity 
paragraph along the lines of: Geodiversity can be lost through land fill 
new development and aggregates extraction. However development can 
also provide the opportunity to improve and enhance the geodiversity of 
the area by retaining small sections as part of the design process and/or 
by rescue sediment logging. 

Comment noted include paragraph in supporting text on 
Geodiversity 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Strongly 
Agree 

The Core Strategy Policy to protect Internationally Regionally and Local 
Sites of ecological value is agreed as an important inclusion in the 
forthcoming DPD. We also support the principle of the enhancement of 
biodiversity and geodiversity. Green Infrastructure within new 
development is likely to have a key role in the provision of additional 
habitat. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported. (re Policy CP8: see 
Section 2:Ecological Network) 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
8 

DerehamTown
Council 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree The Council would like to see the environment and landscape around 
SSSIs and other important wildlife sites protected. The Council would like 
to see Green Infrastructure protected and enhanced. The Council would 

Comments noted. Green Infrastructure studies for Dereham and 
Thetford will inform and support policies and allocations in 
Development Plan Documents such as the Core Strategy Site 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

also like to see the adoption of local green infrastructure studies as 
supplementary planning guidance within the LDF. 

Specific Policies and Proposals and the Thetford Area Action Plan 
therefore a Supplementary Planning Document on green 
infrastructure will not be required. 

Alternative 
Option 
CP8AO1 

Ginn Natural 
England 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Failure to protect sites designated for their biodiversity and geodiversity 
and failure to recognise the presence of protected species would conflict 
with Breckland Council's obligations under PPS9 and the NERC Act 
2006. 

Comments noted no further action 

Alternative 
Option 
CP8AO1 

McIntosh  Disagree CWS & SSSI sites require protection but with the changing environmental 
conditions the status of some of these sites may require review to 
determine whether the original classification is still valid 

comments noted no further action. Norfolk County Council review 
County Wildlife Sites 

Alternative 
Option 
CP8AO1 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

Strongly 
Agree 

Ecology should not take preference over new homes Biodiversity is a key Strategic and Spatial Objective alongside 
housing provision. PPS9 requires LPAs to maintain protect and 
enhance ecological and geological interests. CP8AO1 would still 
give protection to environmental designations through national 
policy outlined in PPS9. No further action recommended in 
relation to this comment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised CP10 Natural Environment 

Policy CP 10  

 Natural Environment  

Enhancement of Biodiversity and Geodiversity  

Through the promotion of positive action and the development control process, the 

enhancement of biodiversity and geodiversity in the district will be sought. There is 

an expectation that development will incorporate biodiversity or geological features 

where opportunities exist. Development that fails to exploit opportunities to 

incorporate available biodiversity or geological features will not be considered 

appropriate.  

Ecological Network  

Open spaces and areas of biodiversity interest will be protected from harm and the 

restoration, enhancement, expansion and linking of these areas to create ecological 

networks will be encouraged by:  

• minimising the fragmentation of habitats, creation of new habitats and 

connection of existing areas to create an ecological network as identified in the 

Norfolk and Breckland District Ecological Network Mapping Report ;  

•  appropriate management of valuable areas, such as County Wildlife Sites 

(CWS’s); 

• the designation of Local Nature Reserves and CWS’s; 

• creating green networks to link urban areas to the countryside; and 

•  maximising opportunities for creation of new green infrastructure and 

networks in sites allocated for development. 

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)  

Development that may affect an SSSI that is not also subject to an international 

designation will be subject to the follow requirements:  

Development that may have an adverse impact upon an SSSI, either directly or 

indirectly, will need to be accompanied by a suitable environmental assessment which 

identifies the impact of the development on the SSSI and potential mitigation 

measures that may be incorporated to assuage any impact. Only in exceptional 

circumstances will development be permitted if it is shown to have a detrimental 

effect on a SSSI. For the purposes of this requirement exceptional circumstances will 

be only where the benefits are of national or regional importance and clearly outweigh 

the need for the protection of the site.  

Regional and Local Sites  

A full environmental appraisal will be required for development that may have a 

direct or indirect impact upon any site of regional or local biodiversity, or geological 

interest identified on the proposals map.  These will include:  County Wildlife Sites 



(CWS), Semi Natural Ancient Woodland, Local Nature Reserves, Habitats identified 

in the UK and Norfolk Biodiversity Action Plan and local sites of geodiversity. Only 

in exceptional circumstances will development be permitted that would have an 

adverse effect upon a site of regional or local biodiversity or geological interest. 

When considering exceptional circumstances regard will be had to:  

a. The regional and local importance of the site in terms of its contribution to 
biodiversity, scientific and educational interest, geodiversity, visual amenity 

and recreational value.  

b. The benefit that will be provided by the development in relation to the public 
interest. 

Protection of Species  

Development that may affect a species protected by legislation will be subject to the 

requirements set out in the relevant legislation. Where development is likely to have 

an impact upon a species that is not protected by other legislation, and in particular 

where that species is identified in the Norfolk and UK Biodiversity Action Plan, there 

will be an expectation that the development proposal will be accompanied by an 

impact study commensurate with the scale of the impact and the importance of the 

species.  

Wherever a proposed development may have a detrimental impact upon a designated 

site or protected species,  conditions and/or planning obligations will be used to 

ensure that appropriate mitigation measures are utilised, where appropriate.  

Reasoned Justification  

3.62 From the Brecks to the Norfolk Valley Fens, Breckland has a diverse landscape, 

significant areas of which have particular conservation or environmental interest. The 

range and quality of these sites is crucial not only for wildlife, the environment, as an 

educational resource and more widely the biodiversity of the District as a whole, but 

are also beneficial to the overall quality of life in Breckland and the development of 

the area as an attractive place to live and work. As such, these areas are key 

components of the aspiration of achieving successful and sustainable development in 

Breckland.  

3.63 There are a number of habitats within Breckland that cannot be recreated easily, 

if at all, and which are high priorities for action in terms of restoration of existing sites 

or buffering from external impacts or linking habitats.  

3.64 The key ecological characteristics of the District can be summarised as  

• The Brecks, comprising an extensive area of largely conifer plantation and 

arable farmland but with extensive areas of heathland within the forest and 

arable landscape. Other habitats within the Brecks include fen, grazing marsh 

and naturally fluctuating water bodies (meres and pingoes). A significant 

proportion of the Brecks, including arable farmland, is designated as European 

protected sites, forming the largest terrestrial protected area in Norfolk.  



• A number of river valleys, including the Wensum, Waveney, 

Yare/Blackwarter, Nar, Whitewater, Tud, Wissey, Little Ouse and Thet. These 

have extensive areas of wetland habitats, comprised mainly of grazing marsh 

with areas of fen and reedbed; many of the rivers are recognised as chalk 

streams. Some of these habitats are European protected sites.   

• Relatively extensive areas of woodland and shelterbelts, often associated with 

large estates. There is also a number of ancient woodlands and individual 

Veteran Trees scattered through the District.   

• Arable landscape features, comprising Scots pine shelterbelts, hedgerows, 

mature trees, copses, ponds and field margins. These features are key 

components of the ecological network at a local scale; collectively, they 

amount to a significant biodiversity resource.  

• The urban area of Thetford and other market towns, such as Attleborough and 

Swaffham. 

• It is important to recognise that the Brecks cross the county boundary and that 

the ecological network should be consistent across this  

3.65 Some of these areas, such as the Special Protection Areas (SPAs), Special Areas 

of Conservation (SACs), Ramsar sites are protected by International conventions or 

European Directives and these areas will be identified on the proposals map. Others, 

however, do not enjoy the benefit of legislative protection. In reflection of this lack of 

external protection and in recognition of their contribution to Breckland, the 

nationally, regionally or locally important areas of conservation or environmental 

interest which are not otherwise protected will be comprehensively protected through 

the planning process.  To achieve this allocations for development in subsequent 

DPDs will avoid the designated areas identified in the above policy.  Designated 

sites in the above policy will also be protected through the development control 

process.  

3.66 Much of Norfolk has suffered a dramatic reduction in biodiversity.  A significant 

cause of this has been the rise of intensive agriculture over the past 60 years alongside 

the development of housing and infrastructure.  

3.67 Once extensive areas of habitats now comprise small remnants isolated from 

each other.  

3.68 With so much of the region’s wildlife fragmented in small and isolated habitats, 

there are significant consequences for its long-term survival.  

3.69 One approach to safeguarding wildlife in the long term is that of the Ecological 

Network – comprising of:  

• Core areas – clusters of high value wildlife sites 

• Buffer areas – surrounding the core areas to reduce the adverse impacts from 

adjacent land-uses 

• Enhancement areas – focus on habitat creation 



• Corridors and stepping stones – promote connectivity between sites and 

through wider landscape 

3.70 The planning process, through allocations in subsequent DPDs and 

development control offers the opportunity to integrate the concept of an Ecological 

Network into local planning and seek to conserve, restore and re-establish habitats and 

create linking corridors. The following map shows the Ecological Network in 

Breckland and the surrounding Districts.  

3.71    

 
Map 3.1 Breckland Ecological Network   

3.72    

 



3.73 New development also provides the opportunity to improve and enhance the 

biodiversity of the area, either by incorporating areas of biodiversity value into new 

development or by creating new areas as part of the design process. Failure to enhance 

these opportunities will significantly diminish the potential for the district to be 

enhanced as it develops.  

3.74 In addition to Breckland's ecological assets, Breckland contains some unique 

geodiversity. There are a number of SSSIs designated for geological interest and one 

Regionally Important Geological Site at Newton and Castle Acre Chalk Pit.    

Geodiversity can be lost through land fill, new development and aggregates 

extraction. However development can also provide the opportunity to improve and 

enhance the geodiversity of the area by retaining small sections as part of the design 

process and/or by rescue sediment logging.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments on CP11 Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape of the District, formally Preferred Option CP9 

Policy Consultee Name 
Consultee 

Organisation 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

Mileham Norfolk County 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

The County Council considers that Breckland Council should 
consider the inclusion of a policy to safeguard the sensitive river 
corridors of the district in the submission document. Such a policy 
would seek to protect the special characteristics of river corridors. In 
particular the setting of the river Thet should be protected in view of 
the scale of new development proposed at Thetford and its potential 
impact on the river corridor. 

The Breckland Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) 
recognises the importance and sensitivity of the river corridors 
throughout the District. The preferred policy requires development 
to have regard to the aesthetic qualities of the landscape and the 
findings of the LCA will be used to assess the appropriateness of 
future development proposals based upon these findings. 
Therefore it is considered that there is no specific need for an 
additional policy to deal with this issue. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

Mileham Norfolk County 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

Policy CP8 should make reference to conserving and strengthening 
landscape character and maintaining local distinctiveness. This is 
referred to in the explanatory text but should be included within the 
policy itself. There seemed a lack of clarity between the preferred 
landscape policy and the alternative options. The preferred policy 
gives no mechanism for protecting landscaping preferentially 
although the explanatory text does refer to a sensitivity analysis 
done as part of the landscape character assessment. It may be 
clearer if the policy in the Core Strategy refers to landscape 
protection in accordance to criteria to be set out in detailed polices. 
This could then take account of issues such as sensitivity existing 
landscape features tranquillity etc. 

Comment relates to Preferred Option CP9 as opposed to CP8 
referred to above. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

Currington  Disagree Breckland is a fairly rural place to live. The problem is we need to 
address the housing crisis. Putting unnecessary constraints on 
development such as the assessment and location of individual 
trees I think is short sighted. I Agree larger areas such as Thetford 
forest park should be protected. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

Ginn Natural England Agree Agree. Comment noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

Gilbert-Wooldridge English Heritage Disagree The wording of this option needs to reflect the historic and man-
made qualities of the district’s landscapes; it currently focuses solely 
on landscape as a natural feature. The end of the first sentence 
should read “in the interests of bio-diversity geodiversity and historic 
conservation” whilst the second sentence should refer to “natural 
and man-made features” within the landscape. These changes 
would reflect the contents of Breckland District Landscape 
Character Assessment which contains historic landscape 
characterisation data (see chapter 5 of that document) and a 
discussion of the human influences on the district’s landscape. 

Comment noted a section on the historical environment will be 
added to this policy 



Policy Consultee Name 
Consultee 

Organisation 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

Defence Estates  No 
Opinion 

This policy should recognize the national and local importance of 
MOD. MOD has protected its sites from agricultural and general 
economic development. As such a large proportion of our land 
holdings are semi natural habitats and therefore of landscape value. 
MOD has no option but to consider development within these areas 
to meet future training needs. The plan should provide a positive 
framework for the continued operation and sustainable development 
of these sites 

Comments noted. Policy CP9 provides a robust framework to 
protect the landscape of the district for its own sake. The policy 
sets out the qualities of the District's landscape that development 
should have regard to and the approach provides sufficient 
guidance for uses which may have an impact including training. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

St Edmundsbury 
Borough Council 

 No 
Opinion 

Our original comments considered that special regard and a 
protective policy approach should be given to The Brecks. This 
would support the work of the Brecks Partnership in its document 
“Recognition for the Brecks – Securing a Sustainable Future” 
published in November 2006. That document recommended that 
local planning authorities in the area should amongst other things 
“work together to identify local gaps and needs and suitable policies 
for the Brecks for inclusion in Regional Spatial Strategies and Local 
Development Documents.” With this in mind now would be an 
opportune time to seek to develop joint and consistent land use 
policies for the whole of the Brecks area which would include Forest 
Heath and King’s Lynn & West Norfolk districts and St 
Edmundsbury. The Borough Council recommends this joint 
approach to preparing appropriate polices. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

Thetford Town 
Council 

 No 
Opinion 

This needs to reflect very strongly the Brecks Study which covers 
this more comprehensively. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

Sayers Cowper Banham Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

. Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

Gladstone Regionally 
Important 
Geological Sites 
Group 

No 
Opinion 

A welcome section on landscape which includes topographical 
features. (Though again nothing on geodiversity within the 
justification section) 

Comments noted. Additional reasoned justification could be 
included in the submission Core Strategy to support geodiversity 
interests. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 9 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option 

DerehamTownCouncil Dereham Town 
Council 

Agree The Council is Ok with the statement provided that it is not used to 
prevent renewable energy initiatives. The Council would like to see 

Comments noted. 



Policy Consultee Name 
Consultee 

Organisation 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

CP 9 land adjoining green-lanes and footpaths where they form access to 
the countryside from the towns protected from development. As 
these help to retain the rural landscape in and around the towns. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised CP11 Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape  

Policy CP 11  

Protection and enhancement of the landscape of the District  

The existing  landscape of the District will be protected for the sake of its own 

intrinsic beauty and its benefit to the rural character and in the interests of 

biodiversity, and  geodiversity and historic conservation. Development should have 

particular regard to maintaining the aesthetic and biodiversity qualities of the natural 

and man-made features within the landscape, including a consideration of 

individual or groups of natural features such as trees, hedges and woodland or rivers, 

streams or other topographical features.  

The release of land in Breckland will have regard to the findings of the Council's 

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) and Settlement Fringe Landscape 

Assessment to ensure land is released, where appropriate, in areas where the 

impact on the landscape is at a minimum. Development should also be designed 

to be sympathetic to landscape character, and informed by the LCA.  

High protection will be given to the Brecks landscape, reflecting it's role as a 

regionally significant green infrastructure asset. Proposals within the Brecks 

Landscape Character Areas will not be permitted where these would result in 

harm to key visual features of the landscape type, other valued components of 

the landscape, or where proposals would result in a change in the landscape 

character.  

High protection will also be given to the River Valleys and Chalk Rivers in 

Breckland as identified in the Landscape Character Assessment, recognising 

their defining natural features, rich biodiversity and the undeveloped character 

of their shallow valleys.  

The enhancement of the District's landscape with particular reference to areas with 

public access, such as Thetford Forest Park, will be promoted. Appropriate 

management measures will be secured through development or other mechanisms 

where appropriate and benefits are achievable.  

The Council expects all development within the District to be of the highest design 

quality in terms of both architecture and landscape. It should have regard to good 

practice in urban design and fully consider the context within which it sits. It should 

embrace opportunities to enhance the character and appearance of an area and 

contribute to creating a sense of local distinctiveness.  

Reasoned Justification  

3.75 Breckland District has a remarkable landscape, including extensive parts of the 

regionally significant Brecks Heaths and woodland in the south and west of the 

District. Elsewhere the District is generally characterised by river valleys with their 

associated tributary farmland rising up to the clay plateau farmland which stretches 

from the Lophams in the south-east to the Colkirk in the north-west.  This remarkable 



landscape is considered to be an important resource, not only for its intrinsic character 

and beauty, but also its contribution to the rural character of the area and its essential 

contribution to the biodiversity of the District.  

3.76 A Landscape Character Assessment produced on behalf of the Council has 

identified a number of sub-types of landscape within the District.  These landscapes 

have a varying capacity to accommodate new development depending on their nature 

and location without the development being significantly detrimental to the 

landscapes characteristics or defining features.  

3.77 In determining proposals for new development, regard shall be had to the 

Council's Landscape Character Assessment, ensuring that all proposals respect 

the key visual sensitivities of the landscape that are a fundamental part of its 

character.  The integration of new development into the existing landscape will 

be expected to be achieved in all development proposals without causing harm to 

the features that define them.  

3.78 In Thetford, all development proposals will have regard to the findings of 

the Thetford Green Infrastructure Study, District-wide Landscape Character 

Assessment and Settlement Fringe Assessment as well as other supporting 

evidence recognising the need for regeneration in the town centre whilst ensuring 

that the historic environment is protected. Additional detailed policy dealing 

with townscape will be provided in the Thetford Area Action Plan.  

3.79 Significant regeneration will occur in Thetford; new development should be 

integrated into the existing historic fabric.  Consideration will be given to the 

individual characteristics or group value of historic buildings and Conservation Areas, 

in particular the Castle Hill, Nunnery and Priory. Development that fails to make 

sufficient use of, or contribution to, the historic areas of the town will not be 

considered appropriate. Detailed guidance for development in Thetford will be 

published in the form of the Thetford Area Action Plan.  

3.80 Significant development is proposed in town centres of Attleborough and 

Dereham; new development should be designed and built to a high standard to ensure 

that the character of the Conservation Area is preserved, and where possible 

enhanced. The Site Specific Policies and Proposals Development Plan Document will 

set out in detail those areas which are of particular historic or conservation interest 

and need particular consideration.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on CP12 Energy, formally Preferred Option CP11 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Parsons Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The spatial distribution of development may require strategic wastewater solutions 
involving pumping over long distances. Every effort should be made through Water 
Cycle Study techniques to minimise the energy requirements through the use of 
gravity wherever possible. 

Agreed. Infrastructure solutions should be as energy 
efficient and sustainable as possible. The Council has 
already carried out a water cycle study for Thetford and 
intends to role a wider study out to deal with strategic 
waste water management issues elsewhere in the district. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Gibson Whinburgh & 
Westfield 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

CP11 Energy: It is important that suitable sites are selected for the provision of 
renewable energy with due regard to the possible impact on the local environment. 

Comments noted. The preferred option of the Council on 
renewable energy generation developments is set out in 
policy DC16. The Council will consider any land that is put 
forward for renewable energy developments through the 
Site Specific Policies and Proposals DPD and/or the 
Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Agree We would support the Council’s intentions for encouraging renewable and low carbon 
de-centralised systems to support sustainable development at Thetford. In order for 
sustainable urban extensions to benefit from such energy systems it is important that 
they are planned in at the early stages of the planning process and this policy will 
allow this to happen. 

Support for policy approach is noted. Further specific policy 
guidance on decentralised energy infrastructure for 
Thetford may be set out in the Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

Disagree In the second sentence of the third paragraph we would recommended the term 
“environment” rather than “landscape” as this encompasses all elements of the 
environment including natural built and historic features. 

Comments noted. Consideration will be given to replacing 
the word landscape with environment in the second 
sentence of the third paragraph. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The Shadwell Estate supports the requirement for a significant proportion of energy 
supply for substantial new developments to be gained from onsite renewable or low-
carbon energy sources. The Shadwell Estate land is uniquely positioned to provide 
long lasting low energy development. The Estate will examine in further detail through 
submissions towards the Thetford Area Action Plan the opportunity to provide 
combined heat and power within the proposed development area. The Estate will 
also examine the scope to generate wind power from land within the Shadwell Estate 
ownership. 

Support for the policy approach is noted. The Council does 
not intend to comment on the individual merits of any 
particular site through the preferred options of the Core 
Strategy. The Thetford Area Action Plan will provide 
additional Thetford specific guidance on the requirements 
for the provision of decentralised energy generation 
infrastructure. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Hiskett  No 
Opinion 

We support this policy Support for the policy is noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Council’s intentions in broad terms but objects to the 
specifics of this policy which state that a ‘significant proportion of the energy supply 
for substantial new development will be expected to be gained from on-site and/or 
decentralised renewable or low-carbon energy sources’ with thresholds and 
requirements for provision set out in the Development Control Policies (Preferred 
Option DC 15). Gladedale (Anglia) objects to this approach of stating that significant 
proportions of energy supply will be expected to be provided from renewable or low-
carbon energy sources and thereby imposing targets in Development Control Policies 
which in the opinion of Gladedale (Anglia) have been formulated with an insufficient 

Broad support for the policy objective is noted. The 
Councils position in terms of its preferred option policies 
which require onsite renewable energy generation for new 
development is set out in the officer's response to 
Gladedale's comments under policy DC15. The Council is 
committed to tackling the causes of climate change and 
this is considered part of the Council's response. Therefore 
the Council maintains that policy CP11 is in conformity with 
National and Regional Policy and that it represents an 
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evidence-based understanding of the local feasibility and potential for renewable and 
low-carbon technologies in the District with specific regard to Attleborough. 
Paragraph 26 of PPS1 (Supplement) Planning and Climate Change states that 
Planning Authorities should have an evidence-based understanding of the local 
feasibility and potential for renewable and low-carbon technologies including micro 
generation to supply any new development in their area. It continues by stating that 
planning authorities should use this evidence base to set out a target percentage of 
the energy to be used in new development to come from decentralised and 
renewable or low-carbon energy sources where it is viable. It states that the target 
should avoid prescription on technologies and be flexible in how carbon savings from 
local energy supplies are to be secured. It states that in bringing forward these 
targets Planning Authorities should set out the size and type of development to which 
the target will be applied and ensure that there is a clear rationale for the target and it 
is properly tested. It is Gladedale (Anglia)’s contention that the Council has not yet 
obtained sufficient evidence as prescribed by PPS1 (Supplement) Planning and 
Climate Change to suggest that a ‘significant proportion of energy supply for 
substantial new development will be expected to be gained from on-site and/or 
decentralised renewable or low-carbon energy sources’. There needs to be clear 
rationale and clarity on the scale and type of renewable energy sources to be used 
and the Council should set out the size and type of development to which any 
requirements will apply. 

appropriate approach. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Bishop Swaffham 
Town Council 

Agree Swaffham Town Council would like to encourage renewable energy where possible 
and appropriate. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Tesco 
Stores Ltd 

 Agree Due to our client’s ongoing commitment to the reduction of carbon emissions 
sustainable construction techniques and utilisation of renewable energy sources the 
aims of Preferred Option CP11 are broadly supported. 

Support for the policy is noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Agree We support the local authority’s policy that they will encourage the provision of 
renewable and low carbon technologies including micro renewables secured through 
a new residential commercial or industrial development. Opportunities to deliver the 
centralized energy systems particularly those which are powered by a renewable or 
low carbon source is supported. We support current and emerging Government 
guidance on energy. However it should be recognised that the viability and 
achievability for energy requirements should also be assessed by the circumstances 
and environment that will surround a particular development. 

Comment noted Policy wording gives sufficient flexibility 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Council’s intentions in broad terms but objects to the 
specifics of this policy which state that a ‘significant proportion of the energy supply 
for substantial new development will be expected to be gained from on-site and/or 
decentralised renewable or low-carbon energy sources’ with thresholds and 
requirements for provision set out in the Development Control Policies (Preferred 
Option DC 15). Gladedale (Anglia) objects to this approach of stating that significant 

Comment noted. The policy is in line with the aspirations of 
national policy outlined in PPS1 supplement. The Council 
is producing evidence base to test the impact on viability 
and achievability of the % set out in the development 
control policy. It should be noted that the RSS sets the 
target proposed as a minimum in the interim before local 
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proportions of energy supply will be expected to be provided from renewable or low-
carbon energy sources and thereby imposing targets in Development Control Policies 
which in the opinion of Gladedale (Anglia) have been formulated with an insufficient 
evidence-based understanding of the local feasibility and potential for renewable and 
low-carbon technologies in the District with specific regard to Attleborough. 
Paragraph 26 of PPSI (Supplement) Planning and Climate Change states that 
Planning Authorities should have an evidence-based understanding of the local 
feasibility and potential for renewable and low-carbon technologies including micro 
generation to supply any new development in their area. It continues by stating that 
planning authorities should use this evidence base to set out a target percentage of 
the energy to be used in new development to come from decentralised and 
renewable or low-carbon energy sources where it is viable. It states that the target 
should avoid prescription on technologies and be flexible in how carbon savings from 
local energy supplies are to be secured. It states that in bringing forward these 
targets Planning Authorities should set out the size and type of development to which 
the target will be applied and ensure that there is a clear rationale for the target and it 
is properly tested. It is Gladedale (Anglia)’s contention that the Council has not yet 
obtained sufficient evidence as prescribed by PPS1 (Supplement) Planning and 
Climate Change to suggest that a ‘significant proportion of energy supply for 
substantial new development will be expected to be gained from on-site and/or 
decentralised renewable or low-carbon energy sources. There needs to be clear 
rationale and clarity on the scale and type of renewable energy sources to be used 
and the Council should set out the size and type of development to which any 
requirements will apply. 

development plans are adopted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The Shadwell Estate supports the requirement for a significant proportion of energy 
supply for substantial new developments to be gained from onsite renewable or low-
carbon energy sources. The Shadwell Estate land is uniquely positioned to provide 
long lasting low energy development. The Estate will examine in further detail through 
submissions towards the Thetford Area Action Plan the opportunity to provide 
combined heat and power within the proposed development area. The Estate will 
also examine the scope to generate wind power from land within the Shadwell Estate 
ownership. 

Support for the policy approach is noted. The Council does 
not intend to comment on the individual merits of any 
particular site through the preferred options of the Core 
Strategy. The Thetford Area Action Plan will provide 
additional Thetford specific guidance on the requirements 
for the provision of decentralised energy generation 
infrastructure. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Strongly 
Agree 

We would agree with and support any policies that ensured the preservation of 
existing and development of additional Green Infrastructure within the District. There 
is the ability for Green Infrastructure to provide an array of multi-functional land uses 
(i.e. recreational space SuDS biodiversity etc.) within a certain area. 

Support for the policy is noted. The district preferred option 
policy on green infrastructure is set out in DC11. 

Preferred 
Option CP 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

In relation to ‘Preferred Option CP 11 – Energy’ we remind you that the PPS on 
Planning and Climate Change expects Authorities to set district-wide targets for the 

The preferred option for Policy DC15 set out the Council's 
expectations in terms of the percentage of renewable 
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11 percentage of renewable energy to be used in new developments plus tailored 
targets for sites where there are bigger opportunities than the council-wide target. 
Accordingly we would expect this requirement to be addressed as the Authority 
progresses with its DPD. In addressing this issue we remind you that we would 
expect any requirement for on-site provision to include words to the effect that the 
policy will be applied flexibly and will allow carbon savings from local (including off-
site) energy supplies to be considered towards the target. With respect to the Code 
for Sustainable Homes it is important that the approach in your Core Strategy in 
relation to the Code is in accordance with paragraphs 31-33 of the PPS1 
Supplement. 

energy that will be used in new development. The preferred 
option for DC15 is considered to be in conformity with the 
requirements of the RSS and National Planning Policy. The 
Council sets out in CP11 that consideration will be given to 
site specific targets which are more stringent than the 
general targets set out in DC15 where local circumstances 
allow through the Site Specific Policies and Proposals DPD 
and Thetford or Snetterton Area Action Plans. The LPA 
considers that it is difficult to identify individual 
opportunities for enhancement renewable energy 
generation in advance of considering which sites will make 
up the individual allocations that fulfil the development 
commitments set out in the Core Strategy. Therefore the 
LPA considers that the approach set out in CP11 is the 
most appropriate. Policy DC15 provides adequate flexibility 
to consider off site provision where it can be demonstrated 
that it could provide greater gain in terms of renewable 
energy generation. The LPA note the comments in terms of 
the Code for Sustainable Homes and will consider whether 
it would be appropriate to incorporate further policy 
requirements in this regard. The Council is conscious 
however that in line with paragraph 30 of PPS1 it does not 
set out policies that will replicate or cut across matters 
within the scope of other legislation such as those set out 
in the building regulations for energy efficiency . 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

NorfolkHome
s 

Norfolk 
Homes Ltd 

Agree Whilst the principle is to be supported we are of the view that “Alternative Option 3” 
would be more viable for the development industry and less likely to frustrate 
development in the shorter term (see comments in respect of Policy DC15. 

Support for the principle is noted. Although the requirement 
of a rising percentage of renewable energy generation may 
help to tackle carbon emissions the LPA maintains its 
concerns that it is difficult to predict the appropriate level or 
timescale for increases. The current levels of provision set 
out in the preferred option of DC15 are in line with the 
minimum expectations of the RSS. As this will on adoption 
form part of the statutory development plan the LPA does 
not consider starting from a lower percentage is 
appropriate or defensible. to date the LPA has not 
identified any local evidence that the achievement of the 
10% is unviable due to local circumstances. Additional 
work is being undertaken on the effect of planning 
requirements on the viability of development. The 
government has committed to making the building 
regulations more stringent aiming to achieve level 6 of the 
Code for Sustainable Homes by 2016 with other 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

benchmarks at 2010 and 2013. These increases in the 
building regulations represent to all intents and purposes a 
rising percentage requirement and it is not the intention of 
the LPA to replicate the function of other legislation. 
Therefore the Council maintains that its approach is 
appropriate. Comments made under policy DC15 will be 
dealt with under that policy. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree The policy should allow for and encourage retro installation of renewable e.g. turbines 
on existing properties. Development sites should be selected on the basis of the 
amount of renewable energy it would deliver. 10% should be a minimum not a target 
and should never be reduced. 

Support for the policy approach is noted. In general 
renewable energy development is supported by the 
preferred option CP11. The policies for general 
developments is set out in DC1 and the LPA considers that 
this sets out the appropriate criteria for considering general 
application. Recent changes to the GPDO allows for more 
types of microgeneration apparatus to be erected without 
the need for planning permission and this should help to 
overcome some of the obstacles householders have 
experienced in the past. The preferred option policy dealing 
with requirements for on-site renewable energy generation 
are set out in policy DC15. It is not considered reasonable 
to put in place a policy that may potentially render some 
site unviable due to excessive developer contributions 
therefore the ability to consider a lower percentage of 
energy is considered necessary. The process set out for 
the consideration to lower percentages of energy is 
considered significantly robust to prevent abuses of the 
system. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old 
Buckenham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree It was felt that support and encouragement be given to householders to use green 
energy – and to waive planning fees for home turbines. 

Support for the policy approach is noted as are the 
comments in regards to support provided to householders. 
The LPA does not consider it appropriate to waive fees for 
development that requires the benefit of planning 
permission. Recent changes to the GPDO will mean that 
more micro-generation apparatus does not require the 
benefit of planning permission and this will help to address 
some of the obstacles that householders have experienced 
in the past. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
11 

Gladedale Gladedale Agree We recognise the increasing and urgent need to seek to address the issue of climate 
change and support the intention to make best use of appropriate renewable energy 
sources as this recognises that the technology associated with renewable energy is 
still developing. It would be inappropriate to be too prescriptive given the likelihood 
that there will be significant technological enhancements during the course of the 
plan period. A flexible approach to on site provision of renewable energy is therefore 

The support for the policy approach is noted. 
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essential and we welcome the recognition that the threshold for and magnitude of this 
requirement may be altered by policies contained within the forthcoming Site 
Specifics DPD based upon identified local constraints. This is essential in order to 
ensure the deliverability of individual sites to contribute to the overall needs of the 
District. 

Alternative 
Option 
CP11AO3 

Currington  Disagree I do not think small scale developments should be burdened with having to provide 
some of their energy requirement. on site. We need to address the housing crisis not 
find ways to hinder growth and development. We are committed to 10% renewables 
so allow companies to build renewable energy provision in more rural areas AWAY 
from housing. 

The preferred options for thresholds for requiring a 
provision of on-site renewable energy generation are set 
out in policy DC15 this includes a threshold of 10 houses 
which is considered appropriate by the LPA. The Council is 
committed to delivering the development need of the 
district and has installed the ability to reduce the required 
percentage of renewable energy is it would make 
development unviable. The LPA maintains that all new 
development should make a contribution to reducing the 
causes of climate change through improved efficiency and 
the use of renewables. The preferred options for renewable 
energy generation are set out in policy DC10 and support 
in general terms this type of development. 

Alternative 
Option 
CP11AO3 

NorfolkHome
s 

Norfolk 
Homes Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

Whilst the principle is to be supported we are of the view that “Alternative Option 3” 
would be more viable for the development industry and less likely to frustrate 
development in the shorter term (see comments in respect of Policy DC15. 

See officer comments for comments made by Norfolk 
homes under the preferred options. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised CP12 Energy 

Policy CP 12  

Energy  

The Local Authority encourages and will support the provision of renewable and low-

carbon technologies, including micro-renewables secured through new residential, 

commercial or industrial development.    

Opportunities to deliver decentralised energy systems, particularly those which are 

powered by a renewable or low-carbon source, will be supported. Renewable and 

low-carbon, decentralised systems will be encouraged to support the sustainable 

development of major growth locations such as Thetford, Attleborough and 

Snetterton Heath.  

Commercial scale renewable energy generation developments will be supported 

throughout the District. Large scale developments of this type will be subject to a 

comprehensive environmental assessment which will be based on the individual and 

unique circumstances of the case. When considering such assessments, regard will be 

given to the wider environmental benefits of providing energy from renewable 

sources as well as effects on amenities and the local landscape and environment. 

Where there is the potential to exploit a clear opportunity for the construction of 

renewable energy infrastructure, and a willing land-owner and developer is in place, 

the authority will consider making a specific allocation for renewable energy 

development through subsequent Development Plan Documents.  

A significant proportion of the energy supply for substantial new developments will 

be expected to be gained from on-site and/or decentralised renewable or low-carbon 

energy sources. The threshold and requirement for the provision of on site or 

decentralised energy generation will be set out in the Development Control Policies  

chapter Policy on Energy Efficiency. The Requirements will be expressed as a 

percentage of the anticipated energy requirement of the development; this percentage 

will be in line with regional and national policy. The threshold for, and magnitude of 

this requirement, may be altered by policies contained within the Site Specifics DPD 

subsequent Development Plan Documents where based upon identified local 

constraints allow.  Where there is a disparity between the generic development control 

policy and a site specific policy the latter will take precedence.  

It is also expected that where there is an opportunity through the creation of 

decentralised or on-site energy systems to deliver a supply in excess of the percentage 

requirement ,that the opportunity will be embraced in the interest of its wider benefit.  

In exceptional circumstances the Local Authority will consider a reduction of 

percentage energy supply in order to ensure the rate of delivery of development is 

maintained.  

Reasoned Justification  



3.81 The purpose of the policy is to promote the use of renewable energy and to 

set out the strategic mechanisms through which an increase in the use of 

renewable energy will be achieved.  

3.82 There is a national commitment to generate 10% of all electricity from renewable 

sources by 2010 and 20% by 2020.  For the East of England the regional target is to 

have 1192 megawatts (MW) of installed capacity for renewable energy generation by 

2010 and 4250 MW by 2020. There has been a significant amount of commercial 

scale renewable energy development in Breckland in the past, principally by way of 

wind turbines and due to the availability of the wind resource locally this has the 

potential to continue. However, the subject of wind energy is very emotive and a key 

issue is the visual and noise impact on the surrounding landscape / area. These or 

similar type of amenity issues may also equally apply to other types of commercial 

energy generation, e.g biomass.  

3.83 In addition to fully renewable sources of energy generation, there is significant 

evidence to support a change to low carbon forms of development that would tackle 

the causes of Climate Change.  

3.84 Schemes for decentralised renewable or low carbon commercial energy 

generation development will need to have particular regard to the impacts upon the 

visual amenities of the area or the residential amenity of neighbouring residents, this 

will include the consideration of all of the necessary supporting equipment or 

infrastructure. A criterion for the assessment of commercial scale energy generation 

developments is included in the Development Control Policies chapter. The 

Development Control Policies Development Plan Document will set out local 

criteria for the consideration of commercial scale renewable energy generation 

developments. In addition to this criteria regard should be given to the Landscape 

Character Assessments and in particular, reference to wind energy, the Wind Turbine 

Landscape Character Assessments.  

3.85 The Housing Green Paper Homes for the future: more affordable, more 

sustainable sets out governments commitment to achieving zero carbon new homes 

by 2016. This target will be achieved by staggered changes to the Building 

Regulations in order to reduce carbon emissions by 25% by 2010, 44% by 2013 and 

reaching zero carbon in 2016. Policies will not be put in place that replicate or cut 

across matters within the scope of other legislation.  

3.86  The Regional Spatial Strategy: for the East of England Plan, sets out a 

requirement for 10% of on-site renewable energy generation. This requirement will be 

achieved through the application of the principles set out above in addition to specific 

requirements set out in the Development Control Policies chapter. Through the 

Development Control process the Council will apply this requirement. The 

Development Control Policies Development Plan Document will set out the local 

requirements for on-site renewable energy generation.  

3.87 When allocating sites for development though subsequent Development Plan 

Documents, the Council will consider whether there are local circumstances that 

would allow for a higher target to be achieved. This could take the form of 

greater on-site provisions or contributions to a larger renewable energy scheme 



that would provide a greater net gain of renewable energy. Where such 

circumstances allow the Council will impose these additional site specific policies 

on the provision of renewable energy as part of an allocation.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on CP13 Accessibility , formally Preferred Option CP12 
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Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) endorse the intentions of the Council to deliver growth which 
promotes accessibility through the encouragement of alternative modes of 
transportation and improvements to travel choice. The value and importance of 
providing opportunities for alternatives should not be underestimated. However it is 
important to note that whilst such an approach is credible it should be recognised 
that the rural nature of Breckland will inevitably result in the private car being the 
favoured transport mode. With the Council’s intentions of this Preferred Policy 
Option in mind Gladedale (Anglia) instructed White Young Green to prepare a 
Transport Assessment Feasibility Report for the development of the land adjacent 
to Norwich Road Attleborough which includes residential use and a medical centre. 
The report is enclosed with this submission and should be read in conjunction with 
these Representations. The Transport Assessment Feasibility Report considers 
the feasibility of allocating the site from a traffic and transportation perspective and 
considers key issues such as highway and traffic impact site access and 
sustainability. The assessment demonstrates that this site accords with many 
requirements of national regional and local policy to provide residential 
developments in locations with good access by multiple modes of transport as well 
as good access to services and facilities. A large proportion of the site is within a 
300m walking distance from its closest bus stop and the majority of the site is 
within a 400m walking distance. The bus stops are used by Service 13 which 
provides a regular service throughout the day between Norwich Wymondham and 
Attleborough. Attleborough railway station is located on Station Road 
approximately 1.5km walking distance from the centre of the site which equates to 
approximately a 20 minute walk. There are wide continuous footways present 
along all the roads between the site and the station thus providing a good quality 
pedestrian route. The report demonstrates that a significant part of Attleborough 
and all of the services and facilities located there is accessible within a short 
walking distance from the site. Similarly within a short cycling trip from the site not 
only the whole of Attleborough is accessible but also many outlying areas. It is 
concluded in the report that the site is well located to accommodate residential 
development and offers opportunities for travel by sustainable modes. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Homes Hopkins 
Homes Ltd 

No 
Opinion 

As previously stated the justification for the proposed level of housing at 
Attleborough is flawed given it is intended to support the growth of employment at 
Snetterton Heath some 6 miles south west of Attleborough. The proposed housing 
at Attleborough to support the employment growth at Snetterton Heath is not 
consistent with the principles of this Preferred Option nor that of the Spatial Vision 
of the Core Strategy. Development of this scale would encourage car reliance 
contrary to statements made in the Sustainability Appraisal as there are poor 
transport links between Attleborough and Snetterton Heath. At current there is one 
bus service a day - for school children from Snetterton to attend school in 

Attleborough like Thetford is well connected to higher order 
settlements via public transport (rail line) There is also a 
station near Snetterton Heath (Eccles) Focusing housing 
growth on the A11 corridor where there are opportunities for 
economic growth and good public transport links will 
discourage car journeys. Although Dereham has good 
economic potential there are limited public transport links to 
higher order settlements. Swaffham and Watton have very 
little potential for economic growth and therefore further 
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Attleborough . Spreading the housing growth across the market towns would allow 
for the principles of this policy to be met. Housing growth at Dereham and 
particularly Hopkins Homes Land at Dumpling Green could easily be integrated 
into the existing settlement. 

increased housing growth in these centres will only increase 
out-commuting. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Homes Hopkins 
Homes Ltd 

Disagree Housing should be developed in areas within the district that encourage integration 
and self-sufficiency. The proposed extension at Attleborough to serve Snetterton 
Heath would not facilitate the development of non car travel due to the distances 
involved. Distributing Attleborough’s housing allocation across the market towns 
would enable this to be met. Development in all the market towns would allow 
better integration to existing facilities and encourage non car travel such cycling 
and walking. 

Comments noted. Evidence suggests employment 
development along the A11 is most viable and therefore in 
achieving integration of facilities and discouraging car 
journeys the most sustainable location for housing is along 
the A11 in Attleborough and Thetford 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Raiswell  Agree Sport England welcomes the aspirations set out here for facility provision which 
seeks to meet needs and demands whilst aspiring to greater self-containment and 
behavioural change such as providing foot and cycle access. The specific 
reference to sport and recreation facilities made here is supported. 

Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Norfolk 
Police 
Authority 

Norfolk 
Constabulary 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Object. The preferred option refers to accessibility although refers to a list of 
facilities which will need to be provided to meet the needs of the growing 
population. As referred to in CP4 (representation) the proposed level of growth 
within the District will have an impact on policy resources. No reference is made to 
the Police and therefore reference should be made in this respect. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Carter 
Jonas for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Agree This policy deals with the highest strategic theme of enhancing accessibility to 
services to reduce the need to travel and inequalities in access. It deals with 
requirements for travel infrastructure connection to existing services and facilities 
and the protection and enhancement of services in the rural villages. We support 
the premise that new development will need to be integrated within existing or 
proposed transport infrastructure to further ensure choice of transportation 
methods and enhance the potential accessibility benefits derived from future 
growth. We support the premise and promote modal shift that will reduce the 
reliance on the private car and the change to sustainable modes of transport as far 
as is practical. Sustainable development in the most sustainable location should be 
designed to provide access to alternative methods of transport a reduction in car 
usage can also be achieved through alternative parking treatments reduced 
provision and design. Densities within a development can also affect the approach 
and scale of parking provision and how parking is integrated in the design of a 
place is just as important as the level of provision. Investment in public transport 
integrated footpaths and cycle ways are integral to the success of creating a 
balanced mixed use sustainable urban extension. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) endorse the intentions of the Council to deliver growth which 
promotes accessibility through the encouragement of alternative modes of 
transportation and improvements to travel choice. The value and importance of 

Comments noted. The preferred policy reflects the role and 
importance of private car transport for those living and 
working in the rural areas. Additional comments refer to a 
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providing opportunities for alternatives should not be underestimated. However it is 
important to note that whilst such an approach is credible it should be recognised 
that the rural nature of Breckland will inevitably result in the private car being the 
favoured transport mode. With the Council’s intentions of this Preferred Policy 
Option in mind Gladedale (Anglia) instructed White Young Green to prepare a 
Transport Assessment Feasibility Report for the development of the land adjacent 
to Norwich Road Attleborough which includes residential use and a medical centre. 
The report is enclosed with this submission and should be read in conjunction with 
these Representations. The Transport Assessment Feasibility Report considers 
the feasibility of allocating the site from a traffic and transportation perspective and 
considers key issues such as highway and traffic impact site access and 
sustainability. The assessment demonstrates that this site accords with many 
requirements of national regional and local policy to provide residential 
developments in locations with good access by multiple modes of transport as well 
as good access to services and facilities. A large proportion of the site is within a 
3COm walking distance from its closest bus stop and the majority of the site is 
within a 400m walking distance. The bus stops are used by Service 13 which 
provides a regular service throughout the day between Norwich Wymondham and 
Attleborough. Attleborough railway station is located on Station Road 
approximately 1.5km walking distance from the centre of the site which equates to 
approximately a 20 minute walk. There are wide continuous footways present 
along all the roads between the site and the station thus providing a good quality 
pedestrian route. The report demonstrates that a significant part of Attleborough 
and all of the services and facilities located there is accessible within a short 
walking distance from the site. Similarly within a short cycling trip from the site not 
only the whole of Attleborough is accessible but also many outlying areas. It is 
concluded in the report that the site is well located to accommodate residential 
development and offers opportunities for travel by sustainable modes. 

detailed transport assessment for a specific site the findings 
of which are noted for the forthcoming Site Specifics 
document. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

Agree Safe routes for children to walk or cycle to school should be encouraged Comment noted. Preferred policy CP12 encourages 
cycleways and pathways to ensure safe access to 
developments on foot and cycle. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old 
Buckenham 
Parish Council 

Agree Noted that disabled access is not mentioned. Disabled access and the adaptation of development to meet 
social conditions is dealt with by policy DC17 (design). 
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Preferred 
Option CP 
12 

Gladedale Gladedale Agree We support the approach taken that concentrates development in sustainable 
locations that can help to promote a modal shift from the private car to alternative 
modes. Sites that are well related to existing settlements and close to town centres 
will help to achieve this objective. In the past the growth of towns in the District has 
often occurred in peripheral locations which are not well related to the town centres 
which serve them. The periphery of some new developments can lead to problems 
relating to accessibility as many people are effectively cut off from shops services 
and facilities. Those without access to the private car have been disproportionately 
affected by their inaccessibility to services and this can particularly affect the young 
old and those with disabilities. We therefore believe that a change in approach is 
necessary to ensure that new developments are conveniently located for services 
and support proposals to locate new residential development close to existing 
services where they can be more accessible to people. In Dereham much of the 
recent growth has seen the town develop to the south of the A47 Trunk Road in 
areas that are some distance from the town centre and its shops and services. Any 
new development should seek to redress the balance by locating additional growth 
to the north-east of the town within easy reach of the town centre. Our client’s site 
at Swanton Road is located approximately 1 kilometre from the town centre 
(measured from the centre of the site to Church Street) and within easy walking 
and cycling distance. It is also well related to the existing town and would provide a 
logical urban extension which could contribute to the town’s vitality and viability. It 
will also promote modal shift and will reduce reliance on the private car and a 
change to more sustainable modes of transport in accordance with national 
Government objectives and the thrust of this policy. We therefore support in 
principle the approach taken in Preferred Option CP12. 

Support noted. Additional comments relating to specific sites 
are noted and will be considered at the appropriate time. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised CP13 Accessibility 

Policy CP 13  

Accessibility  

New All of the growth in the District Breckland will be delivered to promote 

accessibility improvements. This principle is promoted through the balanced 

distribution of housing and employment throughout the District, but will also be 

delivered through the following mechanisms set out below.  

Within the Key Centre for Development and Change and in the market towns, 

cycleway and pathway networks will be developed to improve choice of travel and to 

ensure safe access to developments on foot and by bicycle. Improvements to public 

transport networks will be encouraged and the essential infrastructure for their 

operation will be delivered through the transport authority and contributions levied 

from significant development. The emphasis on the provision of these alternative 

forms of transport will be balanced against the necessity to make suitable provision 

for the private car as a reflection of its important position as a method of transport for 

those residing or working in isolated rural areas. This provision should take the form 

of adequate parking provision for residential and commercial developments 

throughout the District.  

The development of schools and other training facilities will need to be developed in 

conjunction with education and training services to accommodate the needs of the 

growing populations. Such facilities should be located in appropriate areas to allow 

for ease of access by multiple methods of transportation.  

In addition to education facilities, health, community, sports and recreation facilities 

(including public open space) will also need to be provided to meet the needs of the 

growing population. These developments should also be sited in areas that allow for 

ease of access by a variety of methods. Open space should normally be integrated 

within developments as a preference to ensure easy access by foot.  

To complement the encouragement of alternative modes of transportation, significant 

emphasis will be given to the design of public spaces, streets, and neighbourhoods, 

design should promote the use of these areas through the use of appropriate lighting 

and natural surveillance.  

In addition to these mechanisms, all new development will need to be integrated 

within existing or proposed transport infrastructure to further ensure choice of 

transportation method and enhance the potential accessibility benefits derived from 

the growth. Support will also be given to demand-responsive public transport as 

part of the wider strategy to improve accessibility, particularly in the rural area.  

The concentration of development advocated by the proposed distribution and the 

improvements to travel choice and accessibility promoted through the above 

mechanisms will promote modal shift and will reduce reliance on the private car and a 

change to sustainable modes of transport as far as is practicable in a widely dispersed 

rural District.  



Travel Plans should be submitted for major schemes 
1 
or those schemes where 

there are significant transport implications, such as those where a Transport 

Assessment is required.  

In accordance with the criteria set out in CP4 Infrastructure, there will be a 

requirement to provide elements of key infrastructure at the appropriate juncture of 

the development process to ensure that needs of the population are met.  

The Council will identify and protect strategically important transport routes as 

Corridors of Movement in order to ensure that development does not prejudice 

their ability to carry long-distance traffic.  

Reasoned Justification  

3.89 Breckland is a rural area with a large number of dispersed villages, as a result 

geographic isolation can be a problem. For many there is no, or very minimal, public 

transport service available; for many others the fixed routes or time tables of public 

transport services do not meet their needs. This lack of viability of alternatives to 

the private car has meant that many groups and individuals are excluded from job 

opportunities and services. In addition to these issues, many journeys are chains 

involving multiple interchanges.  If any part of that interchange becomes unavailable 

then the whole journey becomes inaccessible.  

3.90 The Spatial Strategy for the District promotes balanced growth in jobs and 

housing coupled with improvements in services and facilities primarily focused 

around the Key Centre for Development and Change (Thetford) and the other market 

towns. This strategy should help to enhance the self containment of these settlements 

and improve the accessibility of jobs and services not only to their residents but also 

to those in their hinterland. However, locating housing, jobs and services close 

together is only one aspect of tackling accessibility.  Individual and cumulative 

developments will also have to ensure that sufficient physical infrastructure is 

provided to ensure that accessibility benefits are realised.  

3.91 In order to deliver sustainable transport objectives, Travel Plans should be 

developed for major schemes and those schemes that are likely to have 

significant transport implications. These should be developed in conjunction with 

the Local Planning Authority and Highway Authority.  

3.92 Where proposals are required to provide infrastructure early on in the 

development cycle, the Council will seek to ensure this is provided in a timely manner 

in order to minimise any harm that could be caused by its delay.  

3.93 In Breckland, the principal strategic routes that will form the basis for 

identification as 'corridors of movement' are as follows:  

• A11  

• A47  

• A134  

• A1075  

• A1066  



• A1065  

• A1122  

• A1067  

• Mid-Norfolk Rail line  

• Norwich to Cambridge Rail line  

3.94 The principles of the above policy will need to be considered for all new 

development and should be read in conjunction with the infrastructure policy of the 

Core Strategy and the open space and design policies of the Development Control 

Policies chapter. Area specific requirements for the provision of measures to promote 

accessibility will be set out in the subsequent Site Specific Proposals DPD and Area 

Action Plans.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on CP14 Sustainable Rural Communities, formally Preferred Option CP13 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Riseborough Bawdeswell 
Parish 
Council 

No Opinion Bawdeswell would like to retain a settlement boundary with space for some 
development and a promise of regular reviews. 

The preferred option of Core Policy 13 would allow for the 
retention of a settlement boundary for Bawdeswell. 
Breckland Council is committed to reviews of the planning 
Strategy and policies for its area in line with government 
policy contained in Planning Policy Statement 12. 
Through the Local Development Scheme the Council is 
committed to reviewing the Site Specifics document and 
proposals map every 3 years. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Gibson Whinburgh & 
Westfield 
Parish 
Council 

No Opinion CP13 Rural Communities: The fact that a rural community does not have local 
facilities should not be used as an excuse to merge communities with larger ones or 
with other rural ones. The individual distinct communities must be maintained. 

Agree. The purpose of the policy is not to dilute the 
character of rural communities. The policy seeks to 
ensure that development in smaller rural communities is 
genuinely sustainable and meets local needs. Further 
control on the quality of development in the rural areas will 
be secured through Development Control policies. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Crisford  No Opinion I personally feel to safeguard the uniqueness of the Village of Thompson and have 
control of its development it would be advisable to remove the settlement boundary 
and make it all countryside. As the village is divided into two halves i.e. half is in 
settlement boundary and the other half (Church end) is not in settlement boundary. It 
would be in the best interest of all to remove the settlement boundary and all 
Thompson be classed as Countryside. 

Comments noted. The preferred approach is considered 
to provide the flexibility for Breckland Council to maintain 
settlement boundaries for the majority of villages and 
remove those for the very small settlements where there 
are no facilities and no scope within the form and 
character of the settlement for additional development. 
The detail of which settlement boundaries are removed or 
amended will be considered as part of the Site Specifics 
Development Plan Document (DPD) which will have to be 
prepared in accordance with Core Policy 13. For villages 
such as Thompson which have at least 2 key facilities the 
starting point will be to retain a settlement boundary. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Mileham Norfolk 
County 
Council 

No Opinion It is important that any consideration of which key services in rural areas should be 
protected is prioritised according to the degree of accessibility to the wider 
population. Under the criteria for settlement boundaries bullet two should emphasise 
the need for good public transport links’ to a range of local facilities and employment 
opportunities. The emphasis should be changed to reflect the fact that the availability 
of local services and facilities is preferable to public transport access to services and 
facilities as it reduces the need to travel. Furthermore it is also unclear what is meant 
by the term ‘range of local facilities’ at bullet two of the preferred policy. This requires 
further clarification. 

Agree that key local services for the rural communities 
should be clarified in the policy. The policy should be 
amended to specify what constitutes a key local service 
and interpretation provided in the supporting text on the 
weight to be given to particular services. It is recognised 
that the starting point for access to services should be in 
the village itself but the local evidence in Breckland is that 
out of 108 rural parishes only 14 meet Local Service 
Centre status. This leaves a considerable number of rural 
settlements where PPS3 (paragraph 38) and PPS7 allow 
for small-scale housing particularly where it meets local 
needs and maintains the sustainability of rural 
communities. The preferred approach is considered to 
provide the flexibility for Breckland Council to maintain 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

settlement boundaries for the majority of villages and 
remove those for the very small settlements where there 
are no facilities and no scope within the form and 
character of the settlement for additional development. 
Allowing for some development in those villages that have 
maintained services meets a number of Sustainability 
objectives and is consistent with PPS3 PPS7 and 
Breckland’s Sustainable Communities Strategy (pages 
24-25). 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Currington  Strongly 
Agree 

The spatial strategy allows provision for some of the 12 service villages to develop 
their housing. I would be in favour of settlement boundaries within these villages re-
identified in places to allow for greater provision of housing. I live near Dereham and 
over the last 10 years have watched the enormous growth of the town at the cost of 
rural villages. I am in favour of a greater proportion of the allowance of housing (1 
000 for Dereham) to be given over to the local villages. particularly where they have 
been identified as having space service capacity. Shipdham has a post office 2 shops 
a hairdresser 4 garages a doctor's surgery and primary school. I would be in favour of 
relaxing some of the Shipdham settlement boundaries in order that greater housing 
be permitted to bring new families into the community. This I feel is a better choice 
than allowing further growth within the already overcrowded town centres. For 
example Dereham primary schools are full as are their dentists! 

The preferred options Spatial Strategy identifies 6 Local 
Service Centres for growth including 2 within Dereham’s 
hinterland (Shipdham and Swanton Morley). Shipdham is 
earmarked for 100 homes and Swanton Morley for 50 
homes. It is not considered sustainable to dilute 
Dereham’s housing figure further and spread this out to 
surrounding villages particularly those with few or no 
facilities (partially tested under Alternative Option 3 to the 
Spatial Strategy). The infrastructure issues which affect 
Dereham will also affect the villages which look to the 
town for higher order services (i.e. High School capacity). 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Wells Wells 
McFarlane 

Disagree Setting a requirement for a shop or school as an indicator to determine whether or 
not a village gets defined limits to development seems unusual and divisive. Many 
rural settlements have lost such facilities due to the lack of new housing and 
employment and become dormitories. I feel that such a policy would then for ever 
stagnate these villages and make it hard for them to ever recover local shops or 
schools. All settlements of more than 8 houses should have defined limits to 
development. 

Disagree. The approach is neither unusual or divisive and 
is consistent with policy in PPS3 and PPS7. To introduce 
settlement boundaries for all groups of development in 
Breckland consisting of 8 or more houses will result in a 
significant number of areas being defined as suitable for 
development including unsustainable locations where 
there is almost no scope for service reintroduction. The 
preferred approach strikes an appropriate balance 
between sustaining those rural communities with some 
remaining services and protecting the more isolated and 
outlying settlements from further development. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

McIntosh  Agree Agree in principle will failure to meet criteria (a) & (b) then lead to smaller 
communities dying out because of lack of development and / or totally losing their 
character and attractiveness because of an infill only policy? 

Support noted. The preferred approach is considered to 
provide the flexibility for Breckland Council to maintain 
settlement boundaries for the majority of villages and 
remove those for the very small settlements where there 
are no facilities and no scope within the form and 
character of the settlement for additional development. 
The Sustainable Community Strategy and Local 
Development Framework both seek to maintain and 
where possible enhance service provision in villages. 
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There is no evidence that further small-scale development 
alone will sustain rural services within the context of wider 
social and economic re-structuring in the rural areas. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Stevens Garveston 
Reymerston 
and Thuxton 
Parish 
Council 

No Opinion We hope that there will be flexibility in the defining of settlement boundaries to allow 
for changing circumstances in villages. 

Comments noted. The preferred approach is considered 
to provide the flexibility for Breckland Council to maintain 
settlement boundaries for the majority of villages and 
remove those for the very small settlements where there 
are no facilities and no scope within the form and 
character of the settlement for additional development. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Greenacre  Agree I have been asked by my clients Mr and Mrs Greenacre to advise you that they 
support the Policy CP13 of the Core Strategy document in regard to the proposed 
incremental growth that is being suggested for settlements such as Old Buckenham. 
Old Buckenham is a village that is capable of accommodating further development by 
virtue of the existing facilities that are available including school shops post office and 
pubs. Further development will not only be adequately served by these services but 
will also assist in maintaining them for the benefit of the existing community. The 
village has been able to maintain its village character by limiting the scale of 
development in the past and this sensitive low-key approach for development should 
continue. This could be best achieved by considering small scale infill type 
developments rather than a large block of housing that would be alien to the existing 
form and character of the village. 

Comments noted. The policy provides a basis for further 
Development Plan Documents to look at the potential for 
further small-scale incremental growth at those villages 
that have a range of services which can meet some basic 
day-to-day needs. The detail around the delineation of 
settlement boundaries will be determined through the Site 
Specifics DPD. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Diocese of 
Norwich 

 No Opinion Consistent with our comments in respect of Housing Supply we consider that the 
Council’s Preferred Option for Rural Communities should be amended to be more 
positive in allowing developments of an appropriate scale to be brought forward in 
rural communities. We therefore seek the following revisions to policy Preferred 
Option CP13: (1) delete reference to 5 units in criterion (iii) and insert (2) small scale 
housing allocations or (3) the tightening of boundaries to exclude backland 
development. In both cases the amendment would result in a more logical and 
defensible settlement boundary........ 

It is considered that the preferred options provide a very 
positive approach to rural communities in Breckland. The 
policy as drafted gives an indication as to what is meant 
by small-scale in terms of the figure of 5 units. This 
indicative figure has been selected as 5 units is the 
threshold at which affordable housing is secured and is 
consistent with previous approaches as to the scale of 
development which fits the form and character of 
Breckland villages. Not providing a guide as to what 
constitutes small-scale will provide uncertainty to 
developers infrastructure providers and rural communities. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagree Reference to protection of local services under Preferred Option CP13 is 
unnecessary because it duplicates the intention of Preferred Option DC2I. We 
therefore object to this element of the Preferred Option. The intention to review 
settlement boundaries as part of the Site Specific Policies and Proposals 
Development Plan Document is supported although the reference to small scale sites 
being restricted to 5 units is in our view unnecessary. Each site should be assessed 
on its own merits when the boundaries are reviewed. In some instances there may be 
justification for more than 5 units and in others less. 

Disagree. The purpose of policies in the Core Strategy is 
to provide a long-term approach to the key spatial issues 
that affect the district. Accessibility to services in the rural 
areas is a key issue recognised by both the Sustainable 
Community Strategy and consultation on the LDF. It is 
proper that the Core Policy recognises the importance of 
protecting rural services as part of a wider approach to 
access to rural services (an issue identified in the 
evidence base for the LDF and Sustainable Communities 



Policy 
Consultee 
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Strategy). Core Policy 13 responds at a strategic policy 
level to Strategic Objectives 18-21. Preferred Option 
policy DC21 is part of the development control response 
to rural service provision and it is accepted that policy 
DC21 will be amended to clarify its implementation and 
this will provide greater distinction between the two 
policies. It is considered that the preferred options provide 
a very positive approach to rural communities in 
Breckland. The policy as drafted gives an indication as to 
what is meant by small-scale in terms of the figure of 5 
units. This indicative figure has been selected as 5 units is 
the threshold at which affordable housing is secured and 
is consistent with previous approaches as to the scale of 
development which fits the form and character of 
Breckland villages. Not providing a guide as to what 
constitutes small-scale will provide uncertainty to 
developers infrastructure providers and rural communities. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Smith  No Opinion 17. To protect not only the open aspect and rural amenity and appearance of the built 
environment there must be included in the LDF affecting the village a presumption 
against garden in-fill development. Such development will not only reduce the 
availability and choice of properties with generous gardens in the future but will 
eventually lead to a cramming of the build environment with incongruous and 
inappropriate development which will also detract from the architectural heritage of 
the towns and villages. 18. I would much prefer to see the policy of communities 
being defined by settlement boundaries being retained. As these not only provide 
certainty for communities but assist discouraging unwanted speculative build. Also 
overtime some rural communities have developed in a fashion commonly referred to 
as ribbon development; the village of Great Ellingham is a case in point. The LDF 
must seek to correct such displeasing developments. Not only do they detract from 
the visual amenity but they also discourage and impair integration in to community life 
as people are moved further away from the centre of their communities. The 
development of village centres preferably around village green to engender a greater 
sense of community feeling and well-being. That is why in Great Ellingham I would 
strongly oppose any development of the area around Town Green but would 
preserve the conditions in the current Local Plane to keep this area outside of the 
settlement boundary. A similar exclusion should be made for all the land south of The 
Crown public house and Methodist Chapel. The purpose of the LDF should be to 
encourage villages to develop in an ore symmetrical fashion discouraging ribbon and 
other displeasing development. In the Great Ellingham context the new settlement 
boundary should be based on the Government’s preferred criterion of no affordable 
development outside of a settlement boundary of 400 meters measured from the post 
office and village school. 19. In a very recent report Dr Stuart Burgess advisor to the 

Comments noted. Part of Core Policy 13 addresses 
backland development and the need to preclude this 
further. A key test on development in the rural area is 
whether it will enhance the form and character of the 
locality. It would be unreasonable to have a blanket ban 
on further infilling as there may be suitable opportunities 
within amended boundaries. Preferred option policies on 
design and policy in PPS3 provide the safeguards against 
incongruous and inappropriate development which would 
be deleterious to the character of Breckland villages. 
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Prime Minister has identified the lack of affordable housing in areas of low earned 
incomes as one of the major problems impacting on life in rural communities. Not 
only are local services been eroded but perhaps more worrying is the increasing 
demographic imbalance in rural communities. In twenty years the proportion of 
people living in the country aged 15 to 24 has fallen from 21% to 15%. This trend if 
not revered will have major implications not only for the viability of local services e.g. 
schools; shops; post offices; public houses etc but for the sustainability of rural 
communities themselves. Therefore it is vital for communities to plan for their 
communal sustainability by ensuring sufficient affordable homes over the next twenty 
years of the LDF for local first-time buyers. 20.I continue to support the designation of 
Great Ellingham as a KSC for Growth though strictly subject to a number of 
conditions set out in paragraph 20 (below). My observations made in paragraph 4 
above are also relevant here regarding the voice for the future public’. While all 
members of the public are entitle to express an opinion as a District Councillor I 
believe that my main consideration is the future well-being of the village and its 
viability. I note this in the context the comments made in paragraph 18 above the 
increasing demographic imbalance in the rural population. Communal and social 
responsibility applies even to the NIMBY’s whose favourite mantra of ‘my rights’ 
complete ignores the fact that many young people now at school or yet to be born 
may wish to continue to live in their family village — the ‘future public’. Without 
sustainable growth the future of those village services as noted in paragraph 18 
above will be put in doubt I can see how a KSC for Services could possibly 
encourage the growth of services when currently the future of those services is in 
doubt without the support of sustainable population growth which should also benefit 
the demographic balance. 21. The conditions for my supporting the designation of 
Great Ellingham as a KSC for growth are as follows: • There must be an absolute 
prohibition on affordable housing being bought for buy-to-rent. The purpose of 
affordable housing must be to afforded local first time buyers to get on to the housing 
ladder and not as a means of generating business or supplementing pension 
incomes; • All additional housing developments in the village over the next 20 years 
must be of a size between number necessary to trigger the inclusion of an affordable 
housing element and definitely no more than 10 to 15 dwellings. All developments 
must reflect their rural context and seek to enhance it. Anything more appropriate to 
urban development would be wholly unacceptable; • As District Councillor I would 
resist any single large scale development that would intrude in to the open 
countryside. I would support sustainable developments over several development 
sites in and around the village. This would help avoid any adverse impact on the 
visual amenity of the village and make the additional housing more discrete and less 
blatant and intrusive significantly limiting its impact on the rural environment and open 
character of the parish and the general area; • N would require consultation and 
assurance before any additional development takes place that the mechanisms for 
providing and maintaining the supply of additional affordable housing in the village 
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with priority going to local first-time buyers is capable of being sustained until the end 
of the LDF; • N would also require consultation and assurance before any additional 
development takes place that the mechanisms for providing and maintaining the 
supply of additional affordable housing in the village are sufficiently rigorous and 
robust to deliver the objective of providing affordable housing with priority going to 
local first time buyers over the life of the LDF; • I would require the inclusion of a 
mechanism for the controlled release of potential development land. A controlled 
release will prevent the early exhaustion of land supply before the end of life of the 
LDF in 2021. Faced with a possibility of the early exhaustion of development land the 
benefits of additional affordable housing will be lost to first- time buyers from this 
locality and will likely result in the influx of significant numbers of persons from 
outside the parish thereby disadvantaging local young people in establishing for 
themselves a family home of their own; c It will be necessary to include a mechanism 
for the controlled release of potential development land. A controlled release will 
prevent the early exhaustion of land supply before the end of life of the LDF in 2021. 
Faced with a possibility of the early exhaustion of development land the benefits of 
additional affordable housing will be lost to first- time buyers from this locality and will 
likely result in the influx of significant numbers of persons from outside the parish 
thereby disadvantaging local young people in establishing for themselves a family 
home of their own. • All proposed development including any in-fill must recognise the 
particular problems affecting drainage and the flooding of some village properties and 
must prevent exacerbating the existing problems and creating new ones. The 
following issues should be considered when recommending potential development 
sites in the parish. • All proposed development including any in-fill must recognise the 
particular problems affecting drainage and the flooding of some village properties and 
must prevent exacerbating the existing problems and creating new ones. The 
following issues should be considered when recommending potential development 
sites in the parish. 22. I understand that members Rocklands Parish Council will be 
looking to ensure that some additional housing will be available over the life of the 
LDF no doubt similar conditions as those set out in Para 21 above. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

No Opinion Most villages required organic growth in order to revitalise the villages and make 
them more sustainable 

Comments noted. The preferred approach is considered 
to provide the flexibility for Breckland Council to maintain 
settlement boundaries for the majority of villages and 
remove those for the very small settlements where there 
are no facilities and no scope within the form and 
character of the settlement for additional development. 
There is no evidence that further small-scale development 
alone will reintroduce rural services within the context of 
wider social and economic re-structuring in the rural 
areas. 

Preferred Mundford  No Opinion With regard to bus services: these we have seen steadily eroded over the last two Comments noted. The provision of meaningful public 
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Option 
CP 13 

Parish 
Council 

years with no sign of a reversal to this trend County seems committed to the 
imprisonment of many elderly parishioners within their villages; cut off from all 
facilities by this refusal of basic rights. There is a real need for Public Transport 
through the villages to the larger areas of population. if we are to have more tourism 
into this area as seems likely this can only increase the need. 

transport in the rural areas is of local concern. The 
absence of public transport in large parts of Breckland has 
resulted in many locations not meeting the sustainability 
criteria for further growth. Sustainable rural communities 
where there is access to either facilities in the village or 
services that can be accessed by means other than the 
private car (17% of Breckland households had no car at 
the 2001 Census) is a priority for both the Sustainable 
Community Strategy and the Local Development 
Framework. The spatial planning response in the 
preferred options seeks to protect existing services in 
rural areas and encourage the provision of new services. 
It is also envisaged that the LDF will be used in the review 
of transport strategies (notably the Norfolk Local 
Transport Plan) to address areas where rural access to 
services is a priority. A number of Accessibility Action 
Areas have been designated in Breckland as part of the 
LTP for 2006-11 and more innovative transport solutions 
are being promoted (community cars dial-a-bus etc) within 
these areas. Larger rural communities such as Mundford 
(1 600 residents) should be focus for rural public transport 
provision and service retention. In the absence of public 
transport and other services part of the planning strategy 
will be to constrain housing development to reduce the 
risk of exacerbating rural isolation. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree . Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree Agreed with a recommendation that the policy be adhered to. Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

TVPF Thompson 
Village 
Progress 
Forum 

No Opinion We support Preferred Option CP13 for Rural Communities which states that “Villages 
and countryside communities will be supported by appropriate development in order 
to make them more sustainable.” This will help to achieve the Spatial Vision for 
Breckland of delivering “.. appropriate development in villages and local areas where 
it addresses local need...” The need for housing in Breckland’s villages is clearly 
demonstrated by the supply and demand economics that have lead to house prices 
being higher in the District’s rural areas that in towns. Consequently rural workers are 
having to live in towns and commute out to the country whilst wealthier urban workers 
are choosing to live in the country and commute into town. Modern technology gives 
us a greater chance to deliver sustainable rural development today than at any time 

Comments noted. Support for preferred option Core 
Policy 13 is noted. The preferred approach is considered 
to provide the flexibility for Breckland Council to maintain 
settlement boundaries for the majority of villages and 
remove those for the very small settlements where there 
are no facilities and no scope within the form and 
character of the settlement for additional development. 
Allowing for some development in those villages that have 
maintained services meets a number of Sustainability 
objectives and is consistent with PPS3 PPS7 and 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

in the past. With the advent of the internet fewer people go to banks to transact their 
personal business and more people are able to work from home. Most major retailers 
have the facility to take orders over the internet and dispatch goods by post. This 
helps to mitigate vehicle movements and sustain post office facilities. Rural villages 
have space to accommodate more environmentally and ecologically considerate 
development than towns. Land values are lower and consequently it is possible to 
have lower density housing with greater availability of space for sustainable drainage 
systems (and flood water mitigation) ground source heat pumps green open spaces 
and “free” leisure opportunities (walking jogging cycling). Furthermore if we deliver 
development we can introduce public transport and other services and ultimately 
create a model of more desirable and more sustainable development than urban 
living can offer. We support the notion raised in Preferred Option CP13 and raised 
under the Spatial Strategy Preferred Option SS1 which suggests that key local 
services and facilities within rural settlements “will be protected”. However we can 
see no realistic suggestion as to how this will be achieved. We believe that the 
continuing existence of rural facilities and services relies on market forces. This 
means having sufficient population to justify investment into such facilities and 
services. Refusing to grant planning permission for the conversion of a shop or public 
house into residential use may retain a planning use but it does not sustain a vibrant 
business Rural parishes urgently need development to avoid further decline in the 
availability of services. 

Breckland’s Sustainable Communities Strategy (pages 
24-25). The comments on how far the planning system 
can protect rural facilities are noted. PPS7 at paragraph 7 
states that Local Planning Authorities should support the 
retention of important village facilities. The principal 
control planning authorities have is to ensure that there is 
a reasonable and fair opportunity for marketing existing 
facilities before a change of use. Whilst some limited 
development may help sustain existing services there is 
no evidence that further small-scale development alone 
will reintroduce rural services within the context of wider 
social and economic re-structuring in the rural areas. The 
thrust of Core Policy 13 is to ensure that the majority of 
new development in the rural areas is directed to those 
villages that offer residents some basic day to day 
services without the need to travel. 

Preferred 
Option 
CP 13 

DerehamTow
nCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree Consideration should be given as to how communities join up particularly using 
cycling and walking. Links between villages and between towns and villages should 
be looked at. 

Agreed. Core Policy 12 deals with the wider issues 
around accessibility across the District including 
improvements to cycling and walking. Specific text can be 
inserted in policy to add that walking and cycling networks 
will be improved in the rural areas including the links 
between the towns and surrounding villages. It is 
recognised that there are a number of villages very close 
to the market towns where cycle and walking represents a 
genuine travel option to access higher order services in 
the towns. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Policy CP 14  

Sustainable Rural Communities  

Villages and countryside communities will be supported by appropriate development 

in order to make them more sustainable. The scale of housing development for the 

villages of the District is set out in the distribution policy.  Key services in the villages 

will be protected and the rural economy will be supported by development in 

appropriate locations.  The Local Service Centre villages identified in the Spatial 

Strategy will be the focus for service provision and enhancement in the rural 

areas and will accommodate the scales of development set out in the distribution 

policies.   In the smaller villages and rural communities the type and scale of 

development will reflect the need to maintain the vitality of these communities.   

Rural Settlements  

Housing  

In villages not identified for a specific level of growth in the settlement hierarchy, 

residential development will only be permitted where:  

1. there are suitable sites available inside the limits of a defined settlement 

boundary; or  

2. It is an affordable housing scheme for local needs in accordance with the 

Council's 'exceptions site policy';or  

3. It involves the appropriate re-use of a rural building; or  

4. it provides a site for gypsy and travellers or travelling showpeople; or  

5. It is a dwelling required in association with existing rural enterprises 

where it complies with the requirements of national guidance in relation 

to new dwelling houses in the countryside; or  

6. It is a replacement of an existing dwelling.  

Settlement boundaries will be defined for rural communities where:  

(a) There are at least two of the following key local services: food shop (including 

farm shop), post office, pub, doctors surgery, primary school, and;  

(b) either good public transport links or a range of local facilities and employment 

opportunities.  

The settlement boundaries will be reviewed as part of the Site Specifics Policies and 

Proposals Development Plan Document and the basis of this review will be the 

rationalisation of settlement boundaries to address the following:  

(i) removal of settlement boundaries from some villages or parts of villages where it is 

no longer sustainable in terms of access to services or in terms of the form and 

character of that settlement to accommodate further development within the existing 

boundary;  



(ii) identification of new settlement boundaries where a rural community satisfies the 

above criteria (a) and (b);  

(iii) amendments to existing settlement boundaries to facilitate either (1) the inclusion 

of adjoining brownfield sites or small-scale sites (5 units); or (2) the tightening of 

boundaries to exclude backland development.  In both cases the amendment would 

result in a more logical and defensible settlement boundary.  

Rural Settlement Boundaries  

Settlement boundaries will be defined for rural communities as shown on the 

Proposals Map. The settlement boundaries will be reviewed as part of the Site 

Specifics Policies and Proposals Development Plan Document.  The basis of the 

review process will be the rationalisation of settlement boundaries to result in 

more logical and defensible boundaries by addressing the following:  

1. To focus new development to sustainable locations where there are key 

local services; and  

2. To protect the form and character of a settlement from inappropriate 

proposals, including backland development; and  

3. To facilitate the inclusion of adjoining brownfield sites and small-scale 

sites (5 units)  

Protection of Local Services  

Key local services for the rural communities include: food shop (including farm 

shops), post office, pub, primary school, healthcare facilities, indoor sport 

facilities, petrol filling stations and public transport.  Such services will be 

supported and their enhancement or the provision of new services encouraged.  

Where necessary, key services will be protected from the pressures of development.  

Where new services are proposed in rural villages that fulfil a community need and 

can demonstrate reducing rural isolation, they will be supported.  

Employment in the Countryside  

The diversification of existing rural enterprises and the development of new 

enterprises where a rural location is either environmentally or operationally 

justified will be supported, provided there are no significant detrimental 

environmental, landscape, conservation or highway impacts.   

Dwellings in association with existing rural enterprises will be permitted  where it 

complies with the requirements of national guidance in relation to new dwelling 

houses in the countryside.  

Reasoned Justification  

3.95 Breckland has many small villages distributed throughout the District. Unlike the 

market towns, the character of these villages can be significantly affected by relatively 

minor development. Shops, pubs, garages and other small businesses provide a vital 

community role in small settlements. Day to day services can struggle to remain 



viable in rural areas against a background of competition from higher order 

settlements and a buoyant housing market can make residential re-development of a 

village shop or business a very attractive and profitable investment opportunity. 

Nationally, around a third of all villages now have no shop and the loss of banks, 

garages and pubs in rural areas has continued. People in villages increasingly have to 

travel further to meet their everyday needs.  The loss of services can particularly 

affect those people without the ability to travel easily e.g the elderly and the young, 

the low paid and the unemployed.    

3.96 In order to maintain a level of local servicing, key local services will be protected 

through the planning process in order to support their retention and alleviate re-

development pressures. For the purposes of this policy, a key local service will be 

anything that the Council considers to be essential to the ongoing vitality of a village 

or settlement and will include, as a minimum, all food shops, post offices, pubs and 

garages which have an element of convenience retailing necessary to the vitality of 

the village. The criteria that will need to be met for the re-development of a key local 

service is set out in the Development Control Policies chapter. It is important to note 

that this element of the strategy is coupled with the promotion delivery of new 

development in the market towns and key local service centres as advocated in the 

Spatial Strategy. This will improve the service offer of these settlements and will have 

hinterland benefits in terms of improving proximate service offer to the smaller rural 

villages.  

3.97 Clearly The protection of services is only one element of ensuring sustainable 

rural communities develop and prosper in Breckland.  The other element, as related to 

planning, is the support for appropriate development in the rural areas. This is in 

part delivered through the development strategy with development  focused growth 

in the identified service centre villages, but will also be encouraged through 

appropriate infill development as defined in the policy in suitable rural settlements.  

It is important that existing service and facilities deficits are  rural isolation and 

unsustainable service delivery is not reinforced  perpetuated through development 

and therefore only  in settlements with a minimum of necessary  with few or no 

facilities. will be considered suitable for further infill developments.  A review of the 

rural settlement boundaries will be undertaken through the Site Specific Proposals 

Development Plan Document and will be based upon the criteria defined within the 

Core Policy.  

3.98 Also allied to achievement of sustainable rural communities is the support for 

appropriately located economic development, including rural tourism. The 

promotion of economic development will need to be tempered against the necessity to 

protect the countryside and the environment, and promote sustainable modes of 

transport. Therefore economic development in the countryside will only be supported 

where the operation of the business necessitates the locations, represents a sustainable 

solution to an identified need and is in line with national policy. Specific criteria for 

economic development in the countryside and the diversification of farming 

enterprises is contained in the Development Control Policies. chapter.  

 
 
 



Comments on DC1 Protection of Amenity 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Parsons Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

Anglian Water would once again highlight the need to restrict development within 
400m of a wastewater (sewage) treatment works as detailed in CSDCP017. 

Preferred Option Policy DC1 addresses amenity in 
general. It is envisaged that Anglian Water's 
requirements would be addressed by criterion C of the 
preferred option wording. 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Wilson  Strongly 
Agree 

Vital considerations when planning development. Mistakes have been made in the 
past therefore in the future practice should reflect policy. 

Noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

clark  Strongly 
Agree 

With growth and development in an area the interest of existing residents must be 
respected 

Noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 No Opinion Gladedale (Anglia) acknowledge the need to consider the impacts upon amenity 
arising from all new developments. It is noted that one of the amenity issues to be 
considered is noise. With regards to the land at Norwich Road Attleborough in 
order to demonstrate the site’s suitability achievability and deliverability for 
residential development some perceived constraints have been assessed. In light 
of the site’s close proximity to the All noise nuisance from road traffic could impact 
upon the residential amenity of any occupants of this development. An Acoustic 
Assessment has therefore been undertaken in accordance with advice given in 
Planning Policy Guidance Note 24 Planning and Noise and BS 8233 to determine 
the noise levels affecting any proposed residential development of the site. The 
Report concludes that mitigation of the road traffic noise from the All can be 
achieved by the construction of a noise barrier and the use of detailed specification 
in the construction of any proposed dwellings. The masterplan that has been 
included in this submission has been guided by the findings of this report 
particularly with respect to the substantial landscape buffer provided adjacent to 
the All. The full Acoustic Assessment is enclosed with this submission and should 
be read in conjunction with these Representations. 

Comments noted. The Council does not intend to 
discuss the individual merits of any particular site 
through the preferred options of the Core Strategy 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Wright  Strongly 
Agree 

Agree with sentiments of Mr Clark and Mr Wilson Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Stevens Garveston 
Reymerston 
and Thuxton 
Parish 
Council 

Agree We hope that the preferred option will be enforced more effectively than has been 
the case at present. 

Noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Smith  No Opinion In all future developments large or small industrial commercial or residential the 
LDF must ensure that all external lighting be downward directed to protect and 
enhance the dark landscape in particular in the rural areas. This would be 
especially important in Great Ellingham as the home of the Breckland Astronomical 
Society observatory. 

Criterion d. makes specific reference to light pollution. 

Preferred Gladedale  Agree Gladedale (Anglia) acknowledge the need to consider the impacts upon amenity Noted. The Council does not intend to comment on the 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Option DC 1 Anglia Ltd arising from all new developments. It is noted that one of the amenity issues to be 
considered is noise. With regards to the land at Norwich Road Attleborough in 
order to demonstrate the site’s suitability achievability and deliverability for 
residential development some perceived constraints have been assessed. In light 
of the site’s close proximity to the Al 1 noise nuisance from road traffic could 
impact upon the residential amenity of any occupants of this development. An 
Acoustic Assessment has therefore been undertaken in accordance with advice 
given in Planning Policy Guidance Note 24 Planning and Noise and BS 8233 to 
determine the noise levels affecting any proposed residential development of the 
site. The Report concludes that mitigation of the road traffic noise from the Al I can 
be achieved by the construction of a noise barrier and the use of detailed 
specification in the construction of any proposed dwellings. The masterplan that 
has been included in this submission has been guided by the findings of this report 
particularly with respect to the substantial landscape buffer provided adjacent to 
the All. The full Acoustic Assessment is enclosed with this submission and should 
be read in conjunction with these Representations. 

individual merits of any site through the Preferred 
Options of the Core Strategy. 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Mundford 
Parish 
Council 

 No Opinion On a more general note in support of this argument all rural villages are coming 
under tremendous pressure we feel with a seemingly relentless push to become 
homogenised totally with each other in the way we look and are perceived. For 
example Highways does not allow us to have even our own village entry signs on 
the roads anymore. Health and Safety issues predominate. Common services 
breed common practices which initiates the same feel and appearance wherever 
you go. All road signs are the same all street furniture is the same etc etc. We are 
losing our individualities as villages and our communities are becoming bland 
clones of each other. This symptom of a modern planning system necessitates 
“ease of execution” and “budget awareness” and it is killing the eccentricities that 
makes a modern rural existence so much more rewarding than the “stranger 
neighbour” lifestyle of the towns. Please please let us at least keep those of our 
children who wish to live where they were brought up by giving them a chance of a 
house in the community of their birth- not only will it help them but it will help us to 
keep the one thing we have left that makes us unique — our people. There could 
be no greater policy for the preservation of our small community as we know and 
love it. 

Policy CP10 and DC17 set out the Council's 
expectations in respect of design. These policies will be 
applied in all circumstances where planning permission 
is required. Policies CP1 DC2 DC4 and DC5 set out the 
Council's policies on housing. This includes affordable 
housing and exception site housing to meet identified 
local needs. 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Thetford 
Town Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

DerehamTow
nCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree The protection of amenity should be taken more seriously and local opinion taken 
more account of. The Town Council would like to see garden land protected from 
development. 

All decision on planning applications must by law be 
made in accordance with the development plan unless 
material consideration indicate otherwise. Similarly 
where comments are made on a planning application in 
line with the requirements set out in legislation they must 
be considered when a decision is made on a planning 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

application. The Core Strategy cannot give any greater 
weight to comments made by a consultee than is 
already given by legislation. The Council considers that 
an appropriate framework is set out through its general 
amenity and design policies to protect against 
inappropriate development. It should be noted that the 
District Council as the Local Planning Authority have the 
responsibility of determining planning applications 
having regard to all material considerations including 
representation in response to an application. Planning 
applications must be determined on their own merits and 
weight of public opinion is not necessarily justification for 
the refusal of planning permission in its own right. 

Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old 
Buckenham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree Agreed with a recommendation that the policy be adhered to. Noted. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC1AO1 

McIntosh  Disagree a balanced protection of amenities is essential the key has to be 'balanced' which 
does not mean including every green space whether private or public also having a 
realistic view about 'infill' in small rural settlements 

Comments noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC1 Protection of Amenity 

Policy DC 1  

Protection of Amenity  

For all new developments consideration will need to be given to the impact upon 

amenity. Development will not be permitted where there are unacceptable effects on 

the amenities of the area or the residential amenity of neighbouring occupants, or 

future occupants of the development site. When considering the impact of the 

development in terms of the amenities of the area and residential amenity, regard will 

be had to the following issues;  

a. Overlooking and/or privacy loss 
b. Dominance or overshadowing 
c. Odour, noise, vibration or other forms of disturbance 
d. Other forms of pollution (including contaminated land, light pollution or the 

emission of particulates). 

e. Important features or characteristics of the area; or, 
f. Aesthetic Quality of the landscape or townscape.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.6 //The purpose of the policy is to ensure that the delivery of sustainable housing, 

employment and infrastructure improvements across the District is not significantly 

detrimental to its amenities or that of its residents.  

4.7 The Local Development Framework is promoting a step-change in the scale of 

development in Breckland. This step-change will result in significant levels of house 

building, commercial and industrial development and all the associated service and 

infrastructure provision.  The impact of this scale of development on a rural District 

such as Breckland needs to be carefully controlled so that the natural and built 

environment, and the well-being of communities and businesses are not adversely 

affected by the change. Therefore, this policy will apply to all forms of development 

within the District, including changes of use.  

4.8 The development of land and buildings presents the opportunity to provide 

improvements to the social and economic well-being of everyone living, working or 

visiting the District. The protection of the character of the District landscapes and 

townscapes and its historic and natural environment will ensure that people can 

continue to enjoy the unique amenities of the District. The protection of the amenities 

of the District is not only key to the social well-being of the District, but also its 

economic well-being. If Breckland is to develop as an economic force in the region 

then it must be promoted as an attractive place to work as well as live and the 

District's environmental and cultural assets are key to this promotion.   

4.9 For the sake of clarity, in the context of this policy, amenity is defined as those 

desirable features of a place that ought to be protected in the public interest.  This 

might include protection of the visual appearance of the landscape or townscape; or in 

terms of residential amenity this might be the protection of a suitable level of privacy, 



or safeguarding from excessive noise or light pollution. In considering forms of 

disturbance, this consideration will include, inter alia, the effect of increased 

heavy goods traffic from a proposed development and issues of shadow flicker as 

a result of a wind turbine development.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC2 Principles of New Housing 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Wilson  No 
Opinion 

New housing developments should have a mix of tenure housings types etc. Large 'sink' 
estates where a certain stratum of social type should be avoided at all costs. More smaller 
developments would be preferable to the huge sprawling estates built in the 60's. Forty 
dwellings per hectare should be restricted or avoided - the desirability to live in a 
neighbourhood depends on a number of factors but a mixture of dwellings interspaced with 
green open space is a very important consideration. Any new development should ensure that 
mature trees are NOT removed but blended into the residential or commercial landscape. 
Facilities for local residents and in particular local youngsters must be a priority. More than 
sufficient parking should be considered the norm thus avoiding the problems associated with 
even the latest new developments e.g.. Cloverfields where on-street and pavement parking 
causes a danger and hindrance to local people especially if they suffer with a disability. 

Comment noted. Schemes of above 40 
dwellings per hectare will be important 
particularity in town centres to ensure the 
most efficient use of land. Schemes of 40 
dwellings per hectare will normally consist of 
terracing and flat development which is 
common in town centres 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Gibson Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

DC2 Principles of New Housing Development: There was concern in agreeing with higher 
density housing development in suitable locations this must only be where it is appropriate for 
the surrounding area. Just because one development of 3 houses is at a high density does not 
mean that it is appropriate for much larger developments to be at the same density. There 
should also always be due regard for other matters such as water supply and sewage disposal. 

Comment noted. The Preferred Option should 
achieve this 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Mileham Norfolk County 
Council 

Agree The broad policy approach as set out in the District Council’s Preferred Option is supported. Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Henry Savills on behalf 
of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Agree We would support the Council’s stance on density of housing where proposals for high density 
developments will be encouraged at appropriate locations including within sustainable urban 
extensions in locations that have good transport accessibility. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Currington  No 
Opinion 

I agree that a large number of houses need to come onto the housing market fairly quickly in 
order to rebalance affordability. So some larger scale development is perhaps inevitable. 
However I think more emphasis should be given to developing smaller scale sites of lower 
density housing on the edges of service centre villages. This then gives families who don't want 
to live on large estates an alternative. I do not think that such 'smaller 'scale development (say 
up to 20 houses) should be made to have a proportion of affordable housing. This will slow 
down the delivery of property to the market. I think that making such sites available at a faster 
rate will redress market imbalances anyway thus making such property more affordable and 
desirable. 

Affordable housing provision is as important in 
rural areas as towns. Market housing is 
beyond the affordability of many residents of 
Breckland and an increase in supply is 
unlikely to address this problem in the shorter 
term. Evidence demonstrates that 40% 
affordable housing on sites over 5 dwellings 
on the edge of rural settlements is viable. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Wells Wells McFarlane Agree The broad policy approach allowing for flexibility in each sites case is supported Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate Company 
Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The proposed sustainable urban extensions including land to the south-east of Thetford should 
provide sustainable mixed-use developments with good public transport and accessibility by 
means other than the private motor car. Development of land to the south-east of Thetford 
should appropriately include high density development (above 40 dwellings per hectare) as well 

Comment noted 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

as some low density housing where appropriate to site specific physical and! or environmental 
characteristics. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Cronk House Builders 
Federation 

Disagree 
Strongly 

No reference is made to a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment being undertaken in 
order to inform the evidence base. The precise housing requirement will not be known until the 
Council has undertaken a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment in conjunction with 
other key stakeholders. This will examine whether assumptions are realistic or not (e.g. in 
respect of urban capacity commitments etc. ). It is only at that point that there will be suitable 
evidence to demonstrate whether the suggested remaining overall housing requirement is 
accurate or not. Furthermore it must be remembered that the overall requirement figure is a 
minimum requirement that should be exceeded. PPS3 requires the production of Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessments by local authorities in conjunction with key stakeholders 
including house builders. It also requires that the various components of supply are re-
assessed against more stringent thresholds. It is inappropriate to assume all outstanding 
allocation sites and planning permissions will come forward as the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment Practice Guidance makes clear. Any Assessment methodology will 
need to be discussed with key stakeholders including HBF and its Members as part of any such 
assessment. Stakeholders will then need to be fully involved throughout the production of the 
assessment. Windfall figures should not be included in the overall housing supply figures. PPS3 
makes it clear that no such figure should be included for a period of at least 10 year’s from the 
Plan’s eventual adoption date. The HBF recognises that assessing a significant number of 
small sites will be time-consuming. However this is what PPS3 expects and requires. The whole 
point of which is to create much more certainty in identifying future housing provision and 
ensuring that it is deliverable and on what timescale. PPS3 requires Councils to undertake 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments in partnership with key stakeholders. It makes 
it clear that these are very different from Housing Land Availability and Urban Capacity Studies 
and are necessary even if recent Studies exist as they are far more wide- ranging in their scope 
and purpose. The Housing Land Availability Study (2007) referred to is considered by the HBF 
to be somewhat irrelevant now given the requirements of PPS3 and the accompanying 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
Guidance. Full regard must be had to the new national guidance relating to SHLAA’s (July 
2007) which states: Differences between the Assessment and the Urban Capacity Study 16. 
The Assessment is significantly different from an Urban Capacity Study previously required by 
PPG3I 1. Therefore even where there is a recent Urban Capacity Study that has identified sites 
it will be necessary to carry out further work in particular to: determine whether identified sites 
are still available and to review assumptions on housing potential; identify additional sites with 
potential for housing which were not required to be investigated by Urban Capacity Studies 
such as sites in rural settlements brown field sites outside settlement boundaries and suitable 
green field sites as well as broad locations (where necessary); • carry out further survey work 
within settlements to identify additional brown field sites that have come forward since the 
Urban Capacity Study was carried out and • assess the deliverability/developability of all sites.. 
”. It must also be remembered that the Council’s overall housing requirement is a minimum 
figure in respect of housing delivery. Furthermore sufficient housing provision will need to be 

Comment noted. Breckland is producing a 
Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment in line with the Government’s 
practice guidance. Paragraphs 22 to 24 of 
PPS3 support the approach to achieving a mix 
of housing on sites. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

made for at least 15 years from the date of the plan’s eventual adoption. The Federation looks 
forward to it and its members discussing the methodology of any SHLAA assessment with you 
and other key stakeholders in due course (in accordance with the national guidance). The 
document will demonstrate the extent to which further land for housing provision allocations is 
necessary. It is not until a clear picture has been identified with respect to the likely delivery 
rates and densities of individual sites that the total likely requirement for Greenfield provision 
will be apparent. National guidance requires that the various components of supply are 
reassessed against more stringent thresholds. Suitable sites should be identified in 5 10 and 
15-year potential land supplies. Paragraph 12 of the Practice Guidance states that Key 
stakeholders should be involved at the outset of the Assessment so that they can help shape 
the approach to be taken. In particular house builders and local property agents should provide 
expertise and knowledge to help the partnership to take a view on the deliverability and 
developability of sites and how market conditions may affect economic viability. Key 
stakeholders should also be involved in updating the Assessment from time to time. The 
Practice guidance expects a thorough assessment to be undertaken of all potential housing 
supply including broad locations for growth and new settlements where appropriate. The 
proposed methodology should not only seek to look at the same settlements considered in the 
last urban capacity studies. Such an approach would be clearly unacceptable and contrary to 
national guidance. A far more thorough and detailed approach is required. The HBF believes 
that the national Practice Guidance makes it fully apparent that you cannot convert an Urban 
Capacity Study or Housing Land Availability Study into a SHLAA as they are entirely different. 
Any assumptions and decisions made in relation to the Assessment must be clearly set out 
explained and justified before being agreed with key stakeholders. Paragraph 7 of the Guidance 
states that Assessments should aim to identify as many sites with housing potential in and 
around as many settlements as possible in the study area”. Clearly the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment will need to identify a sufficient pool of sites that can be called upon in 
order to deliver at least the Council’s minimum housing requirement. The Housing Trajectory is 
unclear. Once the SHLM has been produced it should be much more relevant and clearer. The 
suggestion in paragraph 2.12 that all development will be expected to reflect the need profile 
identified in the SHMA’s Housing Needs Survey is clearly a ridiculous approach and contrary to 
national policy. The whole point being to achieve a balance of housing across the district not 
delivering identical development mixes on every single site which would be neither 
environmentally desirable or economically deliverable. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support in broad terms the Council’s intentions of this Preferred Policy 
Option to deliver sustainable housing provision by securing the best mix of housing and 
ensuring that new homes meet the requirements of a growing number of smaller and/or elderly 
households. In Gladedale (Anglia)’s opinion flexibility should be provided within this Policy 
Option to allow for a variety of densities/mix within a development which can then reflect the 
character of its surroundings. 

Comment noted. The preferred option should 
allow for flexibility regarding densities. It is an 
important social sustainability objective to 
meet the housing needs of all Breckland 
residents. To ensure this developments need 
to offer a mix of dwellings consistent with the 
Districts needs set out in the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

McIntosh  Agree In rural settlements carefully considered edge of settlement would be preferable to a continuum 
of garden infill 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Wright  Agree Agree with Mr Gibson and Mr Wilson's comments. Infrastructure needs to be in place in 
sufficient time. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Wright  Agree Support for a mixture of tenure not dense housing (40 per hectare is ludicrous keep mature 
trees remember present residents' wishes parking considerations need to be thought through. 

Comments noted. 40 dph is important in town 
centres to ensure the most efficient use of 
land. Terraced developments in town centres 
are typically above 50 dph. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Diocese of 
Norwich 

 Agree This policy is considered appropriate particularly in terms of its consistency with Planning Policy 
Statement 3: Housing. In terms of density the requirement to maximise this but with regard for 
the locality is welcomed. So to are the provisions which allow for low density in rural locations 
and on the edge of settlements where such densities would be appropriate and justified. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

No 
Opinion 

In delivering mixed-use sustainable development we are of the view that proposals should 
deliver greater intensity and density along high quality public transport routes amenities and 
education and generate appropriate levels of critical mass of people to support these elements. 
The opportunities for higher densities along good public transport routes should therefore be 
maximised. However establishing fixed densities to all developments at this stage is overly 
prescriptive. Flexibility should be introduced to help create balanced sustainable communities. 
With regard to housing mix there should not be specific target properties of particular sizes 
within new development. To do so is not supported by national policy guidance and would lead 
to target based development which would ignore specific circumstances. 

Comment noted. The Preferred Option gives 
some flexibility around densities. Planning 
Policy Statement 3 supports establishing 
requirements for housing mixes. Paragraph 24 
of PPS3 states that LPAs should ensure that 
the proposed mix of housing on large sites 
should reflect local household needs in terms 
of tenure and size. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support in broad terms the Council’s intentions of this Preferred Policy 
Option to deliver sustainable housing provision by securing the best mix of housing and 
ensuring that new homes meet the requirements of a growing number of smaller and/or elderly 
households. In Gladedale (Anglia)s opinion flexibility should be provided within this Policy 
Option to allow for a variety of densities/mix within a development which can then reflect the 
character of its surroundings. 

Comment noted. The preferred option should 
allow for flexibility regarding densities. It is an 
important social sustainability objective to 
meet the housing needs of all Breckland 
residents. To ensure this developments need 
to offer a mix of dwellings consistent with the 
Districts needs set out in the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

No 
Opinion 

More weight must be put on location when determining density The Preferred Option allows for this 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 No 
Opinion 

In the case of Thetford reference needs to be made to the Brecks Study which refers to 
'softened edges' to developments; these spaces should be excluded when it comes to 
calculating higher density. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 

Lands 
Improvement 

Savills Agree We would support the Council’s approach to density of housing where it seeks to encourage 
higher densities above 40 dwellings per hectares at appropriate locations with good public 

Comment noted 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

2 (c/o agent) transport accessibility. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate Company 
Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The proposed sustainable urban extensions including land to the south-east of Thetford's 
should provide sustainable mixed-use developments with good public transport and 
accessibility by means other than the private motor car. Development of land to the south-east 
of Thetford should appropriately include high density development (above 40 dwellings per 
hectare) as well as some low density housing where appropriate to site specific physical and! or 
environmental characteristics. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

NorfolkHome
s 

Norfolk Homes 
Ltd 

No 
Opinion 

DC2 (1) i The opinion that housing density will be guided by design and layout to maximise 
density should be supported by reference to PPS3 policies. DC2 (2) ii Gives acceptable general 
criteria for determining housing mix but this is only acceptable if based on up to date and 
flexible housing market / housing needs surveys based on robust and up to date data. 
Paragraph 3.15 provides a table indicating the accommodation requirement based on the 2006 
Housing Need Survey. The mix shows a massive reliance on 2 bed flats (49%) with the core 3 
bed house at 8.4%. Recent developments by Norfolk Homes Ltd have agreed in the Breckland 
area a much more representative mix including 35% 2 bed flats / houses and 45% 3 bed 
houses. Additionally the proposed tenure split of 75 / 25 between Social Rented and 
Intermediate Affordables is unacceptable and not in our view based on my clients previous 
experience in the Breckland area or on any robust study (see enclosures from ORS which form 
part of this representation). As an example the 2 bed house will be one of the house types in 
most demand. The majority of customer / tenants prefer a 2 bed house over a 2 bed flat. The 
policy would therefore be more acceptable / robust if it referred to 2 bed dwellings in the overall 
rather than distinguishing between flats and houses. The low numbers of 3 bed houses (8.4%) 
is unacceptable this is the main stay of the housing market and we would seriously question the 
data on which the Accommodation Requirement Table has been based. We consider this policy 
should reviewed in the light of these submissions and accompanying submissions / evidence 
prepared by Opinion Research Services. 

The Council believes that the evidence 
presented in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment is robust and should inform the 
detail of this policy 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

EERA  Agree CP1 recognises the need to plan for a 15-year supply of housing from the date of adoption of 
the RSS (in this case 19000 dwellings in the period 2001-2026). This is consistent with RSS 
Policy H1. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham Town 
Council 

Agree The Council feels that the density of a development should reflect the density of developments 
in the immediate area e.g. denser near the centre of town and less dense towards the edges. 
The council did not like the term ‘maximise the density’ rather the density should reflect the area 
being developed. Consideration should be given to housing for supported living. Vernacular 
design should be encouraged. 

Comment noted. High density schemes can 
achieve good design and fit with lower density 
surroundings. To ensure the most efficient use 
of land in town centres densities should be 
maximised. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Gladedale Gladedale Agree We broadly support the approach taken in Preferred Option DC2 that seeks to provide an 
appropriate density mix and type of housing to meet the District’s requirements. We support the 
flexible approach to housing density that recognises that high-density development will not 
always be appropriate and the opportunity to provide for lower densities in certain 
circumstances is supported. Whilst we support the principle of making the most efficient use of 
land for development we believe that it is essential that a flexible approach to the delivery of 

Evidence presented from the District Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment shows there is a 
need for 45% of new homes to be affordable. 
Evidence from the Breckland Affordable 
Housing Site thresholds viability study 
suggests that the 40% requirement set out in 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

housing is taken to ensure that the appropriate housing requirements for the District are met 
within the plan period in accordance with the objectives set out in PPS3. We support the flexible 
approach to housing density taken which supports an appropriate density of housing relative to 
the specific location. We recognise that Breckland’s housing market has seen house prices rise 
much faster than incomes in recent years. However it is unrealistic to expect the planning 
system to provide the same quantity of affordable housing as has been provided by the public 
sector in the past. The amount or proportion sought should also be directly informed by the 
need to take account of other requirements and development costs such as new infrastructure 
in ensuring that the development remains viable and deliverable. 

Preferred Option DC4 is achievable on sites 
above 5 dwellings. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
2 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old Buckenham 
Parish Council 

No 
Opinion 

Recommended that the density be 30 dwellings per hectare not 40. It may be necessary to have developments in 
the town centre achieve densities above 
40dph to ensure the most efficient use of land 

Alternative 
Option 
DC2AO2 

Stallion Yaxham Parish 
Council 

Agree Yaxham Parish Council feels that significantly lower densities below 22 dwellings per hectare 
reflecting local characteristics is preferable to the higher figure in the Preferred Option that will 
make a small village too urbanised. 

Comment noted. There is concern that this 
option could result in development not making 
the most efficient use of land. It is felt that the 
Preferred Options gives enough flexibility to 
allow for lower densities in villages. Well 
designed high density development can fit into 
a rural character. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC2AO2 

Currington  Strongly 
Agree 

I would be in favour of lower density small scale developments on the edges of service centre 
villages. These will be more in keeping with existing housing. Also offer places for families who 
opt out of 'estate living' an alternative. 

Comments noted. There is concern that this 
option would not result in the most efficient 
use of land and in the case of extensions to 
settlements could result in a greater loss of 
productive agricultural land than is needed. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC2AO2 

McIntosh  Agree Higher densities are not compatible with the rural character and environment in small 
settlements 

Preferred Option gives scope for lower 
densities in small rural settlements 

Alternative 
Option 
DC2AO2 

Parfitt 
Nurseries 

 Agree Although DC2(1)ii allows for a lower density at the edges of settlements it may be the case that 
a density lower than 22 dw p ha is appropriate in design and character terms in some of these 
locations. DC2(2)iii refers to the need for an appropriate mix of dwelling size type and tenure. 
However there are significant external factors that can determine the suitability of housing type 
other than locational factors or site size. 

Lower densities than 22 dph could result in an 
inefficient use of land. Paragraphs 22-24 of 
PPS3 support the approach of the Preferred 
Option in requiring a mix of sizes and tenure 
consistent with the findings of the latest 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 

 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC2 Principles of New Housing 

Policy DC 2  

Principles of New Housing  

Within the development settlement boundaries as defined on the proposals map, new 

housing development will be permitted.     

To deliver the Core Policy relating to housing mix and density, the Council will apply 

the following principles: 

An appropriate density of housing. 

a.  The design and layout will maximise the density of the development to a level 
which is acceptable for the locality.  Proposals for high density developments 

(above 40 dwellings per hectare) will be encouraged at appropriate locations, 

including the centres of the towns, areas with good public transport 

accessibility and sustainable urban extensions.   

b. Exceptionally, in rural locations and at the edges of settlements where it can 
be demonstrated that there is a combination of local character (including 

environmental features) and limited accessibility factors, proposals for low 

density development will be permitted.    

An Appropriate Mix and Type of Housing 

c. All residential proposals will secure an appropriate mix of dwelling size, type 
and tenure in order to meet the needs of Breckland’s citizens and create 

sustainable communities based on the findings of the latest Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment and an analysis of the local housing mix.  Development on 

large sites will only be permitted where they include a mix of house types and 

sizes based upon the latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment.  

d. Residential development will be encouraged as part of the intensification of 
land-uses (including mixed-use schemes) provided that satisfactory living 

accommodation is secured.  This will include residential annexes provided that 

the proposed accommodation is well-related to the main dwelling and the scale 

of the annexe does not dominate the existing dwelling.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.11 The purpose of the policy is to deliver sustainable housing provision across the 

District by improving rates of provision, securing the best mix of housing and 

ensuring that new homes meet the requirements of a growing number of smaller 

and/or elderly households.  

4.12 The two principles outlined in the policy seek to deliver the Spatial Strategy 

through the efficient use of land (Spatial Objective 1) and to deliver a mix of housing 

types and sizes to meet need (Spatial Objective 2).      



4.13 The Government expects that all new housing should be developed at no less 

than 30 dwellings per hectare (net). Higher density housing developments are 

encouraged in areas with good access to public transport, services and facilities 

consistent with the wider aims of sustainability, including reducing the need to travel.  

Within the Breckland context, it is considered that the main towns and Local Service 

Centres identified in Core Policy CP1 fulfil these expectations.  Higher density 

housing should not be discouraged in other areas of the District, however it is 

important that in these locations the design of new housing is of a high standard and 

respects local character.  Where high density development is being proposed the 

accompanying Design and Access Statement should set out why high density is 

appropriate and its merits in terms of design, character and sustainability for the 

locality.  

4.14 Conversely, at the edge of rural settlements and in some parts of the urban 

settlements in Breckland,  the density of existing residential development is lower 

than 30 dwellings per hectare consistent with the character of a rural area.  Typically, 

development in smaller rural settlements in Breckland is between 22 and 30 dwellings 

per hectare and in some cases is much lower.  There will be exceptional circumstances 

in the interest of character and wider sustainability issues, such as accessibility, where 

it will be appropriate to secure density of development consistent with 22-30 

dwellings per hectare.   In such cases the onus will be on the applicant through the 

accompanying Design and Access Statement to demonstrate why a density below 30 

dwellings to the hectare has been selected and the merits in terms of design, character 

and sustainability.  

4.15 PPS3 requires a mix of housing to be provided in order to achieve balanced 

housing markets.  The evidence from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment will 

aid in determining what mix is required on site. 

4.17 Given the demography of Breckland and the findings of the Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment work, it is important that the requirements of smaller households 

are met in Breckland.  The two key drivers which indicate that a greater proportion of 

both market and affordable housing needs to be two bedrooms or less are: (1) single 

young people; and (2) single elderly.    Therefore, requiring all new developments to 

provide a range of housing sizes will help to ensure that development contributes to 

achieving social inclusion and a balanced housing market.  This will enable a wider 

choice of housing for Breckland's citizens to help meet identified needs.  

4.18 Additionally, as part of a sustainable approach to using land, mixed use 

developments and the efficient use of existing buildings will be promoted through the 

LDF.  Residential uses can make a valuable contribution to mixed use schemes 

provided that satisfactory living accommodation is secured in terms of fire safety and 

means of escape, size, amenity, facilities, open space, appearance and general 

outlook.  Within settlement boundaries, live-work units will also be encouraged as 

part of an approach to securing the best use of land provided the amenity of 

surrounding properties is protected.  

4.19 In the context of the scale of housing need and demographics reflecting greater 

numbers of single elderly and young people in Breckland, residential annexes will be 

supported in principle as a means of providing ancillary accommodation.  To ensure 



that proposals for Annexes are genuine efforts to provide additional accommodation 

and not an attempt to develop self-contained units, close scrutiny will be given to the 

design, layout and relationship to the existing dwelling.  Preference will be given to 

the re-use of existing buildings within the residential curtilage and where necessary 

the applicant will be required to enter a condition or legal agreement to ensure that the 

annexe remains ancillary to the original dwelling.  Any unit should consist of not 

more than the minimum level of accommodation required to support the needs of the 

occupant.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC3 Replacement Dwellings 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
3 

Mileham Norfolk 
County 
Council 

Disagree The policy does not make any provision for dealing with the scale of replacement dwellings. 
There is no evidence provided to establish why this option was rejected. The Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment supports the protection of smaller units and there appears to be 
some element of inconsistency between the evidence and the Preferred approach. 

Agree amend policy to include an element of scale 
consistent with Alternative Option AO1. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
3 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

No 
Opinion 

The wording of this option needs to clarify what is meant by “traditional” and “existing” 
dwellings. It needs to identify that the criteria for the demolition of listed buildings and 
conservation area buildings is different and explicitly defined by PPG15 to ensure conformity 
with national policy guidance and avoid any future confusion. The terms “traditional” and 
“existing” should be replaced with “unlisted buildings outside of conservation areas”. 

Comments noted define 'traditional' dwelling in 
supporting text or glossary as a an un-listed 
dwelling which is not in a conservation area but has 
a historical value which contributes to the character 
of the district 

Preferred 
Option DC 
3 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Comments noted no further action 

Preferred 
Option DC 
3 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comments Noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
3 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. Comments noted no further action 

Preferred 
Option DC 
3 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree It was felt that this shouldn’t totally exclude abandoned buildings where it can be shown to be 
beneficial. 

A replacement of an abandoned building in the 
countryside would have the same impact on 
sustainability as a new-build dwelling in terms of 
car journeys and accessibility to services. 
Therefore it is considered that this requirement is 
necessary in order to help meet Spatial objectives 
SO18 and SO19 and Sustainability objectives 3 12 
and 16. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC3AO1 

McIntosh  Agree Higher volumes negatively change the characteristics of smaller communities and bring 
'estate' style developments through the 'backdoor' 

Volume refers to dwelling size not number of 
dwellings 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC3 Replacement Dwellings and Extensions in the Countryside 

Policy DC 3  

Replacement Dwellings and Extensions in the Countryside  

In the case of traditional dwellings which contribute to the character of Breckland, 

replacement will only be acceptable where the application is accompanied by a 

Design & Access Statement which includes structural evidence that demonstrates that 

the demolition is necessary and that there is no alternative and viable solution of 

renovation to provide an acceptable standard of accommodation.  

The replacement of existing dwellings in the countryside will only be permitted 

where: 

a. The scale of the replacement is not disproportionate to the original 

dwelling; and  
b. Evidence is provided that the use of the dwelling has not been abandoned; and 
c. The replacement dwelling is located within the existing curtilage, unless it can 

be demonstrated that an alternative location would be visually less prominent; 

and  

d. The size and design of the replacement is in keeping with appropriate to  the 
landscape character of the location; and  

e. There is no increase in the total number of units than the existing. 

Extensions to existing dwellings in the countryside will be permitted where the 

extension does not result in a dwelling that is disproportionate to the scale of the 

original dwelling and the size and design of the extension are appropriate to the 

landscape character of the location  

Reasoned Justification  

4.20 The need for housing in Breckland will create pressures to incorporate or 

demolish existing dwellings to achieve a greater use of land through intensification of 

land-uses and the modernisation of housing stock.  In some cases this will present an 

opportunity to replace housing that is no longer fit for purpose with well-designed 

replacement houses which make the best use of the land available.  However, 

intensification should not come at the expense of the loss of unlisted buildings which 

are of special architectural or historic interest.  Where a proposal includes the 

demolition of a traditional unlisted building, the Council will require accompanying 

evidence as part of the Design and Access Statement that clearly demonstrates that the 

demolition is necessary.  This evidence will include a structural survey of the 

dwelling(s) together with detailed assessments of how any proposed demolition and 

replacement will represent an improved response to the design and character of the 

area.  Additionally, proposals will be required to demonstrate that there are no 

alternative or viable solutions to provide an acceptable standard of accommodation 

through extending or subdividing the property.  

4.21 It is recognised that there will be dwellings in the countryside which have fallen 

into disrepair, do not meet modern amenity standards or are considered too small by 



the owner.  This Preferred Option will allow for smaller dwellings in the countryside 

to be replaced by larger dwellings where the character of the local area and the 

individual design of the property would support such a proposal.  

4.22 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) identifies that the 

greatest need for housing in the District is for smaller properties.  This policy 

gives protection to traditional smaller properties in the countryside, therefore 

helping to meet the objective of providing appropriate housing for the needs of 

the population.   

4.23 To help protect the character of the Breckland countryside extensions and 

replacements of dwellings need to be controlled in terms of scale and design.  

Large extensions to dwellings and replacement dwellings can individually and 

cumulatively adversely effect the character of the countryside over time.  

4.24 In determining what constitutes as a "disproportionate scale" , account will 

be taken of the extent to which the dwelling has been previously extended, or 

could be extended under permitted development rights and the  character of the 

area. For the purposes of this policy 'original' is defined as the dwelling as it was 

built or as it existed as of the 1st July 1948.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC4 Affordable Housing Principles 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Burdett Shelter Agree Shelter supports the target that 40 per cent of all housing units above the stated 
thresholds will be affordable. Shelter supports the proposed approach to the mix of 
affordable housing being based on the Strategic Housing Market Assessment which 
appears to indicate a 75 percent provision for social rented housing. Shelter would 
object to any application of the Preferred Option which resulted in less than a 65 per 
cent provision for social rented housing because that would be inconsistent with the 
Government's Housing Green Paper targets. 

The split between social rented and intermediate tenures is a 
guideline for negotiation to meet need. Flexibility is used to 
meet local circumstances and site viability issues. Social 
rented accommodation is the most pressing need within our 
SHMA and HNS. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Wilson  Agree Affordable housing is a must and should form part of all new developments. Agree comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Disagr
ee 

We would suggest that up to 40% of the total number of housing units provided 
should be maintained as affordable housing rather than a set figure of 40%. This 
would then allow for flexibility on the provision of affordable housing where each site 
has different characteristics. The detailed mix size type and tenure of affordable 
homes should be informed by the Housing Needs Surveys and Assessments in an up 
to date manner. We would also support the statement that the 40% requirement and 
precise mix could be reduced where there may be extraordinary costs to a developer 
in relation to the delivery of the proposed site. The precise percentage ought to be re-
justified on a regular basis. 

We agree that we must use up to information to inform 
negotiations on provision on site. Whilst we accept that upto 
is a more friendly approach for the developer the need to 
meet figures has to set out quite transparently what we 
expect to get. This enables all developers to understand at 
the outset what we require and then enable flexibility within 
negotiations 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Currington  Disagr
ee 

Whilst I agree availability of affordable housing is a very real problem for first time 
buyers and unfortunately for divorcing families. I don't think the answer is to put 
restrictions on small scale developments. I would rather see the spatial strategy 
encompass greater use of market forces. Breckland council must naturally oversee 
the development of housing however if more small scale sites (by which I mean up to 
30 houses) were made available for development at a faster rate. Resulting 
accommodation would enter onto the market and reduce house prices. I agree that 
larger scales sites/ developers should comply with local authority 40% guidelines for 
affordable housing. 

Increasing the thresholds will reduce opportunities to secure 
affordable housing in some of the major areas of housing 
pressure in the District. The smaller sites in these areas 
assist which much better integration of affordable housing into 
an area and allows greater choice within a community. This 
does not mean all the housing is social rented but allows 
intermediate options to be offered which also caters the wider 
need within the community. Affordable housing provision is as 
important in rural areas as towns. Evidence demonstrates 
that 40% affordable housing on sites over 5 dwellings on the 
edge of rural settlements is viable. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Wells Wells 
McFarlane 

Disagr
ee 

Affordable housing must certainly be provided within new development schemes but 
the proposed threshold of sites of 5 or more dwellings and at 40% do not reflect the 
fair proportional costs this places on these smaller sites. Small sites tend to be of one 
off developments where the housing infrastructure costs are already high to serve 
only a few houses. A National affordable level of 30% is more reasonable and at a 
trigger level of 15 or more houses. With the imposition of the new planning charge 
instead of PGS plus personal taxation such high levels will mean land will not be sold 
and demand will not be met putting added pressure on house prices and making it 
harder for first time buyers. 

Breckland's Affordable Housing Threshold Site Viability study 
suggest that development of 40% affordable on greenfield 
sites of 5 or more dwellings will be viable. There is some 
flexibility built into the policy to reduce the 40% requirement 
where the development could be proved to be unviable due to 
existing physical constraints. Setting achievable thresholds 
lower than 15 is supported by PPS3. A district like Breckland 
has a number of sites which develops out 10 – 14 units and 
affordable housing would never be delivered if the thresholds 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

were not reduced 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Cronk House 
Builders 
Federation 

Disagr
ee 
Strong
ly 

The completely inflexible affordable housing policy seems to totally ignore the issues 
of the availability or not of grant funding and viability contrary to PPS3 in expecting all 
sites over the thresholds stipulated to be capable of delivering 40% affordable 
housing provision. Instead it seeks total adherence to the findings of its Housing 
Needs Survey. 

The policy can not set the funding requirements of a scheme 
for Social Housing Grant – it is available but may not be in the 
future. It can be taken account of for site viability etc but as it 
reflects another bodies priorities and is not guaranteed can 
form part of our policy. The Housing Needs Survey and 
SHMA are the evidence base to support policy formation so 
we will obviously adhere to its findings otherwise it would not 
have been commissioned. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagr
ee 

Gladedale (Anglia) object to this policy because it is not considered that provision of 
40% affordable provision on all sites of 5 or more dwellings or 0.l7ha or more is either 
realistic or viable. We also do not agree that the specified Alternative Option DC4AO1 
‘Do not include a Local Policy on affordable housing’ is the only available alternative. 
It is Gladedale (Anglia)’s opinion that a more sensible approach would be to graduate 
the percentage of affordable housing provided in new development ranging from a 
smaller proportion on smaller sites to a larger proportion on large sites. An example 
could be 20% on sites of 10-20 houses 30% on sites of 21-50 houses and 40% on 
sites of 51 houses and over. Notwithstanding this range the policy should still allow 
reduced provision or off-site contributions in exceptional circumstances where 
evidence is provided to justify a reduction. Gladedale (Anglia) would suggest that the 
Policy should also allow for widening the scope for affordable housing provision by 
encouraging private sector alternatives to the traditional method of affordable housing 
being provided and managed by Housing Associations. Providing greater flexibility for 
the provision of affordable housing should result in a greater number of units being 
provided and will not prevent smaller sites from coming forward due to viability 
issues. 

Proposals are noted and may be an alternative to consider 
however the scales may have to be reconsidered. This would 
also have to be checked against the land availability to 
assess how it would impact against our figures. A number of 
alternatives have been considered through CP1 particularly 
around percentages and thresholds. The biggest concern with 
this alternative would be developers providing up to a number 
which would not trigger the affordable housing requirement 
which is sometimes the case now. Flexibility can be reflected 
in negotiations but we do need to publish guidelines for where 
we are at least starting from so developers can take into 
account requirements when purchasing land. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

National Grid 
Property 
Holdings Ltd 

 No 
Opinio
n 

As detailed in the context of Core Policy 1 the requirement for residential 
developments to provide 40% of the total number of dwellings of 5 units or more or 
on sites comprising of an area of 0.17 ha or larger is considered to be unduly 
onerous. We would reiterate our previous objections to the Development Choices 
consultation document and the fundamental question marks raised in respect of the 
extent to which this requirement will be deliverable particularly on brownfield sites. 
Notwithstanding the above objection the fact that specific reference is made in 
Preferred Option DC4 to the fact that “...the 40% requirement and precise mix may 
only be reduced where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Council that 
existing physical constraints on the site in addition to the 40% requirement will result 
in extraordinary costs which the development could not reasonably be expected to 
bear” is fully supported. This reference should be retained in the policy wording as 
should the references to those circumstances when off-site contributions in lieu of 
built units on site will be considered. Certain sites such as those owned by National 
Grid can give rise to significant abnormal costs for example remediation costs when 

It is part of negotiations to consider whether a site can deliver 
policy requirements or whether off site contributions can be 
made. A site by site consideration will be undertaken. There 
are cases where constrained sites often deliver solely 
affordable housing. 
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they are brought forward for development. Such constraints should appropriately be 
taken into account in applying affordable housing requirements. If site viability issues 
particularly those arising on brownfield sites are not fully taken into account this can 
preclude certain site from being brought forward for development and as such 
prejudice the provision of any housing development at all on the site. This runs 
contrary to key Core Strategy objectives and regional and national guidance related 
to increasing the supply of housing and ensuring the efficient and effective use of 
previously developed land. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Diocese of 
Norwich 

 Agree We appreciate the need to bring forward affordable housing as part of proposals for 
housing development. However there are instances in which it will not be possible to 
provide 40% of the scheme as affordable housing because of any extraordinary costs 
associated in bringing forward development of a particular site. To this end we 
welcome the flexibility provided within the Council’s Preferred Option in accounting 
for these circumstances. 

Comment noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

Disagr
ee 
Strong
ly 

40% is too many (remain at 30%) PPS3 requires Local Authorities to set local affordable 
housing requirements. Local evidence presented in the 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment identifies a need for 
45% of all new housing to be affordable. To ensure housing 
developments remain viable a 40% target on developments 
over 5 is necessary 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Salmon Matishall 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

Percentage of affordable housing as shared ownership not social rented is small. 
This ignores the need of many people unable to purchase their own homes but also 
not able to qualify for social rented housing. Young adults living with parents or 
relying on insecure private rental sector. No specific reference to Key worker housing 
- which is becoming an issue locally. 

Affordable housing is made up of social housing and 
intermediate housing. Intermediate housing covers mix of rent 
and to buy housing at levels below the market levels but at 
levels higher than a social rent and is accessible to those that 
require it. Key worker accommodation (as defined by the 
Govt) has limited level of need in our District because 
incomes levels for these workers enables them to access the 
market at the moment. A local key worker definition would be 
better. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

No 
Opinio
n 

The policy on affordable housing provision should be flexible and reflect individual 
circumstances surrounding a particular development. A sustainable community will by 
its very nature have implications on the level/mix of affordable housing. Guidance on 
testing the demand for affordable housing should be provided by the local authority. 
Specific figures for affordable housing should then be left for negotiation on an 
individual development. Development that involves high infrastructure and planning 
obligation costs may impact upon the ability to achieve pre-determined affordable 
housing targets. Policy text should reflect that affordable housing/tenures should be 
integrated so that house types are not differentiated by design quality location within 
a site timing of development or by significant differences in access to services and 
amenities. 

Comment noted 
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Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagr
ee 

Gladedale (Anglia) object to this policy because it is not considered that provision of 
40% affordable provision on all sites of 5 or more dwellings or 0.l7ha or more is either 
realistic or viable. We also do not agree that the specified Alternative Option DC4AOI 
‘Do not include a Local Policy on affordable housing’ is the only available alternative. 
It is Gladedale (Anglia)’s opinion that a more sensible approach would be to graduate 
the percentage of affordable housing provided in new development ranging from a 
smaller proportion on smaller sites to a larger proportion on large sites. An example 
could be 20% on sites of 10-20 houses 30% on sites of 21-50 houses and 40% on 
sites of 51 houses and over. Notwithstanding this range the policy should still allow 
reduced provision or off-site contributions in exceptional circumstances where 
evidence is provided to justify a reduction. Gladedale (Anglia) would suggest that the 
Policy should also allow for widening the scope for affordable housing provision by 
encouraging private sector alternatives to the traditional method of affordable housing 
being provided and managed by Housing Associations. Providing greater flexibility for 
the provision of affordable housing should result in a greater number of units being 
provided and will not prevent smaller sites from coming forward due to viability 
issues. 

Proposals are noted and may be an alternative to consider 
however the scales may have to be reconsidered. This would 
also have to be checked against the land availability to 
assess how it would impact against our figures. A number of 
alternatives have been considered through CP1 particularly 
around percentages and thresholds. The biggest concern with 
this alternative would be developers providing up to a number 
which would not trigger the affordable housing requirement 
which is sometimes the case now. Flexibility can be reflected 
in negotiations but we do need to publish guidelines for where 
we are at least starting from so developers can take into 
account requirements when purchasing land. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagr
ee 

We object to this policy because it is not considered that provision of 40% affordable 
provision on all sites of 5 or more dwellings or 0.17 ha or more is either realistic or 
viable. We also do not agree that the specified Alternative Option DC4AO1 ‘Do not 
include a Local Policy on affordable housing’ is the only available alternative. In our 
view a more sensible approach would be to graduate the percentage of affordable 
housing provided in new developments ranging from a smaller proportion on smaller 
sites to a larger proportion on large sites. An example could be 20% on sites of 10-20 
houses 30% on sites of 21-50 houses and 40% on sites of 51 houses and over. Not 
withstanding this range the policy should still allow for reduced provision or off-site 
contributions in exceptional circumstances where evidence is provided to justify a 
reduction. We also suggest that the policy should allow for widening the scope for 
affordable housing provision by encouraging private sector alternatives to affordable 
housing being provided and managed by Housing Associations. Providing greater 
flexibility for the provision of affordable housing should result in a greater number of 
units being provided and will not prevent smaller sites from coming forward due to 
viability issues. 

Proposals are noted and may be an alternative to consider 
however the scales may have to be reconsidered. This would 
also have to be checked against the land availability to 
assess how it would impact against our figures. A number of 
alternatives have been considered through CP1 particularly 
around percentages and thresholds. The biggest concern with 
this alternative would be developers providing up to a number 
which would not trigger the affordable housing requirement 
which is sometimes the case now. Flexibility can be reflected 
in negotiations but we do need to publish guidelines for where 
we are at least starting from so developers can take into 
account requirements when purchasing land. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Parfitt 
Nurseries 

 Agree The policy is commended subject to allowing for development constraints that impact 
on the financial viability of a site which could be met by a smaller affordable housing 
percentage or discounted housing (up to 20% of market value). 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Disagr
ee 

The figure of 40% is deemed to be too high. Noted but they have not offered any alternative suggestions 
or why they consider it too high. 

Preferred 
Option DC 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 

Agree . Comment noted 
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4 Council 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Lands 
Improvement 
(c/o agent) 

Savills Agree Whilst we acknowledge that the Council wish to require mix type and tenure of 
affordable homes to meet the identified housing need established by Housing Needs 
Surveys and Assessments it is important that these assessments are kept up to date 
and are refreshed every year so as not to rely on out of date information. We also 
support the acknowledgment in the penultimate paragraph of the policy where it 
states that the 40% requirement for affordable housing can be reduced when there 
are extraordinary costs associated with the development of a particular site. 

Agree – it is imperative that data is kept up to date to allow 
current circumstances to be considered. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

NorfolkHome
s 

Norfolk 
Homes Ltd 

Agree See representation in respect of Policy CP1 and DC2 copy attached which supports 
our representation in respect of this policy. A fully detailed position statement by 
Opinion Research Services is also attached and forms part of the representation. 

Report noted. We believe adopted Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment is robust and stands up to scrutiny. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Bidwells  Disagr
ee 

Bidwells objects to this policy because it is not considered that provision on all sites 
of 5 or more dwellings or 0.17ha or more is either realistic or viable. We also do not 
agree that the specified alternative option DC4A01 'do not include a local policy on 
affordable housing' is the only available alternative. It is Bidwells' opinion that a more 
sensible approach would be to graduate the percentage of affordable housing 
provided in new development ranging from a smaller proportion on smaller sites to a 
larger proportion on large sites. An example could be 20% on sites of 10-20 houses 
30% on sites of 21-50 houses and 40% on sites of 51 houses and over. 
Notwithstanding this range the policy should still allow reduced provision or off-site 
contributions in exceptional circumstances where evidence is provided to justify a 
reduction. 

Proposals are noted and may be an alternative to consider 
however the scales may have to be reconsidered. This would 
also have to be checked against the land availability to 
assess how it would impact against our figures. A number of 
alternatives have been considered through CP1 particularly 
around percentages and thresholds. The biggest concern with 
this alternative would be developers providing up to a number 
which would not trigger the affordable housing requirement 
which is sometimes the case now. Flexibility can be reflected 
in negotiations but we do need to publish guidelines for where 
we are at least starting from so developers can take into 
account requirements when purchasing land. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. [Note: The overall District target 
figure is set at 40%] 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree It was felt that tenure should not be prescriptive but reflect the demand and need at 
the time. The Council would like to see consideration given to alternative forms of 
affordable housing such as community self build and Park homes (Omar). 

Noted. Agree that consideration should be given to a range of 
housing opportunities which work towards delivering the 
District housing targets. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
4 

Gladedale Gladedale Disagr
ee 

In relation to affordable housing the amount or proportion sought should be informed 
by the need to also take account of other requirements and development costs such 
as new infrastructure in ensuring that the development remains viable and 
deliverable. It should be recognised that the planning system can only provide a 
partial contribution to alleged need and it cannot realistically replace the quantity of 
affordable housing provided by the public sector in the past. If the affordable housing 
targets are set at an unrealistically high level without any potential for flexibility to 
respond to local economic factors sufficient housing of all types will not be delivered. 
So rather than providing more affordable housing the result could paradoxically be 
that less housing is delivered thus actually reducing the overall supply of affordable 
housing. The housing market is continually changing and whilst there have been 

Comment noted. Flexibility has been added into the policy to 
allow a reduction in contribution where exceptional costs 
exist. Further viability work is being tested which will take into 
account any likely infrastructure costs to the developer. To 
ensure delivery of housing that meets the needs of the 
population the 40% affordable housing figure on sites of 5 
and above should be retained 
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significant rises in house prices across the District in recent years there is no 
guarantee that these will continue indefinitely. Indeed there appears to be growing 
evidence of a slowdown of the housing market and the Council’s policy for affordable 
housing needs to be flexible enough to take these changes into account. The 
potential for a contribution towards affordable housing from a development site will 
depend upon there being sufficient uplift land value and sufficient remaining value 
after all planning development costs and gain have been accounted for. In order for 
the Council’s policies to meet the test of soundness it is important that they are 
supported by robust evidence. However we continue to have serious concerns that 
the assumptions in the “Affordable Housing Sites Threshold Viability Study” do not 
provide the sound evidence required to underpin the thresholds and targets being 
proposed. The Study is helpful in indicating how affordable housing requirements in 
conjunction with site size existing land use and value location development costs and 
planning gain costs can affect the viability and therefore delivery of housing schemes. 
However the Study recognises its limitations including the fact that its approach is 
“simplistic” and is based on notional sites and assumptions that may not necessarily 
hold good in relation to specific individual proposals. Great care should therefore be 
taken in using the study to inform policy requirements in the LDF. There should be 
sufficient flexibility built into such policies to enable each site to be considered and 
negotiated individually rather than being expected to meet potentially unrealistic 
requirements. An illustration of this point is that in relation to sites of 15 or less units 
the assumption is made in the study that no planning gain contribution would arise. 
This is unrealistic and t appears to be at odds with the Council’s latest proposed 
approach to open space contributions as set out at DC12 and Appendix 5. Factoring 
in planning gain properly could well show the Study’s viability assumptions to be 
flawed. The suggested approach for these smaller sites of 5-15 units of seeking 
tenure split that is more likely to produce a viable scheme is helpful. (We note that 
paragraph 3.30 refers to sites of 3 dwellings this is presumably an error.) However 
again the evidence” provided by the Study is not sufficiently robust to justify using this 
as a policy ‘requirement” and it is not reasonable to propose only to negotiate with 
applicants in the event of “exceptional” physical constraints on the site. In relation to 
larger sites where assumptions are made in the Study about planning gain costs the 
findings suggest that a 45% target would result in a “marginal” land value on a 
notional 80 unit development on greenfield land. It also shows that a 40% 
requirement would significantly reduce the residual land value on this same 
development. The fact that it is still a ‘positive” value and higher than existing use 
value does not necessarily mean that it is sufficient uplift to persuade a landowner to 
sell — a fact recognised by the Study elsewhere but not spelt out in relation to this 
particular example of a 40% requirement. The Council needs to take this into account 
and also the fact that the Study concludes that brownfield sites with an existing non-
residential use cannot reliably deliver 40% affordable housing. Imposing a 40% 
requirement could therefore have the effect of preventing successful housing delivery 
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so exacerbating affordability problems. A more flexible and site specific approach is 
therefore essential to avoid such problems occurring and to ensure that the Council’s 
strategy is sound and deliverable. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC4AO1 

Currington  Agree I think the answer to lack of affordable housing is to create a policy to ensure 
developers provide a certain proportion of 1 2 .3 4 5 bed homes in accordance with 
needs identified in the strategic housing market assessment. The more affordable 
housing should then be placed on the open market where I feel increased supply will 
automatically make housing more affordable for first time buyers. 

Comment noted if there were a greater provision of smaller 
units on the open market which were available at prices to 
match local income levels this would indeed have an impact. 
More people accessing the market would mean those in real 
housing need would be assisted quicker. However greater 
supply does not also achieve this as the financial market and 
the availability of mortgages has as big a part to play as 
supply. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC4 Affordable Housing Principles 

Policy DC 4  

Affordable Housing Principles  

To deliver Core Policy 1 relating to housing type,  To meet District housing needs 

the Council will apply the following principles:  

40% of the total number of housing units will be provided and maintained as 

affordable housing within all new residential development on sites which the Local 

Planning Authority determines:  

a. Has a capacity for 5 or more dwellings; or 
b. Comprises of an area of 0.17ha or larger 

The policy will be applied to all sites and proposals which, individually or as part of a 

wider but contiguous site in the same ownership and/or control, could accommodate a 

level of development that would meet the above thresholds.  

In assessing the suitability of affordable housing the Council will require that: 

c. The affordable housing will be provided as built units on site; and  
d. The mix, size, type and tenure of affordable homes will meet the identified 

housing need of Breckland as established by Housing Needs Surveys and 

Assessments; and  

e. The affordable housing shall comprise of a mix of social rented 
accommodation and intermediate housing consistent with the Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment; and   

f. The affordable housing is integrated into residential layouts so as to provide 

for a distribution of affordable housing within the development site that will 

enhance community cohesion; and  

g. Developers and owners enter into planning obligations in order to provide the 
affordable housing and to ensure its availability to initial and successive 

occupiers.  

The 40% requirement and the precise mix may only be reduced where it is 

demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Council that existing physical constraints on 

the site, in addition to the 40% requirement, will result in extraordinary costs which 

the development could not reasonably be expected to bear.   

In exceptional circumstances off-site contributions in lieu of built units on site will be 

considered where evidence is provided to the Council's satisfaction that wider 

sustainability advantages would be secured and existing physical constraints will 

result in extraordinary costs which make the provision of on-site units unviable.     

 

 



Reasoned Justification  

4.25 The purpose of this policy is to ensure that a level of affordable housing is 

provided through developments to meet the housing needs of the District's population.  

4.26 Housing provision has been identified as a key priority for Breckland Council. 

The Breckland Housing Needs Survey (2007) identifies a net affordable housing 

requirement of 942 units per year. This compares with a total annual dwelling 

requirement of 760 units per year. Therefore, in order to assist in meeting the 

identified need, help create a balanced housing market and provide a decent home for 

all, the Council will be seeking the provision of affordable housing on new housing 

sites over certain thresholds.  

4.27 The Housing Needs Study recommends that the level of need in Breckland is 

sufficient to justify an affordable housing target of 40% on eligible sites.  Historically 

target levels have been in the order of between 10% and 30% and this has been 

insufficient to make significant in-roads in meeting housing need in the District.  In 

view of the high level of need compared with total housing requirement, a relatively 

high affordable housing target is considered to be appropriate.  Furthermore, the 

Community Strategy includes developing a range of affordable, decent housing 

options as one of its eight key themes and providing more affordable housing is a key 

priority.  

4.28 The percentage of affordable housing on new developments with a capacity of 5 

or more dwellings will be 40% of total provision.  The East of England Plan requires 

that affordable housing provision must constitute at least 35% of housing supply in all 

authority areas after the plans's adoption.  The Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

recommends that the level of need in Breckland is sufficient to justify an affordable 

housing target of 40% on eligible sites.  Breckland is within the Rural East Anglia 

Housing sub-region and a target of 40% provision would be consistent with the sub-

regional priorities and actions necessary for achieving a balanced housing market.   

4.29 The threshold for affordable housing seeks to ensure that as many sites as 

possible contribute to affordable housing, and the starting point will be for provision 

to be made on-site.  Evidence demonstrates that this is a viable threshold and would 

yield at least one affordable unit for every two market dwellings. The percentage 

requirement will only be negotiated where it can be demonstrated to the Council's 

satisfaction that there are exceptional physical constraints on the site which render the 

above provision unviable.  The likely physical constraints could include ground 

contamination, land stability or extraordinary infrastructure costs necessary to prepare 

the site for development (e.g. significant flood defences).  Any case which aims to 

demonstrate that a site cannot viably support affordable housing, provision must be 

accompanied by a professional assessment of the site conditions and a separate 

professional assessment by a quantity surveyor or similar on the development 

economics of the site, to enable the Council to determine the validity of any exception 

case and whether a reduced or off-site contribution may be viable.  

4.30 In exceptional circumstances there may be scenarios where on-site affordable 

housing provision is not viable,  practical or suitable in wider sustainability terms.  In 

cases of viability the Council will require a professional assessment by a quantity 



surveyor or similar on the development economics of the site.  Practicalities such as 

management issues may also result in commuted sums or off-site provision being 

more preferable.  In such cases the Council will need to be satisfied that either the 

proposed development cannot practicably accommodate an element of affordable 

housing on-site or there is evidence that the scale and location of provision is unlikely 

to be adopted by a Registered Social Landlord.  In all cases where off-site 

contributions or commuted sum payments are being proposed, the Council will give 

strong consideration to the likelihood of delivery and the risk of non-provision arising 

from the absence of on-site provision.  Proposals promoting off-site provision will be 

required to address the risk of non-delivery and provide assurance to the Council that 

there is a realistic prospect that  affordable housing can be delivered.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC5 Affordable Housing on Exception Sites 
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Preferred 
Option DC 
5 

Mileham Norfolk County 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

The County Council considers that the scale of sites considered under this policy should 
be quantified (i.e. up to 5 or 10 units). This will ensure that schemes of relatively significant 
scale do not come forward in remote areas with few or no services. There is a concern 
that small settlements that do not have development boundaries will also lack any services 
that potential occupants of those dwellings need. This is likely to result in the need to use 
the private car which would not otherwise be supported. Furthermore an additional 
criterion should be added to address highway safety: vi. Does not compromise highway 
safety. 

Agree amend policy to include reference to scale in 
relation to need and service provision 

Preferred 
Option DC 
5 

Currington  Disagree Sites for high intensity affordable housing need to be chosen with regard for services. 
What is the point of building fairly large scale developments of affordable housing if the 
locality can not support them? Firstly this brings with it transport issues but also has social 
implications for what could be fairly small hamlets. 

There is a criteria within the policy to ensure that 
exception sites are only permitted where they are 
well related to facilities within the existing 
settlement. The criteria could be expanded to 
include the word services. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
5 

Wells Wells 
McFarlane 

Agree Support policy Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
5 

Diocese of 
Norwich 

 Agree We welcome the provisions within this policy for development of small sites on the edge of 
rural settlements as an exception to usual planning policies. It should however be 
recognised by the Council that these provisions alone will not completely tackle 
affordability issues in the rural area as there is a gap between those who are eligible for 
subsidised housing and those who are able to access the open housing market. The only 
way to tackle this situation is to allow for appropriate levels of market housing to be 
brought forward at all rural settlements where there are appropriate opportunities. 

Comment noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
5 

Mundford 
Parish 
Council 

 No 
Opinion 

With regard to the inclusion of a specific small scale “affordable housing development on 
the edge of the village to meet local housing needs of the future” the Council is concerned 
that in the past such housing has been given to people at the top of the waiting list 
wherever they come from with no regard to local needs or rights. The whole point of a rural 
community is that it survives on the shared memories and experiences of several 
generations living and growing in the same space If that cycle is broken ( and it only needs 
to happen once) when a generation of local children has housing needs ignored and has 
to move away to live the continuity of that community is compromised and a newer less 
traditional group of people occupy that same space without the uniqueness of character 
and history that makes every Norfolk village unique in its own right. Mundford is already a 
dormitory village with many professional people working away during the day and who 
because of their lifestyle generally contribute little in any positive way to the life of the 
village. It can be argued that those people in “affordable housing” or in what used to be 
called “Council Housing” are the very ones most likely to have worked locally in their time 
either for the Forestry Commission or local farms or local businesses and are the very 
people who form the backbone of the community with regard to tradition and memories of 

Comment noted. Affordable housing can be 
allocated to local people 
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people and events that have made us unique. Similarly the obverse is true. To place for 
example a single mum from a large town or village into a small village with very little public 
transport is to displace her from everything she has known and was convenient to her For 
people with few resources village life can he a sentence of loneliness and hardship. We 
strongly feel that to form some policy of “ring fencing” local affordable housing (or at least 
first refusal) could be a policy that could help preserve our village community better than 
any other whereas the reverse will surely destroy it within one generation. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
5 

Parfitt 
Nurseries 

 Agree It must be accepted that ‘affordable housing’ can take a variety of forms as defined in 
PPS3 and that this should apply to exception sites which ought not to be developed and 
managed exclusively through a registered social landlord (Housing Association). Where 
there is a demand for low cost (discounted) intermediate housing secured with a Sect 106 
agreement it should be supported. 

Comment noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
5 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
5 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. [Note: The overall District target figure is 
set at 40%] 

Comment noted 

Alternative 
Option 
DC5AO1 

Stallion Yaxham Parish 
Council 

Agree Yaxham Parish Council feels that exception sites for affordable housing should be allowed 
in the larger villages but none in the small settlements is preferable as any exception sites 
in smaller villages could be put to a better use for the benefit of the community for example 
as amenity open space. 

Although this option scores well in Sustainability 
Appraisal around access to services and reducing 
the need to travel it could fail in delivering the 
housing needs of local communities in small 
villages. Restricting exception sites in smaller 
villages is unlikely to deliver further amenity green 
space. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC5AO1 

Stevens Garveston 
Reymerston and 
Thuxton Parish 
Council 

Disagree But is it practicable? Comment noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC5 Affordable Housing on Exception Sites 

Policy DC 5  

Affordable Housing on Exception Sites  

In order to meet local rural housing need, new affordable housing development may 

be permitted in Local Service Centre Villages and other rural settlements of 3,000 

population or less, on small sites which would not otherwise be released for housing, 

where:  

a. There is a proven need in the parish or individual settlement for affordable 
housing; and 

b. The size of the site and  the mix of dwelling sizes and tenure on the site 

reflects the identified need;  
c. The scheme ensures that all dwellings will remain available as affordable 

housing and exclusively for local need, in perpetuity and that the necessary 

management of the scheme can be permanently secured;  

d. The site is well related to facilities and services within the existing settlement;  
e. It can be demonstrated that there is no land available within the settlement 

boundary that is suitable for the number and type of housing proposed; and  

f. The site is adjacent to the defined  development settlement boundary.  

In the case of small rural settlements where there is no settlement boundary, proposals 

for affordable housing will be permitted where:  

g. the above criteria (i) to (iv) inclusive can be met; and 
h. it has been demonstrated through additional evidence that the need cannot be 

met in a more sustainable settlement; and 

i. the scale of the proposal is commensurate with the level of service 

provision  

 

 

Where permission for affordable housing is granted on exception sites, the Council 

will impose a legal agreement to ensure affordable housing is maintained to meet the 

identified needs of occupants in perpetuity.  Details will be needed of the legal 

mechanism proposed to achieve these requirements.  The Council will also consider 

the need to remove permitted development rights to help ensure that dwellings meet 

the identified needs of occupiers.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.31 The purpose of this policy is to ensure the need for affordable housing in the 

rural areas is provided for.  

4.32 This policy provides for the development of affordable housing in areas that 

would not normally be acceptable for residential development. This approach ensures 

that in exceptional circumstances affordable housing can be brought forward to meet 



local housing need without incurring the considerable expenses associated with 

developing on land specifically allocated for private market housing.  This approach 

can help to deliver the amount of affordable housing required to meet the District's 

housing needs, as identified in the Housing Needs Surveys and can contribute towards 

the creation of balanced communities.  

4.33 The key policy test for affordable housing on exception sites is that it meets an 

identified local housing need.  Therefore, any proposal for this type of development 

will need to be accompanied by evidence of a local housing need, preferably taking 

the form of an up-to-date Parish needs survey. The scale and mix of housing proposed 

on an exception site must reflect the identified need. Proposals will be subject to a 

legal agreement which ensures that the housing will be managed to meet the needs of 

local people in perpetuity.   

4.34 Where appropriate, as in the case of exception sites in small rural communities or 

where local characteristics dictate, permitted development rights will be removed to 

ensure that the stock of affordable housing remains appropriate to the identified need 

and / or the exception site does become unacceptably harmful to the landscape, or 

character of the periphery of a rural settlement.   

4.35 To avoid causing unnecessary harm to the character of the District's landscape 

or, its rural settlements, opportunities to meet identified housing needs by providing 

affordable housing on land within the development boundary should be explored 

before an exception site is considered. Only when it is demonstrated that there is no 

suitable site inside a defined settlement boundary can sites outside, but adjoining, the 

boundary be considered. Sites for affordable housing will still need to be well-related 

to village facilities even if they are outside the settlement boundary.  When 

considering proposals for exception sites adjoining the outside of a defined settlement 

boundary, preference will be given to previously-developed land where the affordable 

housing scheme would represent a significant environmental improvement.   

4.36 In the rural settlements that do not have a defined settlement boundary, 

exceptions sites will only be permitted in order to meet a specific local need that 

cannot be met in a more sustainable manner elsewhere.  In such cases, the Council 

will expect detailed evidence of the specific need supplemented by a reasoned 

justification of why the receptor settlement represents the most sustainable option 

having had regard to issues such as reducing the need to travel, maintaining the 

viability of rural communities and local social and economic connections.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC 6 General Employment Areas, formally Preferred Option DC6 Protected Employment Sites 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

Cemex  No Opinion Although CEMEX supports the allocation of a General Employment Area CEMEX 
objects to the allocation of the Dereham site within the Rashes Green General 
Employment Area! policy ED.1. Due to the sites sustainable location adjacent to 
existing residential development services and infrastructure CEMEX considers that 
the Dereham site is better suited for residential or residential led mixed use 
development. CEMEX also views the protected railway track bed as a natural 
barrier separating the Dereham site from the surrounding proposed Rashes Green 
General Employment Area. CEMEX therefore urges the Council to consider the 
Dereham site for residential use rather than employment. 

The site that is the subject of the above comments has been 
an established employment use for a number of years. 
Whilst it is recognised that the site shares a boundary with 
some low density residential development it is not 
considered to be an anomalous site in the context of the 
surrounding land uses. The site is consistent in character to 
the remainder of the employment land identified within E.D1 
as well as other employment uses along Yaxham Road 
frontage. 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

Bishop Swaffham 
Town Council 

Strongly 
Agree 

Strongly agree with policy but would like to include the following areas to be 
protected:- Tower Meadow Industrial Estate off Castle Acre Road Industrial Estate 
on Lynn Road currently occupied by Travis Perkins etc. Area to the rear of 
Dalgety's on Castle Acre Road to the North of the A47. 

Support noted. The Council notes the support for additional 
employment sites to be positively identified for protection. 
The Council will identify land at Dalgety's Castle Acre Rd the 
Tower Meadow Industrial Estate as well as units at Station 
Yard. It is considered that the sites mentioned along Lynn 
Road do not operate as a cohesive employment area rather 
as two individual businesses. It is considered that zoning 
these businesses as additional employment sites would not 
fulfil the expectations of the policy. 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

Tesco Stores 
Ltd 

 No Opinion As with our response to Preferred Option CP3 we feel it is sensible to ensure that 
the employment potential of retailing is recognised. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

Bland Indigo 
Planning Ltd 

Disagree The Jarrolds Unit site has an established history of retail use. The emerging 
proposals map identifies that the site is located within General Employment Area 
‘E.TH3’. As such Preferred Option policy DC6 entitled ‘Protected Employment 
Sites’ would apply to any future development proposals on the Jarrolds Unit site. 
Preferred Option policy DC6 protects sites allocated within General Employment 
Areas for employment uses preventing town centre uses on such sites unless the 
location for the proposal is sequentially preferable to other sites the need for the 
proposal has been demonstrated and the proposal will not undermine the function 
of the wider employment area. It does not have regard to situations where such 
sites are not currently in employment use. The Jarrolds Unit site should not be 
designated within General Employment Area ‘E.TH3’. Rather due to the 
established use of the site for retail purposes and the link between the site and the 
Forest Retail Park it should be excluded from the employment allocation and an 
appropriate allocation should be made relating to the existing retail function of the 
site potentially linking it with the neighbouring retail park. 

Comment relates to a specific site where retail use has been 
established within the proposed employment designation. 
Whilst the retail use is noted the overall character of site 
E.TH3 is dominated by employment uses. The spatial 
interpretation of policy DC6 is defined by the delineation of 
E.TH3; therefore hiving regard to other uses the policy text 
makes reference to the provisions of national policy and the 
sequential requirements for retail uses these locations. The 
proposed policy provides an appropriate framework for the 
development of this area and it is considered that no further 
changes are necessary. 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

EJolly  Disagree Small employment sites should not be permitted to develop further if the are within 
close proximity to large designated sites on major traffic routes. Development 
should be sited at the major sites on the major routes. Sites that are in 

Comments noted. Policy CP7 deals with employment 
development outside of protected sites and sets out the 
particular circumstances where this would be appropriate. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

predominantly rural sites must not be allowed to be developed and thereby 
undermine the wider rural character of the area. Sites that are in or near villages 
must not be permitted to be extended if this has an adverse affect on local road 
networks. Current traffic and potential traffic movements need to be balanced with 
local road capabilities with regard to level crossings narrow bridges small villages 
on connecting routes etc. 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

Thetford 
Town Council 

 Agree The policy is supported especially in locations where good screening already 
exists. In areas of proposed development there will be a need for screening to 
protect residential areas. 

Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

Lands 
Improvement 
(c/o agent) 

Savills Disagree This policy seeks to protect General Employment Areas for development within 
use Classes B1 B2 and B8. We understand the need for this policy where 
employment sites are under pressure from other uses. However it would seem 
from the Proposals Map that the Council has designated some sites for protection 
where the Breckland Employment Land Review has specifically recommended that 
this protection should be deleted. This is the case at the Brandon Road Industrial 
Estate in Swaffham. This is an inconsistency which is not explained in the Core 
Strategy. This omission should be rectified. 

Brandon Road Industrial Estate has not been included as a 
general employment area in the Preferred Options Core 
Strategy. 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

EEDA EEDA Agree Preferred Option DC6 is welcomed in protecting existing employment land for 
employment use and the stated intentions of the Council to create further ‘high 
value’ business jobs. The emphasis on the growth of the economy in Thetford is 
also positive and EEDA notes the inclusion of new sites for employment to the 
north of the town reflecting the findings of the Thetford Growth Framework and 
Infrastructure Study. The proposed 5 000 net additional jobs in the town to 2021 is 
a far better reflection of the scale of aspiration required and should ensure a better 
balanced and sustainable approach to the growth agenda when taken with the net 
additional housing figures as set out under Preferred Option CP1. This improved 
balance of labour supply compared to available jobs locally should help to prevent 
out commuting. Essential to the success of this will be how it is played out through 
the Thetford Area Action Plan. The designation of significant areas of land for 
economic development relating to both the A11 and the A47 are also welcomed in 
ensuring that the district maximises the opportunities of its strategic 
location/infrastructure. This is particularly important given the identified potential of 
the motorsports/auto industries cluster in this location. In the light of this EEDA 
welcome reference to the Rural Enterprise Valley project. This project aims to 
develop and support jobs growth and inward investment for the advanced 
motorsport industries in and around Thetford and as such should play a key role in 
the growth of the area. Other interventions include the Thetford Enterprise Park 
and the Breckland Prospectus and opportunities around Snetterton and its 

Support noted. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

motorsport sector. When taken with the development of the Thetford AAP and the 
Site Specific Allocations DPD such policies will support the implementation of RES 
Goal 4 Priority 3 which indicates that a high quality supply of business land and 
premises need to be provided to meet current and future needs in sustainable 
locations. 

Preferred 
Option 
DC 6 

DerehamTow
nCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree The Council felt that full protection should be given to the Kwik-fit site and 
surrounding area in order to keep employment sites within the town centre. It was 
also felt that developers should be encouraged to provide quality office space 
within the town. 

Comments noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC6 General Employment Areas 

Policy DC 6  

Protected Employment Sites General Employment Areas  

Sites that are identified as General Employment Areas on the proposals map will be 

protected for employment use.  Proposals to accommodate new employment 

development 
2 
within use classes B1, B2 and B8 will be permitted on General 

Employment Areas where:  

a. It is not a town centre use 3 , unless the location is sequentially preferable and 
need has been demonstrated; and  

b. It will not undermine the function of the wider employment area. 

Reasoned Justification  

4.37 In order to deliver the overall District employment targets in Core Policy CP3, a 

necessary component will be the protection of existing employment sites at 

appropriate locations to provide a sufficient choice to meet foreseeable employment 

needs.  The protection of employment sites will help meet the requirements of a 

number of employment sectors over the plan period from small start-up enterprises 

through to the significant expansion of existing employers.  The General Employment 

Areas as identified on the Proposals Map have been assessed as being attractive to the 

employment market and can realistically accommodate further employment 

development.  On this basis they will be protected for B1, B2 and B8 uses 

and ancillary activities such as Builders Yards, Hire Businesses and Vehicle Sales 

which are unsuitable for town centre locations.  

4.38 A number of established employment locations have come under development 

pressure for changes of use to non-employment uses, principally retail and leisure, 

which can undermine town centre vitality or can pose a threat to existing employment 

enterprises and uses.  In addition to this policy, proposals for town centre uses as 

defined in PPS6 will also be considered in the context of retail policy, in particular the 

demonstration of need and absence of a sequentially preferable location.  Non-

employment uses on established industrial estates can also create tension with existing 

users in terms of amenity and volumes of traffic and parking which can harm the 

ability of existing and appropriately located businesses to operate effectively.  In 

applying this policy, the local planning authority will take into account the nature of 

the existing employment area and the compatibility of the proposed use within that 

environment in order to maintain vibrant employment areas that meet the needs of 

business and general industrial sectors.  

2. Within Use Classes B1, B2 and B8 of the Town and Country Planning (Use 

Classes) Order 1987 as amended, as well as other activities such as Builders 

Yards, Hire Businesses and Vehicle Sales which are unsuitable for Town 

Centre locations  

3. As defined in PPS6, which includes Use Class B1(a) offices  

 



Comments on DC7 Employment Development Outside of Protected Sites 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Wilson  Agree Current local industrialists and commercial managers should be consulted at every stage. 
Their experience will hopefully avoid expensive mistakes. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Mileham Norfolk County 
Council 

Disagree DC7 Employment development outside of protected sites - It is recommended that the 
District Council amend preferred policy DC7 to make reference to the potential of the 
expansion of existing business outside of protected employment sites to adversely affect the 
type and volume of traffic that is generated. This may be as a result of the expansion of 
existing business uses such as storage and distribution or the intensification or change of 
use of other enterprises (e.g. agriculture storage to general industrial). Where this expansion 
results in an unsustainable situation in transport terms (such as HGVs using inappropriate 
routes) the County Council considers it should be discouraged through this policy. 

Agree with comment. Policy to be amended to 
restrict employment uses outside designated 
areas where the use may adversely affect the 
type and volume of traffic generated. 

Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Defence 
Estates 

 No 
Opinion 

This policy should recognize the national and local importance of MOD particularly to the 
rural and local economy. By their very nature many MOD sites have to be in rural areas 
(Training Areas and Airfields). These MOD sites should be recognized within the plan as 
important employment areas and the plan should provide a positive framework for the 
continued operation and sustainable development of these sites. 

Comment noted It is not felt that the policy 
needs to be this specific 

Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Wright  No 
Opinion 

Local commercial and industrial managers need to be consulted. Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

No 
Opinion 

Businesses should be allowed to grow & relocate in their local area and should not be forced 
to move to an 'employment area' 

Policy DC7 does not seek to relocate existing 
businesses to general employment areas and 
the policy provides for their expansion in situ. 

Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

. Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Alternative 
Option 
DC7AO1 

McIntosh  Agree This allows for employment to develop in communities where the traditional activities have 
declined and alternative employment is needed and travel is not an easy option. 

Option performs poorly through Sustainability 
Appraisal and could lead to longer journeys 
due to the remoteness that some business 
could locate to through this policy 

 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC7 Employment Development Outside of Protected Sites 

Policy DC 7  

Employment Development Outside of Protected Sites General Employment 

Areas  

Proposals for employment uses outside of the identified General Employment Areas 

and allocated sites will only be accepted  permitted where:  

a. it is demonstrated that there are no other suitable sites available on identified 
or allocated employment sites; 

b. there are particular reasons for the development not being located on an 
established or allocated employment site including: 

• The expansion of an existing business; 

• Businesses that are based on agriculture, forestry or other industry where there 

are sustainability advantages to being located in close proximity to the market 

they serve; or  

• Industries and / or businesses which would be detrimental to local amenity if 

located in settlements, including general employment areas.  

c. the development of the site would not adversely affect the type and 

volume of traffic generated.  

Replacement of Rural Buildings  

Additionally t  The replacement of rural buildings for B use classes as defined in the 

Use Classes Order 
4 
, may be considered acceptable where the proposal:  

d. involves the removal of a building that is substantially intact but is not a 
traditional building of clear architectural or historic interest;  

e. represents a clear and substantial improvement in terms of size, scale, impact 
and design from the original; and 

f. The replacement buildings are well located to the existing buildings, unless it 

can be demonstrated that an alternative location would be visually less 

prominent.  

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.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.39 The majority of employment development will be provided for on established 

employment areas and the strategic employment allocations outlined in Core Policy 

CP3.  However, in a rural District such as Breckland there will be a need to provide 

for those businesses which support the rural economy and improve opportunities for 

rural communities to live and work in close proximity.   To support a working 

countryside, proposals for the expansion of existing rural businesses or for new 



businesses which are either related to rural activities (such as agriculture and forestry) 

or where there are clear sustainability advantages for businesses being located close to 

the market they serve, will be supported subject to the policies relating to 

environmental impact, accessibility and amenity.   The demonstration of sustainability 

advantages should include evidence of reduced need to travel, re-use of previously-

developed land or existing buildings and enhanced opportunities for rural 

communities to access employment in their locality.  Such evidence should be 

professionally prepared and provided in a Sustainability Statement accompanying the 

proposal.   

4.40 Additionally, there are a number of businesses which, due to the nature of their 

activities, cannot reasonably be expected to locate on established employment areas 

which are often within or on the edge of built up areas.  Such uses include those 

activities which would be detrimental to local amenity and therefore need to be 

located some distance from residential areas.  A number of employment sites are 

provided for in the rural areas away from settlements, including Shipdham Airfield 

(Cranworth), Snetterton and Roudham and available land within these areas should be 

investigated in the first instance.  

4.41 In order to ensure that business development in the rural areas is sustainable and 

has minimal impact, proposals will be expected to make best use of previously-

developed sites or the replacement of existing rural buildings.  In the case of 

replacement buildings, the policy applies to large modern agricultural buildings which 

can be intrusive in landscape terms because their design and construction has been a 

specific response to agricultural requirements.   The clear and substantial 

improvement in terms of size and scale requires that replacement buildings will have a 

significantly reduced volume and a reduced visual impact.  To secure this objective, 

the Design and Access Statement accompanying replacement rural buildings for 

business use will, in detail,  address criteria (d) to (f) inclusive and the requirements of 

planning policy relating to design, amenity and accessibility.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC 8 Tourism Related Development 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: 
Officers' 

Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 8 

Wilson  No 
Opinion 

Thetford's heritage should be used as a key asset. Thetford's surviving old buildings add greatly to its character but 
sadly many (even listed ones) are lying unused and are falling into disrepair. More should be done to preserve and 
utilize them before new buildings are even considered (e.g.. St. Mary's St. Peter's warehouse opposite Bidwell 
Court Minstergate Abbey Barns). Repair orders should be served on owners of neglected listed buildings or they 
should be compulsorily purchased and used. The Priory lies badly neglected and underused it could be a major 
attraction like Bury's Abbey Gardens. A wonderful opportunity to improve and add facilities at this site so close to 
the town centre is being utterly wasted by converting its Grade I barns and cottages to housing wrecking their 
group value and setting. (Ref. PPG 15) 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 8 

clark  No 
Opinion 

I strongly agree with Stuart Wilson's comments. Thetford has an very interesting past but unfortunately physical 
examples of our history are disappearing. Old buildings are falling into disrepair especially the Abbey Barns. I 
thought repair orders had be served on owners of neglected listed buildings or they were compulsorily purchased. 
Once its gone that's it nothing for our children to examine and respect. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 8 

Wright  No 
Opinion 

Totally agree with Mr. Wilson's comments. Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 8 

Mundford 
Parish 
Council 

 No 
Opinion 

As was described to you on our letter dated December 2005 we were classed as a small scale tourist area and we 
hope to remain so The development of Lynford Quarry by the Forestry Commission (which is nearing completion) 
does give cause for concern. If (by the Forestry Commission’s own figures) hundred of cars per day at the 
weekend are going to use the site in the future we fear we may overwhelmed by the sudden surge of tourism 
through the parish. Should this happen we would be looking for support through resources to help protect the 
community from any adverse effects. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 8 

Thetford 
Town Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC8AO1 

Sayers - 
Cowper 

Old Buckenham 
Parish Council 

Agree Considered more flexible Support noted. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC8AO2 

McIntosh  Disagree Failure to encourage tourism is a lost opportunity in an area of such natural character Comments noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC8 Tourism related Development 

Policy DC 8  

Tourism related Development  

Tourist Facilities  

Proposals for tourist facilities will be permitted where: 

a. the need for the development can be justified; 
b. proposals contribute to the tourism objectives of countryside strategies in 

Breckland including the Brecks, Wensum Valley and Thetford Forest;  

c. the proposal is well related to key service centre villages and villages with 
facilities; or  

d. the proposal involves the re-use of a rural building or sustainably located 
previously-developed land. 

Tourist Accommodation  

Proposals for tourist accommodation, including touring caravan and camping sites and 

self-catering accommodation that need to be located in the countryside will be 

encouraged where:  

e. a need can be demonstrated for the proposal; 
f. the development forms part of a rural diversification scheme or is for the 

expansion of an existing attraction; 

g. it is well related to an existing settlement and facilities; and 
h. The occupation of new tourist accommodation will be restricted through the 

use of conditions or legal agreements to ensure a tourist use solely and not 

permanent residential use.  

Where a tourist related proposal involves new buildings in the countryside additional 

evidence will be required of: 

i.  the sustainability advantages of requiring new buildings 

j.  the particular countryside attraction that the new buildings will support; and 

k.  the absence of suitable existing buildings in the vicinity. 

In the case of hotel and motel accommodation proposals will be permitted in the five 

market towns, using the sequential approach which focuses such uses to town centres 

as identified on the proposal map.  

Proposals for hotel and motel accommodation outside of the identified town centres 

will only be permitted where the need for the development can be justified and where:  

l. It is a road related facility which primarily seeks to meet the needs of road 

users; or 

m. It involves the re-use of sustainably located existing rural buildings. 



Reasoned Justification  

4.42 Tourism is an important contributor to the Breckland economy and there is scope 

for the further growth of this sector of the economy.  Breckland’s environmental and 

heritage assets, including the heaths and woodlands of the Brecks, the traditional 

market towns and the general tranquility and remoteness of the Breckland countryside 

are the particular factors which attract tourists to the area.  Whilst it is recognised that 

some tourist development will seek to locate in the countryside,  it is important that 

tourist related development takes place in a sustainable manner and does not 

adversely affect the Breckland environment which attracts tourist activity.  

4.43 Proposals for tourist accommodation in the countryside, including touring 

caravan and camping sites, will be supported where the evidence of need is provided. 

Proposals which are either allied to an existing and established tourist attraction or 

form part of a well-conceived and sustainable rural diversification scheme will be 

supported subject to other planning policies.     

4.44 In order to control the scale of tourism development to that which is genuinely 

needed in Breckland, all proposals for either tourist facilities or tourist 

accommodation will need to be accompanied by an assessment of the need for the 

development which includes: an analysis of market supply, need and demand 

(including evidence of similar establishments in the locality, their visitor numbers or 

occupancy rates); compliance with regional and local tourism strategies; and evidence 

about the accessibility of the proposal to the market need and demand.   

4.45 In the case of proposals in the countryside which do not involve the re-use of 

existing buildings, additional evidence will be required to demonstrate that there are 

no suitable existing buildings in the vicinity and the new buildings represent the most 

sustainable option in terms of their location and construction.  In order to ensure that 

tourist accommodation in the countryside is sustainable it will need to be well-related 

to existing settlements and facilities such as shops and public houses which can 

benefit from tourism expenditure.  A reasonable distance from facilities would be 

1,600 metres which is approximately a 20 minute walk.   

4.46 Serviced accommodation in the form of hotels or motels needs to be carefully 

controlled in order to ensure that a large number of visitors are attracted to one single, 

sustainable destination.  National planning policy identifies hotels and motels as town 

centre uses and therefore such uses are subject to the sequential approach.  In a rural 

District such as Breckland there are opportunities for hotel accommodation to support 

the town centres and where applicable contributing to regeneration programmes. 

Exceptionally, there may cases for serviced tourist accommodation in the rural areas 

where the proposal represents the most sustainable option to meet a particular need 

because it is a road related facility meeting the needs of road users or it involves the 

re-use of sustainably located traditional rural building such as a complex of redundant 

farm buildings or a large country property.  All proposals for serviced tourist 

accommodation will need to be accompanied by an assessment of the need for the 

development which includes: an analysis of market supply, need and demand 

(including evidence of similar establishments in the locality, their occupancy rates); 

compliance with regional and local tourism strategies; and evidence about the 

accessibility of the proposal to the market need and demand.  



Comments on DC 9 Proposals for Town Centre Uses 

Policy 
Consulte
e Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
9 

Wilson  Strongly 
Agree 

In Thetford's town centre there is little scope for convenience goods shopping as large stores 
lie on the extremities of the town. Inevitably this had led to lower end convenience goods 
outlets nearer to the town centre which are hardly a draw for people from outside the town. 
Higher class comparison (e.g. M&S) and even convenience goods stores (e.g. Waitrose) 
would attract people to the town. Higher class food outlets (e.g. Pizza Express) would make 
welcome replacements to the kebab takeaway type outlets that Thetford has at the moment 
keeping the litter pickers busy and would keep the town centre alive during the evenings. 
Everything possible (e.g. low rents incentives) should be done to attract and upgrade these 
retail outlets. Along side these modern prestigious offices would help the retail businesses 
and produce a thriving town centre. Thetford has what could be a wonderful asset - the 
riverside. This must be developed in an imaginative way. An Argos store a car park a 
crumbling hotel and the disgraceful 'bus station are hardly attractive. Better security measures 
should be in place to support retailers. A town where empty boxes are displayed on shelves - 
presumably because contents are regularly pilfered - sends out a terrible message to visitors. 
Toilets say a lot about a place. It is worth investing money in manning and maintaining them. 
Tourist Information Centre - visitors expect this and we need one to help promote the town 
and its surrounding attractions. Place restrictions (e.g. do not allow planning permission) on 
the number of certain types of premises (e.g. betting offices) allowed in the town. These type 
of shops send out the wrong messages to visitors. 

Comments noted. The Preferred Option provides a 
policy framework that seeks to limit the amount of retail 
frontages that fall outside class A1 of the Use Classes 
Order 2005 (as amended). 

Preferred 
Option DC 
9 

Wilson  Agree Thetford town centre must be upgraded and should have facilities that will attract people there 
during the day and evenings. Restaurants a cultural venue cinema theatre wine bars cafes etc 
would entice people into the town during the day as well as the evening. High grade shops 
and prestigious company offices would keep the town vibrant throughout the day. Here's a 
thought: Breckland Council could lead by example and decamp from its offices in Dereham 
and return to the impressive (architecturally) purpose built Breckland House. A skeleton staff 
could remain in Dereham as is now the case in Thetford. This would provide many people to 
use the town centre during the day and would give the officers and councillors a better insight 
into Thetford's needs and people's opinions. 

Comments noted. Preferred Option DC9 provides a 
robust framework for town centre development to which 
many of the above comments would be supported. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
9 

Gilbert-
Wooldrid
ge 

English 
Heritage 

No 
Opinion 

Under Primary Frontages we welcome the reference in criterion (v) to the retention or 
provision of shop fronts that make a positive contribute to the street scene and local setting. 
However this criterion should apply equally to Secondary Frontages which may have equally 
significant shop fronts and street scenes regardless of the lesser retail designation. 

Comment noted. It is considered that the addition of a 
further criterion to protect shop fronts in secondary 
frontages should be included to protect the street 
scene. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
9 

Wright  Strongly 
Agree 

The Environment Committee of the Thetford Society agree with S. Wilson's comments and 
support them wholeheartedly. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
9 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 
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Consulte
e Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
9 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
9 

NorfolkHo
mes 

Norfolk 
Homes Ltd 

Disagree We do not support this policy. Your Planning Policy Newsletter Winter 2007 states that 
Thetford and the surrounding area has been awarded Growth Point Status and ‘will become 
one of the fastest growing areas in the East of England’. We are therefore concerned that the 
town centre policy should embrace all aspects of support for the area’s impending increase in 
population. This policy does not do justice to the supporting text at 3.62 which states that The 
policy seeks to positively support retail leisure entertainment arts and cultural proposals 
………. The policy only mentions ‘leisure’ not arts or culture in one sentence at the foot. We 
suggest that the penultimate sentence in this policy is given more prominence and that the 
text within Primary and Secondary Frontages is reduced accordingly for balance. 

Arts culture and tourism are all considered to be 'town 
centre' uses as set out in national policy contained 
within PPS6. Therefore these uses are supported in 
town centres and as such there is no additional need to 
further reproduce the content of national policy within 
policy DC9. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
9 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
9 

Dereham
TownCou
ncil 

Dereham 
Town 
Council 

Agree The Council felt that the policy should be flexible and not ridged. It should be reassessed 
regularly to encourage vibrant town centres. 

Comments noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC9 Proposals for Town Centre Uses 

Policy DC 9  

Proposals for Town Centre Uses  

Primary Frontages  

Proposals for retail development will be permitted within the primary frontage areas 

of the town centres. The change of use of ground floor Class A1 units to other Class A 

uses of the Use Classes Order 
5 
will only be permitted where:  

a. the proportion of other Class A units does not exceed 25% of the total number 
of units in the frontage; 

b. the number, frontage lengths and distribution of other Class A uses in the 
frontage does not result in any one over-concentration of non-retail uses 

detracting from the retail character;  

c. the proposed use will result in regular pedestrian footfall avoiding relative 
inactivity in the shopping frontage; 

d. the proposal does not prejudice the effective use of upper floors; 
e. the proposal retains or provides a shop front with windows and entrances 

which relate well to the design of the host building and to the street-scene and 

its setting.  

Secondary Frontages Proposals for town centre uses at ground floor level within 

classes A, B1(a), C1, D1 and D2 of Use Classes Order 
6 
will be permitted within the 

secondary frontage areas of town centres where the proposal, either cumulatively or 

individually, is considered to have no adverse impact on the vitality and viability of 

the area.  The change of use of ground floor premises to other uses, including 

residential, will only be permitted where:  

f. the proportion of non A, B1(a), C1, D1 and D2 units does not exceed 50% of 

the total frontage; 

g. the proposal does not prejudice the effective use of upper floors; and 
h. the proposal would not irreversibly preclude the option to return the property 

or site to a retail or town centre use. 

i. the proposal retains or provides a shop front with windows and entrances 

which relate well to the design of the host building and to the street-scene 

and its setting.  

Proposals for residential, leisure and office uses above premises in town centres will 

be supported in order to help increase the vitality of these areas throughout the day.   

Development proposals in the defined town centres will also be supported where they 

represent the best opportunity to bring forward sites identified for redevelopment and 

improve the town centre environment.  Proposals should demonstrate how the 

outcomes of other studies (such as Town Centre Health Checks and other town centre 

strategies) have been considered and can maximise benefits to the vitality, viability 

and environmental quality of town centres in the district.  



Reasoned Justification  

4.47 The policy seeks to positively support retail, leisure, entertainment, arts and 

cultural proposals within defined areas of the main town centres in Breckland.  Within 

each town centre there is a defined Primary Shopping Area shown on the proposals 

map, within which primary and secondary retail frontages have been delineated.  

Street level frontages will be maintained for the types of business that attract people to 

town centres, with the emphasis being on protecting a core of retail activity at the 

heart of the town.  Away from this primary area, a greater diversity of town centre 

uses will be permitted in adjoining areas with the emphasis on limiting residential 

development to ensure a mix of retail, services, leisure and culture.   

4.48 In protecting primary retail frontages, proposals that would result in more than 

25% of the total number of units being non-retail will not be permitted.   Where 

capacity exists to accommodate non-retail uses such as food outlets and financial 

services, the Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that clusters of non-A1 uses 

do not dominate a particular part of a retail frontage resulting in areas of reduced 

activity or through their over-concentration will result in a particular amenity issue.  

Clusters of three or more non-A1 uses in any element of a primary frontage will not 

be supported unless it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Local Planning 

Authority that the retail character is not harmed and there are no resultant amenity 

issues.  

4.49 In secondary retail frontages there will be a more flexible approach to encourage 

a greater mix of town centre uses.  These areas, as defined on the proposals map, 

already contain a number of other non-retail uses.  To help deliver a good mix of uses 

within the wider Primary Shopping Area, residential uses will be limited to 50% of 

the total length of secondary retail frontages.   This will help to ensure that 

Breckland’s town centres remain vibrant with many people visiting and using the 

town for many differing needs and requirements. The main town centres within the 

district have good access via a number of modes of transport, and continuing to 

support the growth and development of these centres will enable citizens to partake in 

multi-purpose trips.  

4.50 In order to ensure that town centres remain vibrant, residential and office uses 

above ground floor shops will be supported to ensure that people use town centres 

throughout the day and night, and this will provide for a diverse mix of uses and 

introduce greater opportunities to maximise the potential of town centres. This option 

also allows for leisure and entertainment proposals to be permitted in town centres 

which complement the objective of ensuring vibrant town centres. This gives further 

opportunities to enhance the diversity of town centres by promoting the types of uses 

that will attract people to these areas.  

 
 

5. Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, as amended  
6. Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, as amended  

 



Comments on DC 10 Telecommunications 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
10 

Wilson  Strongly 
Agree 

National guidelines must be followed. Let's hope that in this case 
practice follows policy. 

Noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
10 

Currington  No 
Opinion 

Agree with all the guidelines. I would like however to see that a minimum 
distance to nearest housing is applied. Relatively little is known about 
the effects to health of these masts it would seem sensible to ensure 
therefore that they are not sited too close to housing. 

National policy is already based upon a precautionary principle that 
requires mobile phone base stations to meet ICNIRP guidelines on 
EMF emissions. This policy is based upon the recommendations of the 
National Radiological Protection Board (NRPB) who provide expert 
advice on the health implications of EMFs. It is not considered that the 
Council could realistically justify the imposition of a different standard 
than that recommended by the NRPB. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
10 

Bishop Swaffham 
Town Council 

Agree Swaffham Town Council would like to see all telecommunication wiring 
to be underground wherever possible. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
10 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
10 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish Council 

Agree Supported.. Noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
10 

GO East  Disagree We would question whether this statement adds anything at all to 
national policy and guidance regarding this subject matter. 

Noted. The Council will consider the need to retain the policy. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
10 

Mobile 
Operaters 
Ass 

 Agree We would however like to offer the following comments in support of the 
content of Preferred Option DC10 Telecommunications. We confirm our 
support of the provisions of this policy and its inclusion within the 
Council's Local Development Framework Core Strategy and 
Development Control Policies DPD. The provisions of Policy DC10 
relate generally to visual impact and alternative sites. Reference is also 
made to health considerations however this is in accordance with 
guidance contained in the national planning guidance note 8 (PPG 8). 
We welcome the Council's approach in formulating Policy DC10 in 
accordance with the relevant national planning policy. 

Noted. 

 
 
 
 
 



DC10 Telecommunications 

Policy DC 10  

Telecommunications  

4.51 Planning Applications  

4.52 When considering planning applications for telecommunications development, 

regard will be had to the benefits of an effective telecommunications network and the 

individual nature of telecommunications technology.  In addition planning permission 

will only be granted where in cases where evidence is submitted which demonstrates, 

to the Council’s satisfaction, that:  

i.  the possibility of mast or site sharing has been fully explored; 

ii.  there are no alternative and preferable sites available in the locality that could 

reasonable accommodate the proposed telecommunications development, 

including existing  antennae, buildings or structures;  

iii. the proposal is in conformity with the latest national guidelines on radiation 

protection. This will include consideration for both the individual and 

cumulative effects of the apparatus having regard to any other significant 

Electro-Magnetic Field generators in the locality, and;  

iv. there are no significant detrimental impacts upon the residential amenity of 

neighbours, the character and             appearance of the locality, the safe and 

satisfactory functioning of the highway network or any other objective of the 

plan.  

4.53 Prior Approval  

4.54 Where a code system operator intends to install equipment under permitted 

development rights that are subject to the prior approval procedure, prior approval by 

the Planning Authority where there is considered to be an material impact in terms of 

the equipments siting or appearance. Details of the apparatus will be required in 

respect of criteria (i) to (iv) as listed above.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.55 This policy seeks to set out the conditions where new telecommunications 

apparatus will be permitted. The policy seeks to ensure that the Council can utilise its 

powers to influence an appropriate design and location where applicable.  

4.56 Modern telecommunications are considered to be an essential element in the life 

of local communities and for the local economy. Much of the telecommunications 

network has been long established, however relatively recent advances have led to an 

increase in the need for new infrastructure, i.e. mobile phone apparatus. Although the 

benefits of this infrastructure is recognised it is also necessary to ensure that the 

environmental impacts of new infrastructure is kept to a minimum. Therefore the 

council will adopt a criteria based policy approach to the consideration of 

telecommunications infrastructure.  



4.57 For all new telecommunications development, the preference will be to 

accommodate new apparatus on existing masts and / or within existing 

telecommunication apparatus sites. If this is not possible new development should 

make use of other appropriate structures that are already present in the landscape, 

unless this approach would have an inherently greater impact upon the landscape than 

that which would result from a new structure. For all telecommunication development 

proposals regard will be had to the impact of the apparatus on those amenities that 

ought to be preserved in the public interest.  

4.58 A commonly held concern over telecommunications apparatus is its impact upon 

health. It is the Government's firm view that the planning system is not the place to 

determine health safeguards. It remains central Governments responsibility to 

determine what measures are necessary to protect public health. In recognition of this 

standing advice the Council will seek assurances that all new development is in 

accordance with up to date national emission guidelines.  

4.59 Although larger scale telecommunications development requires the benefit of 

planning permission, there are many aspects which do not: as these enjoy permitted 

development status by virtue of the General Permitted Development Order (GPDO).  

The Local Authority will require prior approval for such apparatus when there are 

considered to be significant impacts in terms of siting or appearance.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC11 Open Space, formally Preferred Option DC12  

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Stallion Yaxham Parish 
Council 

No Opinion Yaxham Parish Council is concerned at the inaccuracies in the Open Space Parish 
Schedule - 112 Yaxham. In particular: 112.1 Outdoor Sports Sites - The Owner of this 
is Yaxham Village Amenities Association (YVAA) not the Parish Council. There is 
only 1 pitch not 2. This will have an affect on the Key Statistics. 112.2 Children’s Play 
Sites - The Owner of this is Yaxham Village Amenities Association (YVAA) not the 
Parish Council. 112.3 Other Open Space Sites - Y1 Natural/semi-natural green space 
Norwich Road. This land is owned by a housing association not the Parish Council. It 
is currently being built upon and this open space does not therefore exist. 

These inaccuracies will be addressed when the Open 
Space Assessment is updated. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Clabburn  Agree If Attleborough is to have 4000 new houses it should therefore get 20 hectares of 
open space. IF done properly i.e. with decent sports provision 2 Astroturf pitches for 
football and hockey and a decent leisure centre to replace the one sold off then this 
could create great space for the town. If is just left as grass then the benefits will be 
greatly reduced. 

Comments noted. Open space provided under 
Preferred Option DC12 would be in the form of a 
outdoor sports area or children's play area. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Henry Savills on behalf 
of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Agree Whilst we would agree with the expectation that new residential development should 
contribute towards an outdoor playing space equivalent of 3 hectares per 1 000 
population it is important that this assumption is supported through an appropriate 
open space assessment to support this figure. 

Comments noted. Breckland has produced a Open 
Space Assessment in line with guidance set out in 
PPG17 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Hiskett  Agree We support the reference to not permitting development of existing open space with 
an ecological value. 

Comments noted no further action 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Cronk House Builders 
Federation 

Disagree 
Strongly 

The Council should only seek financial contributions for open space provision where 
it can demonstrate that actual deficiencies will arise Developers should not be 
expected to address existing deficiencies relating to the needs of the existing 
population. Any payments sought must fully meet the tests set out in Circular 5/05. 
The HBF does not regard it appropriate to seek payments from all new housing 
provision. 

Comments noted. To address current deficiencies the 
Council tested an option of requiring 7.33ha of 
outdoor playing space per 1000 people in Alternative 
Option AO2 of this policy. It was agreed that this 
option was an unreasonable request to put upon 
developers and would not be in line with the tests set 
out in Circular 05/05. A higher than NPFA standard 
was chosen as a result of consultation which indicated 
that there was a severe lack of outdoor playing space. 
This may in part be down to existing deficiencies 
against the NPFA standard. It is recommended that 
the proposed standard is revisited to test its 
reasonableness as a planning obligation in line with 
the tests in Circular 05/05. As all housing could 
potentially create a need for outdoor playing space 
the Council considers it appropriate to seek payments 
from all new housing provision 

Preferred 
Option DC 

Raiswell  Agree Sport England broadly welcomes the intention and detail of this policy. However as 
with Preferred Option DC11 specific reference should be made to the available 

Further revisions to the Open Space Assessment will 
develop demand testing. The consultation chapter of 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

12 evidence base i.e. the Breckland Open Space Assessment. In particular I am 
concerned that the adoption of the 3ha/1000 population standard is a theoretical 
rather than an actual demand figure and as such is insufficiently detailed to enable a 
proper judgement to be made on facility provision. I made this point in an email (to 
David Spencer 03.08.07 –attached) on the draft open space assessment. Cross-
reference to Policy DC11 would be helpful given the close interrelationship of the two 
policy areas. 

the current revision proves a district wide need for 
children's play and outdoor sports in general 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Raiswell  Agree Sport England welcomes the approach taken to securing appropriate contributions to 
both on and off-site facilities relating to open sport and recreation. 

Comments noted no further action 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Stevens Garveston 
Reymerston and 
Thuxton Parish 
Council 

Agree We support the Parish Groupings for Offsite Provision and expect to be in a grouping 
comprising the existing Upper Yare Partnership Area 

Comments noted there will be consultation on 
proposed parish groupings prior to adoption 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Salmon Matishall Parish 
Council 

No Opinion What about alternative ways to meet the existing deficiency in open space referred to 
in AO1 

Comments noted. Allocations in the Site Specific 
Policies and Proposals document could help meet 
existing deficiencies 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Carter 
Jonas for 

The Crown 
Estate 

No Opinion We support the premise that new residential development should provide a 
contribution towards outdoor playing space. The level of provision should be 
determined and supported through an appropriate open space assessment to support 
this provision. With regard to open space contributions policy states that all new 
residential development is expected to provide a contribution towards outdoor playing 
space equivalent to 3 ha per 1 000 population. For developments 20 dwellings or 
more or on site of 1 ha or more open space should be provided on site with priority 
given to children’s play areas; for developments of fewer than 30 dwellings offsite 
contributions will be required. Strategic Sustainable Urban Extensions should provide 
a contribution towards outdoor playing spaces. However in order for a sustainable 
urban extension to fully integrate with existing development existing sports/open 
space provision in the surrounding area should be investigated particularly where 
there is capacity for usage and an opportunity to improve its use and access to it. The 
policy states that in addition to onsite and offsite contributions a contribution will be 
required for 10 years maintenance of the facility. We consider that the management 
arrangements for all areas of open space and recreation can only properly be 
determined after they have been master planned and their role and function can be 
properly determined therefore to be too prescriptive at this stage is not advisable. 

Comments noted. The level of provision required has 
be determined through the Breckland Open Space 
Assessment. Management arrangements will be 
dependant on the type of facility as described in the 
Policy 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Parfitt 
Nurseries 

 Agree The requirement for an acceptable level of 0 S provision is accepted with the 
provision that localised deficiencies are identified and addressed through developer 
contributions. In the event of an identified 0 S facility not being provided by the 
Council within a given period the contribution should be returned with interest. 

Comments noted. Un-spent Contributions will be 
returned to developers after an agreed period 

Preferred Parfitt  Agree The Parish Groupings for Off Site Provision should be identified and agreed. It is Indicative Parish Groupings have been identified in 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Option DC 
12 

Nurseries unrealistic and unsustainable for a developer contribution in one settlement to finance 
a facility in another where it is unlikely to be of benefit/used/accessed as a 
recreational facility by those living in the approved development 

the Open Space Assessment and these will be 
subject to consultation at a later date. The proposed 
groupings have been defined with respect to the 
connectivity of settlements 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree Support the policy. Comments noted no further action required 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted no father action 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

NorfolkHo
mes 

Norfolk Homes 
Ltd 

Disagree We have no objection in respect of existing open space sport and recreation facilities 
section of the policy or to the proposed changes to the proposals for on site provision. 
However we are of the view that the basis for calculating contributions in lieu of on 
site provision is fundamentally flawed due to the over inflated residential land values 
referred to in 1.48 of the Open Space Report Appendix of £800 000 per acre in 
Dereham and £875 000 in Attleborough. Our client’s experience based on recent land 
acquisition including one which was a competitive tender suggest that more realistic 
land values would be nearer £600 000 per acre in Dereham and a little higher in 
Attleborough perhaps up to £700 000 per acre. Also assuming a gross value in the 
main market towns say £650 000 per acre account is not taken for other increases in 
developer costs which would include the increase in land affordable housing 
provision increased build costs current reduction in house values proposed 
residential development “roof tax” increased S106 developer provision such as 
Education and Highway contributions or increased dwelling specification to meet 
emerging environmental standards. We are of the view that to ensure contributions 
are equitable and manageable they must be based on accurate valuations which are 
monitored and updated regularly by an independent agent or agents who have 
specific knowledge of site values in the Breckland area and in particular the main 
centres and service centre villages The policy should be amended accordingly. 

Comments noted no further action. The values 
presented are from the District Valuer and are based 
on a number of land transactions across the District 
and therefore give a accurate view on land values. 
The effect of contributions of development viability will 
be tested in a district wide infrastructure study. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

DerehamT
ownCounci
l 

Dereham Town 
Council 

Agree The Town Council would like to see significantly greater provision of open space 
greater than 5 Ha/1000 

Comment noted. Without evidence to support a need 
for a 5ha/1000 it will be difficult to justify a standard 
this high. A standard this high could also impact upon 
the viability of schemes and limit housing coming 
forward particularly on brownfield sites with many 
constraints 

Preferred 
Option DC 
12 

TaylorWim
pey 

 Disagree 
Strongly 

We object to Preferred Option DC12 which states that all new residential 
development is expected to provide a contribution towards outdoor playing space 
equivalent to 3 hectares per 1000 population. Without reasoned justification within the 
evidence base we can perceive no robust reason to exceed the NPFA standard of 
2.4 ha per 1000 people. The implementation of new residential schemes should not 

Comments noted. The policy is informed by a PPG17 
compliant Open Space Assessment. However it may 
be necessary to change the on-site and off-site 
standard to ensure the policy is complaint with 
Circular 05/05 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

be used by the Council to address current deficiencies in outdoor playing space. The 
requirements established in Preferred Option DC12 should relate to the proposition 
that new housing schemes provide sufficient open space/recreational facilities for the 
new resident population. It is inappropriate of the Preferred Options document to 
seek to address existing shortfalls in provision by requiring an inappropriate standard 
to be applied to new developments. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC12AO1 

Wells Wells McFarlane Strongly 
Agree 

This is proven to work and even now often provides under utilised facilities that will 
costs the taxpayer to maintain. Where land is to be developed lets see it used wisely 
and not made into an overgrown corner that attracts misbehaviour 

Comment noted. The Breckland Open Space 
Assessment has shown that the existing standard has 
not supplied adequate amounts of open space over 
the previous plan period. However it may be 
necessary to revisit this standard to ensure the policy 
complies with Circular 05/05 

Alternative 
Option 
DC12AO1 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

Strongly 
Agree 

Further enhancement - developer/landowner providing open space will limit the sites 
coming forward for development 

No evidence presented to support this claim. A District 
wide infrastructure study will examine the effect of 
proposed developer contributions on development 
viability 

Alternative 
Option 
DC12AO2 

Wilson  Strongly 
Agree 

As the district is way behind national standards for such open space provision it is 
about time that the Council grabbed the nettle and improved the situation. Far from 
making developments unviable they would become much more attractive to family 
groups. What an ideal opportunity to remove the deficit and get in line with national 
standards. This is vitally important for the growing youth population of the district. 

The standard proposed in this Policy would involve 
much higher contributions from developers and when 
added to other contribution requirements could lead to 
developments becoming unviable and result in a slow 
down in housing provision. In terms of on-site 
provision the application of this standard may result in 
developments not making the most efficient use of 
land and result in further loss of productive agricultural 
land 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC11 Open Space 

Policy DC 11  

Open Space  

Existing Open Space, Sport and Recreational Facilities  

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  

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 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.  

Open Space Outdoor Playing Space Contributions  

All new residential development is expected to provide a contribution towards 

Outdoor Playing Space equivalent to 3 2.4 hectares per 1000 population. For 

developments of 30 25 dwellings or more, or on sites of 1ha 0.8ha or more, open 

space should be provided on site, with priority given to children’s play space; for 

developments of fewer than  30 25 dwellings off site contributions will be required.  

The 3 2.4 hectare per 1000 population standard equates to 30m
2 
24m

2
 of outdoor 

playing space per person. The 30m
2
 24m

2
 is broken down to 20m

2
   16m 

2 
of outdoor 

sport area and 10m
2
   8m 

2 
of children’s play space.  Outdoor playing space will be 

required on site at the following levels:  

• On sites of 25 dwellings and above - Minimum of 1 Local Area for Play 

(LAP)  

• On sites of 50 dwellings and above - Minimum of2 LAPs  

• On sites of 80 dwellings and above - Minimum of 1 Local Equipped Area 

for Play (LEAP)  

• On sites of 200 dwellings and above - Minimum of 2 LEAPs + Outdoor 

Sport Area  

• On sites of 400 dwellings and above - Minimum of 1 NEAP +Outdoor 

Sport Area  

   

Children’s play space will be provided in the following ratios per 1000 population:  



5          LAPS (Local Area for Play)  

2.5       LEAPS (Local Equipped Area for Play)  

0.5       NEAP  (Neighbourhood Equipped Area for Play)  

 

 

Where it is not possible to make on-site provision of outdoor playing space,  financial 

contributions for improvements to local facilities will be required. The level of 

contribution will be calculated in accordance with the criteria set out in the Breckland 

Open Space Assessment which will be reviewed periodically 11 ‘Open Space 

Contributions’ . For developments of less than 200 dwellings financial 

contributions for the off-site provision of outdoor sports will be required.  For 

developments of less than 25 dwellings financial contributions for the off-site 

provision of children's play areas will be required.  

In addition to the on-site and off-site contributions , a contribution will be required for 

10years maintenance of the facility. The contribution will be proportional to the type 

of facility provided and will be calculated in accordance with the criteria set out in the 

Breckland Open Space Assessment which will be reviewed periodically  

Reasoned Justification  

4.62 This policy aims to protect and enhance the provision of open space in the 

District.  

4.63 The Breckland Council Open Space Assessment identified 542 sites that fall 

within the typologies of open space listed in PPG17.  These sites include; sports 

pitches, children's play areas, parks and gardens, natural and semi-natural green  

space, green corridors, amenity greenspace, allotments, and cemeteries and church 

yards.  For the purpose of the preferred policy option 'open space'  will cover all sites 

identified in the Open Space Assessment.  

4.64 The Open Space Assessment identified serious deficiencies in the the provision 

of outdoor sports fields and children's play areas (Outdoor Playing Space)  

throughout the district, particular in the five towns, when compared to the NPFA 

2.4ha standard.  Breckland also lacks accessible provision of natural and semi-natural 

greenspace compared to Natural England's Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard 

(ANGST).   To address this deficiency it is important that all new developments 

contribute to the provision of outdoor playing space in order to meet  the needs 

generated by the development  

 

 

4.65 The NPFA standard which consists of 1.6 hectares of outdoor sport 

provision per 1000 people and 0.8 hectares of children's play areas per 1000 

people, will be applied to all new residential development.  For developments of 



25 or more dwellings, children's play areas will be provided on site in line with 

the standard.  For developments of 200 or more dwellings, outdoor sport areas 

will be provided on site in line with the standard.  Below these thresholds 

financial contributions for off-site provision will be required.  

4.66 The data collected in the Open Space Assessment has enabled the formation of a 

local standard for Outdoor sports and children's play provision in line with guidance 

in PPG17.  This standard of 3ha of outdoor playing space (Outdoor sport and 

children's play areas) per 1000 people will be used to assess development proposals 

involving open space.  

4.67 The Outdoor Playing Space standard will also be used in achieving contributions 

for outdoor sport areas and children's play areas from residential developments.  For 

developments of 30 dwellings or more outdoor playing space provision will be 

required on site.  For developments with less than 30 dwellings and developments 

which under exceptional circumstances cannot provide on-site provision, 

contributions will be required for off-site provision .  

4.68 The 3 hectare 2.4 hectare per 1000 population standard equates to 30m2 24m
2
 of 

outdoor playing space per person. The 30m2  24m
2
 is broken down to 20m2 16m

2
 of 

outdoor sport area and 10m2  8m
2
 of children’s play space.  The population resulting 

from a particular development will be calculated using the occupancy rates set out 

below:  

1 bedroom                   =          1.5 persons 

2 bedrooms                 =          2 persons 

3 bedrooms                 =          2.5 persons 

4 bedrooms                 =          3 persons 

5 or more bedrooms   =          3.5 persons 

4.69 Table 4.1 ‘Worked Example’ shows a worked example of the outdoor playing 

space needs for various house sizes.  

Number of 

Bedrooms  

Outdoor Sports 

needs (m
2
)  

Children's Playing 

Area needs (m
2
)  

Total Outdoor 

Playing Space 

needs (m
2
)  

1 30 24  15 n/a  45 24  

2 40 32  20 16  60 48  

3 50 40  25 20  75 60  

4 60 48  30 24  90 72  

5 or more 70 56  35 28  105 84  

Table 4.1 Worked Example  



4.70 Where on-site provision is provided, such space should be of the appropriate type 

to serve the needs of the development and well related to the proposed residential 

properties and in accordance with relevant standards.   

4.71 For developments where it is not possible to provide outdoor playing space on-

site, financial contributions for improvements to local facilities or provision of new 

facilities will be required.  Off-site contributions are particularly important in the 

delivery of outdoor sport facilities where contributions from a number of 

developments would be needed due to the larger area of land required and the 

associated costs.   The level of contribution will be calculated in accordance with the 

criteria set out in the Breckland Open Space Assessment which will be reviewed 

periodically.  An example of this is shown in 11 ‘Open Space Contributions’  

4.72 In addition to these contributions, contributions will be required for the 

maintenance and upkeep of the facility for a period of 10 years.  This contribution can 

be calculated from the information available in the Breckland Open Space 

Assessment.  An example is shown in 11 ‘Open Space Contributions’  

Exception to standard and contributions  

4.73 Contributions in line with the 3ha standard will be required for all additional new 

residential units.  This includes most specialised types of housing housing including 

agricultural dwellings, affordable housing, and staff accommodation.   

4.74 Replacement dwellings will not be asked to make a provision unless additional 

units are being created.  If additional units are being created then the net gain of units 

will be subject to providing a contribution.  

4.75 Extensions to dwellings will not be subject to making a provision unless where 

new units of accommodation are being created.  This is applied wheeler or not the unit 

is tied by condition to the main house, for example staff accommodation.  Provision 

will not be sought where the unit is for a dependant relative, and a specific planning 

condition or obligation is attached, limiting the occupations use to that purpose.   

4.76 Permissions for temporary mobile homes will not be expected to provide open 

space.  

4.77 It is accepted that certain development will not create demand for all elements of 

open space requirements. For example the occupants of sheltered housing scheme, 

nursing homes, hostel accommodation where the occupancy is controlled would not 

be expected to use all children’s play areas. In these cases it would not be appropriate 

for the District Council to apply that element of the standard. However it is worth 

noting that although children’s play area may not be appropriate there is an element of 

amenity area or communal space that could benefit residents of the new proposal. 

Such cases will be considered individually on their own merits.  

 
 

Developments where the Council will 

seek to apply the play and outdoor 

Development that is likely to be 

considered exceptions to the play and 



sports space standard.  outdoor playing space standard.  

All new dwellings  

 

Dwelling gains resulting from 

redevelopment 

Replacement dwellings (on a one for one 

basis) i.e. no additional units. 

Conversion, or part conversions creating 

additional independent residential units 

with separate facilities. 

 

 

 

 

Extensions and annexes within the 

curtilage of a main property for dependant 

relatives. 

 

 

Sheltered housing schemes, nursing 

homes, controlled hostel accommodation. 

Beds sit accommodation with shared 

facilities. 

 

 

Permanent permission for mobile homes. Temporary permission for mobile homes 

Table 4.2 Summary of Exceptions  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC12 Trees and Landscape, formally Preferred Option DC13 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Gibson Whinburgh 
& Westfield 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

DC13 Trees and Landscapes: Although the policy states that “Trees and 
hedgerows will be protected. from development ” there is concern that it is difficult 
to protect hedges in particular once a development has been completed and the 
hedgerow is transferred to a new owner. What is to prevent the owner of a new 
dwelling from grubbing out the ancient hedge and replacing it with a smart new 
wall? 

The policy commits the Council to protecting trees and hedgerows 
and other natural features of landscape importance. As set out in 
the policy where appropriate and justified the Council will impose 
conditions for the purposes of protecting features or replacing those 
lost to development. The Council accepts that there will be 
individual incidences where the loss of a hedgerow would be 
difficult to resist and may be outside the scope of planning control. 
Nevertheless the council maintains it position in terms of the 
protection of natural features. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Wilson  Strong
ly 
Agree 

This should be crux of all development. Trees especially provide a softening of 
the hard urban landscape and as such are much valued for their aesthetic appeal. 
Care must be taken to ensure that conditions are not only laid down but followed 
exactly as in the past some developers have been guilty of sharp practice. 
Thetford possesses many spectacular and valued trees and these are part of the 
town's appeal. Established trees should be cared for and others planted in a 
systematic manner so protecting both the rural and urban landscape. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of 
the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Disagr
ee 

There is a statement in this preferred option which makes it clear that 
development which fails to protect or enhance the character of the landscape of 
the District will not be permitted. We are concerned about this blanket statement 
in relation to the proposed sustainable urban extension at Thetford in that this 
statement could feasibly prevent development on the basis that the sustainable 
urban extension would have an impact on the character of the landscape. We 
believe there should be flexibility in terms of the major development proposals 
such as development north of Thetford and this flexibility needs to be built into the 
policy. 

The Council is committed to delivering the development needs of 
the District. This commitment is set out within other policies of the 
Core Strategy and Development Control Policies DPD. The policy 
was not intended to be read as a moratorium on development 
where there would be any impact upon the landscape rather that 
regard will need to be given to the effect of a development and 
potential mitigation measures that could be integrated into the 
development. This policy would need to be read in conjunction with 
other policies not in isolation from them. notwithstanding the above 
the council considers that the protection of the character and 
appearance of the landscape is important. Consideration will be 
given to rewording the policy to make its purpose clearer. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Currington  Disagr
ee 

We need houses. If development is hindered or terminated due to consideration 
of a specific trees. Surely the sensible thing is to ensure that developers redress 
any deforestation imbalance by ensuring they replant offsite. More generally 
consideration SHOULD be given to green infrastructure in regard to drainage and 
flooding issues. 

The council is committed to delivering the development needs of the 
district. Provision is made within the policy for the required 
replacement of trees that are lost through development. Policies 
CP6 and DC14 deal with the issues of flood risk SUDS are noted as 
being within the definition of Green Infrastructure within policy 
DC11. Consideration of individual site solutions for drainage and 
flooding issues will be dealt with through the Site Specific Policies 
and Proposals DPD and the Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option DC 

Ginn Natural 
England 

Agree Agree. Comments noted 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

13 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

Disagr
ee 

We welcome the inclusion of “heritage” in the wording of this preferred option but 
as with CP9 reference needs to be made to “man-made” features alongside 
natural features. These changes would reflect the contents of Breckland District 
Landscape Character Assessment which contains historic landscape 
characterisation data (see chapter 5 of that document) and a discussion of the 
human influences on the district’s landscape. 

Policies CP10 DC18 and DC19 of the Preferred Options of the Core 
Strategy and Development Control Policies DPD sets out the 
Council's proposed policies in terms of historic buildings historic 
parks and gardens and scheduled ancient monuments. 
Consideration will be given to whether there are other man-made 
features within the landscape of the district that are worthy of 
protection and whether the policy needs re-wording accordingly. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

McIntosh  Disagr
ee 

Protection of trees hedges etc should promote further planting schemes The policy allows some scope for the requirement of replacement 
planting. Consideration will be given to whether additional policy 
text needs to be included on matters of landscaping schemes for 
new development. Detailed polices on landscaping required in 
relation to individual sites will be set out in the Site Specific Policies 
and Proposals DPD and the Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Salmon Matishall 
Parish 
Council 

Strong
ly 
Agree 

How would hedges be protected from new owners or developers. If hedges are 
allowed to be removed and replaced by fences need to consider design to enable 
more wildlife especially hedgehogs 

Consideration would be given to the protection of natural features 
through the development control process. This may take the form of 
protective or prohibitive conditions of a planning permission or legal 
agreement or through a required landscaping scheme. 
Consideration is given in planning policy to the protection of bio-
diversity in CP8. However there are still likely to be incidences 
where hedgerow removal occurs outside the planning system. 
Clearly in these incidences the Council's planning polices will have 
little impact.In addition the Council would not seek to protect 
hedgerows where it would be unjustified in either landscape or bio-
diversity terms. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Council’s aim to preserve the District’s trees 
hedgerows and other natural landscape features. With regards to the site at 
Norwich Road Attleborough a Landscape Townscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment has been undertaken to identify the sensitivities and constraints on 
the delivery of this land for development. In addition to the Council’s Landscape 
Character Assessment Fringe Study (referred to in DC1 3) has been used to 
inform the masterplanning exercise. In setting out the masterplan particular 
attention has been paid to the layout/density of the different areas of the site to 
ensure appropriate landscape buffers are retained and native tree species 
retained whilst emphasising natural features within any design concept like the 
Attleborough Stream which flows across the site. Apart from retaining features 
which gives the landscape its quality further planting is provided to assist the 
development’s assimilation into the surrounding area so as not to adversely 
disturb the sites sensitivity in the wider landscape and to ensure that the 
development complements rather than detracts from the existing landscape 

Support for the Council's approach in Policy CP13 is noted. The 
Council does not intend to comment upon the merits of any 
particular site through the Core Strategy. Consideration for 
individual sites will be given through the Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals DPD and the Thetford Area Action Plan. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

character. Further details of the Landscape/Townscape Appraisal undertaken to 
inform the masterplanning of this site is enclosed with this submission and should 
be read in conjunction with these Representations. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingha
m PC 

Disagr
ee 
Strong
ly 

Trees are often given priority over new homes and this is wrong. We are not short 
of trees in Norfolk 

The Council is committed to delivering the development needs of 
the district. Nevertheless the Council also considers that its 
important natural features should be given a significant degree of 
protection through the planning process. The Council maintains that 
balancing the delivery of development with protection of natural 
feature is the appropriate approach. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Disagr
ee 

The policy states that development which fails to protect or enhance the character 
of the landscape of the district will not be permitted. In relation to proposed 
sustainable urban extensions this statement could feasibly prevent development 
on the basis that an urban extension would have an impact on the character of 
the landscape therefore we believe that in terms of major development proposals 
such as development north of Thetford the policy needs to incorporate flexibility. 

The Council is committed to delivering the development needs of 
the district. This policy was not intended to be read as providing 
scope for a moratorium on development. The Council maintains that 
balancing the needs for development and the protection of key 
natural features and the landscape is the appropriate approach. 
Consideration will be given as to whether the policy needs 
clarification in terms of the balance between development and 
landscape protection. The detailed issues of landscape protection 
and enhancement in relation to any individual location will be 
considered through the Site Specific Policies and Proposals DPD 
and/or the Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Council’s aim to preserve the District’s trees 
hedgerows and other natural landscape features. With regards to the site at 
Norwich Road Attleborough a Landscape Townscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment has been undertaken to identify the sensitivities and constraints on 
the delivery of this land for development. In addition to the Council’s Landscape 
Character Assessment Fringe Study (referred to in DC 13) has been used to 
inform the masterplanning exercise. In setting out the masterplan particular 
attention has been paid to the layout/density of the different areas of the site to 
ensure appropriate landscape buffers are retained and native tree species 
retained whilst emphasising natural features within any design concept like the 
Attleborough Stream which flows across the site. Apart from retaining features 
which gives the landscape its quality further planting is provided to assist the 
development’s assimilation into the surrounding area so as not to adversely 
disturb the sites sensitivity in the wider landscape and to ensure that the 
development complements rather than detracts from the existing landscape 
character. Further details of the Landscape/Townscape Appraisal undertaken to 
inform the masterplanning of this site is enclosed with this submission and should 
be read in conjunction with these Representations. 

Support for the Council's approach in Policy CP13 is noted. The 
Council does not intend to comment upon the merits of any 
particular site through the Core Strategy. Consideration for 
individual sites will be given through the Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals DPD and the Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option DC 

Thetford 
Town 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Comments noted. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

13 Council 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

GO East  No 
Opinio
n 

Trees and Landscape’ would appear to largely repeat and duplicate ‘Preferred 
Option CP 9 – Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape of the District’. 

Comments noted. Consideration will be given to the possibility of 
streamlining/amalgamating policies. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. (re Policy CP8: see Section 
2:Ecological Network) 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

Wording (para 2) should be changed from expect to insist on replacement and 
any replacement should be greater than what was removed. 

Comments noted. It is not considered reasonable to require as a 
matter of course replacement provision which exceeds that which is 
lost. Clearly there may still be a need to provide comprehensive 
landscaping on some development schemes to mitigate any 
adverse effects and maximise the quality of the design of the 
development. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
13 

Gladedale Gladedale No 
Opinio
n 

The Breckland District Settlement Fringe Landscape Assessment shows that is 
possible to accommodate growth without causing harm to the existing landscape 
character of the area. Indeed it may be possible to achieve enhancements and it 
is important to understand that development does not automatically have a 
negative effect on the environment and can where effectively and sensitively 
designed result in improvements to biodiversity and habitat creation. 

Comments noted. The policy makes particular reference to the 
Landscape Character Assessment and requires regard to be had to 
its conclusions. The policy does not set out that all development is 
necessarily detrimental to the landscape only that regard should be 
had to a development's impact upon it. The approach of seeking to 
resist development that is detrimental to the character of the 
landscape is considered appropriate. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC12 Trees and Landscape 
 

Policy DC 12  

Trees and Landscape  

The landscape of the district will be protected for the sake of its intrinsic character and 

beauty, the diversity of its landscape, heritage and wildlife. For all development 

proposals regard will need to be had to the impact of the development upon the 

district’s landscape with particular reference made to the Landscape Character 

Assessment and Landscape Character Assessment Fringe Study. Development which 

fails to protect or enhance the character of the landscape of the district will not be 

permitted.  

Trees, hedgerows and other natural features across the district will be protected from 

development Any development that would result in the loss of, or the 

deterioration in the quality of an important natural feature(s), including 

protected trees and hedgerows will not normally be permitted. In exceptional 

circumstances where the benefit of development is considered to outweigh the 

benefit of preserving natural features, development will be permitted subject to 

adequate compensatory provision being made. The retention Where the loss of a 

trees, hedgerows or and other natural features in situ will always be preferable. 

Where the loss of such features is unavoidable and would be detrimental to the 

character and appearance of the area the council will expect a replacement to be 

provided provision should be of a commensurate value to that which is lost.  

Appropriate landscaping schemes to mitigate against the landscape impact of 

and complement the design of new development will be required, where 

appropriate.  

Conditions and/or planning obligations will be used to secure landscaping schemes 

and the replacement of trees, hedgerows or other natural features or their protection 

during the course of development. Where necessary maintenance payments for 

new landscaping may be sought via planning obligation.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.78 This policy sets out the Council's aim to preserve the District's trees, hedgerows 

and other natural features and secure appropriate landscaping schemes to mitigate the 

impact of and complement new development.  

4.79 Breckland has a diverse landscape ranging from the Brecks to the Norfolk Valley 

Fens. The diversity and quality of this landscape is crucial not only for the bio-

diversity of the district, but also for its intrinsic aesthetic value to the area, which 

contributes to the overall quality of life in Breckland. Therefore the protection of the 

aesthetic value of the landscape is crucial to the appropriate development of the 

district.  



4.80 In recognition of the need to protect the aesthetics of the landscape consideration 

will be given to the impact of development on the surrounding landscape of the 

district. As part of this assessment particular regard will be given to the Landscape 

Character Assessment and Landscape Character Assessment Fringe Study. 

Development will not be permitted where it will have a significant detrimental impact 

upon the aesthetics of the landscape, or there are considered to be less damaging sites 

that can suitably accommodate the proposals.  

4.81 Trees, hedgerows and other natural features are an essential feature of this 

Breckland's landscape; enhancing its visual amenities, the quality of the environment 

and providing a habitat for a range of wildlife. Certain landscape features can also 

help to reduce noise and can have benefits in terms of atmospheric pollution or flood 

mitigation.  

4.82 Development that would result in the loss of important natural features, including 

protected trees and hedgerows will not normally be permitted. However, in the 

exceptional circumstances where the benefit of the proposed development is 

considered to outweigh the benefit of retaining the existing natural feature in situ, its 

removal will be permitted subject to suitable compensatory provision being made 

Where new development is proposed the preference will always be to incorporate 

natural features into the development. There may be instances where the loss of 

important natural features is unavoidable when providing development that will 

fulfil important objectives such as economic development or the provision of 

housing. Where the loss of such features is unavoidable adequate replacement 

provision of the same or greater value will be secured.  

4.83 A landscaping scheme will be required for all new residential or economic 

development. The purpose of a landscaping scheme that accompanies a 

development proposal should seek to mitigate against any detrimental landscape 

impact of the development and enhance the design of the development. 

Reasonable maintenance payments for new landscaping may be secured via 

planning obligation for new development proposals.   

4.84 All planning applications should be accompanied by a detailed site plan, drawn 

to scale, which shows the position of all existing natural features on or adjacent to the 

development site. This plan should be accompanied by a supporting statement that 

explains which, if any, features will be removed or cut back, and how any of these 

features will be protected during the course of the development. Where development 

is proposed that will have an impact upon one or more important tree specimens, the 

Council will expect any planning application to be accompanied by a tree survey that 

has been carried out in accordance with the relevant British Standard (currently 

BS5837:2005).  

4.85 Where appropriate, conditions will be imposed on a planning permission to 

require the replacement of a tree or other natural feature lost through development and 

the protection and/or retention of existing or newly planted natural features.  

 
 
 



Comments on DC13 Flood Risk, formally Preferred Option DC14 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Parsons Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The increase in flood risk in the existing sewerage systems needs to be understood 
from the cumulative flows from all site allocations so that any necessary upgrades can 
be planned and delivered before occupation of development takes place. This is best 
achieved through the Water Cycle Study. Surface water flows should be attenuated 
through the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) before being connected to 
existing drainage systems or open watercourses. 

A water cycle study is being undertaken and will provide 
evidence for the Submission version of the Core Strategy 
and Development Control Policies DPD 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Stallion Yaxham 
Parish 
Council 

Disagree Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Dereham Site 5 Figure C: B3. Yaxham Parish 
Council expressed concern that the area north of the River Tud up to Westfield Lane 
and between the Shipdham Road to the West and Yaxham Road to the East is being 
considered as a potential development area. The Preferred Option for DC14 states 
that new development will be expected to minimise flood risk to people property and 
places. Although this area is outside of the Yaxham parish boundary it is felt that there 
might be consequences for Yaxham should this area be developed. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Gibson Whinburgh & 
Westfield 
Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

DC 14 Flood Risk: As mentioned previously there is concern that although the impact 
of flooding on a new development is considered the knock on effect on adjacent 
properties cause by the loss of agricultural land to developed land if frequently under 
estimated if properly considered at all 

Comments noted. The preferred policy expects that 
development will minimise risk of flooding to people 
property and places both directly and indirectly. This 
includes increases in run-off arising from new 
development. It is considered that policy DC14 as 
currently drafted provides a suitable framework to deal 
with this issue. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Martin  Disagree Supporting Paper - Flood Risk Assessment. Possible development areas to the south 
of Dereham into the Tud valley and in one case right down to the river Tud potentially 
threatens nearby areas designated as SSSIs (downstream) and heritage farmland as 
well as having implications for run-off and possible flooding that could affect Yaxham. 

Comments noted. Will be assessed in Site Specific 
policies and proposals 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) in broad terms support the approach indicated by the Council 
conforming to Government Policy on Development and Flood Risk contained in PPS 
25. However in light of the pressures for housing delivery it is Gladedale (Anglia)’s 
opinion that flexibility should be provided in this Preferred Policy Option to allow for 
potential development sites to be considered on their individual merits and for a full 
assessment of the flood risk and mitigation measures available for any new 
development to be considered. This approach can be demonstrated with regard to the 
site at Norwich Road Attleborough. The site does have flood risk constraints and is 
susceptible to fluvial flooding from the Attleborough Stream. A Flood Risk Assessment 
has been prepared which confirms that the flood risk varies across the site from Flood 
Zone 1 (low risk) to Zones 2 and 3 (medium to high risk). This information has been 
used to inform the masterplanning of this site with the residential development located 
in Zones 1 and 2 and areas of Zone 3 providing areas of open space landscape 
buffers and an extension to the Cemetery and Attleborough High School Playing 
Fields. Whilst sequentially it is recognised that there could be sites within the 

Comments relate to a specific site and it's particular flood 
risk issues. These will be considered at the appropriate 
time. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Attleborough area which could support a similar type of development but in lower 
Flood Risk Zones there are other matters i.e. accessibility which need to be 
considered for each of the sites and all the constraints weighed up before Preferred 
Sites are identified. The Flood Risk Assessment that has been prepared is enclosed 
with this submission and should be read in conjunction with these Representations. 
The masterplan proposed demonstrates that the proposed built development at 
Norwich Road Attleborough can be achieved within Flood Zones 1 and 2. With 
reference to the Alternative Options considered Gladedale (Anglia) would suggest that 
a ‘do nothing’ option as highlighted by the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal 
Framework Matrix in our view is not a viable alternative. In view of the increasing 
pressures on development coupled with the increasing threats of climatic change 
rising sea levels and the implications these could have in terms of low-lying eastern 
regions it becomes more imperative that Policy Options are in place to minimise and 
mitigate against the risks of flooding to new development and to protect existing 
development from an increased flood risk as a result of any new development. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) in broad terms support the approach indicated by the Council 
conforming to Government Policy on Development and Flood Risk contained in PPS 
25. However in light of the pressures for housing delivery it is Gladedale (Anglia)’s 
opinion that flexibility should be provided in this Preferred Policy Option to allow for 
potential development sites to be considered on their individual merits and for a full 
assessment of the flood risk and mitigation measures available for any new 
development to be considered. This approach can be demonstrated with regard to the 
site at Norwich Road Attleborough. The site does have flood risk constraints and is 
susceptible to fluvial flooding from the Attleborough Stream. A Flood Risk Assessment 
has been prepared which confirms that the flood risk varies across the site from Flood 
Zone I (low risk) to Zones 2 and 3 (medium to high risk). This information has been 
used to inform the masterplanning of this site with the residential development located 
in Zones I and 2 and areas of Zone 3 providing areas of open space landscape 
buffers and an extension to the Cemetery and Attleborough High School Playing 
Fields. Whilst sequentially it is recognised that there could be sites within the 
Attleborough area which could support a similar type of development but in lower 
Flood Risk Zones there are other matters i.e. accessibility which need to be 
considered for each of the sites and all the constraints weighed up before Preferred 
Sites are identified. The Flood Risk Assessment that has been prepared is enclosed 
with this submission and should be read in conjunction with these Representations. 
The masterplan proposed demonstrates that the proposed built development at 
Norwich Road Attleborough can be achieved within Flood Zones I and 2. With 
reference to the Alternative Options considered Gladedale (Anglia) would suggest that 
a ‘do nothing’ option as highlighted by the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal 
Framework Matrix in our view is not a viable alternative. In view of the increasing 
pressures on development coupled with the increasing threats of climatic change 
rising sea levels and the implications these could have in terms of low-lying eastern 

Comment relates to a specific site. These will be 
considered at the appropriate time. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
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View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

regions it becomes more imperative that Policy Options are in place to minimise and 
mitigate against the risks of flooding to new development and to protect existing 
development from an increased flood risk as a result of any new development. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Ireland Environment 
Agency 

Strongly 
Agree 

We strongly agree with the inclusion in the DPD of a Development Control Policy to 
address Flood Risk. We would however note that your Preferred Option states that 
“All development proposals in areas at risk of flooding will be expected to provide a 
flood risk assessment commensurate with the scale of the flood risk.” Whilst this is 
correct in addition development proposals over 1 hectare (including those in Flood 
Zone 1 – Little or No Risk) are also required to submit Flood Risk Assessments to 
address surface water drainage proposals. This is in accordance with our Flood Risk 
Standing Advice. 

Amend Policy to clarify the last paragraph and include 
reference to requiring flood risk assessments for all 
developments above 1 ha including those in flood zones 1 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

GO East  Disagree In respect of ‘Preferred Option CP 6 – Natural Resources’ as well as ‘Preferred Option 
DC 14 – Flood Risk’ the Government Office considers that these policies do not 
clearly articulate the sequential test as set out in draft PPS25: Development and Flood 
Risk. The aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas at the lowest 
probability of flooding (zone 1). Where it is not possible to steer all new development 
to Flood Zone 1 decision makers allocating land in spatial plans or determining 
applications for development at any particular location should demonstrate that there 
are no reasonable options available in a lower risk category. We would expect the 
Submission policies (and spatial strategy in terms of broad locations for growth) to 
fully reflect the sequential test set out in PPS25. In addition we are wondering whether 
a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) that has been undertaken by the District? 
If so we would expect the Submission policy to make reference to and fully reflect the 
outcomes of the SFRA. 

Amend Policy to include reference to the sequential test 
outlined in PPS25 ad make reference to SFRA 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

EERA  Agree Consistent. Comment noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree Consideration should be given to more extreme events becoming more frequent Comments noted. The SFRA takes into account Climate 
Change predictions 

Preferred 
Option DC 
14 

Gladedale Gladedale Agree We support in principle the approach proposed that seeks to minimise flood risk by 
focusing development in areas of low risk. It is accepted that new development may 
have some impact on flooding either directly or indirectly due to increased surface run 
off but suitable mitigation measures can be used to address this.. 

Support noted. 



Revised DC13 Flood Risk 

Policy DC 13  

Flood Risk  

New development should be located in areas at least risk of flooding. New 

development will be expected to minimise flood risk to people, property and places. 

Proposals which increase the risk of flooding to people, property or places, either 

directly or indirectly, will not be permitted in accordance with a risk-based 

approach.  

New development will only be permitted in Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 

& 3 and those areas deemed at risk from flooding by the District's Strategic 

Flood Risk Assessment, where,subject to the successful application of the 

sequential test:  

• In Zone 2 - Uses are water compatible, less vulnerable, more vulnerable 

and essential infrastructure*  

• In Zone 3a - Uses are water compatible, or less vulnerable*  

• In Zone 3b - Uses are water compatible only*.  

All development proposals in areas at risk of flooding will be expected to provide a 

Flood Risk Assessment commensurate with the scale of the flood risk and 

recognising all likely sources of flooding.   

Proposals for flood management or other infrastructure offering improvements that 

lower the risk of flooding will be supported, subject to the proposal having no other 

adverse effects on amenities, or the use of buildings or land which ought to be 

preserved within the public interest.  

Suitable measures to deal with surface water arising from development 

proposals will be required to minimise the impact to and from new development. 

The preference is to manage surface water through the incorporation of SUDS 

unless this is not technically feasible, or where it can be demonstrated that 

ground conditions are unsuitable for such measures.  

*as defined in Annex D of PPS25 - Table D.1  

Reasoned Justification  

4.86 The purpose of this policy is to minimise flood risks to new development and 

protect existing development from an increased flood risk resulting from new 

development.  Although flood risk across the District is not a widespread problem, 

there is a risk that the significant development that will occur in the District has the 

potential to increase this flood risk.  In addition, it is anticipated that the results of 

climate change may mean that in some areas the risk of flooding may increase. It is 

therefore important that the issue of flood risk is taken into account for all 

development proposals.  



4.87 PPS25 
7 
sets out the Governments policy in relation to flood risk. PPS25 

states that new development should be steered towards Flood Zone 1 (low flood 

risk).  Therefore development will only be permitted in an area that is at risk of 

flooding where there is no other alternative option that could accommodate the 

proposed development that is at a lower risk of flooding.  In preparing the Core 

Strategy, the Council commissioned consultants to prepare a Strategic Flood 

Risk Assessment (SFRA) to refine information relating to the probability of 

flooding, reflect other sources of flooding (including ground water and surface 

water and others as set out in PPS25) as well as the impact of climate change. 

The Council has utilised the findings of the SFRA in determining the location of 

new growth through the Spatial Strategy in accordance with the sequential test 

to land at low risk of flooding, reflecting the limited areas of land in Breckland 

within Flood Zones 2 and 3 (Medium and High Probability).  

4.88 The Council's SFRA indicates that there are only limited areas of the 

District that are identified as having a medium or high annual probability of 

flooding (>0.1% or greater than 1 in 1,000 annual probability). The findings of 

the SFRA provide sufficient evidence that the scale of development in Breckland 

can be accommodated without the need to apply the Exception Test. In 

discharging it's Development Control function, the Council will utilise the 

findings of the SFRA as well as the Environment Agency's Flood Zones to 

determine the appropriateness of proposals in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  

4.89 Any development that is proposed in an area that is at risk of flooding, or where 

the development is likely to increase the risk of flooding to another location, should 

be accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment.  Any proposed development in Flood 

Zones 2 and 3 will require a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA), as well as proposals 

greater than 1 hectare in Flood Zone 1. All FRAs should be commensurate with 

the scale of risk identified.  This is consistent with the requirements of PPS25 

and the Environment Agency's Standing Advice.   Development will not normally 

be permitted where it would result in an increase in the risk of flooding to another 

area, except where that increased risk is negligible.  

4.90 The preference for dealing with surface water drainage will be through the 

use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS). The Council will require an 

assessment of the ground conditions to determine the suitability of a site to utilise 

SUDS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC14 Energy Efficiency, formally Preferred Option DC15 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Wilson  Agree With an ever expanding population the area needs to be sure that energy 
supply at least equates with demand for both domestic and industrial 
premises. 

Comments noted. Energy efficiency and on-site provision is only 
one piece of the energy supply issue which also included 
commercial energy generation and energy infrastructure. The 
Council is committed to ensuring that key infrastructure including 
energy infrastructure is provided for new development. The 
Council's policy on infrastructure is set out in CP4. In addition the 
council's proposed policy on commercial scale renewable energy 
generation is set out in policy DC16. At this time the Council does 
not have any evidence to indicate that there are particular local 
circumstances that would justify or enable a requirement for carbon 
neutral housing from the outset of the plan. Government has made 
a commitment to achieving carbon neutral housing this will be 
principally enacted through the building regulations and the policies 
of the preferred options of the Core Strategy are considered to 
support this commitment. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Henry Savills on 
behalf of the 
Kilverstone 
Estate 

Agree This policy effectively requires all new development above 1 000 sq m or 10 
residential units to supply at least 10% of the energy they require through on-
site renewable sources. The examples given under this policy are wind 
biomass or photo-volataics. We would support this requirement of at least 
10% of the energy needed from a development to be produced through 
renewable sources and appreciate the flexibility given by the Council in terms 
of the method to be used to achieve this. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Currington  Disagree I think larger scale developments (e.g. 50 + houses) should be made to 
provide 10% of their energy demands on or off site. However I think on 
smaller sites this affects the viability of building. As we are in a position of 
needing more housing I think this is too much of a deterrent on more 
responsible small scale developers. Because of the huge steps in build 
technology it should be possible for all buildings to use energy efficient 
materials in their construction. 

The Council is investigating the effect of the contributions that will 
be required through the Core Strategy on the viability of 
development. At this time the Council considers that 10% energy 
provision through on-site renewables and energy efficiency 
measures is achievable in line with the thresholds set out in the 
policy. Provision is made within the policy to allow for a lesser 
provision should it be demonstrated that fulfilling the requirements 
of the policy would make a particular development unviable. 
Therefore it is considered the policy is appropriate both in terms of 
the level of provision and the possibility for flexibility. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The Shadwell Estate supports the requirement for all new development 
above 1000m2 or 10 units in the case of residential development to supply at 
least 10% of the energy required through on-site renewable sources. The 
Shadwell Estate will consider details for provision of combined heat and 
power within the proposed development land areas to the South-East of 
Thetford. Further submissions will be made towards the Thetford Area Action 
Plan concerning the potential use of combined heat and power. The 
Shadwell Estate would also support the principle of potential provision of 

In principle support for the policy is noted. The Council does not 
intent to comment on the individual merits of a particular site 
through the preferred options of the Core Strategy and 
Development Control Policies. Consideration will be given to the 
individual merits of a particular site through the Site Specific 
Policies and Proposals DPD and the Thetford Area Action Plan. 



Policy 
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wind generated power from within land in the Estate’s ownership. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagree Gladedale (Anglia) object to this Preferred Policy Option on the basis that 
PPS1 (Supplement) Planning and Climate Change states in paragraph 26 
that Planning Authorities should have an evidence-based understanding of 
the local feasibility and potential for renewable and low-carbon technologies 
including micro generation to supply any new development in their area. It 
continues by stating that planning authorities should use this evidence base 
to set out a target percentage of the energy to be used in new development 
to come from decentralised and renewable or low-carbon energy sources 
where it is viable. It states that the target should avoid prescription on 
technologies and to be flexible in how carbon savings from local energy 
supplies are to be secured. It states that in bringing forward these targets 
Planning Authorities should set out the size and type of development to 
which the target will be applied and ensure that there is a clear rationale for 
the target and it is properly tested. It is Gladedale (Anglia)’s contention that 
the Council has not yet obtained sufficient evidence as prescribed by PPSI 
(Supplement) Planning and Climate Change to identify a reasonable target 
figure for the energy requirements of a new development to be generated 
from renewable sources. Therefore a specific figure cannot be agreed until 
the evidence base is obtained. Furthermore the wording of any subsequent 
policy should provide for flexibility in technology to achieve the target 
required provide clarity on the size and type of development to which the 
target will apply and demonstrate a clear rationale for the target. 

The draft regional spatial strategy set out an interim minimum of 
10% of the energy consumed in new development to be provided 
on site renewable or decentralised low carbon sources and 
requires new development to be designed to optimise its carbon 
performance. This requirement is considered to be an adequate 
basis for the requirements set out in the Council's policy. Although 
it provides examples of technologies that might be used it is not 
considered that the policy is prescriptive. The size and type of 
developments to which the policies applies are clearly spelt out in 
the second paragraph of the policy. The rationale for the policy is 
also clearly set out in the reasoned justification. Flexibility has been 
introduced into the policy allowing for off-site provision if it can be 
demonstrated that this would supply a greater proportion of the 
required energy. Also there is scope reduction in level of provision 
should it make development unviable. Therefore the Council 
maintains that policy DC15 is in conformity with National and 
Regional Policy and that it represents an appropriate approach. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Tesco 
Stores Ltd 

 Agree Due to our Client's ongoing commitment to the reduction of carbon emissions 
sustainable construction techniques and utilisation of renewable energy 
sources the aims of Preferred Option DC15 are broadly supported. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Carter 
Jonas for 

The Crown 
Estate 

No 
Opinion 

We support the statement that sustainable building forms and construction 
will be promoted and supported and that all new development will be 
expected to maximise energy efficiency through the use of design 
construction techniques layout orientation and massing internal design 
materials installation and heat recovery. In addition to this the policy requires 
all new development above 1 000 sq m or 10 residential units to supply at 
least 10% of the energy they require on site renewable sources. While we 
support this policy and current emerging guidance on energy related issues it 
should be recognised that the viability and achievability for energy 
requirements should be assessed by circumstances and the environment 
that surround a particular development. 

Comment noted Work has been commissioned at looking at the 
viability effects of all policies 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagree Gladedale (Anglia) object to this Preferred Policy Option on the basis that 
PPSI (Supplement) Planning and Climate Change states in paragraph 26 
that Planning Authorities should have an evidence-based understanding of 
the local feasibility and potential for renewable and low-carbon technologies 

The draft regional spatial strategy set out an interim minimum of 
10% of the energy consumed in new development to be provided 
on site renewable or decentralised low carbon sources and 
requires new development to be designed to optimise its carbon 
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including micro generation to supply any new development in their area. It 
continues by stating that planning authorities should use this evidence base 
to set out a target percentage of the energy to be used in new development 
to come from decentralised and renewable or low-carbon energy sources 
where it is viable. It states that the target should avoid prescription on 
technologies and to be flexible in how carbon savings from local energy 
supplies are to be secured. It states that in bringing forward these targets 
Planning Authorities should set out the size and type of development to 
which the target will be applied and ensure that there is a clear rationale for 
the target and it is properly tested. It is Gladedale (Anglia)’s contention that 
the Council has not yet obtained sufficient evidence as prescribed by PPS1 
(Supplement) Planning and Climate Change to identify a reasonable target 
figure for the energy requirements of a new development to be generated 
from renewable sources. Therefore a specific figure cannot be agreed until 
the evidence base is obtained. Furthermore the wording of any subsequent 
policy should provide for flexibility in technology to achieve the target 
required provide clarity on the size and type of development to which the 
target will apply and demonstrate a clear rationale for the target. 

performance. This requirement is considered to be an adequate 
basis for the requirements set out in the Council's policy. Although 
it provides examples of technologies that might be used it is not 
considered that the policy is prescriptive. The size and type of 
developments to which the policies applies are clearly spelt out in 
the second paragraph of the policy. The rationale for the policy is 
also clearly set out in the reasoned justification. Flexibility has been 
introduced into the policy allowing for off-site provision if it can be 
demonstrated that this would supply a greater proportion of the 
required energy. Also there is scope reduction in level of provision 
should it make development unviable. Therefore the Council 
maintains that policy DC15 is in conformity with National and 
Regional Policy and that it represents an appropriate approach. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 No 
Opinion 

We object to this policy because PPS1 (Supplement) Planning and Climate 
Change states at paragraph 26 that Planning Authorities should have an 
evidence-based understanding of the local feasibility and potential for 
renewable and low carbon technologies including micro generation to supply 
any new development in their area. It continues by stating that planning 
authorities should use this evidence base to set out a target percentage of 
the energy to be used in new development to come from decentralised and 
renewable or low carbon energy sources where it is viable. It states that the 
target should avoid prescription on technologies and be flexible in how 
carbon savings from local energy supplies are to be secured. It states that in 
bringing forward these targets Planning Authorities should set out the size 
and type of development to which the target will be applied and ensure that 
there is a clear rationale for the target and it is properly tested. It is our 
contention that the Council has not yet obtained sufficient information as 
prescribed by PPS1 (Supplement) Planning and Climate Change to identify a 
reasonable target figure for the energy requirements of a new development 
to be generated from renewable sources. Therefore a specific figure cannot 
be agreed until that information is obtained. Furthermore the wording of any 
policy should provide for flexibility in technology to achieve the target 
required provide clarity on the size and type of development to which the 
target will apply and demonstrate a clear rationale for the target. 

The draft regional spatial strategy set out an interim minimum of 
10% of the energy consumed in new development to be provided 
on site renewable or decentralised low carbon sources and 
requires new development to be designed to optimise its carbon 
performance. This requirement is considered to be an adequate 
basis for the requirements set out in the Council's policy. Although 
it provides examples of technologies that might be used it is not 
considered that the policy is prescriptive. The size and type of 
developments to which the policies applies are clearly spelt out in 
the second paragraph of the policy. The rationale for the policy is 
also clearly set out in the reasoned justification. Therefore the 
Council maintains that policy DC15 is in conformity with National 
and Regional Policy and that it represents an appropriate 
approach. 

Preferred 
Option DC 

Thetford 
Town 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Comments noted. 
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15 Council 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Shadwell The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd 

Strongly 
Agree 

The Shadwell Estate supports the requirement for all new development 
above 100am2 or 10 units in the case of residential development1 to supply 
at least 10% of the energy required through on-site renewable sources. The 
Shadwell Estate will consider details for provision of combined heat and 
power within the proposed development land areas to the South-East of 
Thetford. Further submissions will be made towards the Thetford Area Action 
Plan concerning the potential use of combined heat and power The Shadwell 
Estate would also support the principle of potential provision of wind 
generated power from within land in the Estate’s ownership. 

In principle support for the policy is noted. The Council does not 
intent to comment on the individual merits of a particular site 
through the preferred options of the Core Strategy and 
Development Control Policies. Consideration will be given to the 
individual merits of a particular site through the Site Specific 
Policies and Proposals DPD and the Thetford Area Action Plan. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

We would also query whether there is duplication of/overlap with ‘Preferred 
Option CP11 – Energy’. 

Comments noted. It is considered that DC15 provides necessary 
clarification on CP11 as drafted. Consideration will be given to 
whether clarification provided by DC15 can be amalgamated into 
CP11. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

NorfolkHom
es 

Norfolk 
Homes Ltd 

Agree The principle is supported however there will clearly be instances where the 
viability of development may come under question in complying fully with the 
policy. It is suggested that the last paragraph of the policy is worded a little 
more clearly: “If provision of renewable energy to serve a particular 
development as required above would make it unviable a detailed viability 
appraisal will be required which will include those steps which can be taken 
to ensure the development is as energy efficient as possible having regard to 
the viability considerations.” 

The support for the principle of the policy is noted. Consideration 
will be given to making the viability exception of the policy more 
explicit. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Bidwells  Disagree Although generally supportive of the aim of this policy Bidwells objects to the 
detail. There may be cases where it is not feasible to generate 10% of the 
energy a development requires through on-site renewable sources and to 
require alternative offsite provision to provide more than 10% in such cases 
is unacceptable. Thinking particularly of the proposed urban extension at 
Attleborough it might be that one (or more) off-site biomass or CHP plants 
are thought to be the most appropriate vehicles for delivering the bulk of 
renewable energy to the development. However it may not be feasible for 
these plants to come on-stream until a certain number of dwellings have 
been completed and 'early' dwellings in a large development could therefore 
be in the position of not being able to supply 10% of their energy needs from 
renewable sources. Policy DC15 should allow flexibility to 'phase' renewable 
energy provision in cases where large off-site plants are planned to deliver a 
significant quantity of renewable energy to a developments. 

Comments noted. The policy provides flexible in terms of off-site 
renewables. Although it is not considered that the policy would 
prevent renewable energy that may have to come on stream at a 
certain point after development has begun consideration will be 
given to giving providing clarification of flexibility in the timing of 
energy infrastructure coming on line. 

Preferred EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. Comments noted. 
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Option DC 
15 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree Para 3 should be altered so that 10% becomes an absolute minimum with no 
exceptions. 

It is not considered reasonable to put in place a policy that may 
prevent sites coming forward due to requirements making 
development unviable. Rigorous evidence will be required for 
minimum standards to be lowered or dismissed. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
15 

Gladedale Gladedale Disagree Renewable energy is a fast moving field of technological innovation and the 
Core Strategy should set out a flexible framework to enable the most 
appropriate solutions to be applied on a site-by-site basis. A blanket 
proportional target would therefore be potentially unhelpful. Paragraph 26 of 
the Supplement to PPS1: Planning and Climate Change makes it clear that 
planning authorities should have clear evidence that a percentage target is 
locally viable and feasible and hence realistically achievable before setting 
such targets as policy. It should be recognised that there remain questions 
about the technology required to deliver a particular percentage. We 
therefore support a flexible approach that states that ‘if developers can 
adequately demonstrate that a development’s energy requirements have 
been reduced through energy efficiency measures then the Council will 
assess whether there is a case for reducing the 10% target for renewable 
energy to serve the development”. In this way the Council can adopt a site-
by-site approach that considers individual proposals on their individual merits 
and has the flexibility to adapt and change as technological advancements 
occur. 

The draft regional spatial strategy set out an interim minimum of 
10% of the energy consumed in new development to be provided 
by on-site renewable or decentralised low carbon sources and 
requires new development to be designed to optimise its carbon 
performance. This requirement is considered to be an adequate 
basis for the requirements set out in the Council's policy. Although 
the policy provides examples of technologies that might be used it 
is not considered that the policy is prescriptive. The size and type 
of developments to which the policies applies are clearly spelt out 
in the second paragraph of the policy. The rationale for the policy is 
also clearly set out in the reasoned justification. Flexibility has been 
introduced into the policy allowing for off-site provision if it can be 
demonstrated that this would supply a greater proportion of the 
required energy. Also there is scope reduction in level of provision 
should it make development unviable. Therefore the Council 
maintains that policy DC15 is in conformity with National and 
Regional Policy and that it represents an appropriate approach. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC14 Energy Efficiency 

Policy DC 14  

Energy Efficiency  

Sustainable building forms and construction will be promoted and supported. All new 

development will also be expected to maximise the energy efficiency through the use 

of design, construction techniques, layout, orientation and massing, internal design, 

materials, insulation and heat recovery.  

In addition, All new development above 1000 sqm
2
, or 10 units in the case of 

residential development will supply at least 10% of the energy they require through 

on-site renewable sources. The sources that are used should be appropriate to the 

location of the development and may include, for example, such technologies as wind, 

biomass or photovoltaics. Off-site provision will be considered if where it can be 

demonstrated that it could provide a greater proportion of the energy required.  

In cases where development is required to provide energy through on-site renewable 

sources, If developers where it can be adequately demonstrate that a development’s 

energy requirements have been reduced through energy efficiency measures then the 

council will assess whether there is a case for reducing the 10% target for on-site 

renewable energy generation to serve the development.  

Any claim that Where the provision of renewable energy to serve a particular 

development would make a  the development unviable a reduction in the 10% 

target of on-site renewable energy will be considered. For a reduction in the 

target for on-site renewable energy to be considered  will need to be supported be a 

detailed viability appraisal will need to be provided to demonstrate that the target 

would make development unviable. In cases where such a claim is considered 

justified, Where a reduction to the target for on-site renewable energy is agreed, 

the energy efficiency of the development will still need to should be maximised 

through the use of the measures set out above the design and construction of a 

development.     

In cases where there is a lead-in time for renewable energy infrastructure the 

Council will accept some development coming forward in advance of 

infrastructure coming on stream. In these circumstances there will need to be a 

demonstration that no overall net gain in the use of energy from renewable 

sources has been lost.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.91 //This policy aims to reduce the use of non-renewable forms of energy associated 

with carbon dioxide emissions in new developments. This policy supports the plan 

strategy by reducing new developments reliance on carbon based energy sources 

and increasing energy supply from renewable sources.  

4.92 Global climate change is a recognised phenomena of international significance, 

and the continuing reliance on traditional, carbon based, energy generation is 



contributing to this climate change. The UK has committed under the Kyoto Protocol 

to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions by 12.5% below 1990 levels by 2012. In 

addition, the Government has set higher targets through the Climate Change 

Programme (CCP), which aims to reduce emissions by 20% by 2010. An even more 

ambitious target was proposed in the Energy White Paper 2003 which set the long 

term target of reducing carbon dioxide emissions by 60% below current levels by 

2050.  

4.93 The incorporation of on-site renewable energy generation technologies and 

energy efficient design into new developments can have a significant benefit in terms 

of the emission of greenhouse gases. Therefore the Council will expect that all 

proposals for new development that exceeds the size thresholds as set out in the policy 

will be accompanied by an energy assessment illustrating that the required standards 

have been met or exceeded.  

4.94 The Council will encourage development to exceed the minimum standards set 

out in the policy, proposals that clearly fail to exploit an opportunity for energy 

efficiency will not be permitted. Direct on-site provision will normally be the 

preferred mechanism for reducing the reliance of the District on traditional forms of 

energy generation. However, in the exceptional circumstance that there is a realistic 

off-site scheme for the production of renewable energy that would provide a greater 

benefit in terms of the amount of energy that will be generated, an off-site 

contribution will be levied in lieu of on-site provision. This off-site contribution may 

provide total funding for a renewable energy scheme or fund part of a larger scheme 

in conjunction with off-site contributions from different developments.  

4.95 The Council excepts that where off-site provision is made the lead-in time 

for renewable energy infrastructure development may come forwards before 

energy infrastructure comes on-line. The Council will accept a phasing that 

brings development forward in advance of renewable energy infrastructure 

provided that there is no net reduction in the proportion of energy gained from 

renewable sources.  

4.96 Where a case is put forwards that development would become unviable in 

fully complying with the policy, the Council will except a lower provision only 

where a detailed appraisal is produced setting out both the viability constraints 

and all steps that have been taken to ensure that the development is as energy 

efficient as possible.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC15 Renewable Energy, formally Preferred Option DC16 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
16 

Currington  Disagree I think there should be a minimum distance away from housing that 
these developments can take place e.g. 1 mile. 

This type of approach has been tested in CP11AO2. The reason outlined 
in the document for not selecting this option is as follows: A rigid buffer 
zone could be standardised or could be formulaic depending on the 
scale of the development proposed. The principle issue with this type of 
approach is that different types of development are likely to require 
different responses therefore if a standardised buffer is used it might 
result in insufficient separation in certain instances or too much in others. 
In essence this may prevent certain developments coming forward even 
if it could be demonstrated that they would have no adverse effects and 
allow others when they have significant detrimental consequences. 
Unnecessary restriction on this type of development could have a 
significant impact upon the ability of the District to reduce its reliance on 
unsustainable energy generation sources and meet its renewable energy 
targets. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
16 

Ginn Natural 
England 

Agree Natural England is broadly supportive of renewable energy but 
developments must not be at a cost to biodiversity or geodiversity. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
16 

Tesco 
Stores Ltd 

 Agree Due to Tesco’s ongoing commitment to the reduction of carbon 
emissions sustainable construction techniques and utilisation of 
renewable energy sources the aims of Preferred Option DC16 are 
broadly supported. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
16 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
16 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
16 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. Note: the 
supporting text for DC15 & DC16 makes reference to targets set out 
in the Further Proposed Changes document. 

Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
16 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

We would question whether there is a duplication of/overlap with 
Preferred Option CP11 

Comment noted. Policy gives detail to the broad strategic aims of the 
Core Policy on Energy 

Preferred 
Option DC 
16 

Gladedale Gladedale Disagree Regional policy encourages on-site renewable energy generation but 
there remain serious questions about the technology to deliver a 
particular percentage and the economics of delivery. These issues 
must underpin any policies in the LDF and as a result those policies 
should at this stage be cautious in their ambitions particularly given 

Comment relates to Policy DC15 - Energy Efficiency. Support for a 
flexible approach to the provision of on site renewable energy subject to 
improved energy efficiency measures is noted. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

for example the current uncertainty about claims for micro- 
generation. To do otherwise will risk the failure to deliver the new 
housing development that Breckland requires. We recognise the 
increasing and urgent need to seek to address the issue of climate 
change and support the intention to make best use of appropriate 
renewable energy sources as this recognises that the technology 
associated with renewable energy is still developing. It would be 
inappropriate to be too prescriptive given the likelihood that there will 
be significant technological enhancements during the course of the 
plan period. We believe that a flexible approach to on site provision 
of renewable energy is essential if we are to rise to the challenge of 
successfully addressing climate change. We therefore welcome the 
recognition that the threshold for and magnitude of this requirement 
may be altered by policies contained within the forthcoming Site 
Specifics DPD based upon identified local constraints. This is 
essential in order to ensure the deliverability of individual sites to 
contribute to the overall needs of the District. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC16AO1 

Ginn Natural 
England 

Disagree Disagree for the reasons NE agrees with DC16. Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC15 Renewable Energy 

Policy DC 15  

Renewable Energy  

Proposals for renewable energy developments 
8 
, will be supported in principle. 

Permission will be granted for these developments unless it, or any related 

infrastructure such as power lines or access roads etc, has a significant detrimental 

impact or a cumulative detrimental impact upon:  

a. Sites of international, national or local nature and heritage conservation 
importance; 

b. Local landscape or townscape; 
c. Local amenities amenity. including visual intrusion, dust, noise, or odour  

Where development is permitted, mitigation measures will be required as appropriate 

to minimise any environmental impacts, such measures will be secured via condition 

or legal agreement. All development proposals for a renewable energy generation 

scheme should, as far as is practicable, provide for the site to be reinstated to its 

former condition should the development cease to be operational.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.97 A principle mechanism to deliver the target of generating 10% of UK electricity 

from renewable energy sources by 2010 and 20% by 2020 as set out in the Climate 

Change Programme, and the 60% by 2050 set out in the 2003 Energy White Paper is 

the construction of commercial scale renewable energy generation 

developments. Research has identified that the sources of renewable energy in the 

region with the greatest potential are off-shore and on-shore wind, biomass, biofuels 

and solar power.  The East of England Plan includes targets of 1,192 Megawatts of 

installed capacity for renewable energy by 2010 and at least 4,250 Megawatts by 

2020. This is equivalent to at least 10% of the East of England's energy consumption 

by 2010 excluding offshore wind (14% including it) and at least 17% by 2020 

excluding off-shore wind (44% including it).  

4.98 Therefore t The Council will support commercial scale renewable energy 

developments unless the environmental impacts of allowing the proposal would 

outweigh the wider social, economic and environmental benefits derived from it, the 

criteria for which is set out in the policy. Due to the likelihood of renewable energy 

technology changing rapidly over time the policy sets out provisions should the use 

cease to be operational.  

4.99 In 2003, the Council commissioned consultants to prepare a Wind Turbine 

Development Landscape Character Assessment, Evaluation and Guidance 

specifically in relation to the capacity of the landscape to accommodate wind 

turbine developments. The determination of applications for wind turbines made 

under policy DC12 will have regard to the findings of this assessment in relation 

to landscape sensitivity and other visual considerations in addition to the 

findings of the District wide Landscape Character Assessment.  



4.100 Further detailed guidance is set out in the companion guide accompanying 

PPS22: Renewable Energy and details different forms of renewable energy 

technologies. The companion guide also provides additional information 

regarding the planning issues as well as other possible economic, social and 

community benefits arising from renewable energy proposals.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC16 Design, formally Preferred Option DC17 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

Kevern Norfolk 
Constabulary 

Agree Please could mention be made of the services of the Police Architectural Liaison 
Officer to fulfil the need to consider crime prevention in any design. If applicants 
could consider using us that would increase our input at an earlier stage in the 
process 

Comments noted. The Council will consider revision to the 
supporting text. It should be noted that the recently published 
business plan sets out a commitment to ensuring that all new 
developments gain secured by design status by 2010 and this 
will need to be reflected in the policies of the LDF. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

Wilson  Agree Please employ architects with proven competence. Study their previous work. In 
Thetford during the 60/70's cheap and nasty buildings rose phoenix like from the 
ashes of fine properties - all for greed. Sadly the standard of building design is 
there to be seen and some have had structural faults. Let's learn from previous 
mistakes. Transport interchanges need special consideration. Parking issues are 
and will continue to be topical. With a burgeoning population residential areas need 
to be planned with adequate provision for the growing number of vehicles - safety 
and convenience for the young old and disabled need to be considered carefully. 
With the prospect of many more residents from Thetford travelling to Norwich or 
Cambridge for employment greatly increased car and cycle parking at the railway 
station will be required. The old ATS site to the west of the station could 
accommodate many vehicles but the short-sightedness of the Council has allowed 
this site to be developed - a gold opportunity missed again? 

It is not within the Council's powers to require an applicant for 
planning permission to use a particular architect or other 
professional to design any particular scheme. The Council will 
have regard to the design policies of the Core Strategy and 
will seek to refuse any scheme that is not of an appropriate 
design standard. Detailed issues around the infrastructure of 
Thetford will be considered through the Thetford Area Action 
Plan this will include consideration of transport infrastructure. 
In addition individual design requirement may be set out in 
the Thetford Area Action Plan to supplement those of the 
Core Strategy. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

Wilson  Agree Please employ architects with proven competence. Study their previous work. In 
Thetford during the 60/70's cheap and nasty buildings rose phoenix like from the 
ashes of fine properties - all for greed. Sadly the standard of building design is 
there to be seen and some have had structural faults. Let's learn from previous 
mistakes. Transport interchanges need special consideration. Parking issues are 
and will continue to be topical. With a burgeoning population residential areas need 
to be planned with adequate provision for the growing number of vehicles - safety 
and convenience for the young old and disabled need to be considered carefully. 
With the prospect of many more residents from Thetford travelling to Norwich or 
Cambridge for employment greatly increased car and cycle parking at the railway 
station will be required. The old ATS site to the west of the station could 
accommodate many vehicles but the short-sightedness of the Council has allowed 
this site to be developed - a gold opportunity missed again? 

It is not within the Council's powers to require an applicant for 
planning permission to use a particular architect or other 
professional to design any particular scheme. The Council will 
have regard to the design policies of the Core Strategy and 
will seek to refuse any scheme that is not of an appropriate 
design standard. Detailed issues around the infrastructure of 
Thetford will be considered through the Thetford Area Action 
Plan this will include consideration of transport infrastructure. 
In addition individual design requirement may be set out in 
the Thetford Area Action Plan to supplement those of the 
Core Strategy. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

Mileham Norfolk 
County 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

The preferred policy should be amended to include: Development will only be 
permitted where sustainable design measures have been considered and 
implemented where applicable.” Under justification — add the following sustainable 
design elements: • The use of virtual communications e.g. installation of 
infrastructure in homes and commercial I industrial buildings such as fibre network 
or if there is no broadband service then satellite broadband can help to reduce the 
need to travel. • Encourage more frequent use of public transport throughout the 
entire year by incorporation of bus shelters. • Promote cycling as a real alternative 
to use of private cars through provision of secure bicycle storage and cycleway 

Elements of sustainable design are set out in Policy DC15 
and the Council does not intend to repeat those requirements 
elsewhere. Specific issues such as communications 
infrastructure cycle storage bus shelters etc will be 
considered in detail through the Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals DPD and Thetford Area Action Plan. Broad support 
for the promotion of modal shift and the enabling of an 
effective communication network are set out in the Core 
Strategy and Development Control Policies DPD. The Council 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

links • Provision of flexible space which can accommodate other uses outside the 
times of peak demand for parking — e.g. when not in use for parking then used for 
play space market space. 

maintains that this is the appropriate approach. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

Agree We welcome the detailed wording of this preferred option which includes reference 
to the importance of existing character and context. The reference to locally 
distinctive elements of the district is useful and should be expanded upon to create 
a more robust and specific policy. 

The support for the policy is noted. Additional guidance on 
design may be included in the site specific policies of the Site 
Specific Policies and Proposals DPD and/or the Thetford 
Area Action Plan. It is considered that these documents are 
the most appropriate mechanism by which additional 
locational specific design guidance should be set out. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

Norfolk 
Police 
Authority 

Norfolk 
Constabulary 

Strong
ly 
Agree 

Support Policy as currently drafted. Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

Smith  No 
Opinio
n 

With regard to in-fill development such should be discouraged where its application 
has led to a significant loss in the number of properties within generous garden 
space that contribute not only to the visual amenity of the built landscape but also 
secures the future availability of such properties. Further properties whose setting 
and siting enhance the character of an area need to be identified listed and 
protected. Towns and villages must stand apart from the crammed and uniform 
appearance that is now overtaking the uniqueness of place and which lack 
individual distinction and character. In-fill also tends to adversely impact on the 
setting of the existing property especially when the application is being sought by a 
leaving owner. Any proposed in-fill development should require the developer to 
prepare a report for Development Control covering the issues such as the impact 
on the context of the area including the existing property there sitting scale 
proportion design material and whether the overall effect will enhance or detract 
from the visual amenity of the area. To protect not only the open aspect and rural 
amenity and appearance of the built environment there must be included in the 
LDF affecting the village a presumption against garden in-fill development. Such 
development will not only reduce the availability and choice of properties with 
generous gardens in the future but will eventually lead to a cramming of the build 
environment with incongruous and inappropriate development which will also 
detract from the architectural heritage of the towns and villages. 

The development of land that may have previously been the 
residential curtilage of a dwelling per se is not considered to 
be the crux of the issue. It is not the use of garden land in so 
much as it is unsympathetic development that is the problem. 
Poorly designed development on land other than garden land 
can be equally as damaging to the character and appearance 
of an area. Whereas well designed and sympathetic 
development on an area of land that happens to be the 
residential curtilage of a dwelling may potentially enhance the 
character of an area rather than detract from it. Therefore it is 
the assessment of an application based upon appropriate 
design policy criteria that is critical to the protection of an 
areas and not an arbitrary moratorium on development on a 
particular type of land. It is considered that the wholesale 
exclusion of a certain type of land areas of which might be 
suitable for development would devalue the process. 
Emphasis is given to reinforcing locally distinctive patterns of 
development in the preferred policy. Elsewhere policy DC1 
sets out consideration in terms of residential amenity DC13 
trees and landscape. Developers are required by law to 
submit a design and access statement with planning 
applications for new dwelling houses this should address how 
the developer has sought to design the property in harmony 
with its surroundings. A significant detrimental effect on the 
character and appearance of an area is reason enough to 
refuse an application. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

Thetford 
Town Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Comments noted. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree x. Agreement is noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

GO East  No 
Opinio
n 

We would query whether there is duplication of/overlap with the first part of 
‘Preferred Option CP 10 – Design Quality’. 

Comment noted. Consideration will be given to the potential 
for CP10 and DC17 to be streamlined or amalgamated. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
17 

DerehamTow
nCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree Greater consideration should be given to local views. Comments noted. It is unclear whether the comment refers to 
'views' as opinions or 'views' as lines of sight. It should be 
noted that it is the effect of development on the landscape 
amenity of an area where the retention of that amenity is 
within the public interest that is the subject of planning and 
not the protection of any one person's private interest in a 
view across a particular landscape. All decisions on planning 
applications must by law be made in accordance with the 
development plan unless material consideration indicate 
otherwise. Similarly where comments are made on a planning 
application in line with the requirements set out in legislation 
they must be considered when a decision is made on a 
planning application. The Core Strategy cannot give any 
greater weight to comments made by a consultee than is 
already given by legislation. It should be noted that the 
District Council as the Local Planning Authority have the 
responsibility of determining planning applications having 
regard to all material considerations including representation 
in response to an application. Planning applications must be 
determined on their own merits and weight of public opinion is 
not necessarily justification for the refusal of planning 
permission in its own right. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC17AO1 

McIntosh  Disagr
ee 
Strong
ly 

Historic / recent evidence is that these criteria are not being taken into account to 
the detriment of the smaller communities in rural settlements which is irreversible 

comments noted. The council maintains that the preferred 
option is the most appropriate in planning terms. 

 
 
 
 



Revised DC16 Design 

Policy DC 16  

Design  

All new development should achieve the highest standards of design. In assessing any 

proposed development consideration will be given to the following design principles;  

Local Character: The expectation for All design proposals is that there will be 

consideration of must preserve or enhance the existing character of the an area with. 

Particular regard should be given to reinforcing locally distinctive patterns of 

development, landscape and culture and complimenting existing buildings.  

Public Realm: The continuity of street frontages is particularly important in the 

market town centres and all new development should provide a natural demarcation of 

public and private spaces, without the need for excessive or artificial barriers. Public 

spaces should be designed to ensure that access routes are attractive, maintainable, 

well lit and well surveyed, easily accessible to all members of the community and free 

from unnecessary screens, barriers, signage or other street paraphernalia.   

Connectivity: Interdependent places and locations, such as town centres and transport 

interchanges or residential development and open space, should be well connected 

along routes that promote a choice of transport mode. These routes should be clearly 

legible so that it is ease easy to navigate from one place to another.  

Adaptability: Development should be designed so that it can be adapted to meet 

changing social, economic or technological conditions. This adaptability will need to 

reflect the different pressures that will be placed on a building throughout its lifetime; 

this might include changing family circumstances or ageing of the occupier in the case 

of a dwelling house, or changes in industry or economic base for commercial 

premises.  

Diversity: Development should also provide a range of choice that will promote and 

instill vitality into an area. This might be interpreted as a mix of uses within a town 

centre development, or a mixture of tenure and housing types within residential 

development.  

Crime Prevention: Crime prevention should be a fundamental part of the design 

process, the physical structure of new development will be expected to integrate crime 

prevention measures with the other principles of good design.  

In addition to the these design principles outlined above, when considering 

development proposals for individual and groups of buildings, or including additions 

to existing buildings, regard will be had given to the following design issues: , where 

appropriate, to the layout of development, its form, landscaping and boundary 

treatments, density, height, massing, building detail and materials.  

• Form and Character;  

• Density, Height, Massing and Scale;  



• Layout, Siting and Grouping;  

• Landscaping, Boundary Treatments and Enclosure; and,  

• Building Detailing and Materials.  

Development that does not fully address the values of these the design principles or 

the design issues will not be considered acceptable.    

Reasoned Justification  

4.101 The purpose of this policy is to define out a set of design principles that can be 

applied to all new developments and will achieve high quality design throughout 

across the District through setting out key design principles and issues. The policy 

assists in achieving the plan strategy by helping to ensure that new development 

meets high design standards.  

4.102 Good design is about making places that work well for the people that use them. 

Design is about more than the way buildings look, it is about how different places and 

uses are connected and how people move between them. It is about the creation of 

useable, vibrant and accessible places. And it is about the creation of individual and 

distinctive places where people like to live, work and use. For these reasons design is 

a key aspect of new developments.  

4.103 The design principles set out the high level design framework for new 

development that supports the diverse nature of good design. The design issues 

set out key considerations for good design that will be applicable to design at all 

scales.    

4.104 Due to the complex and diverse nature of good design it is not possible to set 

out a rigid framework of preordained building types and sizes, street layouts or 

materials that would be appropriate for all circumstances. Therefore the Council 

intends to subject all development proposals to an assessment based upon how well a 

design reacts to the design principles that are set out in the policy. Development that 

is not considered to have addressed these principles will not be permitted.  

4.105 Where a development is required to submit a "Design and Access 

Statement" it should set out how the development address the design principles 

and issues set out in the policy. When developing designs of consideration should 

be given to consultation with important stakeholders such as the Police 

Architectural Liaison or English Heritage. The Council business plan sets out 

that by 2010 all new developments will gain secure by design status.  

4.106 When creating a design for a new development consideration should also 

be given to the design implications set out in other policies of the Local 

Development Framework. These policies include, CP6 Green Infrastructure, 

CP10 Natural Resources, CP11 Pollution and Waste CP13 Accessibility, DC11 

Open Space, DC12 Trees and Landscape, DC14 Energy Efficiency and DC17 

Historic Environment 

 



Comments on DC17 Historic Environment, formally Preferred Option DC18 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
18 

Halls National 
Trust 

No 
Opinion 

In addition to the need to protect the setting of listed buildings legislation (as advised in 
PPG15) requires the same protection for the setting of historic parks & gardens and 
scheduled ancient monuments. Policy wording should be amended to take account of the 
setting protection of all historic assets. 

Add the word setting to first sentence of policy to 
ensure the setting of historical assets are protected 

Preferred 
Option DC 
18 

Wilson  Agree Thetford's surviving old buildings add greatly to its character but sadly many even listed 
ones are lying unused falling into serious disrepair. Shame on those who should be 
protecting them. Breckland Council has published documentation regarding this subject. 
One publication states 'designations in which any development would be unacceptable 
are:...Scheduled Ancient Monuments (English Heritage) A protected archaeological site or 
historic building of national importance. Listed Buildings & Walls (Breckland Council) 
These are designated for their architectural or historic interest. Listing a building gives it 
legal protection so that it can be preserved for future generations to enjoy.' Unfortunately 
policy and practice are nowhere near aligned. If in doubt check what has happened to the 
Abbey Barns site in Monksgate Thetford. How can the Council be trusted under such 
circumstances? The setting and context of listed buildings are also offered the same 
protection (see PPG 15 Sec. 66 Planning Act 1990). This needs to be written into the 
policy. More importantly it needs to be seen in practice and not just ignored. Again the 
Abbey Barns serve to highlight the contempt of policy and legislation Breckland displays. 
Ref. 'Design Quality Preferred Option CP 10 paragraphs 4 5 and 6. Par.5 in particular 
emphasises '... the individual characteristics or group value of historic buildings...and 
Priory.' ! Also read 2.84. 

Comment noted Policy provides this level of protection 
consistent with PPG15 

Preferred 
Option DC 
18 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

Agree We welcome the preferred option to include a specific development control policy on the 
historic environment. However the current wording appears to repeat national policy (i.e. 
PPG15 and PPG16) and may need to be refined to be more locally distinctive in order for 
it to be found robust and sound. We would be happy to discuss ways in which this might 
be achieved. The supporting text and sustainability appraisal may help to refine the policy 
wording. The current wording makes no reference to demolition of historic buildings and 
how this will be judged. There is also a mistake in the first sentence of the second 
paragraph: the term “architectural” is used instead of “archaeological”. 

Comment noted. It is felt that the current policy 
wording builds on the detail outlined in national policy. 
The supporting text contains more local reference and 
it is felt this is the appropriate place for this 
information. Mistake noted. The demolition of historic 
buildings is referenced in the supporting text 

Preferred 
Option DC 
18 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

No 
Opinion 

THESE COMMENTS RELATE TO SECTION 4 ON MONITORING AND 
IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK. THERE IS NO OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT 
COMMENTS ONLINE IN THIS SECTION HENCE THE COMMENTS ARE ENTERED 
HERE: Monitoring and Implementation Framework There is a lack of indicators suggested 
for the various policies that related to Spatial Objectives 9 and 10. Buildings at Risk data 
would only provide a limited indication of the impact of development on the historic 
environment. It could be expanded to include other historic features at risk such as 
conservation areas and ancient monuments. English Heritage is developing Heritage at 

Investigate proposed indicators 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisati

on 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Risk concepts that could be of assistance. Indicators should be considered in discussion 
with conservation staff at the local and county level. An indicator could be developed to 
assess the number of planning permissions granted contrary to English Heritage and/or 
officer advice on historic environment grounds. The Countryside Quality Counts data 
(available at www.cqc.org.uk) provides useful (if somewhat dated) information on 
landscape indicators that could be utilised and evolved. In terms of design indicators 
Building for Life criteria as defined by CABE could be utilised and adapted to assess the 
design impact of new development within the district. More information can be found at 
www.buildingforlife.org 

Preferred 
Option DC 
18 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
18 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham 
Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
18 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

Historic Environment’. We would question whether this statement adds anything at all to 
national policy and guidance regarding this subject matter. In addition there appears to be 
duplication of/overlap with the second part of ‘Preferred Option CP 10 – Design Quality’. 

Comment noted. It is felt that the policy builds on the 
detail of national policy 

Preferred 
Option DC 
18 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
18 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham 
Town 
Council 

Agree Allowance should be made for sympathetic updating. Comments noted. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC18AO1 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingha
m PC 

Strongly 
Agree 

New homes are more important than archaeology Disagree Breckland has a responsibility to protect the 
Historic environment. Preservation of the historic 
environment is an important Strategic Objective and a 
important Sustainability Objective. There is no 
evidence to suggest that the historical environment will 
act as a constraint to housing delivery. 

 

 
 
 



Revised DC17 Historic Environment 

Policy DC 17  

Historic Environment  

Any development that will affect a Listed Building or a Conservation Area will 

be subject to comprehensive assessment . New development will be expected to 

preserve and enhance the character, appearance and setting of Conservation Areas, 

Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Historic Parks and Gardens and other areas of 

historic interest. Where a proposed development will affect the fabric or setting of a 

Listed Building, particular regard will need to be given to the necessity of protecting 

and enhancing any features of historic or architectural merit of the building.  

Sites of archaeological interest and their settings will be protected, enhanced and 

preserved; development which has an unacceptable impact upon a site of architectural 

archaeological interest will not be permitted. Where it is considered appropriate in 

cases where development coincides with the location of a known or suspected 

archaeological interest an archaeological field evaluation will be required. Where the 

benefits of a particular development are considered to outweigh the importance of 

retaining archaeological remains in situ satisfactory excavation and recording of 

remains will be required before development is begun.  

Replacement of dwellings  

In the case of traditional dwellings 
9 
which contribute to the character of 

Breckland, replacement will only be acceptable where the application is 

accompanied by a Design & Access Statement which includes a structural survey 

that demonstrates that the demolition is necessary and that there is no 

alternative and viable solution of renovation to provide an acceptable standard 

of accommodation.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.107 Breckland contains over 1500 Listed Buildings and a wealth of other important 

non-designated buildings that contribute to both the urban and rural contexts and the 

historic environment as a whole. Breckland also has 50 Conservation Areas and 10 

Historic Parks and Gardens included on the English Heritage Register, designated to 

assist in the preservation and enhancement of particular features or historic or 

architectural interest. The character of these areas is defined by the combination of 

elements such as the mixture and style of buildings, the extent and form of open 

spaces, the quality and relationship of buildings, prevalent building materials and the 

amount of trees or other green features. These features contribute to the overall 

character of the area and need to be recognised and respected in proposals for new 

development.  

4.108 The Council recognises that new development (including demolition of 

buildings) may be appropriate in conservation areas or near to historically important 

buildings or parks and gardens, but that the emphasis should be on the controlled and 

positive management of change. This reflects the need to allow historic areas to react 



to the changing circumstances in which we live and prosperous whilst making clear 

that proposals for new development will be judged against their effect on the character 

and appearance on the area..  

4.109 Breckland also contains a number of archaeological sites which are of 

importance for their educational, research and tourist value. There are over 100 

Scheduled Ancient Monuments within Breckland as well as other non-statutory sites 

identified in the Norfolk Historic Environment Record. These are a finite resource and 

can be easily damaged or destroyed when development takes place unless they are 

positively identified and protected. Many archaeological remains exist below ground 

and their extent and significance may not be known in advance. Therefore the policy 

seeks to put appropriate safeguards in place where development affects a site where 

archaeological remains may exist, or are discovered including the need for 

archaeological evaluation and assessment and preservation of remains in situ.  

4.110 The need for housing in Breckland will create pressures to incorporate or 

demolish existing dwellings to achieve a greater use of land through intensification of 

land-uses and the modernisation of housing stock.  In some cases this will present an 

opportunity to replace housing that is no longer fit for purpose with well-designed 

replacement houses which make the best use of the land available.  However, 

intensification should not come at the expense of the loss of unlisted buildings which 

are of special architectural or historic interest.  Where a proposal includes the 

demolition of a traditional unlisted building, the Council will require accompanying 

evidence as part of the Design and Access Statement that clearly demonstrates that the 

demolition is necessary.  This evidence will include a structural survey of the 

dwelling(s) together with detailed assessments of how any proposed demolition and 

replacement will represent an improved response to the design and character of the 

area.  Additionally, proposals will be required to demonstrate that there are no 

alternative or viable solutions to provide an acceptable standard of accommodation 

through extending or subdividing the property.  

9.A dwelling that is unlisted and outside of a conservation area but has  historical 

value 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments on DC18 Conversion of buildings of particular historic or architectural merit, formally Preferred Option DC19 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: 
Officers' 

Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
19 

Wilson  Disagree It is absolutely essential that all avenues of re-use are explored before a building or buildings are written off. The 
easiest route would be to declare that alternative uses to residential use are unviable and therefore the 
government's targets can be met by possibly inappropriate residential development. This has to be avoided and 
each case determined on its own merits. This applies equally to urban as well as rural sites. As well as the 
alteration of important historic buildings their setting and context also must be considered. This statement offers 
a loophole to national legislation (PPG 15 Planning Act 1990) and needs to be considered further. The 
alternative is too inflexible because of the final phrase. 

Comment noted no 
change to the policy 
recommended 

Preferred 
Option DC 
19 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English Heritage Agree We welcome the inclusion of this option which appears to follow English Heritage guidance on enabling 
development. 

Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
19 

Thetford 
Town Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
19 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
19 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

Conversion of Buildings of particular Historic or Architectural Merit’. We would question whether this statement 
adds anything at all to national policy and guidance regarding this subject matter. 

Comment noted. Examine 
the need to retain policy 

Preferred 
Option DC 
19 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. Comment noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC18 Conversion of buildings of particular historical or architectural 
merit 

Policy DC 18  

Conversion of buildings of particular historic or architectural merit  

In order to conserve the heritage of the district, the conversion of buildings of 

particular architectural or historic merit for economic or residential purposes may be 

permitted in locations that would otherwise be unacceptable. This exception will only 

apply in the circumstances where the desirability of retaining the building would 

outweigh the harm that would be caused by the conversion, and in addition that all 

other reasonable means of preserving the building had been demonstrated to be 

unviable or unrealistic.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.111 Breckland contains many old farm buildings and other structures in the 

countryside that are of architectural or historic interest and make an important 

contribution to the character of the rural parts of the district.  Due to the important 

contribution that these buildings make to the district, it is considered that the 

desirability of retaining these buildings can, in certain instances, outweigh other 

policy objectives that seek to restrict development in the countryside.  

4.112 The new use of a building should be as close to that which is was originally 

design for as possible. Therefore the re-use of these buildings for economic 

development purposes will usually be preferable, but residential conversions may be 

appropriate in some locations, and for some types of building. In all circumstances it 

will be important to ensure that any proposal is appropriate for the nature of the 

building.  

4.113 Any schemes for the re-use of buildings of historic or architectural merit should 

ensure that these qualities are maintained, whether the building is listed or not. This 

includes the use of traditional materials and construction methods to ensure that the 

integrity of the building is maintained.  

4.114 In the case of the development of a building that is not a listed building a 

supporting statement will be necessary to justify why the building is of such 

importance that its retention would be in this interest of the district. In the case of all 

residential conversions a robust supporting statement will be needed with the 

development proposal explaining why the building re-use for economic purposes was 

not viable or appropriate. These requirement are intended to augment those of the 

design and access statement.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC19 Community facilities, recreation and leisure, formally Preferred Option DC20 and Preferred Option DC21 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
20 

Wilson  Agree Facilities for young people need to be the top priority. Policy encourages proposals for recreation and leisure facilities 
which would include those facilities specifically identified for young 
people. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
20 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Council’s intention to support sustainable 
proposals for community recreation and leisure facilities in order to 
support improved accessibility to services and reduce rural isolation. In 
response to this as part of the proposed development of Norwich Road 
Attleborough in addition to the provision of open space throughout the 
development and landscaped buffer zones Gladedale (Anglia) would be 
providing extensions to the town’s cemetery substantial extensions to 
Attleborough High School Playing Fields together with providing land for 
a Medical Facility to amalgamate and improve existing medical provision 
across Attleborough. Gladedale (Anglia) trusts that these comments will 
be taken into account in the Council’s deliberations. If you require any 
further information or clarification on any of the points made please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

Comments relate to a site-specific proposal and will be considered 
at the appropriate time. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
20 

Raiswell  Agree Sport England welcomes the specification of this policy which will help to 
ensure that sport and recreation facilities are properly accounted for 
based on identified need. However we are concerned that no direct 
reference is made to an evidence base which explores indoor and as 
well as outdoor facility supply and demand issues. This point was raised 
in comments made on the Open Space Assessment (email to David 
Spencer 03.08.07- enclosed). 

A quantitative audit of all indoor sport facilities was carried out in the 
Open Space Assessment. This Policy allows for scope on a case by 
case basis for the assessment of local need for facilities 

Preferred 
Option DC 
20 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Council’s intention to support sustainable 
proposals for community recreation and leisure facilities in order to 
support improved accessibility to services and reduce rural isolation. In 
response to this as part of the proposed development of Norwich Road 
Attleborough in addition to the provision of open space throughout the 
development and landscaped buffer zones Gladedale (Anglia) would be 
providing extensions to the town’s cemetery substantial extensions to 
Attleborough High School Playing Fields together with providing land for 
a Medical Facility to amalgamate and improve existing medical provision 
across Attleborough. 

Comment is site-specific and will be considered at the appropriate 
time. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
20 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

There appears to be duplication of/overlap with ‘Preferred Option CP 12 
– Accessibility’. 

Whilst it is recognised that there is some overlap with policy CP12 
policy DC20 provides additional guidance to where community 
facilities will be allowed including provision where a local need has 
been identified. 

Preferred 
Option DC 

NorfolkHomes Norfolk Homes 
Ltd 

Agree We support this policy option but for clarity suggest an entry in the 
Glossary for a description of the term ‘community facilities’ for which we 

The protection of key services and facilities is dealt with by policy 
DC21 which addresses the comments made above. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

20 recommend facilities that provide for health welfare social educational 
leisure and cultural needs of the community. This policy should include 
for the protection and promotion of your existing facilities as without this 
text to protect such facilities it could become difficult to retain an 
essential community asset particularly where land values become higher 
for an alternative use. This policy should also state that the loss of an 
existing facility will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that the 
facility is no longer needed or it can be established that the services 
provided by the facility can be served in an alternative location or 
manner that is equally accessible by the community. It should also state 
that the policy includes facilities that stand-alone are part of other 
facilities or are contained within educational or community buildings 

Preferred 
Option DC 
20 

EERA  No 
Opinion 

Consistent. The Preferred Option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
20 

EERA  Agree Consistent. Comment noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
21 

Mileham Norfolk County 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

It should be noted that key services and local facilities to be protected 
should include public transport infrastructure such as bus stations. 

Comment noted. Policy would support protection of public transport 
infrastructure and supporting text can be amended to set out in 
greater detail the types of key services and facilities that would be 
protected. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
21 

Wilson  Agree it is essential for these facilities including transport are planned to be 
sustainable for generations. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
21 

Raiswell  Agree Sport England support this policy and a helpful complement to DC20 but 
again reference to the evidence base would aid its robustness. 

Comment noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
21 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Disagree It is unclear whether the intention of DC21 is to protect key services and 
facilities within the defined Service Centre Villages or within all the 
villages. If it only relates to Service Centre Villages then we object to this 
option because the protection of existing services and facilities in all 
villages is important. If Bawdeswell is not identified as a Service Centre 
Village there needs to be protection given to the valuable local services 
that exist there. If the policy does relate to all villages then we object to 
the definition of the second tier of defined Service Centre Villages 
(Banham Litcham Mattishall Saham Toney and Old Buckenham) which 
are not intended to support any growth within Preferred Option SS1. In 
our view if the only reason for their identification is to protect the key 
services then listing them under this policy is unnecessary. The 

The policy provides protection to all key local services in all villages. 
The definition of the second tier of service centre is to give 
recognition to the array of services they provide to the surrounding 
villages and the village itself. Local Service Centre status also 
allows for expansion of services and this is encouraged in the 
Development Control Policy on community facility provision. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

supporting text to Preferred Option SS1 suggests that this is the case. It 
states that “the key local services which define the settlements as Local 
Service Centres will be protected.” As key services will be protected 
under Preferred Option DC2I there appears to be no added benefit in 
listing them under Preferred Option SS1 if they are not intended to 
support any growth. It is also our view that this could undermine the 
intent of policy DC2I to protect services in all the villages if the second 
tier service villages are listed as especially important because of their 
services. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
21 

Thetford Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
21 

Sayers Cowper Banham Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC19 Community facilities, recreation and leisure 

Policy DC 19  

Community facilities, recreation and leisure  

New community facilities, recreation and leisure  

Sustainable proposals for community, recreation and leisure facilities will be 

supported within the Key Centre for Development and Change, the Market Towns and 

the Local Service Centre villages in order to support improved accessibility to 

services, support the role of the centre in the development hierarchy and reduce 

rural isolation.  

Proposals for community, recreation and leisure facilities in the other rural 

settlements will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that it will provide for an 

identified local need and is of community benefit, the settlement is isolated from 

another similar facility and the development represents the most sustainable option to 

meet the identified need.  

Protection of key services and facilities  

Key local services and facilities will be protected from proposals for development that 

would result in the loss of that key service or facility. Proposals for the redevelopment 

of a key local facility will not be permitted unless:  

a. adequate alternative provision is available within or adjacent to the 
settlement or will be provided as part of the development process;  

b. all reasonable efforts have been made to preserve the facility or service but the 
service is no longer considered viable; 

c. the service or facility is in an inherently unsustainable location and the reuse 
of the site would be a more sustainable solution than the retention of the 

service or facility.  

In Local Service Centre villages, development will not be permitted where this 

would result in the total loss of a key service or facility that would undermine the 

strategic identification of that village as a Local Service Centre.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.116 The policy gives support to the provision of community, recreational and 

leisure facilities across the District. However it is accepted that large facilities may 

attract large numbers of people and therefore should be directed to the main town 

centres across the district. Therefore all development proposals which are likely to 

attract large numbers of people, e.g. a bowling alley or skating rink, will be expected 

to be accompanied by a supporting statement which justifies the sustainability of the 

proposed location. This approach is supported by national and strategic guidance and 

seeks to ensure that new large facilities can be accessed by a variety of modes of 

transport and offer increased opportunities for linked trips, increasing their overall 

sustainability.  



4.117 Shops, pubs, garages and other small businesses provide a vital community role 

in small settlements. Day to day services can struggle to remain viable in rural areas 

against a background of competition from higher order settlements, and a buoyant 

housing market which can make residential re-development of a village shop or 

business a very attractive and profitable investment opportunity. People in villages 

increasingly have to travel further to meet their everyday needs, the loss of services 

can particular affect those people without the ability to travel easily e.g the elderly and 

the young, the low paid and the unemployed.   

4.118 The policy allows for local facilities to be located in other areas where they are 

specifically to meet identified needs. Examples of such facilities may include new 

neighbourhood healthcare facilities, and village/ community halls, and indoor sports 

facilities. These will have specific locational requirements to be close to the 

communities they are to serve and the policy allows for this.  

4.119 In order to maintain a level of local servicing, key local services will be 

protected from re-development through the planning process. For the purposes of this 

policy a key local service will be anything that the council considers to be essential to 

the ongoing vitality of a village of settlement and will include as a minimum:  

• All food shops (including Farm Shops)  

• Post Offices 

• Public Houses 

• Petrol Filling Stations 

• Primary healthcare facilities  

• indoor sports facilities  

• Primary Schools  

• Bus stations  

4.120 Adequate alternative provision would require a facility of roughly equal, or 

improved, size, operation and accessibility.  All reasonable steps to retain a facility 

would comprise an obvious attempt to operate, investigation of possible 

diversification to make the unit viable and if this fails marketing the unit for a period 

of no less than 12 months at reasonable price, commensurate with the value of the unit 

in a variety of sources including: trade publications, internet, local press and an agents 

board at the premises.  

4.121 In determining whether all reasonable efforts have been made to preserve 

a service or facility, a demonstration of these efforts should include thorough 

marketing campaign, the extent to which shall be agreed with the Local Planning 

Authority.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC20 Highway Safety, formally Preferred Option DC22 

Policy Consultee Name 
Consultee 

Organisation 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 22 

Highways Agency  No 
Opinion 

The preferred option should make reference to the Design Manual for 
Roads and Bridges which include the ‘adopted standards’ in terms of 
highway design on the trunk road network. 

Agree with comment. Policy should be amended to 
reference Design Manual for Roads and Bridges or any 
successor documentation. 

Preferred 
Option DC 22 

Thetford Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 22 

Sayers Cowper Banham Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 22 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

We would question whether this statement adds anything at all to 
national policy and guidance regarding this subject matter. 

Comment noted. It is felt that the policy is necessary in the 
Development Control Policies DPD 

Preferred 
Option DC 22 

DerehamTownCouncil Dereham Town 
Council 

No 
Opinion 

. Comment noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC20 Highway Safety 
 

Policy DC 20  

Highway Safety  

Development will not be permitted where it would be detrimental to the highway 

safety or the satisfactory functioning of the highway network. This will include the 

provision of adequate parking and turning facilities, points of access and visibility 

splays in accordance with adopted standards.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.122 The aim of the  Policy DC16 is seeks to ensure that new development does not 

have an unacceptable impact upon the highway network in terms of its operation or 

public safety.  

4.123 It is important to ensure that new development is built in locations with 

appropriate access to the highway network and access to an appropriate route as 

designated in the Norfolk County Council's route hierarchy, this may mean that 

certain types of development will only be appropriate in certain locations. Proposals 

for new development will be expected to demonstrate that access and egress from the 

site can be safely achieved and that the highway network can satisfactorily 

accommodate any traffic resulting from the proposed development.  

4.124 Development proposals should provide for adequate parking, turning, and 

visibility splays in accordance with the standards set out in the Governments 

Manual for Streets 
10 
. In the context of the trunk road network, the Council will 

expect developments to have regard to the adopted standards contained within 

the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 
11 
or a successor document.  

 
 

10. Manual for Streets, DCLG and Department for Transport (2007)  
11. Design Manual for Roads and Bridges,Highways Agency (May 2008)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC21 Parking Provision, formally Preferred Option DC23 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
23 

Mileham Norfolk 
County 
Council 

Disagree As Transport Authority Norfolk County Council rejects the preferred option for 
parking provision set out in Policy DC 23. It is felt that while the policy aims 
are in line with the aims of national transport policy they are highly 
prescriptive and do not allow for a more flexible approach on a site by site 
basis. Norfolk County Council’s current Parking Standards (October 2007) 
document should be referred to; this suggests how flexibility should be 
applied to the maximum standards. There is a need to find a careful balance 
between avoiding over provision of car parking to prevent the encouragement 
of the private car and avoiding under provision which could result in highway 
safety issues. Therefore it is important that specific advice on how to 
determine appropriate local provision should be based on local site factors 
rather than a blanket policy. There is some general concern about the parking 
standards set out in Appendix 3 in addition to the concerns relating to the 
reduction multiplier already mentioned. in particular several of the Use 
Classes have lower parking provision than is set out in the County Council’s 
current parking standards document. The Use Classes that raise particular 
concern are set out below although there are other differences between the 
two sets which could warrant review of the proposed standards: Use Class A5 
The reduction in the maximum amount of car parking for Use Class A5 (Hot 
Food Takeaway) from the County Council’s Parking Standards (1 space per 
5m2 compared to 1 space per 3m2) causes some concern. This is mainly due 
to the high likelihood of people visiting such establishments to ignore 
localised road markings such as double yellow lines. This could result in 
highway safety issues. Use Class Dl (Non-residential institutions) — an 
additional space should be designated for ambulance parking I drop- off to 
both ensure that there is always a (big enough) space available at the 
entrance and to prevent emergency vehicles from having to stop and block 
areas of the car park potentially resulting in highway safety issues. Crèches 
and Nurseries and Primary and Secondary Schools — the County Council’s 
Standards suggest 1 space per full time equivalent staff rather than 1 per 2 
staff as set out in Appendix 3 

Comments noted. Policy has been revised to allow for some 
flexibility in the approach where there are particular reasons 
for doing so such as where inappropriate parking that may 
affect highway safety. In response to concerns regarding 
specific details of the Parking Standards Appendix these have 
been revised to take account of the comments made by 
Norfolk County Council as Highway Authority. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
23 

Wilson  Disagree Hopefully planners will live in the real world. People will be mobile and in most 
cases will use cars. if people live out of a town like Thetford and work in say 
Cambridge as many do then they will use their cars to drive to the railway 
station. The idea that people will jump on a bike to make the journey is 
fanciful especially in the middle of winter. The infrastructure needs to take 
account of more vehicles. Car parking provision is an essential for Thetford 
railway station. Adequate 'bus services need to be planned cf. problems of 
the Healthy Living Centre. 

Policy DC23 does not seek to apply multipliers to all use 
classes. Parking standards for uses such as railway stations 
will be subject to national parking standards or determined on 
a case by case basis. This approach will provide for some 
flexibility where there are opportunities for other sustainability 
benefits. 

Preferred Bishop Swaffham Disagree Rural areas such as Swaffham need more parking provision than in inner city  



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Option DC 
23 

Town Council Strongly areas. Public transport is not as accessible as it is in inner cities therefore the 
car is a much needed mode of transport for all members of the households to 
get to their employment etc. The multiplier of .85 is therefore wrong it should 
be 1.5. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
23 

Tesco Stores 
Ltd 

 No Opinion Parking standards should broadly be in accordance with the guidance 
included within PPG13. 

Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
23 

Sainsburys  No Opinion In relation to Preferred Policy DC23 we oppose the proposed reduction in car 
parking standards for designated locations. The imposition of such a 
reduction would have an adverse impact on the viability of new convenience 
retail development in the district and we would argue that a more sustainable 
approach would be to seek the agreement and implementation of Sustainable 
Travel Plans for new development. 

Comments noted. It is considered that the accessibility of the 
market towns and Local Service Centre villages by public 
transport provides opportunities for people to gain access to 
services and facilities with reduced private car-based 
journeys to reach their destination. There is no evidence to 
suggest that limiting car parking for convenience retail 
development in the areas listed in the policy will adversely 
affect viability particularly when taking into account existing 
parking provision in the settlements. The Council will also 
seek to support modal shift through the implementation of 
Travel Plans as part of the wider strategy to reduce the 
impact of car travel. Therefore it is considered that the 
reductions in parking provision as set out in the policy are 
appropriate. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
23 

Highways 
Agency 

 Agree It is suggested that parking in locations that are well served by public 
transport such as town centres should be minimised as this would help 
contribute to promoting modal shift by encouraging cycling walking and the 
use of public transport. It is noted that the standards that will be used to 
determine the level of parking that will be required for new development are 
set out in the table shown in Appendix 3 ‘Parking Standards’ — these appear 
to fall in line with PPG13 and Norfolk County Council’s ‘maximum’ car parking 
standards. It is recommended that there is reference to paragraph 51 of PPS3 
(Planning for Housing) which states that Local Authorities should develop 
residential parking policies taking into account expected levels of car 
ownership good design and the need to use land efficiently. This therefore 
removes the link between residential parking and car use - essentially 
meaning that the focus has shifted to encouraging sustainable modes of 
travel by reduced parking at destinations and by locating developments near 
to public transport nodes. 

Support noted. Supporting text of policy will be revised to 
reference PPS3 para 51 in recognition of local approach to 
residential parking policy. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
23 

Thetford 
Town Council 

 No Opinion Previous national standards have worked to the detriment of public safety; 
planners must pay heed to this. 

Comments noted 

Preferred Sayers Banham Agree . Comment noted 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Option DC 
23 

Cowper Parish 
Council 

Preferred 
Option DC 
23 

Bishop Swaffham 
Town Council 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Rural areas such as Swaffham need more parking provision than in inner city 
areas. Public transport is not as accessible as it is in inner cities therefore the 
car is a much needed mode of transport for all members of the households to 
get to their employment etc. The multiplier of .85 is therefore wrong it should 
be 1.5. 

Providing parking provision above 100% of the identified 
maximum standards would result in an oversupply of parking 
spaces with a commensurate increase in private car use 
which may result in unsustainable travel movements. 
Swaffham benefits from frequent bus services allowing 
people to gain access to employment services and facilities 
without having to use private cars exclusively. The multipliers 
also exclude residential development as this falls within Use 
Class C3 therefore it is considered that the approach remains 
appropriate to the position of the town in relation to its public 
transport offer. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
23 

DerehamTow
nCouncil 

Dereham 
Town Council 

Agree While car free developments are laudable they are not practical and would 
not work in Dereham cars are essential. The Council would like to see the 
multiplier lifted for cycle parking. 

Policy only allows for car-free developments in town centres 
where there is good accessibility by public transport and 
many existing developments in town centres do not provide 
car parking as there may be capacity elsewhere. Policy has 
been revised to ensure cycle parking is not subject to 
reduction multipliers. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC23AO1 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

Strongly 
Agree 

Let the market dictate parking spaces Comment noted control is needed to influence road safety 
and modal shift 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC21 Parking Provision 

Policy DC 21  

Parking Provision  

Development proposals will be permitted where the provision of car and cycle 

parking accords with the local parking standards, set out in supporting text, that have 

been subjected to the following reduction multiplier:  

Location  Multiplier  

Designated Town Centre Area 0.5 

Key Centre for Development and Change (Thetford) 0.7 

Attleborough and Dereham 0.8 

Swaffham and Watton 0.85 

Local Service Centre Villages and Snetterton Heath 

Employment Area 
0.9 

Table 4.1  

These reductions will not apply to any development that falls within class C of the 

Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, as amended.   

In addition to these location based parking standard reductions, a reduction in car 

parking standards will also be applied where it is considered to be in the interest of 

sustainable development and it has been identified in another Development Plan 

Document.  

Development adjacent to corridors of movement will need to reflect the need for off-

road parking provision in circumstances where it would ensure the satisfactory 

functioning of the highway network.  

Car free developments, or those with very limited parking provision, will only be 

considered in town centres and/or where they are near to a public transport nodes.  

The Council will consider flexibility in the application of parking standards 

where it can be demonstrated that there are particular site-based factors that 

would justify an exception.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.125 National planning policy, specifically that contained within PPG13: 

Transport, advocates sustainable development and measures to reduce the need to 

travel, particularly by private car, and modal shift. Modal shift is the change from 

single person private car use to more sustainable modes of transport including rail, 

public transport, walking and cycling.  The policy seeks to minimise parking in 

locations that are well served by public transport and in town centres, and this is 

considered to be one of the most beneficial mechanisms in terms of promoting modal 

shift by encouraging cycling, walking and the use of public transport.  



4.126 Car free or limited parking developments will only be considered where 

there are considerable opportunities for access by public transport. These will be 

supported in areas that can be considered as key public transport nodes where 

opportunities exist to utilise different forms of public transport in close 

proximity, as well as areas where opportunities for multi-modal journeys can be 

made such as by bus and rail. The availability of sustainable transport options 

should be identified, and enhanced accessibility to developments by non-car 

modes should be secured through the aims of a Travel Plan, where provided.  

4.127 The Council will consider flexibility in the application of parking standards 

multipliers, reflecting a wider view of the development as well as site-based 

characteristics that may result in the need to provide parking more closely 

aligned to the maximum level. This may include developments where there may 

be concerns that inappropriate on-street parking could lead to highway safety 

being compromised if reduction multipliers are applied rigidly. The need to 

deviate from the reduction multipliers should be demonstrated through a 

Transport Assessment.  

4.128 Paragraph 51 of PPS3
 12 

states that Local Authorities should, inter alia, 

develop residential parking policies for their areas that take account of expected 

levels of car ownership. The Council recognises the role of the car in Breckland, 

and levels of car ownership.  As such, the Council will not apply the above 

multipliers to developments that fall within Class C of the Use Classes 

(amendment) Order 2005. Instead, the policy seeks to encourage sustainable 

modes of travel rather than reduced residential parking.  

4.129 The standards the will be used to determine the level of parking that will be 

required for new development are set out in the table shown in 9 ‘Parking Standards’.  

 
 

12. Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC22 Corridors of Movement , formally Preferred Option DC24 
 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
24 

Bishop Swaffham Town 
Council 

Agree To ease traffic movement of important transport routes such as the A1065 housing 
development to the east and west would accommodate this. We reiterate our 
earlier comments made in relation to traffic congestion and pollution with regards to 
future development of Swaffham. 

Direction of development will be determined through the 
Site Specific Policies and Proposals document 

Preferred 
Option DC 
24 

Highways 
Agency 

 No 
Opinion 

In respect of the trunk road network it is recommended that the Policy make 
specific reference to the Department of Transport’s Circular 02/2007 Planning and 
the Strategic Road Network. 

It is not felt there is a need to repeat guidance outlined 
in the above mentioned document. The policy is broadly 
in conformity with the guidance issued in 02/2007 

Preferred 
Option DC 
24 

Thetford 
Town Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 

Preferred 
Option DC 
24 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
24 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

We would question whether this statement adds anything at all to national policy 
and guidance regarding this subject matter. 

Comment noted. It is felt that the policy is necessary in 
the Development Control Policies DPD 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC22 Corridors of Movement 

Policy DC 22  

Corridors of Movement  

Important transport routes 
13 
  will be identified on the proposals map as Corridors of 

Movement will be  and protected from development that would:  

a. Significantly change the type, or increase the volume of traffic on or accessing 
the route a Corridor of Movement;  

b. Adversely affect safety; 
c. Restrict movement along that route; or, 
d. Compromise any potential, or committed, future improvements or 

developments to that route. 

These criteria will apply to all developments except in the circumstances where a 

development  proposal is in accordance with a wider development and transport 

strategy and is identified in a site specific subsequent Development Plan Document.  

Reasoned Justification  

4.130 The purpose of this policy is to ensure that traffic generating uses in proximity 

to protected transport routes do not undermine the function of these routes and 

development proposals do not compromise possible future improvements to protected 

routes.  

4.131 Trunk and Principal routes carrying significant amounts of traffic have an 

important strategic role to play in carrying long-distance traffic between major 

centres. Development in the vicinity of these "Corridors of Movement", or their 

junctions, have the potential to significantly increase local traffic movements and 

prejudice the strategic road networks ability to carry long distance traffic. This in turn 

may have a direct impact upon the attractiveness of the District for commercial 

development, particularly where it is reliant on the road network. Proposals that seek 

to form new accesses onto corridors of movement have the potential to result in 

additional slowing, stopping or turning on the highway which may adversely 

affect safety or increase journey time along the route. As a consequence, direct 

access to "corridors of movement" identified on the proposals map will not normally 

be permitted.  

4.132 Detriment to the Districts important highway routes may also impinge upon the 

ease of movement in and around the Market Towns which may undermine their role 

as service providers impacting upon their viability. Alternatively it may effect their 

accessibility which will effect their position in the settlement hierarchy, and 

ultimately the service and facility benefits that they provide to their hinterlands.  

4.133 Department for Transport Circular 02/2007 provides additional details in 

relation to Planning and the Strategic Road Network. This policy reflects the 

contents of the Circular in respect of the approach taken towards development 



on the Strategic Road Network including developments that specifically require 

direct access to strategic routes based upon a graduated approach.  

13.(including corridors of movement, trunk roads, other principal roads, rail and 

other types of route identified for safeguarding on the proposals map)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments on DC23 Conversion of Buildings in the Countryside, formally Preferred Option DC25 
 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 
25 

Ginn Natural 
England 

No 
Opinion 

The conversion of old buildings particularly barns may have implications for protected species. 
This policy should include some text such as the protected species part of CP8. 

Comments noted. Policies in the document 
should be read in conjunction with another so 
the protection offered in CP8 will apply to 
proposals for conversion of rural buildings 

Preferred 
Option DC 
25 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English 
Heritage 

Disagree There appears to be some overlap and potential conflict with Preferred Option DC19 which 
needs to be addressed. The wording needs to be amended to make explicit links between 
DC19 and DC25 and explain the differences between each option. 

Comment noted. Include sentence in 
supporting text describing how DC 19 forms as 
an exception policy to this 

Preferred 
Option DC 
25 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
25 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Agree . Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 
25 

GO East  No 
Opinion 

The Government Office considers that this policy option mostly repeats PPS7. We would have 
expected the policy to have explained in a more focused way how it will apply to the local area 
for example it could have included criteria relating to footprint and volume of buildings. Whilst 
some of the criteria extend slightly beyond the points set out in PPS7 consideration should be 
given as to whether they could be made more explicit in terms of local distinctiveness. 

Comment noted. It is felt that the policy 
contains detail which is not specifically detailed 
in national policy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC23 Conversion of Buildings in the Countryside 

Policy DC 23  

Conversion of Buildings in the Countryside  

The sustainable re-use of appropriately located and constructed buildings in the 

countryside for economic purposes will be supported.  

The re-use of existing buildings in the countryside for residential purposes will only 

be permitted where the commercial use of the building has been shown to be unviable.  

For the conversion of all buildings in the countryside regard will be had to the 

following criteria: 

a. The impact of the development on the character and appearance of the 
landscape and the quality of design. Development will not be permitted where 

it does not take the opportunity to make a positive contribution to the 

appearance of the locality.  

b. The sustainability of the location. In the case of conversions for economic 
purposes this will mean the relationship of the building to other employment 

areas and its accessibility from residential areas. In the case of residential 

conversions it will comprise the accessibility of the building to key services 

and facilities.  

c. Access to the highway and the ability of the highway network to accommodate 
the demands resulting from the proposed development. 

d. The suitability of the building for conversion, in particular the building should 
be substantially intact and should be able to be converted without significant 

extension or rebuilding. In addition, in the case of residential conversions the 

building proposed to be converted should be of value to the landscape of the 

district. The residential re-use of modern agricultural or industrial buildings of 

no aesthetic value, regardless of their locations, will not be considered 

appropriate.   

Reasoned Justification  

4.134 The re-use of appropriately located and suitably constructed buildings in the 

countryside, where this would meet sustainable development objectives is supported.  

However, it is important to ensure that any proposal for re-use is appropriate to the 

form and location of the building. Therefore uses that are closest to the original 

purpose of the building will usually be the most appropriate, and as such the re-use of 

countryside buildings for economic development purposes will usually be preferable. 

Residential conversions may be appropriate for some types of buildings and in certain 

locations, provided that it has been demonstrated, to the satisfaction of the local 

authority, that the economic re-use of the building was unviable or un-preferential.  

4.135 Any schemes for the re-use of countryside buildings should ensure that the 

important architectural or historic features and qualities of a building are maintained, 

whether the building is listed or not. This will include the consideration of both the 

buildings fabric and more widely the layout, siting and interrelationship of buildings.   



4.136 In order to meet building regulations, and the demands of the new use, it is 

often the case that buildings require substantial works to enable them to be reused. 

This is often the case even where buildings are intact and require no or limited work 

to maintain them for their current or most recent use.  In circumstances where 

substantial work is required it is the local authorities view that the proposed use is 

inappropriate. Therefore in order to be acceptable in planning terms a building should 

be capable of conversion without the need for significant rebuild or extension.  This 

restriction will principally apply to modern buildings, which are limited in their 

suitability for reuse due to their modular and/or temporary construction.  With this in 

mind the policy limits residential re-use to buildings that are predominately 

constructed using traditional local techniques as these buildings are more suited to 

residential re-use.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comments on DC24 Farm Diversification, formally Preferred Option DC26 
 

Policy Consultee Name 
Consultee 

Organisation 
View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option DC 26 

Gilbert-Wooldridge English 
Heritage 

No 
Opinion 

This is the only preferred option which contains a caveat (Criterion G) stating that development 
will be supported provided that there are no conflicts with any policies set out in the plan. Given 
the interdependent of policies as stated at the start of the document it is not clear why this 
caveat has been included here. However it is a useful statement that could be used throughout 
the document. 

Agree recommend the removal of 
criterion 'g' from the Preferred 
Option 

Preferred 
Option DC 26 

Smith  No 
Opinion 

The potential impact of climate change must also control any initiatives under the proposed 
policy governing agricultural diversification — see also paragraph 11 above. However I do note 
Breckland’s sustainability objective is to minimise the loss of productive agricultural horticultural 
floricultural etc land. Save for the alternative use of redundant buildings there should be a 
presumption against any application for diversification to a non-agricultural etc uses if those 
diversification proposals reduce or significantly impair the effectiveness of the farm market 
garden etc as an effective and efficient food production unit. The diversification policy must not 
be used as a device by landowners to subvert the proposals that have been consulted on and 
approved by an independent inspector. To allow such would undermine confidence in the whole 
planning and consultation process and would possibly lead to a significant change in the 
character of an area against the consulted wishes of its people. The presumption against 
diversification should also apply if the effects result in or exacerbate environmental pollution 
e.g. waste products; odours; light; noise; HGV or increased traffic user. The burden of proof 
should lie with the applicant. 

Comments noted. Policy should 
control these issues 

Preferred 
Option DC 26 

Thetford Town 
Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Comments noted 

Preferred 
Option DC 26 

DerehamTownCouncil Dereham Town 
Council 

Agree Encouraging farm diversification may not be necessary with predicted increase in commodity 
prices. 

Comments noted. 

Alternative 
Option 
DC26AO2 

Robinson  Disagree 
Strongly 

The 'Alternative Option' (DC26A02) could be seen by some Farmers as the green light to 
embark on full-blown development of Agricultural land. We need to retain some form of 
regulation over what happens on Agricultural land which should help the Farmer diversify if 
necessary but also protect our Landscapes. 

Comments noted proposals 
would still have to conform to 
PPS7 and other relevant national 
policy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised DC24 Farm Diversification 

Policy DC 24  

Farm Diversification  

Proposals to diversify the range of economic activities operating on a farm will be 

supported subject to the following criteria: 

a)     The development is a subsidiary component of the farming enterprise and is 

compatible with the existing operation of the farm.  

b)     Where the proposal involves a diversification to retail uses, it must be 

demonstrated that there is a need for the development to be located in the area, and 

that there are sustainability advantages in the location of the development.  

c)      The development does not have an adverse effect on the vitality or viability of 

town centres and existing shops and services in villages  

d)      The location, scale and form of the proposed development, in terms of both 

buildings and operation, will be appropriate to its setting, the surrounding landscape 

and any proximate environmental interest.  

e)    The highway network is capable of accommodating the traffic generated by the 

development.  

 f)    There would be no adverse impact upon the amenity of local residents; and,  

 g)   There are no other conflicts with any general policies set out in the plan.  

 

 

Reasoned Justification  

4.137 The purpose of this policy is to set out the supporting policy mechanisms for 

the diversification of farming enterprises and sets out the criteria under which such 

diversification will be acceptable.  

4.138 In a rural district such as Breckland farming is a particularly important activity, 

not only in terms of its economic value but also in terms of its contribution to 

managing the landscape and maintaining bio-diversity. Farming is becoming an 

evermore competitive industry and often if farming enterprises are to survive then it is 

essential that they are allowed to diversify and generate new income streams.  

4.139 In recognition of this need the local authority will be supportive of well 

conceived farm diversification schemes where the proposed development will form a 

subsidiary part of the farming enterprise and compatible with the existing operation of 

the farm. However, it is also important to strike a balance between the types of 

development that will be permitted on farms and the wider sustainability agenda so 



that the objectives of plan are not undermined. Therefore schemes for diversification 

which contain an element of a town centre use, e.g. retail, will only be permitted 

where that function is justified in its location, and a local need is demonstrated.  

4.140 It is important to note that provision for the reuse or replacement of existing 

buildings for economic purposes is made in other policies of the plan and this will 

also play a part in supporting the viability of farming enterprises.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Miscellaneous Comments Received at Preferred Options 
 
These comments relate to other parts of the Preferred Options document and Preferred Option CP10 which has been deleted.  The content of 
DC10 has been added to other policies in the document. 
 

Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Halls National Trust Strong
ly 
Agree 

The wording should be strengthened further by referring to the setting of listed 
buildings ancient monuments conservation areas and historic parks and 
gardens. Legislation including PPG15 has ensured that the setting of these 
historic assets must be protected. 

Comments noted. The Council does not however consider it 
necessary to repeat National Planning Policy unless it is requires 
a specific localised context. The Preferred Option DC 18 gives 
further policy guidance to the protection of the setting of the 
historical features in question. The Council maintains that this 
approach is appropriate. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Gibson Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

CP10 Design Quality: The concern here is that high density of housing puts 
great pressure on good design especially in the provision of open space and 
gardens. 

The preferred option of policy CP10 gives significant emphasis to 
the protection and enhancement of the context in which new 
development is located and the character and appearance of an 
area. Although the Council is committed to the National Policy of 
making the most efficient use of land policy DC2 sets out the 
Council's policy on density which includes provision for lower 
densities where circumstances dictate. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Burgess Commission For 
Architecture & 
The Built 
Environment 

No 
Opinio
n 

Thank you for consulting the Commission for Architecture and the Built 
Environment (CABE). Unfortunately due to limited resources we are unable to 
comment on this document. However we would like to make some general 
comments which you should consider. 1. Design is now well established in 
planning policy at national and regional levels and LDFs offer an opportunity to 
secure high-quality development of the right type in the right place at the right 
time. 2. Robust design policies should be included within all LDF documents 
and the Community Strategy embedding design as a priority from strategic 
frameworks to site-specific scales. 3. To take aspiration to implementation 
local planning authorities’ officers and members should champion good 
design. 4. Treat design as a cross-cutting issue — consider how other policy 
areas relate to urban design open space management architectural quality 
roads and highways social infrastructure and the public realm. 5. Design 
should reflect understanding of local context character and aspirations. 6. You 
should include adequate wording or hooks’ within your policies that enable you 
to develop and use other design tools and mechanisms such as design guides 
site briefs and design codes. You might also find the following CASE Guidance 
helpful. “Making design policy work: How to deliver good design through your 
local development framework” • “Protecting Design Quality in Planning” • 
Design at a glance: A quick reference wall chart guide to national design 
policy” 

Comments noted. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Wells Wells McFarlane No 
Opinio
n 

Design of housing is evolving as the costs of traditional building techniques 
continue to rise. Consideration should be given to new design concepts that 
integrate environmental technology for heat power and water. Policies must 
not simply expect a normal house type as being ' appropriate to the area' and 
consider new proposals as part of the evolution of housing construction. 

It is not considered that the Council's preferred option design 
policies stifle design or innovation. However the Council 
maintains that it is important that new development should be in 
harmony with its surroundings and appropriate to its context. The 
Council has set out its expectations for the integration of energy 
saving measure into new housing in Policies CP11 and DC15. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English Heritage Disagr
ee 

We welcome the inclusion of a strategic policy that covers design and the 
historic environment particularly those paragraphs which describe locally 
distinctive heritage features within the main settlements of the district. As with 
other parts of the document the policy wording is biased towards the historic 
built environment (i.e. listed buildings and conservation areas). The first 
sentence of the historic environment section should read “any development 
that will affect the district’s historic environment will be subject to 
comprehensive assessment” as all historic features from archaeology to 
buildings to landscapes should be properly assessed before development is 
permitted. The second sentence needs to refer to the preservation and 
enhancement of undesignated features of the historic environment where 
appropriate in addition to the identified designated features. The paragraph on 
Thetford needs to refer to its significant archaeological heritage which includes 
ancient and medieval historic remains. Similarly the paragraph on Attleborough 
and Dereham needs to refer to the town’s wider historic environment (e.g. 
listed buildings archaeology historic parks etc). Finally the use of the phrase 
“historic environment and conservation areas” in CP10 and supporting 
paragraphs 2.84 and 2.85 is unnecessary as conservation areas are part of 
the historic environment. The use of the phrase “historic environment” would 
suffice. The relevant evidence base on page 51 should refer to documents 
produced by CABE and by English Heritage including the joint publication 
Building in Context. This publication and a number of other English Heritage 
guidance documents can be found online at www.helm.org.uk. The specified 
indicator for CP10 (Building at Risk data) is far too narrowly based for such a 
wide topic area. A set of more sophisticated indicators should be development 
(see comments relating to the Monitoring and Implementation Framework). 

Disagreement with the policy is noted. The Council is considering 
whether this policy adds significantly to National Policy on 
Heritage Conservation and Archaeology. Assuming the policy is 
retained consideration will be given to rewording the policy to 
make specific reference to the historic environment and for the 
policy to encompass undesignated features of the historic 
environment. Comments are noted in respect of Thetford 
archaeological heritage and Attleborough and Dereham's wider 
historic environment. Consideration will be given to rewording 
policies in this regard. It should be noted that additional policies 
covering issues of how the historic environment will be dealt with 
may be included in the Site Specific Policies and Proposals DPD 
and/or the Thetford Area Action Plan. The use of the phrase 
historic environment and conservation areas as opposed to 
simply historic environment is considered a minor point. The 
Council will consider the need to revise this sentence. The 
additions suggested to the relevant evidence base are noted. The 
comments relating to the indicators will be dealt with as part of the 
review of comments on the implementation and monitoring 
framework. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Council’s expectation to seek high quality 
design from all developments to ensure that opportunities are embraced to 
enhance the character and appearance of an area and to positively contribute 
to creating a sense of local distinctiveness. Gladedale (Anglia) support the 
Council’s intention to recognise that good design can help contribute to 
reducing the causes of Climate Change. Paragraph 30 of Planning Policy 
Statement 1 (Supplement): Planning and Climate Change states that ‘planning 
policies should support innovation and investment in sustainable buildings and 
should not unless there are exceptional reasons deter novel or cutting edge 

Support for the policy is noted. The Council's policies on energy 
efficiency measures in new housing are set out in Policies CP11 
and DC15. Gladedale's comments in relation to these issues are 
dealt with through their comments on these policies. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

developments’. Therefore in Gladedale (Anglia)’s opinion the policies that are 
included in the Core Strategy or any subsequent DPD should not specify the 
standards that are required to be met for construction and therefore make 
them so restrictive to prevent the use of innovative techniques. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Bishop Swaffham Town 
Council 

Strong
ly 
Agree 

Strongly agree with second paragraph of the design section and would like to 
endorse the comments made on historic environment and conservation areas 
section 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

McIntosh  Agree In rural settlements closer attention should be given to the design being 
suitable and fitting the plot and taking closer account of the architecture and 
landscape of the settlement 

Significant weight is given to local context and the character and 
appearance of the surrounding area in the preferred options of 
the policy. The Council maintains the appropriateness of this 
approach. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Norfolk 
Police 
Authority 

Norfolk 
Constabulary 

Strong
ly 
Agree 

Support the preferred option specifically the reference to ensuring that new 
development incorporates measures to promote crime prevention and 
community safety. 

Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Salmon Matishall Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

Whilst supporting high quality design this policy seems to leave little room for 
innovative projects with good quality modern and/or eco type homes. Too 
many new homes at present are simply imitations of cottages and farmhouses. 
Light pollution should be minimised by using CPRE guidelines when granting 
planning permission 

It is not considered that the proposed policy stifles innovation of 
modern design techniques. The Council maintains its position that 
new development should be design so that it is in harmony with 
the surrounding area preserving or enhancing its character and 
appearance is appropriate. The preferred option for Policy DC1 
sets out that the Council intends to consider the light pollution 
effects of all new development. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Carter Jonas 
for 

The Crown 
Estate 

Agree This policy relates to the expectation of the Council that all development will be 
of the highest design quality and will respect and integrate with the historic 
environment and conservation areas. We support the premise that the Council 
expects all development within the district to be of the highest design quality in 
terms of both architecture and landscape. The Crown support the objective 
that development should be sustainable and achieve the highest design 
standard and quality which will lead to development that integrates urban and 
natural development forms. We recognize and support current and emerging 
Government guidance on design related issues. 

support for the policy approach is noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Gladedale 
Anglia Ltd 

 Agree Gladedale (Anglia) support the Council’s expectation to seek high quality 
design from all developments to ensure that opportunities are embraced to 
enhance the character and appearance of an area and to positively contribute 
to creating a sense of local distinctiveness. Gladedale (Anglia) support the 
Council’s intention to recognise that good design can help contribute to 
reducing the causes of Climate Change. Paragraph 30 of Planning Policy 
Statement 1 (Supplement): Planning and Climate Change states that ‘planning 
policies should support innovation and investment in sustainable buildings and 
should not unless there are exceptional reasons deter novel or cutting edge 
developments’. Therefore in Gladedale (Anglia)’s opinion the policies that are 

Support for the policy is noted. The Council's policies on energy 
efficiency measures in new housing are set out in Policies CP11 
and DC15. Gladedale's comments in relation to these issues are 
dealt with through their comments on these policies. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

included in the Core Strategy or any subsequent DPD should not specify the 
standards that are required to be met for construction and therefore make 
them so restrictive to prevent the use of innovative techniques. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Smith  No 
Opinio
n 

With regard to in-fill development such should be discouraged where its 
application has led to a significant loss in the number of properties within 
generous garden space that contribute not only to the visual amenity of the 
built landscape but also secures the future availability of such properties. 
Further properties whose setting and sitting enhance the character of an area 
need to be identified listed and protected. Towns and villages must stand apart 
from the crammed and uniform appearance that is now overtaking the 
uniqueness of place and which Lack individual distinction and character. In-fill 
also tends to adversely impact on the setting of the existing property especially 
when the application is being sought by a leaving owner. Any proposed in-fill 
development should require the developer to prepare a report for Development 
Control covering the issues such as the impact on the context of the area 
including the existing property there sitting scale proportion design material 
and whether the overall effect will enhance or detract from the visual amenity 
of the area. To protect not only the open aspect and rural amenity and 
appearance of the built environment there must be included in the LDF 
affecting the village a presumption against garden in-fill development. Such 
development will not only reduce the availability and choice of properties with 
generous gardens in the future but will eventually lead to a cramming of the 
build environment with incongruous and inappropriate development which will 
also detract from the architectural heritage of the towns and villages. 

The development of land that may have previously been the 
residential curtilage of a dwelling per se is not considered to be 
the crux of the issue. It is not the use of garden land in so much 
as it is unsympathetic development that is the problem. Poorly 
design development on land other than garden land can be 
equally as damaging to the character and appearance of an area. 
Whereas well design and sympathetic development on an area of 
land that happens to be the residential curtilage of a dwelling may 
potentially enhance the character of an area rather than detract 
from it. Therefore it is the assessment of an application based 
upon appropriate design policy criteria that is critical to the 
protection of an areas and not an arbitrary moratorium on 
development on a particular type of land. It is considered that the 
wholesale exclusion of a certain type of land areas of which might 
be suitable for development would devalue the process. 
Emphasis is given to reinforcing locally distinctive patterns of 
development in the preferred policy. Elsewhere policy DC1 sets 
out consideration in terms of residential amenity DC13 trees and 
landscape. Developers are required by law to submit a design 
and access statement with planning applications for new dwelling 
houses this should address how the developer has sought to 
design the property in harmony with its surroundings. A significant 
detrimental effect on the character and appearance of an area is 
reason enough to refuse an application. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Hurdle Little 
Cressingham 
PC 

Agree Note of caution. Design is subjective! and 2.82 - Good design will not 
create/provide public transport! 

The Council agrees that design is a subjective issues. However 
the Council maintains that it should set out local expectations in 
terms of design quality. Good urban design will consider issues 
such as accessibility and the enablement of methods of travel 
other than the private car. Although the design of an individual 
building may not in itself improve wider accessibility the urban 
design of larger scale development or redevelopment sites or 
urban extension will have a significant bearing on accessibility. 
This may be as simple as ensuring that there is adequate bus 
penetration and stops a walkable distance from development but 
might also include the incorporation of cycle routes or attractive 
pedestrian routes. The Core Policy will be promoted by the 
Council through the operation of other agencies as well as 
commercial developers. 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Thetford 
Town 
Council 

 No 
Opinio
n 

There needs to be further definition - beyond formal listings - of what 
constitutes the 'historic'. 

Comments noted. The Council is considering whether this policy 
adds anything meaningful to National Planning Policy on the 
Historic Environment. On the assumption that the policy is 
retained consideration will be given to the need for further 
clarification on the meaning of historic . It should be noted that the 
Thetford Area Action Plan may contain additional policy detail and 
requirements in respect of the historic environment in Thetford. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham Parish 
Council 

No 
Opinio
n 

. Comment noted 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Sayers 
Cowper 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Agree .x Support for the policy is noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

EERA  Agree Consistent. The Preferred Options are supported. Comments noted. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

DerehamTo
wnCouncil 

Dereham Town 
Council 

Agree The Town Council would like to see greater consultation on the design on new 
buildings and would be interested in working with Breckland Council on the 
production of a Town Design Statement. 

Comments noted. The Council is committed to ongoing 
engagement with Town and Parish Councils and more widely the 
public as a whole. Although the Council currently has no 
commitments to producing additional planning guidance for the 
design of building in Dereham it would be happy to discuss these 
issues further with the Town Council. It should be noted that the 
Site Specific Policies and Proposals DPD may contain additional 
site specific guidance on design issues in Dereham and the LPA 
hopes that the Town Council will be involved in this process. 

Preferred 
Option CP 
10 

Gladedale Gladedale Agree We broadly support the Core Strategy’s aim of ensuring the highest quality 
development within the District. Good design can play a positive role in 
creating inclusive communities and in addressing renewable energy and 
sustainable construction matters. However care is needed to ensure that any 
such requirements are responsible and viable. 

Comments noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Policy 
Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

View Reasons for comment: Officers' Recommendation 

 GO East  No 
Opinion 

We consider that it would be helpful to explain a little bit more about the other Breckland DPDs that are 
expected to be included in the LDF and how they relate to the Core Strategy particularly the Thetford 
Action Area Plan. 

Comment noted 

 Gladstone Regionally 
Important 
Geological Sites 
Group 

Agree It would be nice to add a sentence on Breckland geodiversity along the lines of: Breckland is an area of 
lowland glacial landscape overlying chalk bedrock. Its special landforms include pingos patterned 
ground and fluctuating meres. 

Comment noted 

 Gladstone Regionally 
Important 
Geological Sites 
Group 

Agree 1.21 -Geology and geomorphology could be considered to be included within the term ‘landscape ’ but it 
would be more specific to list geological SSSIs LWSs with geological interest (such as the Pingo sites) 
and RIGS. (There is currently 1 RIGS within Breckland – the Chalk Pit at Newton by Castle Acre but 
more sites will be designated within the lifetime of this LDF) 1.27 - Welcome consideration of the chalk 
aquifer is given here. 

Comment noted 

 Gilbert-
Wooldridge 

English Heritage No 
Opinion 

We welcome references to the historic environment in these two sections. However the historic 
environment is described too narrowly in paragraphs 1.11 and 1.22 as something that is purely part of 
the built environment focussing on listed buildings and conservation areas only. There are historic 
features such as archaeological sites and historic gardens that form an important part of the natural 
environment and are neglected by the current narrow focus. Furthermore the historic environment is 
more than just statutory and/or designated assets; it includes locally-valued and undesignated features 
of townscape and landscapes that are just as important in defining character and place. English 
Heritage promotes a wide definition of the historic environment as an integral rather than separate part 
of any given location. 

Comment noted 

 Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

 Disagree The expansion of Attleborough is a real concern given that we already experience ‘gridlock’ within the 
traffic system. The provision of an all-movements junction at Besthorpe mid a new road crossing over 
the railway are paramount if we are to avoid future chaos in Attleborough. 

The 4000 proposed homes at 
Attleborough will require a new link 
road to the A11from the Buckenham 
road 

 Thetford 
Town Council 

 Agree The preferred option is supported. Support noted. 

 
 
 


