
To The Chairman and Members of the Local Plan 
Working Group

All other Members of the Council – for information

Your Ref:

Our Ref: JB/L.3

Contact: Julie Britton 

Direct Dial: 01362 656343

E-mail: julie.britton@breckland.gov.uk

Date 6 December 2016

AGENDA SUPPLEMENT (1)

Dear Sir/Madam

LOCAL PLAN WORKING GROUP - WEDNESDAY 14 DECEMBER 2016

I refer to the agenda for the above-mentioned meeting and enclose the following 
Appendix: 

Item No Report Title Page Nos

9.  Local Plan Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries 
Consultation Responses and Progress Report

2 - 144

Report of the Executive Member for Growth.

Yours faithfully

Julie Britton

Democratic Services Officer

Rory Ringer – Democratic Services Manager
General Enquiries: Telephone No. 01362 

656870
Member Services Fax No. 01362 690821

DX743950 Dereham 2

Public Document Pack



Breckland Local Plan: Preferred Site Options 
and Settlement Boundaries

Consultation responses

     

2



1

Contents

1. Introduction ...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................4

2. Housing Numbers and Distribution.........................................................................................................................................................................................12

3. Attleborough............................................................................................................................................................................................................................29

4. Thetford ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................33

5. Dereham ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................35

6. Swaffham.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................47

7. Watton .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................53

8. Ashill .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................57

9. Banham....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................59

10. Bawdeswell..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................61

11. Garboldisham ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................64

12. Great Ellingham...................................................................................................................................................................................................................70

13. Harling.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................74

14. Hockering ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................77

15. Litcham................................................................................................................................................................................................................................80

16. Kenninghall .........................................................................................................................................................................................................................84

17. Mattishall .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................88

18. Narborough..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................91

19. Necton..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................92

20. North Elmham .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................98

21. Old Buckenham .................................................................................................................................................................................................................102

3



2

22. Shipdham...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................105

23. Sporle.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................108

24. Swanton Morley ................................................................................................................................................................................................................111

25. Weeting..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................113

26. Yaxham..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................114

27. Employment Sites..............................................................................................................................................................................................................118

28. Review of Rural Settlement Boundaries ...........................................................................................................................................................................123

29. Appendix A: Site Assessment Framework........................................................................................................................................................................144

30. Sustainability Appraisal.....................................................................................................................................................................................................145

4



3

1. Introduction

Total: 32 consultees made 39 comments

Key summary: 
 Several statutory consultees registered their representation to the whole plan in the introduction section including: Anglian Water, Environment 

Agency, Historic England, Natural England, Forestry Commission, RSPB, Broadland District Council and West Suffolk Councils.
 Historic England raised a soundness objection due to issues with the evidence base
 RSPB raised concerns over alterations to the Stone Curlew buffer in the HRA
 West Suffolk raised issues under the duty to cooperate with regard to consistency of approach between the HRA’s for both areas and sought the 

appraisal of options for the distribution of housing following the reduction in allocation in Attleborough and Thetford in the plan period seeking to 
protect the Norfolk/Suffolk border from further speculative applications.

 1 member of the public queried the opportunity for additional consultation and impact of leaving the EU
 A number of comments were received regarding specific sites and settlements, most notably Dereham. 

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Environme
nt Agency

 Environment Agency provide a detailed representation and present no objection 
to the plan (site specific responses have been summarised in the relevant 
settlement sections).

 Provides advice regarding sites in the plan which are adjacent to, or within flood 
zones 2 and 3 and how these should be developed (e.g. locating housing 
sequentially to lower risk areas within site). They did not object to any sites and 
agreed with the assessment of 5 sites which were classed as unreasonable due to 
flood risk. Also advised the amendments to Caston development boundary 
incorporated areas at risk of flooding.

 Groundwater and Contaminated land – notes areas which overlie groundwater 
vulnerability zones encourage early pre-application discussions for 
developments which could pose a high risk to groundwater and/or in areas of 
high groundwater sensitivity. In terms of surface water drainage, the approach to 
groundwater protection and SuDS selection set out in the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment would appear generally acceptable.  

The WCS will be updated to reflect 
changes in the interim consultation. 
Comments will be considered when 
drafting final policies.
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 Water Quality - no site specific water quality comments regarding this 
consultation. However outcomes of the Water Cycle Study should be 
implemented. Additional sites not in the WCS should be assessed similarly.
Assessing the cumulative impact is important particularly for any new sites in 
Attleborough, Dereham, Great Hockham and Watton.

Gladman  ONS released 2014-based Sub National Population Projections on the 25th of 
May 2016, which led to DCLG publishing the 2014 based Household 
Projections on 12th July 2016.

 HMA should consider these and determine implication it will have on OAN 
through a revised SHMA in order to ensure the evidence base is up to date.

Assess OAN using updated date

Historic 
England

Objection in principle to the evidence base – “raise significant concern that site 
allocations cannot be considered sound within or adjacent to Conservation Areas where 
this distinctive character has not been identified and defined”. 

 Provides detailed comments on sites in the plan, outlining which sites should be 
accompanied by an archaeological assessment, or highlighting significant views 
etc.

 Highlight specific concerns regarding the following preferred  site/s: Banham, 
Garboldisham, Harling, Kenninghall,Litcham, Mattishall, Necton, North 
Elmham, Old Buckenham, Shipdham and considers further evidence or 
assessment is required to support these sites. 

 Also raise similar concerns regarding a number of alternative sites.

Engage with Historic England to 
resolve issues raised in their 
representation. Commission evidence 
if required.

Broadland 
District 
Council

 The District Council does not wish to make any representations. Noted

Anglian 
Water

No objection - Provides an assessment of the available capacity at the Water Recycling 
Centres (WRC) and the foul sewerage network for each of the proposed sites in the 
document. The assessment does not take into account the cumulative impact of 
development on the WRC’s and foul network as it unclear which sites are likely to come 
forward and when.

 At the early stages of preparing a business plan and long term plan for Water 
Recycling Centres which they will consult on in due course.

 Produced a RAG rating spreadsheet for each of the preferred sites in the plan
 All sites should use SUDs

Consider comments when finalising 
IDP and WCS. Use comments to 
develop final policies for relevant 
sites.
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 Provide specific comments on the following settlements
o Ashill – served by Watton WRC which requires enhancements to 

treatment capacity, phasing is important, upgrade/mitigation to foul 
network also required

o Dereham - served by Dereham WRC which requires enhancements to 
treatment capacity, phasing is important, upgrade/mitigation to foul 
network also required

o Garboldisham - served by Garboldisham WRC which requires 
enhancements to treatment capacity, phasing is important, 
upgrade/mitigation to foul network also required

o Snetterton Heath – insufficient capacity in the foul sewerage network to 
accommodate proposed major employment site allocations. As such 
substantial off-site infrastructure will be required.

o Asset Encroachment – issues with Hockering – preferred and altenative 
site – suggests solutions.

Natural 
England

No objection - Pleased that previous comments concerning allocations and settlement 
boundaries have been taken into account. The report gives sufficient consideration to the 
effects of development on designated sites, biodiversity, landscape and soils. 
 The majority of allocated sites are situated in less environmentally sensitive areas and 
where sites have been allocated within more sensitive areas, such as within the 
Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA) 1500m constraints zone, these proposals have 
already been discussed with Natural England and appropriate mitigation agreed.

 Supporting text needs to mention the potential cumulative recreational impact of 
settlements that are within 7.5km of Breckland Forest SSSI.

 Reference to Visitor Surveys at European Protected Sites Across Norfolk 
(Panter, C. & Liley, D. 2016), should be made in the plan

 Natural England is currently working towards a strategic land use planning 
solution for the Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA), which will seek to 
progress sustainable development solutions for stone curlew. This will have no 
bearing on the current allocations but we thought it helpful to provide you with 
further details at this stage.

 We are also undertaking an internal review of the effectiveness of the screening 
criteria used to decide whether developments may pass the likely significant 
effect test in relation to the 1500m constraints zone. Note that this does not 

Seek to add relevant references and 
additions to supporting text, where 
applicable
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specifically apply to Breckland’s criteria but relates to the screening criteria of 
all the relevant councils.

 Sustainability appraisal - recommend adding further points within the 
conservation and green infrastructure sections to ensure that they are sufficiently 
detailed to ensure all necessary components have been given coverage.

RSPB  Seeks revision of the stone curlew buffer used in the HRA - strongly 
recommend that in order to demonstrate that the plan will avoid any adverse 
effects on the stone curlew feature of the SPA (including areas both in 
favourable condition and those still requiring restoration, and being based on the 
best available data) that the proposed Stone Curlew buffer is revised. We note 
the use of data for the period 2001 to 2015, which appears to have led to 
recommended additions to the secondary buffer in some areas, but other areas 
appear to show a change from primary to secondary buffer, or removal of the 
buffer entirely. There is no evidence to suggest that removal of areas of the 
primary buffer (i.e. that which protects the population within the SPA) can be 
safely removed without the plan resulting in adverse effects on the SPA.

Re-evaluate approach to the stone 
curlew buffer in the latest version of 
the HRA. Make amendments, if 
applicable, to final version.

West 
Suffolk 

 Seeks revision to HRA
o It is considered essential that the commissioned HRA incorporates the 

same or a similar methodology regarding the Breckland SPA as that of 
the HRA accompanying the emerging FHDC SALP in order to properly 
assess in-combination effects. The representation lists how the emerging 
FHDC SALP ensures that there will be no significant adverse effects on 
European sites, through a number of  mitigation/avoidance measures.

o It is recommended that the Breckland Local Plan also incorporate these 
recommendations into relevant polices and also their site selection 
process in so far as they represent the protection objectives of European 
sites in the area, ensuring any revisions to preferred sites or possibly 
their omission as a result, ahead of the Breckland Local Plan’s 
Regulation 19 consultation.

 Seeks appraisal of options to redistribute growth in the light of reductions to 
Attleborough and Thetford in the plan period

o In particular, the Plan could demonstrate how an increase of 150 
dwellings on as yet identified sites in rural areas is more appropriate 

Re-evaluate approach adopted in 
latest version of HRA. Seek 
consistency where applicable in line 
with the duty to cooperate.
Options for distribution of growth 
have previously been appraised. 
Ensure these are contained in the 
final SA.
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than the allocation of any submitted but omitted sites in more 
sustainable settlements further up the settlement hierarchy. There is a 
concern that, should this element of the strategy not be considered 
sound in light of a proper assessment of alternatives, speculative 
development in the Weeting Parish/Brandon area may be forthcoming, 
as evidenced by current developer interest in this broad area. Alternative 
strategy options should also be subject to, and included within, the 
sustainability appraisal

 Supports no allocation in Weeting.
 Supports PDO5 in general, however recommendations from the revised HRA 

should be included in the individual site policies.


Forestry 
Commissio
n

 No objection - The Forestry Commission is not in a position to input into the 
consultation process for Local Plans. Provides advice and links to supporting 
guidance.

noted

1 public  Queries whether there will be an additional consultation on all aspects of the 
plan

 Relating for the need to take into account habitat regulations and the need to 
take into account other statutory bodies one assumes EU regulations etc will be 
adhered to up to point of leaving the EU,notwithstanding negotiations

There will be an additional 
consultation at submission stage.

The Local Plan will be prepared 
according to current legislation.

Comments in Introduction applicable to other sections of the plan
Hockering 
Parish 
Council

 Queries list of businesses used to determine LSC status for Hockering.
 Majority support for preferred site, however endorse NCC comments with 

regard to flood risk mitigation on the site.

Services audit will be checked prior 
to submission. Comments on the sites 
will be considered when developing 
the policy approach for Hockering.

Banham 
Parish 
Council

 LP002: considered “unreasonable” by BDC. Agreed.
 LP003: objection as 50% in flood zone, from the NW is a single track with a 

blind bend and from the SE a narrow road, with potential traffic congestion and 
hazard and insufficient access.  A previous permission (3PL/2014/0845/F) has 
increased the number of cars parked in Greyhound Lane, resulting in obstruction 
to farm vehicles, trucks and other larger vehicles, as well as local hostility.

 LP004: objection as all water from Heath Road ditches and the field behind the 
site drain into the site and pond – risk of flooding.

 LP005: No objection.

Comments on the sites will be 
considered when developing the 
policy approach for Banham.
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 LP006: considered by BDC as “unreasonable” Agreed.
 LP007: considered by BDC as “unreasonable” Agreed.
 LP008: Already achieved Outline Planning Permission, subject to S 106 

agreement.
1 
landowne
r

 Promotes site LP[045]009 in Hockham. Provides supporting information Consider site against PD05 criterion 
in Hockham section.

1 public  Objects to preferred option LP (54) 005A in Litcham. Objection relates to 
adverse impact on Conservation Area and Listed Building and poor access 
which cannot be improved. Suggests open farmland at the rear of Carters' bus 
and coach works between the Tittleshall Road and Butt Lane or L-shaped piece 
of farmland adjoining Litcham Primary School is suitable and provides reasons.

Comments of support or objections 
on the preferred sites will be used to 
develop final policy approach. 

1 
landowne
r

 Promotes site LP[068]001 for inclusion in New Buckenham settlement 
boundary. Expansion of the boundary allows sustainable growth. Provides 
detailed supporting reasons. Due to a number of constraints around the village, 
the site provides the only opportunity for growth.

Consider site against PD05 criterion 
in New Buckenham section.

1 public  New Buckenham village should have no Settlement Boundary, as any Planning 
Application would require more stringent scrutiny and approval.

The classification of a settlement is a 
factual consideration based on the 
level of services in the village.

1 public  Snetterton Heath
 External lighting should be directed downward to protect dark skies
 Need additional signage in area to direct HGV, LGV vehicles to appropriate 

transport routes
 Expresses concern over purchase of property with intention of providing access 

for business traffic through Eccles. Considers the route as residential and 
inappropriate for additional traffic.

Comments noted. Consider policy 
approach to dark skies. Highway 
solutions will be determined through 
consultation with NCC Highways 
Authority. Mitigation of traffic 
impact will be required.

2 public  Concern over further development proposed for Dereham
 Issues with the transport study, traffic and congestion
 No resolution of sewerage/drainage issue


3 public  LP (025) 011 Dereham
 Expresses concerns about proposals in Dereham due to lack of supporting 

infrastructure. Notes issues with the Dereham Transport Study and queries the 
sudden increase in allocations

Comments of support or objections 
on the preferred sites will be used to 
develop final policy approach.
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 No reference to River Tud with Badley Moor SAC. Risk of pollution from site.
9 public  LP(025)030 Express concern about site in Dereham due to lack of supporting 

infrastructure – chronic traffic and sewerage problem
 width of access road, risk of flooding in Westfield and Toftwood, impact on 

weak railway bridge and loss of village identity for Yaxham and Westfield.
 distant from the town centre and high schools. Sites are close to boundaries with 

Westfield and Yaxham which are at risk of being subsumed into Dereham. No 
reference to River Tud with Badley Moor SAC. Risk of pollution from site.

 Impact on Tavern Lane junction and tesco roundabout
 Query need for additional housing, suggestions of corrupt/biased actions, 

suggest allocations in Thetford/A11 corridor
 Loss of agricultural/greenfield land

Comments of support or objections 
on the preferred sites will be used to 
develop final policy approach.

3 public  LP(025)023 Express concern about site in Dereham due to lack of supporting 
infrastructure – chronic traffic and sewerage problem which is yet to be resolved

 there is a train line which would also have to be negotiated for residents of the 
proposed planning site which again would lead to major delays and congestion.

Comments of support or objections 
on the preferred sites will be used to 
develop final policy approach.

1 public  Objects to site LP[025]007, Dereham
 Negative impact on Shillings Lane – flooding and amenity, cumulative impact 

on the lane and infrastructure due to neighbouring permitted site. Need to 
demonstrate effective sewage solution. Seek to protect oak tree on site.

Comments of support or objections 
on the preferred sites will be used to 
develop final policy approach.

1 public  Objects to site LP(025)29 Dereham
 Impact on King’s Road towards town centre – congestion, at capacity
 Wider infrastructure issues

Comments of support or objections 
on the preferred sites will be used to 
develop final policy approach.

Shadwell 
Estate

 Promotes – 7.2ha of land east of Arlington Way, Thetford. Disputes rejection of 
the site based on stone curlew buffer and provides detailed supporting 
information with regard to the issue. Site would help meet 5 year land supply 
and would help Thetford grow in a more balanced way

The SUE fulfils the housing 
requirement for Thetford in the plan 
period. The Council is working in 
partnership with landowners, 
developers and statutory 
organisations to ensure the SUE is 
deliverable in the plan period.

1 public  3PL/2016/1017/O, 3PL/2015/0976/O, 3PL/2016/0766/F, 3PL/2016/1045 
Watton – provides detailed comments regarding the lack of infrastructure in 
Watton and the potential impact caused by additional development from 
planning applications

Acknowledge the infrastructure 
issues in Watton. No additional 
allocations are currently being 
proposed in the plan for Watton.
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1 public  Objection to designation of Bawdeswell as a Local Service Centre. Notes 
incapacity at doctors, inability to recruit, limited public transport service, traffic 
congestion through centre of village

The classification of a settlement is a 
factual consideration based on the 
level of services in the village.

1. Housing Numbers and Distribution

Q1: Do you agree with the revised housing distribution

Total:  41 consultees made 47 comments

Key summary: 
 21 broadly support revised housing distribution including Norfolk County Council
 17 broadly object to revised housing distribution, objections are not completely consistent (some seeking more housing in one category, others less)
 Of those whom object, 5 agents/developers consistently object to the over-reliance of the two Strategic Urban Extensions to deliver a high 

proportion of the housing target. They argue the SUE’s  do not contribute to the 5 year housing supply, and may be subject to delay/deliverability 
issues due to the cost/feasibility of infrastructure provision and other viability issues. Suggest smaller sites in the key settlements should be 
allocated to boost 5 year supply.

 Highest level of objections from the public/Dereham Town Council seek less development in the Market Towns and generally more development in 
the A11 corridor.

12



11

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

General
Historic 
England

 Revised distribution of housing should be a guide rather than a requirement.
 A more holistic approach across the borough should allow flexibility to move 

target completions around different settlements so as to avoid irreversible harm 
to the finite resource that is the historic environment.

Comment noted. Further evidence on 
the historic environment should 
ensure only sites which do not risk 
harm to the historic environment are 
allocated

West 
Suffolk

 Seeks appraisal of options to redistribute growth in the light of reductions to 
Attleborough and Thetford in the plan period

o In particular, the Plan could demonstrate how an increase of 150 
dwellings on as yet identified sites in rural areas is more appropriate 
than the allocation of any submitted but omitted sites in more 
sustainable settlements further up the settlement hierarchy. There is a 
concern that, should this element of the strategy not be considered 
sound in light of a proper assessment of alternatives, speculative 
development in the Weeting Parish/Brandon area may be forthcoming, 
as evidenced by current developer interest in this broad area. Alternative 
strategy options should also be subject to, and included within, the 
sustainability appraisal

Options for growth were appraised at 
Preferred Directions stage. The SA 
will also detail appraisal of options at 
submission stage

Support
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Broadly welcomes the distribution of new housing
 housing distribution is considered in line with the District Council’s sustainable 

aims and objectives set out in earlier versions of the emerging Local Plan 
published in December 2015.

 welcomes the revised list of LSCs in the Local Plan and supports the removal of 
Beetley, Hockham and Saham Toney from the list of LSCs

Support noted.

Armstron
g Rigg 
Planning 
(Mountlei
gh Dev. 
Holdings)

 Support revised housing distribution which focuses on Market Towns
 Sustainable locations for growth
 Should the delivery of the SUE be delayed further additional growth should be 

focused in Dereham.

Support noted.
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Bidwells 
(Attleboro
ugh Land 
Ltd

 Confirm SUE cannot be delivered in its entirety within the plan period. 
 No objection to revised distribution, so long as 4000 houses are allocated on 

Attleborough SUE site.

Support noted.

Savilles 
(Abel 
Homes)

 Support revised housing distribution which focuses on Market Towns
 Sustainable locations for growth

Support noted.

5 public  Supports 15% to LSC’s  Support noted.
Bidwells  On behalf of our client, we concur with the Council’s view (page 6) that 

additional housing growth should be distributed to a select number of 
settlements, including North Elmham, based on certain qualifying criteria. We 
agree that these criteria are suitable and reflect the aim of achieving sustainable 
communities.

Support noted.

Gladman  In principle, Gladman support the revised distribution
 In line with the NPPF, the needs of the sustainable rural settlements across the 

district are assessed and meaningful growth apportioned to them to ensure their 
ongoing vitality and viability.

Support noted.

Savilles 
(Lexham 
Estate), 
Carter 
Jonas 
(Crown 
Estate

 Supports revised distribution, particular growth apportioned to LSCs and rural 
areas which is in line with the NPPF in supporting a prosperous rural economy

Support noted.

1 public  Supports revised distribution
 Concerned over phasing – seeks housing to be phased over whole plan period.

Support noted. It is unrealistic and 
unenforceable to phase smaller sites 
over the entire plan period

1 public  Supports 15% to Local Service Centres (of which Mattishall is one) 
 The assumption that LSC’s will receive a new allocation at a level broadly 

equivalent to 10% of the estimated number of households in 2011 as a way of 
aiming to ensure a continuous supply of housing over the Plan period (2011-
2036) is reasonable and welcomed.

Support noted.

Rocklands 
PC

 Support revised distribution. However, concerned if 5% target is not met than 
unwanted development could occur

Support noted.
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 Seek LPA to uphold PDO5A strongly
Saham 
Toney P.C

 Support revised distribution. Support noted.

1 
landowne
r

 Support the new distribution set out in this document, including 5% of new 
housing in rural areas. However, we consider the housing numbers identified 
should be considered as minimum targets. We also have concerns in regard to 
the soundness of the approach in the SHMA to guide housing numbers in the 
areas outside the defined HMA.

Support noted. Further work on OAN 
is being progressed.

3 public  Supports 5% allocation to rural areas Support noted.
Object

Strutt and 
Parker, 
Orbit 
Homes,
Taylor 
Wimpey, 
EJW 
Planning,
Shadwell 
Estate

 Object to proposed redistribution of housing.
 Plan is overeliant on two SUE’s but should be allocating smaller sites around 

the key settlements to deliver a 5 year housing supply. Further delay due to 
viability/infrastructure constraints could occur at SUE’s

 Should allocate further housing development to meet the Council’s OAHN 
figure in the most sustainable locations: Attleborough and Thetford.

The SUE’s fulfil the housing 
requirement for Attleborough and 
Thetford in the plan period. The 
Council is working in partnership 
with landowners, developers and 
statutory organisations to ensure the 
SUE continues to be deliverable in 
the plan period.

Dereham 
Town 
Council

 Provides detailed justification for a housing need calculation of 14,240 rather 
than 14,925. Considers Breckland are over allocating.

 The Town Council disagrees with the revised housing distribution and housing 
allocation.

 Suggests allocating the additional development along the A11 corridor rather 
than the north of the district where there will be less economic development 
activity. Queries why this was not presented as an option.

 Seeks no allocation in Dereham on the basis of lack of infrastructure, loss of 
agricultural land, lack of economic growth. Raises issues with the Dereham 
Transport Study.

The plan focuses growth on the A11 
corridor at Attleborough, Thetford 
and Snetterton. Additional 
allocations would result in an 
oversupply in this location and would 
not support the spatial strategy which 
directs some growth to market towns. 
Housing calculations are based on 
most up to date evidence and will be 
revised at the next stage.

Hopkins 
Homes

 The level of growth apportioned to Attleborough is not achievable as it is 
disproportionate to the size, role and function of the town.

 Seeks redistribution of growth to be directed to Dereham (2000), Watton and 
Swaffham (750 each), Attleborough (500) and LSC’s

The principle of focused 
development in Thetford and 
Attleborough was established 
through previous consultations and 
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 Considers Dereham  as the administrative, economic and social centre of the 
District which therefore should receive additional housing.

reflects the spatial strategy.

3 public  Objects to further housing in Dereham due to lack of infrastructure
 Suggest housing is focused on A11 corridor, Attleborough or Thetford
 Concerned at scale of housing in Dereham, phasing of sites and pressure for 

development towards the end of the plan period.

The plan focuses growth on the A11 
corridor at Attleborough, Thetford 
and Snetterton. Additional 
allocations would result in an 
oversupply in this location and would 
not support the spatial strategy which 
directs some growth to market towns. 

Amec 
Foster 
Wheel 
(Albanwis
e Ltd.)

 Looking at the Local Plan phasing strategy, it will not address the annual 
requirement of 1, 185 dwellings over the next five years which was detailed in 
the Council's 2016 Five Year Supply Statement

 Reliance on a small number of large sites to deliver the District’s housing 
requirement could slow delivery

 Seeks revision of the housing distribution to allocate a greater level of housing 
within the Local Service Centres which have not recently seen a high level of 
committed development, as set out in paragraph 2.18, and less at the Market 
Towns and rural areas to provide a more suitable level of distribution.

Para 2.16 states a total supply of 
3,506 dwellings over the next 5 years

The proposed housing distribution 
reflects the spatial strategy, however 
comments will be given due 
consideration

Garvestone
Reymersto
n & 
Thuxton 
Parish 
Council  

 Query why previously proposed allocation of housing along the A11 corridor is 
no longer going ahead

 allocation of 15% of housing development to the Local Services Centres is not 
acceptable unless the infrastructure issues this additional housing will cause are 
addressed first.

The plan continues to focus growth 
on the A11 corridor at Attleborough, 
Thetford and Snetterton. 
Infrastructure will be required as 
detailed in the IDP and site specific 
policies.

4 public  Object to revised distribution.
 comments suggest housing should focus on Thetford and Attleborough due to 

infrastructure, either more work on the SUE’s or new sites in these locations.
 puts a huge burden on the market towns.
 The plan lacks any measures to control development within the allocated 

numbers over the plan period
 Seeks notification of build out date after adoption of the plan.
 notes infrastructure issues with Dereham, Swaffham and Watton and raises 

issues with the Dereham transport study. There is no economic growth in the 
market towns

The plan focuses growth on the A11 
corridor at Attleborough, Thetford 
and Snetterton. Additional 
allocations would result in an 
oversupply in this location and would 
not support the spatial strategy which 
directs some growth to market towns. 
Infrastructure will be required as 
detailed in the IDP and site specific 
policies. The Local Plan provides a 
degree of certainty on housing 
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numbers but cannot override external 
factors such as national government 
policy

De Merke 
Estates

 object - it is contended that the split between the various tiers in the settlement 
hierarchy now proposed results in a change to the strategic approach of the Plan 
as it provides for greater housing development in the least sustainable 
settlements within the hierarchy.

 no detailed analysis of the capacity of the rural area to accommodate housing 
development has been undertaken. Therefore, this may not be deliverable.

 Inability to allocate requirement in all settlements e.g. Old Buckenham
 Additional housing should be directed to highest order settlements.

The plan continues to focus growth 
in the highest order settlements with 
only limited development proposed 
in the rural area to support the rural 
economy.

Additional comments
1 public  Suggests referring to ‘a Attleborough Partnership’ rather than ‘Greater 

Attleborough Partnership’ which implies development in other parishes
 Seeks green gap between New Buckenham and Attleborough 

Comments noted.

1 public  Raises issues with the Neighbourhood Plan and Local Plan process arguing that 
they are not worth the cost if applications can still be approved for sites not in 
the plan/s

 Suggests current events such as exiting EU should lower demand for housing, 
but this is not reflected in the plan or communicated to central government.

 The definition of an LSC does not include criteria which would be needed for a 
village to expand by 10% e.g. doctors surgery.

 Infrastructure is not matching housing development.

The Local Plan provides a degree of 
certainty on housing numbers but 
cannot override external factors such 
as national government policy

1 public  Support removal of Hockham as an LSC
 additional planning safeguards of PD05A must be upheld by the LPA and that 

the total number of dwellings in Hockham should not increase by more than 
10% over the 2011 base line during the plan period. It is also vital that any 
future small scale development outside the settlement boundary must have clear 
evidence of local support (28.21)

`Comment noted.

1 public  Housing distribution should reflect the Old Buckenham questionnaire which 
indicated 53% residents did not want new homes. Of those who supported, 20 
homes was the mean figure.

The plan seeks to adopt a consistent 
approach to housing distribution for 
all settlements.

1 public  Whilst overall numbers should remain the same, some flexibility should occur 
within each hierarchy 

Noted.
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Q2: Do you agree with the proposed level of housing allocations for each location?

Total:  50 consultees made 63 comments

Key summary: 
 16 consultees broadly support the proposed distribution of housing in the Plan. 
 22 consultees broadly object to the proposed distribution of housing in the plan.
 Greatest level of public and parish council objections relate to Bawdeswell, Yaxham, Old Buckenham and the Market Towns, all less growth or 

removal of LSC designation. 
 Swanton Morley P.C seek additional allocations, however 2 residents supported proposed allocation for the village.
  3 agents seek additional housing in the Key settlements of Attleborough and Thetford

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main IssuesNatural England Recommendation

General
1 
landowne
r

 Plan does not take into account de-population of villages. Infill development 
will not support services. Concentrating development in towns such as Dereham 
results in congestion. Business expansion in villages occurs because there is a 
lack of constraints. Employment opportunities in rural areas csan support a 
higher resident  population. 

 Promotes Bittering Quarry processing site as a long term windfall site

Comments in support of development 
in rural villages is noted.
Site will be subject to assessment in 
SA

Abel 
Homes

 Supports development in Watton, however Abel Homes considers that the 
Council should allocate additional land for mixed use comprising of residential 
and retail use at Site Ref: LP[1 04101 5.

 Supports development in Swaffham however it is requested that the Council 
considers the potential benefits of allocating additional land at Site Ref: 
LP[097101 4

 Directs Council to consider comments made at preferred directions stage re. 
overall housing requirement

 Queries local plan period 

Sites have been subject to assessment 
in SA. Comments made at preferred 
directions stage will be reviewed in 
formulating policy.
Local Plan period 2011-2036

Historic 
England

 As before, the housing allocation targets should not be used to support 
inappropriate development with regard to the historic environment.

Noted, further evidence required to 
support allocations
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 Seeks rigid controls to avoid development outside allocations/development 
boundaries

 Plan should not allow allocation target to be exceeded, should phase 
development

 Suggests current events such as exiting EU should lower demand for housing, 
but this is not reflected in the plan or communicated to central government.

The Local Plan provides a degree of 
certainty on housing numbers but 
cannot override external factors such 
as national government policy. Large 
scale development will be phased.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 To be deemed sound, there should be greater clarity regarding allocations in 
Thetford and Attleborough. 

 Housing numbers are broadly supported, however NCC has concerns about 
allocations in the following settlements: Litcham, North Elmham, Necton, 
Banham, Mattishall which may require amendments to housing numbers in 
these settlements.

Provide greater clarity in submission 
version. Review allocations in 
relevant chapters.

Support
Mattishall 
Neighbourh
ood Plan 
Working 
Group

2 public  Supports 105 dwellings in Mattishall, 
 Support provided these are phased over plan period (1 public)

Support noted.

Saham 
Toney P.C.

3 public  Supports removal of Saham Toney as LSC
 Agree with 5% in rural areas

Support noted.

Brisley P.C  Supports the revised housing distribution, provided the criteria contained within 
Policy PD05B is rigorously applied.

 agrees with an allocation of 5% across Rural Areas. Seeks the addition of a 5% 
maximum applied to any one settlement.

Support noted.

Breckland 
Bridge 
Ltd

 Supports Banham, Garboldisham, Litcham, Kenninghall and Shipdhams 
designation as LSC’s and supports additional house numbers for each settlement

Support noted.

Bidwells  On behalf of client, support projected housing allocations for each location. 
However, sites already granted planning permission should not be allocated for 
housing but shown as commitments

 Density assumptions should take into account local character, a range of types 
of sites are required.

Comments noted.

Gladman  Supports proposed level of housing, particularly Mattishall
 Housing levels should be a minimum to provide flexibility in the plan

Support noted. Need for flexibility in 
the plan will be considered
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Savilles 
(Lexham 
Estate)

 Supports allocation of 20 houses in Litcham
 Facilitates affordable housing, open space, play facilities, community facilities

Carter 
Jonas 
(Crown 
Estate)

 Supports 150 homes in the rural areas. Supports locational strategy which 
directs growth to most sustainable locations.

Support noted.

West 
Suffolk

 Supports no allocation in Weeting Support noted.

2 public  Supports proposed house number for Swanton Morley Support noted.
Object
Yaxham 
Neighbourh
ood Plan 
Group

3 public  Object to Yaxhams LSC designation
 No public support, consultation responses have been ignored
 Lack of services to support LSC designation or further growth
 3 distinct settlements which are distant from each other therefore services are 

not within walking distances of all residents. This fails the test of soundness
 Notes errors with the text
 Objects to 95 houses proposed in Yaxham. Housing numbers proposed for 

Yaxham are disproportionally high in comparison to other LSCs and there is no 
logical basis for the calculation (equates to 32.3% increase not 10%).

The classification of a settlement is a 
factual consideration based on the 
level of services in the village. 
Services audit will be checked prior 
to submission. Calculation for 
proposed allocation has been applied 
consistently.

2 public  Objects to 95 houses proposed in Yaxham. Housing numbers proposed for 
Yaxham are disproportionally high in comparison to other LSCs and there is no 
logical basis for the calculation (equates to 32.3% increase not 10%). 

Calculation for proposed allocation 
has been applied consistently.

1 public  Housing distribution should reflect the Old Buckenham questionnaire which 
indicated residents did not want 50 new homes. Of those who supported, 20 
homes was the mean figure. Redistribute growth to settlements that support it

The plan seeks to adopt a consistent 
approach to housing distribution for 
all settlements.

1 public  Objects to increased development in Market Towns. 
 Infrastructure will not match housebuilding. Current infrastructure cannot cope

The spatial strategy directs some 
growth to market towns. 
Infrastructure will be required as 
detailed in the IDP and site specific 
policies.

3 public  Object to designation of Bawdeswell as a LSC
 Seeks to protect village from additional development
 Lack of infrastructure or facilities to support designation.

The classification of a settlement is a 
factual consideration based on the 
level of services in the village. 
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 Will lose community spirit
 Already exceeded local plan housing requirement

Services audit will be checked prior 
to submission. 

Amec 
Foster 
Wheeler 
(Albanwis
e)

 Council should increase allocations in LSCs with many services, such as clients 
site LP(004)005 in Bawdeswell

 10% blanket increase does not reflect service provision e.g Ashill has no shop
 Local Plan could fail if it does not deliver 5 year housing supply
 Over reliance on SUEs, suggests more housing in LSC’s instead

The Council seeks to apply a 
consistent approach to all settlements 
designated as LSC’s in the Plan

Garvestone,
Reymersto
n & 
Thuxton 
PC

3 public  Concerned about proposed housing in Dereham - excessive
 particularly concerned about 290 houses south of the town
 Notes congestion, capacity of roads and railway bridge, highway safety, issues 

with the transport study, infrastructure capacity, existing issues.
 Detrimental impact on surrounding villages

The spatial strategy directs some 
growth to market towns. 
Infrastructure will be required as 
detailed in the IDP and site specific 
policies.

Orbit 
Homes, 
Taylor 
Wimpey, 
De Merke 
Estates

 Objects to proposed distribution – illogical not to allocate more to the Key 
Settlements

 Considers that additional sites in the Key Settlements of Attleborough and 
Thetford should be allocated to make up for the shortfall and uncertainties 
regarding timescale of delivery of the two SUE’s. Breckland does not have a 5 
year housing supply and has not published the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
which should address uncertainties in relation to the SUE’s.

 Housing numbers are too closely drawn, no flexibility
 Lack of control over deliverability over the plan period, when relying on site 

allocations which already have outline planning permission

The plan focuses growth in the Key 
Settlements of Attleborough and 
Thetford. Additional allocations 
would result in an oversupply in this 
location and would not support the 
spatial strategy which directs some 
growth to market towns, LSC’s and 
rural areas. Need for flexibility in the 
plan will be considered

1 public  Great Ellingham allocation has been exceeded. Infrastructure cannot cope with 
additional development. Notes school capacity, congestion, flooding and 
drainage issues

Infrastructure will be required as 
detailed in the IDP and site specific 
policies.

Old 
Buckenham 
PC

 Each village is unique, and a blanket approach to growth fails to properly 
consider the specific characteristics of the District’s settlement.

 objects strongly to the 50 additional dwellings within Old Buckenham 
 cites lack of supporting infrastructure, dispersed nature of settlement, highway 

safety issues
 provides evidence of lack of support for 50 homes in the form of a survey of 

residents. 
 Seeks allocation reduced to 20, in line with the survey results.

The plan seeks to adopt a consistent 
approach to housing distribution for 
all settlements. Infrastructure will be 
required as detailed in the IDP and 
site specific policies.

1 public  Although Swaffham now has sufficient sites with planning permission to satisfy The plan seeks to adopt a consistent 
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the new proposed target, some of those sites would not have gained permission 
without government pressure through the 5 year supply requirement. The 
allocation for Swaffham should therefore be viewed as 'overdevelopment' until 
such times as a viable plan for Swaffham is in place which deals with the traffic, 
pollution, and economy issues.  

approach to housing distribution for 
all settlements.

Swanton 
Morley P.C

 Objects to one size fits all approach to housing distribution in LSC’s
 Seeks a greater level of allocation in Swanton Morley

The plan seeks to adopt a consistent 
approach to housing distribution for 
all settlements.

Q3: Do you agree with the proposed phasing strategy?

Total: 25 consultees made 30 comments

Key summary: 
 6 support the phasing strategy - 4 respondents from Mattishall including N.Plan Group seek more graded approach.
 13 objections to the phasing strategy - 9 agents raise issues that the proposed phasing strategy is artificial, does not correlate with recent permissions 

in the market towns, is not based on evidence and will not significantly boost the supply of housing or help to establish a 5 year housing land supply 
in accordance with the NPPF 

 A number of consultees query how the phasing strategy will be enforced
 Some agents suggest allocating their clients sites to boost housing delivery

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

 As before, the housing allocation targets should not be used to support 
inappropriate development with regard to the historic environment.

Noted, further evidence required to 
support allocations

1 public  Is it possible to apply this phasing theory? Already, an under delivery of housing 
at key settlements has lead to ad hoc increases elsewhere.

 Can a planning authority defend a decision to delay an application in one area if 
the phasing in another area has fallen behind?

Review phasing strategy.

Necton 
P.C.

 How will phasing be managed in a practical sense?  Will it reflect as an 'embargo' 
on identified sites?  Will it be a condition of planning permissions?

Review phasing strategy.

1 public  The proposed extra houses for Hockering should be phased in from 2026 onwards 
due to the severe burden of three new housing estates already approved on the 
outskirts of the village.

Review phasing strategy.
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Attlebor-
ough Land 
Ltd.

 Attleborough Land Ltd can confirm that they would expect the phasing strategy 
to confirm that the Attleborough SUE will not be subject of any phasing 
restrictions and will be allowed to deliver units as soon as practicable and then at 
a market appropriate rate.

The partnership will continue to 
work on delivery and phasing of 
the SUE to ensure appropriate 
infrastructure is provided whilst 
seeking to deliver housing without 
delay.

Support
1 public  Supports strategy if phasing is spread pretty evenly over the 25 years. However 

notes this is likely to be greatly exceeded in Saham Toney
Support noted

Bidwells  Supports proposed phasing strategy on behalf of client Support noted
Mattishall 
Neighbour-
hood Plan 
Working 
Group

3 public  Welcome recognition of the need for phasing.
 It is proposed that this (2.18) be replaced by a more graded response, for 

example, if completions and commitments are >25% more than expected after 10 
years, delivery could be reduced and where they are >50% delivery delayed.

 There has been significantly higher commitments in Mattishall than the expected 
target.

 Assumes the plan will use a revised cut off date (previously March 16)

Support noted. Review phasing 
strategy.

Object/raises issues
Armstrong 
Rigg 
Planning

 Queries the proposed phasing strategy for Market Towns (50 a year from year 
2021). 

 Fails to take into account current planning applications and the need to establish a 
5 year supply. 

 The proposed phasing strategy for Market Towns would result in a shortage of 
housing supply.

Review phasing strategy.

Yaxham 
Neighbour-
hood Plan 
Group

2 public  The consultation document recognises the high level of permissions in Yaxham 
and proposes to delay the locations for delivery until 2026.The document does 
not define the “phasing strategy” or how such delay will be enforced in a way that 
developers cannot successfully challenge. Without such detail a “phasing 
strategy” is meaningless.

Review phasing strategy

Savilles  concern is raised about the suggestion to phase the delivery of sites on what 
appears to be an ad hock basis. 

 The Council should understand the expected housing delivery at allocated sites to 
ensure there is sufficient housing being delivered across the entire plan period

 The Council are allocating to a minimum target of 14,925 homes which may not 

Review phasing strategy and 
strategy for ensuring a degree of 
flexibility in the plan.
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deliver a 5 year land supply. Unallocated sites may continue to be permitted.
 Whilst it is acknowledged the Council is seeking to maintain a rolling five year 

housing land supply, it is suggested that sites at Local Service Centres and the 
Rural Area should not be subject to phased delivery as these tend to be smaller 
scale developments and should come forward without delay.

Amec 
Foster 
Wheeler 
(Albanwise
)

 The Council should be seeking to boost significantly the supply of housing rather 
than imposing further restrictions to delivering housing within in the District. 

 The phasing strategy is considered to be contrary to paragraph 47 of the NPPF, 
and for the Plan to be sound, the Council should be positively planning for 
growth within the District enabling sites to come forward to development meet 
the five year supply target and immediate housing needs. AS it stands, the Local 
Plan would fail the NPPF tests of being effective and justified.

 Suggested that for the Local Plan to be sound, the Council should allocate 
additional housing sites at the sustainable settlements which have not been 
subject to significant growth, such as at Bawdeswell, which could assist in 
meeting the District’s housing target and boosting the five year housing supply.

Review phasing strategy. 

Gladman  The Framework makes clear that development which is sustainable should go 
ahead without delay in accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. The Framework is clear in its intention to boost significantly the 
supply of housing, notably underlined by the buffers applied by paragraph 47 of 
the Framework, and the move by the PPG that advises local planning authorities 
to meet backlog within a five year period.

 The decision to phase the plan allocations risks the delivery of the Plan and 
would likely result in inconsistencies being made through the decision making 
process. It is therefore more effective to allow the Plan’s proposed allocations to 
come forward at the point of adoption to enable the Council to demonstrate a five 
year housing land supply.

Review phasing strategy.

Orbit 
Homes

 Object: The idea of phasing delivery of allocated sites fails to take any account of 
the market forces needed to deliver housing and therefore makes the Local Plan 
inflexible to changes in the economic climate and therefore unsound.

 Once allocated there should be no restriction on the delivery of dwellings as 
planning obligations in the form of Section 106 payments or Community 
Infrastructure Levy payments will mitigate the impact of the development at the 
local level.  

Review phasing strategy.
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 An artificial phasing of allocations risk undersupply and should be removed from 
the Local Plan as putting an unnecessary burden on developers is contrary to the 
guidance within the National Planning Policy Framework, paragraphs 21 and 
173.

1 public  Seeks clear table which presents commitments/completions/remaining allocation
 The windfall figure of 200 homes cannot be stated with certainty, or that 499 

houses will result from allocations without planning permission. Notes confusion 
over Attleborough allocation

 The plan identifies land supply (but without real substantiation), then assumes all 
potential sites will be developed, regardless of any other factors such as demand, 
local opposition, changing circumstances

 Nowhere in this document, or in the Preferred Directions document, does the 
Council state it will not accept applications for more than 50 houses per year in 
Dereham or Swaffham, nor that it will not accept any further applications for 
Watton.

 Target likely to be greatly exceeded in Saham Toney
 For these reasons the phasing strategy has no basis in logic and cannot control 

applications against it.

Comments noted. Detailed 
justification of the housing supply 
calculation is provided in the 
Councils 5 year land supply 
statement. Review phasing 
strategy.

De Merke 
Estatets

 Proposed phasing strategy fails to recognise that Swaffham’s housing sites all 
benefit from either planning permission or a resolution to approve subject to a 
section 106 agreement.

 Therefore, whilst the consultation document states that the “Allocations to be 
delivered from 2021 to allow delivery of 750 units over the plan period in 
Dereham and Swaffham i.e. 50 a year”, the Council has no control over the rate 
of supply of housing in Swaffham, one of the most strategically important 
settlements in the Plan area.

 Seeks additional allocations in Swaffham to support a rolling supply of housing 
land 

Review phasing strategy.

Taylor 
Wimpey

 The reliance on the Attleborough SUE to deliver housing within the next 5 years 
is overly optimistic.

 Smaller allocations at Attleborough would enable housing to be delivered in 
Attleborough which would contribute to the Council’s housing land supply for 
the next 5 years, allowing the SUE to be delivered in a more realistic timeframe.

The SUE’s fulfil the housing 
requirement for Attleborough and 
Thetford in the plan period. The 
Council is working in partnership 
with landowners, developers and 
statutory organisations to ensure 
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the SUE continues to be 
deliverable in the plan period.

Lanpro  The Council should be seeking to boost significantly the supply of housing rather 
than imposing further restrictions to delivering housing within in the District as it 
has consistently undelivered against the 5 year housing supply. 

 Therefore objects to proposed delay to delivery of site LP[113]007 and to site 
LP[025]030 which are deliverable, available and achievable now.

Review phasing strategy.

Heritage 
Develop- 
ments Ltd

 The Council should be seeking to boost significantly the supply of housing rather 
than imposing further restrictions to delivering housing within in the District as it 
has consistently undelivered against the 5 year housing supply. 

 Notes delay proposed for Necton.

Review phasing strategy.

Comments relevant to other sections of the plan
Bidwells  On behalf of client object to the preferred sites for North Elmham

 LP[070]001 - Land at Holt Road. Cites South Norfolk Local Plan Inspectors 
Report as verification that it is not considered good practice to allocate already 
permitted sites and instead such sites should be included in extended settlement 
boundaries. Suggests a further site (without planning consent/resolution to grant 
planning consent) will need to be allocated in North Elmham to meet the Local 
Plan's 'new' housing supply requirement.

 LP[070]008 - Land to the south of Eastgate Street – cannot achieve the suggested 
housing numbers. Clients site is similarly close to facilities and should be 
allocated.

 Suitability of LP[070]011 - Land west of Worthing Drive. Disagree with the 
reasons for rejection stating the walking distance from the site to each facility and 
that the proximity to a Listed Building has not precluded other sites from being 
allocated in the plan. 

Lanpro  For clarification purposes the Sustainability Appraisal identifies the site as sites 
LP[025]017-019 as opposed to LP[025]030.

Correction noted

Saham 
Toney P.C.

 Current use of land – is the site brownfield or greenfield -Saham Toney is a 
farming community not for development.

 Will the development have a detrimental impact on the landscape/townscape ? – 
Yes

 Could the allocation for development impact upon the historic environment – 
Potentially yes the land around the Mere is an historic site pre-roman, roman, 

Comments noted.
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saxon and medieval.
 Other constraints – Flooding – is the site susceptible to flooding or has it been in 

living memory or could it, if developed, exacerbate flooding in adjacent areas.

2. Attleborough 

Total: 13 consultees made 16 comments

Key summary: 
 Attleborough Land Ltd and Norfolk County Council confirmed deliverability of the SUE. No comment from landowner Ptarmigon.
 Agents for alternative site developers/landowners including Hans House  Group, Orbit Homes & Planserve, Taylor Wimpey suggest overreliance 

on the single large allocation raises viability and deliverability concerns and therefore additional allocations should be made to boost the 5 year land 
supply and front load infrastructure provision.

 Additional comments received from the Environment Agency, Norfolk Wildlife Trust, Attleborough Academy and TEN Group in general support
 Great Ellingham Parish Council concerned about additional traffic impact on a number of minor roads
 Attleborough Town Council and Neighbourhood Plan Group seek allocation of 10ha employment land to link with proposed Neighbourhood Plan 

policies.
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 Only 1 public comment with a number of queries
Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Bidwells - 
Attleborou
gh Land 
Ltd

 Confirm a delivery rate of 150 units a year is deliverable from end 2018/2019. 
Seeks incorporation in settlement boundary

 Seeks policy to acknowledge various landowners involved and therefore policy 
should not seek a comprehensive scheme to be delivered. Seeks to ensure the 
delivery of land outside of their control is not prejudiced by the SUE planning 
application, and will develop the planning application masterplan with this in 
mind.

 Link road should be triggered after 1,200 houses built.
 Public exhibition feb 2017

Support noted. The Council will seek 
to deliver a comprehensive scheme 
for the SUE, albeit through ongoing 
cooperative working and negotiation 
with all landowners involved to 
resolve any potential delays/issues.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 The County Council as landowner support the inclusion of the land to the east 
of London Road Attleborough owned by Norfolk County Council for 
employment use within the revised settlement boundary.

Support noted.

Hans 
House 
Group

 promotes land at White House Lane.
 broad support for the preferred direction for the Local Plan, including the 

housing requirement, locational strategy and distribution of growth
 However, overreliance on one single allocation to deliver much of the planned 

housing requires significant infrastructure provision and raises viability 
concerns.

 By contrast land at White House Lane offers a more deliverable option that can 
better secure the provision of housing as well as community facilities such as a 
linear park and the relocation of existing school uses, helping in turn to support 
the long term expansion of the town centre. (includes masterplan for town 
centre with submission).

The SUE fulfils the housing 
requirement for Attleborough in the 
plan period. The Council is working 
in partnership with landowners, 
developers and statutory 
organisations to ensure the SUE is 
deliverable in the plan period. 

Orbit 
Homes and 
Planserve 
on behalf 
of Waller 
Family

 Object - The plan shows an over-reliance on the strategic urban extension 
which has a questionable prospect of delivery, given the need for a new link 
road to cross the mainline railway.  In order to provide greater flexibility and 
ensure the delivery of housing throughout the plan period an allocation for 200 
dwellings on land at Haverscroft House Farm, London Road, Attleborough 
should be made as part of figure 3.1.  The current reliance on a single Urban 
Extension to deliver the required housing risk undersupply if the site is 
delayed in any way and as such the plan as it is currently drafted is unsound.

The SUE fulfils the housing 
requirement for Attleborough in the 
plan period. The Council is working 
in partnership with landowners, 
developers and statutory 
organisations to ensure the SUE is 
deliverable in the plan period.

28



27

 proposed policy is already out of date as other sites have secured Planning 
Permission in recent months/years.

 support the allocation of a minimum of 10 ha on London Road for a small 
business park and/or employment use. We believe this would provide a good 
entrance into the town from the south and vehicles would need to drive 
through the town to access the site.

Taylor 
Wimpey

 promotes land east of Attleborough - LP(008)012, LP(008)015, LP(008)013
 The Council have failed to adequately consider if suitable alternative sites are 

available in Attleborough that could deliver the housing which cannot 
realistically be delivered by the SUE in the plan period. Given the new 
evidence and increase in housing allocations since the previous consultation it 
is reasonable for the Council to be expected to assess all settlements for 
potential sites where they currently overlook additional opportunities in 
Attleborough and Thetford.

 Allocation of our client’s land would enable the delivery of a range of sites,in 
Attleborough which would supplement the planned urban extension and 
enable a greater range of housing choice, would spread the infrastructure 
burden by creating the opportunity to make use of existing infrastructure 
capacity, and which would help boost housing delivery, particularly in the 
early years of the Plan.

The SUE fulfils the housing 
requirement for Attleborough in the 
plan period. The Council is working 
in partnership with landowners, 
developers and statutory 
organisations to ensure the SUE is 
deliverable in the plan period.

Lanpro 
(Attleboro
ugh 
Academy 
Norfolk 
and the 
Transformi
ng 
Education 
in Norfolk 
(TEN) 
Group)

 Attleborough Academy Norfolk and the TEN Group are investigating the 
possibility of utilising land between the current AAN site and the A11 for 
sport and leisure purposes, which would be linked to the AAN campus as well 
as providing public and community usage. The land has been offered to the 
Town Council and AAN as part of a S106 Agreement (November 2015) which 
is linked to the approved permission for a residential development on land off 
Norwich Road.

 AAN and TEN Group fully support this approved allocation and the proposed 
designation for sport and leisure purposes.

Support  noted.

Environme
nt Agency

 Part of SUE in FZ1 and FZ2
 Development should be sequentially based, Flood Risk Assessment required

Policy will reflect advice on flooding

29



28

 Attentuation to reduce risk of flooding downstream
 Include allowances for climate change

Attleborou
gh Town 
Council

Attleborou
gh 
Neighbour
hood Plan 
Steering 
Group

 Suggest that a build rate of 53 houses per annum is unrealistic. This figure is 
based on 3 developers building at once during the plan term. This would 
indicate that a single developer is only going to build 17 houses per annum 
each. Suggest that this figure needs to increase to be more viable

 Seeks Local Plan to link with neighbourhood plan in allocating a minimum of 
10 hectares employment land (see NP 3.8, 39)

53 houses per developer equals a 
build out rate of approx. 160 houses a 
year.

Norfolk 
Wildlife 
Trust

 We made comments regarding CWS adjacent to the SUE in the previous 
consultation and will continue to engage with the Neighbourhood Plan 
regarding this and the green corridor that is proposed in the NP.

Reference to CWS will be made in 
policy

1 public  need to assess and improve pedestrian crossings in the town centre.
 The SUE  is a strategic urban extension not sustainable urban extension?!
 Seeks completion of link road prior to housebuilding

Comments noted. Funding is 
reserved for highway improvements 
in the town centre. The link road is 
developer funded and therefore will 
be delivered after 1200 houses.

Great 
Ellingham 
PC

 The Parish Council is concerned about the impact the proposed Link Road is 
likely to have upon the level of traffic using the following roads: Wroo Road; 
Long Street; Chequers Lane and Hingham Road - the location of the GE 
Primary School, which is already deemed to be the most unsafe school to 
access in the County  by the NCC School Safety Officer.

 Seeks mitigation measures more than simply signage and policing.

The Council will work with NCC 
Highways Authority to ensure 
adequate mitigation is provided for 
additional traffic generated from the 
development.
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3. Thetford

4. Thetford

Total: 2 consultees made 2 comments

Key summary: 
 Shadwell Estate promotes land east of Arlington Way. Disagrees with revised housing distribution which does not allocate additional housing to 

key settlements.
 Brettenham and Kilverstone Parish Council seek supporting text to recognise parish boundaries and suggests use of the term ‘Thetford Area’ where 

sites straddle parish boundaries.
Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation
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The 
Shadwell 
Estate

 promotes  land east of Arlington Way, Thetford
 Strongly disagree with the Council’s revised housing distribution figures 

proposed in the consultation document. The Council seeks to ensure that the " 
majority of development is targeted at the larger settlements in the district ." 
This approach is not reflected in the revised distribution of housing across the 
settlement hierarchy, which proposes to reduce the amount of development in 
the key settlements. The Council cannot currently demonstrate a five year 
supply of housing land. For all of the above reasons, we submit that the land 
east of Arlington Way, Thetford should be included as a housing site allocation 
for Thetford.

The SUE fulfils the housing 
requirement for Thetford in the plan 
period. The Council is working in 
partnership with landowners, 
developers and statutory 
organisations to ensure the SUE is 
deliverable in the plan period. 
Outline planning permission for the 
SUE was granted in dec 2015. 
Further applications expected 
2016/2017.

Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
Parish 
Council

 Highlights that whilst the SUE and several alternative sites have been submitted 
for consideration under the Thetford section, many are within neighbourhing 
parishes including Croxton, Brettenham and Kilverstone. This should be 
acknowledged in the plan and should be defined as the Thetford area.

Comment noted. Where applicable 
text will make reference to the 
Thetford area or neighbouring 
parishes.
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4. Dereham 

Q4: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Dereham? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total: 138 Comments by 61 consultees

Key summary: 

 A number of comments were received from the statutory consultees on the Dereham sites. Comments included:
o Historic England – requirement for further historic evidence to support the Local Plan
o NCC Highways – requirement to include funding for junction improvements at Tavern Lane within the key development considerations for 

preferred sites.
o Norfolk Wildlife Trust – support for preferred and alternative options based around the avoidance of Scarning Fen and Dereham Rush 

Meadows SSSI
o Anglian Water – request phasing of preferred sites in order to upgrade Dereham Water Recycling Centre.
o Dereham Town Council – comments on preferred and alternative sites including additional key development considerations.

 The proposed sites in Dereham generated significant numbers of comments particularly from the public. These comments have been grouped into 
general comments which are related to the town as a while, and those specific to individual sites. Issues raised include:

o Infrastructure provision
o Transport Study and congestion within the town
o Level of housing growth within the town
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 Preferred site LP[025]030 generated the most public objections. These objections included comments on to traffic, distance from services and 
facilities, flood risk and potential impact on the River Tud and Badley Moor SSSI.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

Comments on sites LP[025]007,011,023,029,030,003,005,024,001
 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 

within the site. Edge of settlement site, should be informed by an 
assessment of relationship between Dereham and landscape.

Include the requirement for an 
archaeological assessment within the 
key development considerations.

Further evidence required.
Norfolk 
Wildlife 
Trust

 No objection in principle to the preferred, alternative and unreasonable 
sires.

 Support decision not to allocate sites that would impact upon Scarning Fen 
SAC and Dereham Rush Meadows SSSI. Other biodiversity assets near 
proposed sites need to be safeguarded. 

 Sites to the south of the town should ensure Badley Moor SSSI and CWS 
along the River Tud are protected through appropriate green infrastructure 
provision.

Support for preferred and alternative 
sites welcomed. Review key 
development considerations for sites 
to the south of the town with 
consideration for green infrastructure 
provision.

14 Public Dereham Transport Study
 Scope of the study is too limited, it has missed off several junctions and 

failed to take into account weekend peak traffic.  Junctions missed include 
Kings Road junction and Matsell Way junction

 Junctions are already over capacity without further development. Often 
quicker to walk than drive into 

 Study was not carried out at the busiest time of day.

The transport study is a piece of 
technical evidence to support the 
Local Plan. The scope of the study 
was agreed with NCC highways as 
the statutory consultees on this 
process. The study will allow 
contributions for highways 
improvements to be secured. 

Ensure key development 
considerations include requirements 
for town transport improvements.

Dereham 
Town 
Council

 Dereham Town Council have commissioned Create consulting to review 
the transport study

Consider requirements for further 
transport work.
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9 Public Infrastructure Provision
 Further development should not be permitted until infrastructure issues 

have been resolved.
 Schools are overcapacity
 Sewerage systems need a significant upgrade before new development can 

occur
 Roads are already overcapacity
 GP surgeries are full – system has no resilience

Breckland council continue to work 
with the statutory infrastructure 
providers to ensure that the 

3 Public Dereham’s Housing Target
 Housing requirement is rising exponentially. Dereham does not have a 

‘need’ for this number of new dwellings.
 Dereham is not capable of sustaining this level of growth.

Garvestone 
Reymersto
n & 
Thuxton 
PC

Sites LP[025]003,005,011,030
 Concern regarding the housing numbers for Dereham. 
 Unclear why site LP[025]003 is not a preferred option as the planning 

application is ongoing and appears to be considered favourably.
 Large amounts of development to the south of the town, will be detrimental 

in traffic terms and may impact upon the River Tud.
 Impact upon surrounding villages.

Planning remains plan led. The 
housing numbers for Dereham need 
to be considered against the wider 
housing trajectory for Breckland. The 
housing trajectory will need to be 
considered as part of the pre-
submission document.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

Following completion of the Dereham Transport Study, promoters of the sites in for 
planning permission have each been informed of the improvements required by 
each proposal. In combination these will need to deliver a number of 
complementary highway improvement measures.  In order for the Plan to be 
deemed sound it will need to ensure that these measures are a policy requirement of 
the planned growth

Update key development 
considerations to reflect requirements 
for transport improvements.

Anglian 
Water

 Dereham WRC will require enhancements to accommodate future growth.
 Development needs to be phased to ensure improvements can be made.
 Infrastructure upgrades/mitigation to the foul network will also be required 

to serve proposed growth.

Liaise with Anglian Water to 
understand phasing requirements of 
sites. Update key development 
considerations to have regard to this.  

NHS – 
South 
Norfolk 
CCG

 Proposed development will impact on the services of GP practices and the 
NHS funding programme. NHS South Norfolk CCG would expect these 
impacts to be fully mitigated.

Liaise with the NHS regarding 
requirements from housing targets. 
Review any comments submitted 
through the planning applications.
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1 Public  Full site assessment appraisal need to be published in accordance with the 
NPPF and nPPG

The sustainability appraisal provides 
the basis for the site assessment, this 
is published alongside the Local Plan 
for comment.

Preferred Site LP[025]007
Taylor 
Wimpey

Support for site 
 Site is currently subject to a planning application – site is well located, 

integrated with neighbouring development & located away from 

Support noted

3 Public Objection to site 
 Impact upon the Neatherd & Shillings Lane

Comment noted

1 Public General Comments
 Proper sewerage and water infrastructure must be provided before the 

development starts.

Review planning application. Liaise 
with Anglian water.

Save the 
Neatherd

Objection to site 
 Site has a multitude of challenges including, Flooding/Lack of Sewage/Loss 

of Wildlife/Crime/Loss of Amenity/Overlooking of existing properties
 Planning application has received significant numbers of objections.

Comment noted.

Dereham 
Town 
Council

General Comments
 Score poorly against the SA
 Concern over ditch maintenance and surface water drainage
 Improvements to Shillings Lane needed

Comments noted

Norfolk 
County 
Council

General Comments
 Within key development considerations include: Development of the site 

should protect and enhance the local Green Infrastructure network of which 
Shillings Lane, interconnecting Public Rights of Way, and Neatherd Moor 
are important components.�

 LLFA have recommended conditions are attached to any planning 
permission granted under the current planning application

Update key development 
considerations to include information 
around PRoW

Review proposed conditions on 
planning application

Preferred Site LP[025]011
4 Public Objection to site

 Distance from services and facilities
 Loss of employment
 Increase in traffic pressure on roads leading to the A47 and on Shipdham 

Road

Comments noted. Whilst the site is 
distant from the town centre, it does 
have good links to the schools within 
Toftwood and Rashes Green 
industrial estate.
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Norfolk 
County 
Council

General Comments
 Require a connection from the development to the ProW to the south of the 

site
 Welcome reduction in size of site reducing risk of flooding. Standard 

information would be required at the planning application stage.
 NCC highways – site is acceptable in principle. Site should be considered in 

combination with LP[025]030, with a roundabout on the A1075.

Update key development 
considerations to include information 
around ProW and highways 
improvements

Dereham 
Town 
Council

General Comments
 Site poorly connected to main settlement
 Loss of employment
 Distant from services and facilities
 Provision should be made for cyclists

Comments noted, improvements to 
footpath and cycling provision would 
be required through the key 
development considerations

Preferred Site LP[025]023
Mountleigh 
Development 
Holdings

Support for site
  Site is available/viable and achievable within 5 years.
 Well related to schools and town centre

Support noted

8 Public Objection to site
 Lack of infrastructure – GPs not accepting new patients, schools at capacity
 Impact landscape character
 Transport constraints particularly in regard to the level crossing over the 

railway line and junction with Kings Road
 Table 5.1 refers to site on Shipdham Road not Swanton Road

Planning permissions will need to 
ensure that appropriate infrastructure 
is provided to support the 
development. This will be secured 
through a s106 agreement.

Update table 5.1
Norfolk 
County 
Council

1 Public General Comments
 Mitigation may be required for impact upon the CWS and a contribution 

could be sought for this.
 Development should facilitate connection with local PRoW
 Development would see if any land could be allocated to improve the flood 

risk elsewhere. Surface water flow path through the site in a 1:100 event as 
indicated on the Updated Flood Maps for Surface Water. Significant 
information required at a planning stage.

Update key development 
considerations to include information 
around PRoW

Review proposed conditions on 
planning application 

Dereham 
Town 
Council

General Comments
 Scores poorly against the SA 
 Negative impact on setting of Neatherd Moor

Comments noted, improvements to 
footpath and cycling provision would 
be required through the key 
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 Issues regarding sewage capacity on Swanton Road.
 Improvements needed in regard to Kings Road and on street parking
 Cycling connections should be made.

development considerations Liaise 
with NCC highways regarding Kings 
Road.

Preferred Site LP[025]029
1 Public Objection to site

 Questions deliverability of the site due to requirement for re-organisation 
on the hospital site and also its sustainability

The key development considerations 
include the expectation that this site 
will be phased later in the plan period 
due to the requirements for 
reorganisation at the hospital. No 
change.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

General Comments
 NCC will require the development to facilitate a physical connection to the 

local PRoW network and informatively through literature provision.
 LLFA – standard information required at the planning stage

Update key development 
considerations to include information 
around PRoW

Dereham 
Town 
Council

General Comments
 Better connected to the Town Centre than many sites.
 Existing sewage capacity issues along Theatre Street
 Improvements needed in regard to Kings Road and on street parking
 Nesting habitats should be incorporated into the site.

Comments noted, improvements to 
footpath and cycling provision would 
be required through the key 
development considerations Liaise 
with NCC highways regarding Kings 
Road.

Preferred Site LP[025]030
Lanpro Support for site

 Support inclusion of site which is currently subject to a planning application
 Site will provide significant open space and will provide part of the 

transport solution for the town.
 Object to the inclusion of the requirement for a link between Shipdham 

Road and Yaxham Road and this would require third party land

Support noted. Review proposed 
highways conditions on planning 
application

38 Public Objection to site
 Objections based on volume of traffic it will add to the town, considerable 

traffic issues already, particularly around Tavern lane, the A47 junction and 
School Lane.

 Flooding from the River Tud which runs to the south of the site and impact 
upon Badley Moor SAC

 Encroachment onto open greenfield land

Objections noted. Development of 
the site would be expected to provide 
infrastructure improvements 
including to the schools and highway 
network. This would be secured 
through a section 106 agreement. A 
infrastructure delivery plan is 
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 Impact upon local infrastructure which is already struggling to cope. Site is 
also distant from services and facilities within the town.

 Potential impact from coalescence between Dereham and Yaxham and 
Westfield

 Sewerage in Dereham already cannot cope
 Railway bridge onto Yaxham Road is unsuitable for existing traffic without 

a significant increase.
 Dereham will become a dormitory town of Norwich.

currently being prepared to support 
the local plan and this will set out  
the infrastructure requirements.

Review comments on flooding and 
green infrastructure on planning 
application. 

Review site through the pre-
submission publication plan

Norfolk 
County 
Council

General Comments
 LLFA – welcome that extent of the site has been reduced, comments have 

been provided on the planning application including conditions.
 NCC highways - Site should be considered in combination with 

LP[025]011, with a roundabout on the A1075.

Review proposed conditions on 
planning application

Update key development 
considerations to include highways 
requirement.

Dereham 
Town 
Council

General Comments
 Site is distant from the town centre and most services
 Loss of grade 2 agricultural land and concern about impact upon the River 

Tud
 Provision should be made for cyclists to access town centre and high 

schools
 Access to Yaxham Road via railway bridge needs to be improved alongside 

improvements to Tavern Lane junction.

Improvements to the road network 
will need to be secured for this 
development to progress. NCC 
highways have requested updates to 
the key development considerations 
to meet this requirement.

Alternative Site LP[025]001
Support for site

 Site is capable of delivering a sustainable residential development within 
the next five years. There are no constraints to the delivery of the scheme.

 Site is currently the subject of a planning appeal.
 Too much weight has been given to the employment designation.

Review planning appeal

1 Public Objection to site
 Site should be retained for employment use, additional people need 

somewhere to work.

Comment noted. Site is considered to 
be an alternative option due to the 
employment designation. 
No change.
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Norfolk 
County 
Council

General Comments
 LLFA – site has few or no constraints in relation to surface water drainage. 

Standard information would be required through the planning application.

Comments noted.

Alternative Site LP[025]003
Hopkins 
Homes

Support for Site
 Site is a suitable, sustainable location for new residential development close 

to the town centre and strategic road network.  The main reason for the site 
being an alternative rather than a preferred is due to the highways network. 
This has been considered through the planning application and the site has 
previously been recommended for approval by officers.

Comments noted. Review planning 
application and liaise with NCC 
highways regarding the highway 
network.

5 Public Objection to site
 Oppose the potential development of this site due to increased coalescence 

between Dereham and Yaxham.
 Traffic to the south of the town is already congested, further development 

will make this situation much worse
 Flood risk and drainage – concerns about mitigation and impact upon the 

Tud and Badley Moor SAC
 Loss of agricultural land
 Infrastructure within the town is at capacity
 Proposed footpaths do not consider existing network.

Comments noted. The NPPF includes 
the principle of sustainable 
development which needs to take 
into account the environment, 
economic impacts and also social 
impacts. The traffic study has 
highlighted the need to make 
improvements to the highway 
network within the vicinity of this 
site, and this would be included 
within a s106 agreement.

Any potential impact upon the River 
Tud and Badley Moor needs to be 
reviewed through the pre-submission 
process including within the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment. Continued 
liaison with Natural England should 
occur in this regard.

3 Public Objection to site
 Impact upon Badley Moor SAC

Comment noted

Norfolk 
County 
Council

General  Comments
 Site is in close proximity to Badley Moor SAC
 LLFA - few constraints, standard information required at the planning 

information stage.

Comment noted
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Dereham 
Town 
Council

General Comments
 Scored highly in the SA. Better access to the town than 030 or 011.
 Concern regarding impact upon Badley Moor SSSI
 Improvements needed to the local road network including provision for 

cyclists.
 Nesting habitats should be incorporated.

Positive comments regarding the 
sites location are noted. Imppact on 
the highways network will need to be 
considered and take into account all 
sites within the town.

Alternative Site LP[025]005
Norfolk 
County 
Council

General  Comments
 LLFA – few constraints, standard information required at the planning 

information stage.

Comment noted

2 Public Objection to site
 Oppose the potential development of this site due to increased coalescence 

between Dereham and Yaxham.
 Traffic to the south of the town is already congested, further development 

will make this situation much worse
 Flood risk and drainage – concerns about mitigation and impact upon the 

Tud and Badley Moor SAC
 Loss of agricultural land
 Infrastructure within the town is at capacity
 Proposed footpaths do not consider existing network.

Comments noted. The NPPF includes 
the principle of sustainable 
development which needs to take 
into account the environment, 
economic impacts and also social 
impacts. The traffic study has 
highlighted the need to make 
improvements to the highway 
network within the vicinity of this 
site, and this would be included 
within a s106 agreement.

Any potential impact upon the River 
Tud and Badley Moor needs to be 
reviewed through the pre-submission 
process including within the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment. Continued 
liaison with Natural England should 
occur in this regard.

Dereham 
Town 
Council

General Comments
 Support site and consider it should be a preferred option
 Appropriate design and layout means it is unlikely to have an impact on the 

setting of the listed building.
 Improvements needed to the local road network including provision for 

Support for site noted
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cyclists.
 Nesting habitats should be incorporated.

Alternative Site LP[025]024
Norfolk 
County 
Council

General  Comments
 LLFA - few constraints, standard information required at the planning 

information stage.

Comment noted

Dereham 
Town 
Council

General Comments
 Consider site should be a preferred option as location is more sustainable 

than other options.
 Improvements needed to the local road network including provision for 

cyclists.
 Nesting habitats should be incorporated.

Support for site noted.

Unreasonable Sites
Dereham 
Town 
Council

Site LP[025]008
 Site should be re-examined due to close proximity to town centre
 Site scores well against the SA
 Improvements needed to the local road network including provision for 

cyclists and Kings Roas.
 Nesting habitats should be incorporated.

Support for site noted

Dereham 
Town 
Council

Site LP[025]009
 Site should be re-examined due to close proximity to town centre
 Site scores well against the SA
 Improvements needed to the local road network including provision for 

cyclists and Kings Road.
 Nesting habitats should be incorporated.

Support for site noted.

Brown & Co Site LP[025]010
 A number of attachments have been attached with this representation 

including a masterplan of the site.
 Shortfall in existing employment land within the town. This site is too the 

east of the town, covers 18.34 hectares and has good access to the A47. Site 
is proposed for a business park with high quality/high profile offices with 
start-up industrial units. The attached plan shows a call centre at the 
entrance to the site from the most south westerly access point off Mattishall 
Road. The call centre have shown active interest in this site. 

The employment growth study has 
considered the level of employment 
growth required to support 
development within the town. This 
study indicates that there is sufficient 
allocated employment land within the 
town to meet the needs of new 
development going forward over the 
plan period. Furthermore the 
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 Proposed highways improvements in the area are also included in plans for 
this site.

 Existing allocated land for business use – land at Rashes Green has been put 
forward for residential development, whilst land to the rear of the Council 
offices is unlikely to come forward in the near future. Access to 
employment areas is constrained by traffic congestion.

planning application on Rashes 
Green was refused based upon the 
impact on the towns employment 
strategy

This site has previously been 
considered to be unreasonable for 
residential development. The site has 
severe access constraints, with 
Mattishall Road being of restricted 
width and existing dwellings 
restricting the width of the road. 
Furthermore the sites location is 
adjacent to a slip road onto the A47 
and impact upon the trunk road 
network will need to be considered.

Armstrong 
Rigg Planning 
on behalf of 
Spaceward

Site LP[025]025
 Proposed masterplan of the site is included as an attachment to the 

representation for residential.
 Disappointed that the site has been viewed as unreasonable. Pre-application 

advice has been received from the planning department which indicated that 
this may be suitable for residential in principle.

 Pre-application advice has indicated that there is no access, sewerage, 
landscape or flooding constraints. Noise from the A47 can be mitigated by a 
landscape buffer and plot position. 

 Site will make a significant contribution to the Districts housing 
requirement. 

Site was previously assessed as 
unreasonable, due to its separation 
from the main Dereham settlement 
boundary, potential coalescence with 
Etling Green and access constraints. 

1 Public Sites  LP[083]006, LP[083]007,LP[083]008, LP[083]009, 
LP[083]010,LP[083]011, LP[083]012, LP[083]013,LP[083]014, LP[083]015

 Sites are considered to offer a sustainable solution to development in 
Dereham. Development of these sites in combination can lead to 
improvements to the A47 Draytonhall Lane junction. 

 This site can help Derehams current issues, housing, traffic, drainage and 
sustainable healthy development.

Sites have been promoted for 
residential development. They were 
assessed as unreasonable due to the 
constraints associated with the 
existing highways network .

Allocated Sites
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1 Public Site D1
 Site should not be allocated for residential development. Significant issues 

regarding contamination, sewerage, impact upon listed buildings, flooding 
and access. This site can not be considered to be deliverable and should not 
be included. 

 Infrastructure in the town can not cope with this development, and access to 
these services will be predominantly by car. Norwich Road cannot cope 
with an increase in traffic.

 Significant concern regarding the access to existing properties on the site. 
These should not be included within the allocated site. The properties have 
a right of way over land in this site and therefore this restricts the ability for 
it to be developed.

Site was allocated for development 
through the Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals DPD. The site represents 
one of the largest areas of brownfield 
land within Breckland. The policy for 
the site includes the requirement for a 
masterplan which will need to 
consider access to existing properties 
on the site.

5. Swaffham 

Q5: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Swaffham? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?
Total:  32 comments from 12 consultees
Key summary: 

 Historic England has indicated that further historic evidence is required to support the plan and ensure that the allocations are sound.
 Comments have been received indicating that the housing requirement within the town should be increased to take into account the shortfall in 

housing numbers in the local service centre villages.
 A number of comments have raised concern regarding infrastructure provision within the town.
 Specific comments on the individual sites which have been put forward.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation
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Swaffham 
Town 
Council

Housing Target
 If the housing target increases there should be a corresponding increasing in 

employment and infrastructure investment.
 Allocations within the local service centres of Narborough, Necton and 

Sporle will also impact upon the services in the town.

Comment noted. A holistic approach 
to housing targets needs to be 
considered which considers the 
historic environment alongside 
infrastructure capacity and delivery. 
It also needs to have regard to 
allocations within the surrounding 
environment

2 Public  Infrastructure should be provided alongside new development. 
Consideration should be given to impact on schools, health, social services 
and traffic in towns.

 Contributions should be sought for a link road and a swimming pool.

Infrastructure provision is provided 
through s106 agreements. Planning 
obligations can only be secured 
based on the requirements of 
regulation 122 of the CIL 
regulations. This requires planning 
obligations to be directly related to 
the development.

Historic 
England

 The defining and unique character of the Swaffham Conservation Area may 
relate to views into and out of it; important views of key buildings and 
routes, the cumulative impact of otherwise undesignated buildings and 
streets or its wider landscape setting. Without this assessment it is 
inappropriate to consider the impact of a site allocation on the conservation 
area as a designated heritage asset and site allocations in Swaffham cannot 
be considered to be sound.

 All five of the preferred sites should include the following within their Key 
Development Considerations.  An archaeological assessment will be 
required for development proposals within the site .

Further evidence on the historic 
environment should be considered to 
support the plan.

Update key development 
considerations to reflect proposed 
wording.

Preferred Site LP[097]006
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – limited constraints, standard information would be required at the 
planning application stage

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for this site Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106.

Preferred Site LP[097]009
Norfolk  LLFA – significant surface water flooding on the site.  Significant Site has the decision to grant 
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County 
Council

information required through the planning application planning permission subject to s106.

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106.

Swaffham 
Town 
Council

 Should this site be considered for development the council request that 
consideration be given to the social & community wellbeing infrastructure 
and the addition of small local retail outlets

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106.

Preferred Site LP[097]010
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – significant surface water flooding on the site.  Significant 
information required through the planning application.

 NCC will require enhancements to nearby PRoW, informal routes, and new 
routes in order to mitigate impacts from increased footfall and adapt the 
network to meet the change in needs to facilitate development

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106.

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site

 Evidence should consider impact on long range views on the conservation 
area and setting of the listed building

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence

MLN Land & 
Properties

 Support the preferred site, which has planning consent subject to the 
completion of the s106 agreement. 

 The housing requirement should be defined as a minimum, allowing for 
flexibility if some sites do not come forward elsewhere.

Comment noted. The housing target 
for the town is set out within the 
development requirements; this will 
be reviewed for the pre-submission 
publication version of the plan.

1 Public  Object to the site and the assessment. Site is likely to impact upon surface 
water flooding, the public footpath that crosses the site, landscape approach 
to the town and impact upon properties at hillside

The impact as set out within the 
representations has been considered 
as part of the planning application on 
the site.

No change
Preferred Site LP[097]013
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 NCC will require enhancements to nearby PRoW, informal routes, and new 
routes in order to mitigate impacts from increased footfall and adapt the 
network to meet the change in needs to facilitate development

 LLFA – few constraints and standard information would be required at the 

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106.
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planning application stage.
Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence

Swaffham 
Town 
Council

 Object to the site – it would be unacceptable to most residents Objection noted

Preferred Site LP[097]018
Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site

 Evidence should consider impact on long range views on the conservation 
area and setting of the listed building

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – significant surface water flooding on the site.  Significant 
information required through the planning application.

 NCC will require enhancements to nearby PRoW, informal routes, and new 
routes in order to mitigate impacts from increased footfall and adapt the 
network to meet the change in needs to facilitate development

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to s106.

Swaffham 
Town 
Council

 Object to the site – it would be unacceptable to most residents Objection noted

Alternative Site LP[097]008
Historic 
England

 This site should be considered suitable for development, and used to avoid 
inappropriate development which would impact on the historic 
environment, elsewhere in the District.

Comment noted. A holistic approach 
to housing targets needs to be 
considered which considers the 
historic environment alongside 
infrastructure capacity and delivery.

Review housing trajectory.
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few constraints, standard information required at the planning 
application stage.

Comment noted.
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Alternative Site LP[097]014
RSPB  Object to this site. It is within 400m of the Breckland SPA for Woodlarks 

and Nightjars. The populations have declined since the site was designated. 
No evidence that impact can be mitigated, site should therefore be removed.

Review HRA

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site

Comment noted

1 public  Object to the inclusion of the site based on the lack of infrastructure to the 
south of the town. Existing development is already contributing to increased 
traffic and decreased safety.

Objection noted. Site is proposed as 
an alternative option rather than 
preferred. This has regard to 
infrastructure capacity within the 
town.

Savills on 
behalf of Abel 
Homes

 Seeks to promote site for use retail, healthcare, care home and food and 
drink outlet allocation and residential

 Site has good access to services and facilities within the town
 Whilst there will be changes to the landscape it is not considered that this 

significant. The site is well related to existing development and an 
appropriate landscape strategy will ensure it can be incorporated.

 Site can be made available quickly and is deliverable.
 There are no known viability issues in relation to the site.

Planning remains plan led. It is 
important to consider the 
achievability of this site alongside 
infrastructure requirements and 
capacity within the town.

Development of the site also needs to 
have regard to the HRA and 
protected species.

Unreasonable Sites
Swaffham 
Town 
Council

1 Public Site LP[097]004
 Site could be used a green space

Comment noted

De Merke 
Estates

Site LP[097]15
 Approach to sites in Swaffham is not considered to be sound. If the housing 

requirement cannot be accommodated within the local service centres, this 
should be reallocated to higher tiers of the settlement hierarchy.

 Greater levels of development should be allowed for in Swaffham in the 
later period of the plan.

 Site LP[097]015 is a developable site which should be allocated for 
residential development. The site is well related to existing services and 
facilities within the town. The assessment identifies severe highway’s 
constraints, however it is considered that adequate highways access to the 

Planning remains plan led. It is 
important to consider the 
achievability of this site alongside 
infrastructure requirements and 
capacity within the town.

NCC Highways have indicated that 
this site has severe highways 
constraints.
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site can be achieved.
1 Public Site LP[097]015

 Supports unreasonable assessment of site. It should also reference the 
severe impact upon the landscape.

Comment noted

Haut Ltd Site LP[097]016
 Approach to sites in Swaffham is not considered to be sound. If the housing 

requirement cannot be accommodated within the local service centres, this 
should be reallocated to higher tiers of the settlement hierarchy.

 Greater levels of development should be allowed for in Swaffham in the 
later period of the plan.

 Site LP[097]016 should not be designated as open space as there is no 
public access to the site. The designation should be reviewed through the 
Local Plan and removed.

 Further work has been carried out to show that suitable highways access 
can be achieved on this site.

Planning remains plan led. It is 
important to consider the 
achievability of this site alongside 
infrastructure requirements and 
capacity within the town.
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6. Watton

Q6: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Watton? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?
Total: 33 Comments from  22 consultees
Key summary: 

 Further historic evidence is required
 Site promoters consider the lack of further allocations to be unsound. Watton is a sustainable location for development, and the council should 

review the housing target for the town.
 Concern has been raised about infrastructure provision within the town.
 A number of site specific comments have also been raised.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

2 Public  Overdevelopment of the town, created significant impact upon the 
environment.

Comment noted.

Watton 
Town 
Council

 As the allocation for the town is virtually fulfilled, would like to see the 
alternative sites marked as unreasonable. This would allow small scale sites 
to meet the remaining housing requirement

 Supports the approach of not identifying a preferred option. Due to the 
presence of the Stone Curlew buffer and Wayland Wood, would like to see 
land to the south of the town designated as having a very high sensitivity to 
change.

The Environmental Assessment pf 
Plans and Programmes Regulations 
2004 require the identification of 
reasonable alternative option through 
the preparation of a local planning 
documents. These sites are 
considered to be reasonable options 
and therefore it is not considered 
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appropriate to designate them as 
unreasonable solely on the basis of 
the need nearly being met. No 
change.

The landscape sensitivity analysis 
has been informed by the landscape 
character assessment settlement 
fringe study.

1 Public  Object to applications being approved by the planning inspectorate after 
being refused by Breckland

Comment noted

3 Public  Object to the increase in housing numbers since the preferred direction 
consultation

 The Local Plan does not take into account the need for increased 
infrastructure provision, including GP’s, shops and leisure facilities.

Planning remains plan led. It is 
important that any development is 
accompanied by appropriate 
infrastructure provision. The Council 
is producing an infrastructure 
delivery plan to accompany the Local 
Plan.

Historic 
England

 Watton Conservation Area (which regrettably excludes Church Walk) does 
not benefit from a conservation area appraisal. The evolution and defining 
qualities of the conservation areas historic character have not been defined. 
It is therefore difficult to fully assess whether the site allocations are able to 
contribute to the character of the town or to the preservation and 
enhancement of the Watton Conservation Area.

 Without a conservation area appraisal for Watton the approach cannot be 
considered to be sound.

A review of the historic environment 
evidence and assessment of the need 
for new evidence is required to 
support the local plan.

Norfolk 
Wildlife 
Trust

 Support the proposal not to allocate further housing to the south of the town 
in the vicinity of Wayland Wood.  A green infrastructure plan should be a 
key component of the emerging Watton Neighbourhood Plan and green 
infrastructure should be a key component of any new development

Comment noted.

 Surface water is a significant problem in Watton, particularly around 
Monkhams Drive. Before permitting any further development here in 
Watton, please remedy the severe surface water drainage problem that 
already exists.

Comments noted, the council is in 
the process of preparing a new 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and 
will liaise with Norfolk County 
Council as the lead local flood 
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authority, on this issue.
RSPB  The appeal site on Mallard Road should not be considered through the 

Local Plan. There is no evidence that the site can be mitigated, or that it 
could meet the requirement of an HRA. It should therefore be removed 
from the allocation list.

This site will be reviewed through 
the HRA, and regard will also be had 
to the environmental evidence which 
has been provid

Alternative Site LP[104]001
Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site. 

 The impact of the proposals on the historic corridor of Church Walk, the 
setting of the Church of St. Mary and other elements of the historic 
environment should inform the design of any proposal.

Further historic evidence is required 
to support the Local Plan

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA - Few constraints, standard information required at the planning 
application stage.

Comment noted.

1 Public  Support for this site as a preferred option. Watton is a sustainable location 
for further development

 Scale of the development would not impact upon the landscape. Safe 
highways access can be achieved.

Planning remains plan led, The 
Council will review the housing 
trajectory and proposed sites within 
Watton whilst also having regard to 
the planning appeal.

Alternative Site LP[104]008
Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site. 

Comment noted,

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA - Few constraints, standard information required at the planning 
application stage.

Comment noted.

1 Agent  Site should be identified as a preferred option. The land is available, easily 
serviced and deliverable. It would also encourage walking and cycling into 
the town.

 Breckland should not await the outcome of the appeal, and should allocate 
preferred options within Watton

Planning remains plan led, The 
Council will review the housing 
trajectory and proposed sites within 
Watton whilst also having regard to 
the planning appeal.

Alternative Site LP[104]015
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA - Few constraints, standard information required at the planning 
application stage.

Comment noted.
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Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site.  Development should respond sensitively to the setting of 
Rokeles Hall

Comment noted,

Savills on 
behalf of Abel 
Homes

 Watton is a sustainable location for further housing growth, and the Council 
should look to allocate a site in this area.

 Support site and consider it should be identified as a preferred option. Site 
is promoted for residential development. The site is well related to the 
services and facilities within the town and is bound by existing 
development.

 Site is available and deliverable. There are no known viability concerns

Planning remains plan led. It is 
important to consider the 
achievability of this site alongside 
infrastructure requirements and 
capacity within the town.

Alternative Site LP[104]017
6 Public Objections to the development of this site based on: 

 Loss of greenfield land
 Inadequate access onto Merton Road, and safety concerns relating to the 

proximity to the high school
 Impact off surface water flooding.
 Impact upon the amenity of neighbouring properties
 Infrastructure cannot cope – GP surgeries and schools at capacity

Comments noted. Any development 
in Watton needs to have regard to the 
infrastructure capacity within the 
town. 

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA - Few constraints, standard information required at the planning 
application stage.

Comment noted.

RSPB  The SPA stone curlew buffer overlaps the site by approximately 50m. 
Would recommend modifying the site boundary.

Modify proposed site boundary to 
exclude land with the buffer zone.

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site. 

Comment noted,

Unreasonable Sites
1 Public Site LP[104]009

 Site should be included as a preferred site. The roads are being upgraded 
and this should be taken into consideration.

Access to this site is from Watton 
Green.  NCC highways have raised 
objections to the access to this site.
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7.  Ashill
Q7: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Ashill? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  11 comments by 5 consultees

Key summary: 

 The majority of the comments on Ashill were from statutory consultees with only one member of the public commenting.
 Anglian Water have noted the requirement for development of the sites to set out specific phasing. Ashill is served by the  Watton water recycling 

centre which will require enhancements.
 Historic England have requested that archaeological surveys are included within the key development considerations.
 Ashill Parish Council have put forward alternative proposed sites rather than site LP[001]008

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

 Ashill is a small village. The allocated sites are at the extremes of the 
village away from the historic core. For edge of settlement sites, it is 
particularly important to understand the distinctive qualities of a settlement 
to ensure that any new design responds to characteristic transitions and 
boundaries. The use of typical, traditional materials can contribute to a 
sense of place.

Comment noted.

Anglian 
Water

 Ashill is served by Watton water recycling centre which will require 
enhancements to treatment capacity to accommodate future growth. It is 
crucial that the timing of the development is understood.

Liaise with Anglian water regarding 
phasing of sites.

1 Public  Object to the designation of Ashill as a Local Service Centre. The village 
does not meet the criteria. You cannot do a weekly shop, there is no doctors 
surgery and the bus service is limited. There are very few businesses in 
Ashill that employ people.

Comments noted

Ashill 
Parish 

 Would like to see the site opposite the school on Watton Road at the 
junction of Church Street owned by the Parish Council allocated instead of 

Comments noted. Need to review 
whether all of these sites have been 
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Council the preferred site. In addition buildings at Reeves Farm could be converted 
into 6 dwellings, the Ashill Engineering site could provide 6 dwellings and 
the Old Hall leisure facilities could provide a further 20.

 Question 

submitted into the consultation.

Preferred Site LP[001]008
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning stage.

 Site is adjacent to a promoted trails circular walk. NCC will require a 
contribution towards enhancements and infrastructure for local Public 
Rights of Way

Review planning application.

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site.

Update key development 
considerations.

Ashill 
Parish 
Council

 Site should not be included as it was refused planning permission. Comment noted. The site which was 
refused was for a larger scheme. 

1 Public  Object to the proposed site. Development of the site would result in the loss 
of agricultural land and the loss of an open vista. 

Alternative Site LP[001]005
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning stage.

Comment  noted.

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site.

Update key development 
considerations.
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8. Banham

Banham
Q8: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Banham? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  9 comments from 4 consultees

Key summary: 

 Limited comments were received on the preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites within Banham. 
 Historic England have raised concerns regarding the lack of a conservation area appraisal and information on the historic environment, which may 

affect the soundness of the plan.
 Banham P.C object to preferred site on access and flood risk grounds. They only support one of the two alternative sites: LP005
 Only one comment was received from a member of the public. This related to service provision within the village and not one of the site options.
 Norfolk County Council have provided detailed comments on the site, which will see the need to update the key development considerations and 

review sites. 

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

 No conservation area appraisal exists. as part of a positive strategy for the 
historic environment, we would expect that the local plan will set out how 
Heritage at Risk registered structures will be addressed, for example 
district-wide or even local policies to apply planning gain from nearby 
developments to identified Heritage at Risk structures which may be 
particularly appropriate in Banham.

Review requirements for historic 
environment evidence.

1 Public  It should be emphasised that Banham has two shops, one of which contains 
a post office, and that there is also the Garden House Pub as well as the 
Barrel.

Comment noted.

Preferred Site LP[003]003
Norfolk 
County 

 NCC will require a contribution towards enhancements and infrastructure 
for PRoW

Consider updates to key development 
considerations.
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Council
 LP003: objection as 50% in flood zone, from the NW is a single track with 

a blind bend and from the SE a narrow road, with potential traffic 
congestion and hazard and insufficient access.  A previous permission 
(3PL/2014/0845/F) has increased the number of cars parked in Greyhound 
Lane, resulting in obstruction to farm vehicles, trucks and other larger 
vehicles, as well as local hostility.

Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. An archaeological 
assessment will be required

Review requirements for historic 
environment evidence.

Alternative Site LP[003]004
Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. Development should 
consider long range views into the conservation area and setting of listed 
buildings.

Review requirements for historic 
environment evidence.

Banham 
P.C.

 LP004: objection as all water from Heath Road ditches and the field behind 
the site drain into the site and pond – risk of flooding.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – Significant mitigation required for severe constraints. Site covered 
by land within flood zone 3. Recommend a review of the site and potential 
removal from the Local Plan.

Comments noted, review site.

Alternative Site LP[003]005
Banham 
P.C.

 LP005: No objection.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning application stage.

Comment noted.

Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site should be informed by an assessment of the 
relationship between Banham and the surrounding landscape.

Review requirements for historic 
environment evidence.

Unreasonable Sites
Breckland 
Bridge

LP[003]009
 Support site LP[003]009 as capable of delivering 23 dwellings. Site has 

been marked as unreasonable due to the allocation as amenity greenspace. 
The site does not fulfil this function. The site is laid to grass and does not 
fulfil any social function. Replacement provision could be made elsewhere 

The site is currently designated as 
open space. The representation does 
not provide evidence of specific land 
where alternative provision could be 
provided, as would be required in 
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in the village. This would help Breckland provide sufficient land to meet 
the housing requirement within Breckland. 

accordance with the open space 
policy.

Banham 
Parish 
Council

 LP006: considered by BDC as “unreasonable” Agreed.
 LP007: considered by BDC as “unreasonable” Agreed.
 LP002: considered “unreasonable” by BDC. Agreed.
 LP008: Already achieved Outline Planning Permission, subject to S 106 

agreement.

9. Bawdeswell

Bawdeswell
Q9: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Bawdeswell? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total: 17 consultees made 31 comments

Key summary: 
 10 objections to designation of Bawdeswell as a Local Service Centre inc. Parish Council, 1 support
 Historic England: lack of evidence on the historic environment 
 Limited comment on the preferred option due to planning permission.
 Some objections to the proposed reasonable alternative sites (7 objections to 005, 3 objections to 007 inc Historic England).

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation
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Bawdeswel
l
PC

9 public Object  to categorisation of Bawdeswell as a village Service Centre 
 The village does not meet the criteria for Local Service Centre status: no public 

transport service to medical facilities, few local employment opportunities/sole 
traders, school is at capacity, no public transport outside working hours, 
drainage issues, Post office only open 2 mornings a week, highways issues

 Consider the permission on the preferred site meets the housing need in the plan 
period and therefore no merit in LSC status which could attract further growth.

The categorisation in the settlement 
hierarchy is a factual assessment. 
services audit will be checked prior 
to submission

1 public Support categorisation of Bawdeswell as a village Service Centre
 Seeks vibrant, active village with facilities supported by critical mass. Notes 

village also contains church, vacant A1 retail unit, restaurant (Hamptons) garage 
and more could be incorporated in the boundary.

N/A

Historic 
England

Raise soundness issue due to lack of evidence on the historic environment
 Provide specific comments on Bawdeswells historic environment. Raise 

soundness issue due to lack of evidence to establish the impact of new housing 
on the Conservation Area and historic environment.

Further evidence required

Historic 
England

4 public Comments on preferred site 008
 Should be informed by an assessment of relationship between Bawdeswell and 

the surrounding landscape – Historic England
 negative impact on drainage
 permission has been granted therefore no point in consultation and document is 

out of date
 positive extension to the village, sympathetic to village character and no harm to 

neighbours amenity.

Check status of planning application 
to determine whether allocation is 
required.

Norfolk 
County 
Council 
Highways 
Authority

7 public Objection to Alternative site 005
 Highways safety issues related to Reepham Road (pinch point)
 Lack of footpath, 3rd party land required to create path therefore unlikely to be 

deliverable - Norfolk County Council
 Amenity issues related to use of village hall
 Lack of need for further development
 Proximity to facilities
 Loss of agricultural land

Consider the status of reasonable 
alternative sites  
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Historic 
England

3 public Objection to alternative site 007
 inadequate consideration of the historic environment makes this site allocation 

unsound – Historic England
 scale of development would have a negative impact on the landscape
 Lack of need for further development
 Loss of agricultural land
 Unsafe access
 Negative impact on the Roman Road and the Green

Consider the status of reasonable 
alternative sites

Norfolk 
County 
Council

NCC consideration of sites drainage/flood issues
 provides site specific comments on flooding and drainage.
 Sites 005, 007, 008 have few or no constraints

Use information to inform policy for 
preferred allocation

Albanwis
e Ltd.

Promotion of site 005
 Provides information in support of allocation.
 Considers allocation is required to contribute to Districts housing needs in the 

event that allocations in Bawdeswell or elsewhere are not delivered.

No change

10.Garboldisham

Q10: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Garboldisham? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  66 comments from 36 individuals.
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Key summary: 

 Significant numbers of comments were received for Garboldisham, from members of the public commenting on both the local service centre 
designation and also the preferred sites. A number of objections were received to the designation as a Local Service Centre, based on consideration 
that the village does not meet the criteria. Within these comments a number of people did note that if the allocation was to occur the preferred sites 
would be LP[031]004 and LP[031]005.

 Historic England have noted the need for further work on the historic environment.
 The Environment Agency have noted the requirement for a sequential assessment on the preferred sites.
 Anglian Water have noted that the water recycling centre serving the village needs improvements to meet the requirements of the growth. They 

have therefore requested that the growth is phased in order to ensure that the upgrades can occur.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Cllr M 
Chapman-
Allen

17 Public Object to designation as a Local Service Centre
 Village does meet the criteria to be a Local Service Centre. 

o The bus service is operated by Suffolk County Council and does 
not go into Norfolk

o There is no employment in Garboldisham

Objections to the local service centre 
designation are noted. This will need 
to be considered as part of the wider 
strategy for Breckland.

Anglian 
Water

 Garboldisham is served by Garboldisham water recycling centre upgrades 
will be required to serve the growth. Development will require phasing to 
ensure upgrades occur in a timely manner.

Include within a phasing strategy.

1 Public Support designation as a Local Service Centre
 Village should continue as a LSC. Historically we have always had a bus. 

New timetable could be better, but still good.

Support noted

1 Public  Support the level of housing growth proposed, but would not like to see 
LSC status lead to significant numbers of new dwellings.

Comment noted

Historic 
England

 Of significance in placemaking terms is the desirability of maintaining 
discernible separation between the settlements of Garboldisham and 
Smallworth and the villages historic relationship to the marshier fen-like 
habitat to the south-east, which abuts the villages at the location of the 
allocated sites. The historic environment encompasses more than listed 
buildings and structures and should be considered holistically as places that 
respond to the historic environment.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence
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Preferred Site LP[031]004
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Minerals & Waste – The following wording should be added to the key 
development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future development on this site 
will need to address the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS16

 LLFA – mitigation required for heavy constraints. Significant information 
required at the planning stage.

 Site close to two CWS. Impacts on CWS should be considered. NCC will 
require the development to facilitate a physical connection to the local 
ProW network to the south.

Comment noted. Update key 
development considerations

Cllr 
Chapman-
Allen

18 Public  Support the allocation of the site – subject to consideration of the LSC 
designation

Support noted

Historic 
England

 Unease that development would erode historic relationship with fen edge. 
An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site

Comment noted. Review requirement 
for historic evidence

Environme
nt Agency

 Development should be sequentially based and the opportunity taken to 
increase attenuation to reduce flood risk downstream. We would expect a 
detailed site specific Flood Risk Assessment to be undertaken for any future 
development.

Update key development 
considerations

3 Public,
Breckland 
Bridge

 Object to the development of this site. It is highlighted on the 
Environmental Agency as being at high risk of flooding.

 The area is sited considerably lower than other areas. Would like these sites 
top be reconsidered. 

Comment noted

Preferred Site LP[031]005
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – mitigation required for heavy constraints. Significant information 
required at the planning stage.

 Minerals & Waste – The following wording should be added to the key 
development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. As the site is under 1 hectare it is 
exempt from the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS16

Comment noted. Update key 
development considerations

Cllr 16 Public  Support the allocation of the site -  subject to consideration of the LSC Support noted
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Chapman-
Allen

designation

2 Public,
Breckland 
Bridge

 Object to the development of this site. It is highlighted on the 
Environmental Agency as being at high risk of flooding.

 The area is sited considerably lower than other areas. Would like these sites 
top be reconsidered. 

Comment noted

Historic 
England

 Unease that development would erode historic relationship with fen edge. 
An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site

Comment noted. Review requirement 
for historic evidence

Environme
nt Agency

 Development should be sequentially based and the opportunity taken to 
increase attenuation to reduce flood risk downstream. We would expect a 
detailed site specific Flood Risk Assessment to be undertaken for any future 
development.

Update key development 
considerations

Unreasonable Sites
5 Public LP[031]001

 Would support development of this site for one dwelling. Unlikely to 
impact upon ruined church

Support noted

Cllr 
Chapman-
Allen

LP[031]002
 It is a brownfield site which would be ideal for development. Supported by 

the parish council, but highways have issued objections.

Comment noted

10 Public LP[031]002
 Support for site. It is a brownfield site, development could improve the 

appearance of this area.

Comment noted

2 Public LP[031]002
 Object to this site. It is located to far from the village.
 Impact upon grade II* windmill

Objection noted.

Environme
nt Agency

LP[031]002
 Site is in an area of flood risk. Agree with the designation as unreasonable

Support noted.

Cllr 
Chapman-
Allen

LP[031]003 and 010
 It is totally unsuitable for any development, however small, as Back St is a 

very narrow historic lane with barely enough room for two cars to pass. 
Vehicles are parked on the road of properties making it a one lane road in 
places. It has two Grade II listed buildings. Any development would be in 
conflict with the character of a conservation area. Threatening a public right 

Objection noted.
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of way. Loss of good quality agricultural land
Richard 
Johnston

LP[031]003
 Back Street is not suitable for additional traffic.
 Offer to buy the site as a gift for the village.

Comment noted

Norfolk 
County 
Council

LP[031]006
 LLFA – mitigation required for heavy constraints. Significant information 

required at the planning stage.

Comment noted

1 Public LP[031]006
 Support this site, with access onto feeder road onto the A1066

Support noted

Cllr 
Chapman-
Allen

LP[031]006
 Church Rd is a very narrow road. Exit to right onto Church Rd would mean 

exiting onto the busy A1066 with bad vision to traffic coming up the hill 
from Thetford direction at speeds of 60mphmaking it a dangerous exit. 
Exiting to left would take traffic onto narrow Church Rd with primary 
school, St John's Church and village hall. All with cars parked all day 
making Church Rd one lane. Highways objections due to severe highways 
constraints. This site is unsuitable for development

Comment noted

Cllr 
Chapman-
Allen

LP[031]007
 Back Street is too narrow to take additional vehicles. Site is unsuitable for 

development.

Comment noted

Norfolk 
County 
Council

LP[031]008
 LLFA – mitigation required for heavy constraints. Significant information 

required at the planning stage.
 Minerals & Waste – The following wording should be added to the key 

development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. As the site is under 1 hectare it is 
exempt from the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS16

Comment noted. Update key 
development considerations

Cllr 
Chapman-
Allen

2 Public LP[031]008
 Object – access on 1066 would cause traffic problems

Objection noted.

5 Public LP(031) 003/006/007/010 –
 Objection to any consideration. These sites are not viable for the following 

reasons. a) site locations near to other services already in existence b) 

Objection noted
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Conservation areas c) Accessibility is already at its maximum. d) 
Landscaping importance of areas and historical value to the village e) 
Service/Infrastructure would not be viable.

Cllr 
Chapman-
Allen

1 Public LP[031]009
 Access here is via Harbour Lane which has bad sight lines onto the busy 

1066. An alternative access on to the B1111 would be suitable.

Comment noted

1 Public LP[031]009
 Support this site. Development would be unobtrusive, and site could cope 

with medium sized development.

Support noted

Norfolk 
County 
Council

LP[031]010
 No apparent flood risk identified for this site

Comment noted.

Breckland 
Bridge

LP[031]010
 Supports development on this site and objects to the designation as 

unreasonable. Whilst back street is relatively narrow, an opportunity has 
been identified to widen the carriageway using land within the highway 
boundary to allow a pedestrian route to be provided connecting to the 
existing footway opposite the Primary School. This may include a shared 
surface.

 Site offers community benefits including the opportunity to provide open 
space and an extension to the Churchyard.

Comment noted.

11.Great Ellingham

Q11: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Great Ellingham? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  22 comments from 8 consultees

Key summary: 
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 Recent planning approvals subsequent to the publication of this document mean that the housing numbers need to be revised having regard to this.
 Historic Evidence have stated that further historic evidence is required.
 Limited comments from members of the public.
 Parish council support the preferred sites.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site.

 All of the site allocations are located within the historic core of Great 
Ellingham and should have great regard to responding sensitively to the 
setting of adjacent listed buildings and any impact to long range views of 
listed buildings within the landscape. This may include listed structures not 
immediately adjacent to the development site, such as the Grade I listed 
Church of St James

Review requirements for historic 
evidence.

Cllr Smith  In general agreement with the Local Plan proposals. . Subject to windfall 
sites and variations to the new Local Plan by the Planning Committee, there 
should be no further development in Great Ellingham for the remainder of 
the Local Plan.

 The Local Plan will inevitably change the character of the rural built 
environment. Therefore, the Local Plan should also incorporate or reference 
a local design guide, which will seek to avoid the standardised design and 
use of standardised construction materials.

Comments noted

Preferred Site LP[037]004
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning stage.

 Great Ellingham FP8 should be considered in any development proposals 
coming forward. Enhancements or adaptations to the route may be required.

Comments noted. Update wording of 
key development considerations.

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site. Development should consider long range views impact to 
the setting of listed buildings.

Comments noted. Update wording of 
key development considerations.

Preferred Site LP[037]015
Norfolk 
County 

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning stage.

Comments noted. 
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Council
Historic 
England

 Edge of centre site. Development should consider long range views impact 
to the setting of listed buildings.

Comments noted. Update wording of 
key development considerations.

Great 
Ellingham 
Parish 
Council

 The Parish Council supports this site it being close to the centre of the 
village and its amenities. It would prefer the development to be designed for 
the housing of elderly people as such accommodation is much needed in the 
village.

Support noted

Diocese of 
Norwich

 Support this site.  Site is well related to services and facilities within the 
village. The site could accommodate up to 12 dwellings, with the Parish 
Council recommending approximately 10, based on 30 dwellings per 
hectare. This is an appropriate density which would reflect and respect 
existing development. Residential development would also represent a 
logical extension to Glebe Meadow from which access to the site could be 
obtained.

Support noted.

Preferred Site LP[037]019
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning stage.

Comments noted. 

Great 
Ellingham 
Parish 
Council

 The parish council supports this site. Support noted.

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site. Development should consider long range views impact to 
the setting of listed buildings.

Comments noted. Update wording of 
key development considerations.

2 Public  Object to the inclusion of this site. Housing numbers have already been 
exceeded in Great Ellingham. Would open the floodgates to further 
development within the village.

Comments noted. The housing 
numbers for Great Ellingham need to 
be considered alongside 
infrastructure provision and the 
District wide distribution.

Alternative Site LP[037]016
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning stage.

Comments noted. 
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Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site. Development should consider long range views 
impact to the setting of listed buildings.

Comments noted. 

Alternative Site LP[037]020
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning stage.

Comments noted. 

Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site. Development should consider long range views 
impact to the setting of listed buildings.

Comments noted. Update wording of 
key development considerations.

Orbit Homes  This should be updated top reflect the planning permission. Site should be 
included as a preferred option this would allow for the consolidation of 
future development.

Support noted.

Great 
Ellingham 
Parish 
Council

 Objects to this site and the representation received by Orbit Homes. At the 
appeal hearing they confirmed that they would not seek further 
development in the area.

Comment noted.

Unreasonable Sites
1 Public LP[037]014

 Following recent permissions site maybe seen as in an appropriate location 
and well related to the school.

Comment noted

1 Public LP[037]014
 Following approval of orbit homes site and Mellor Metals, there is no point 

in seeking further allocations.

Comment noted.

12.Harling

Q12: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Harling? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  19 comments from 10 consultees

Key summary: 

68



67

 Harling parish council have responses stating that the agree with the approach set out within the Local Plan.
 Historic England has responded stating that they would like to see further historic evidence to support the site allocations within Harling.
 No public comments were received on the preferred sites. Public comments were received on the unreasonable sites from those promoting land.
 Updates to the key development considerations were included within the representations from the statutory consultees.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Harling 
Parish 
Council

 Agree with the approach taken within the plan Support noted.

Historic 
England

 It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets that 
would be affected by a potential site allocations. This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance but rather a more 
holistic process which seeks to understand their significance and value.  We 
specifically quote this paragraph in consideration of the proposed site 
allocation at East Harling to demonstrate that site allocations within or 
adjacent to conservation areas and listed buildings may be possible where 
sites have been specifically excluded for that reason. An assessment of 
harm to character and significance may identify that a site allocation is an 
opportunity to enhance character and contribute to the qualities that make a 
conservation area distinctive and characterful or which may be perfectly 
acceptable within the setting of a listed building. Without an assessment it 
is considered that the site allocations are unsound.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence.

Preferred Site LP[042]001
Harling 
Parish 
Council

 This is the parish councils preferred site. Support noted.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning application stage.

Comments noted.

Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. An archaeological 
assessment will be required for development proposals within the site .

Review historic environment 
evidence and requirements for further 
work.
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Anglian 
Water

 Site is in close proximity too an existing pumping station. Layout of the site 
will need to ensure it does not encroach on the protection zone. 
Landowner/Developer should discuss this with Anglian Water.

Update key development 
considerations to ensure site does not 
encroach on the protection zone.

Alternative Site LP[042]008
Harling 
Parish 
Council

 The Parish Council see no reason why this alternative site could not be 
considered for development if necessary.

Comment noted

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – Mitigation required for heavy constraints. Significant information 
required at the planning application stage.

 Minerals & Waste – Include the following wording in the key development 
considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral Safeguarding 
Area for sand and gravel. As the site is under 1 hectare it is exempt from the 
requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS1

Update site appraisal to include 
proposed wording.

Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. Development should 
respond sensitively to the setting of Grade II listed Old World Cottage.

Review historic environment 
evidence and requirements for further 
work.

1 Public  Concerns regarding the assessment of the site. Housing numbers should be 
expressed as a minimum.

 Site should be a preferred options alongside LP[042]001, providing 
certainty in housing, flexibility in the plan and increased choice.

Comments noted. This needs to be 
considered alongside the proposed 
level of growth for Harling and the 
housing trajectory for the District.

Unreasonable Sites
Harling 
Parish 
Council

 Agree with the assessment of the unreasonable sites. Comments noted.

Norfolk 
Wildlife 
Trust

LP[042]002
 Support that this site is not allocated due, in part, to potential impacts on 

East Harling Fen SSSI and County Wildlife Site

Support noted.

1 Public LP[042]002
 Site should be re-considered. It is less than 300m from the village centre. 

The site is 700m from the CWS/SSSI, highways have no objection to the 
site.

 The site is therefore NO CLOSER to any CWS site than existing 
developments on the Garboldisham Road and on the West Harling Road.

Comments noted

1 Public LP[042]005 and LP[042]006 Comments noted.
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 Site was previously considered to be reasonable, but has been downgraded 
due to being within a flood zone. Site is set at a higher elevation than the 
majority of Harling.

 Site assessment also refers to Potential impact on CWS. There are existing 
dwellings in closer proximity than this site.

LP[042]007
 Site has been downgraded to unreasonable due to access constraints. This 

was not raised through the previous highways comments. Site is suitable for 
social housing. Would like this site to be reconsidered.

Comments noted.

1 Public LP[042]011
 Site is considered unreasonable due to impact upon listed building at the 

crescent. Plans are included within the representation to show a sympathetic 
design.

Comments noted

Environme
nt Agency

LP[042]015
 Site is situated within an area of flood zone 2 and 3 so support it being 

unreasonable.

Support noted.

13.Hockering

Hockering
Q13: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Hockering? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  13 comments were received from 7 consultees

Key summary: 

 Representations received were predominantly from statutory consultees. 
 Hockering Parish Council support the preferred site but query list of businesses in the service audit.
 2 members of the public raised objections to Hockering’s designation as a Local Service Centre.
 Overall support for the preferred site LP[044]004B, with requirements for updated wording for the key development considerations.
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 Concern was raised in regards to the alternative option LP[044]004A in relation to both flood risk and proximity to the water recycling centre.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

 Hockering is a small village sited between Dereham and Norwich built on 
the north slope of the Tud valley. For edge of settlement sites, it is 
particularly important to understand the distinctive qualities of a settlement 
to ensure that any new design responds to characteristic transitions and 
boundaries. As with other sites. the use of typical, traditional materials can 
contribute to a sense of place and should be encouraged.

Comments noted.

Hockering 
P.C.

 Queries list of businesses used to determine LSC status for Hockering. Review service audit

2 Public  Questions validity of Hockering as a local service centre village. Whilst 
there is a good bus service at the moment this may change. The school has 
no room for expansion and there is limited employment opportunities 
within the village

Comments noted. The Local Plan 
will be supported by an infrastructure 
delivery plan which will consider the 
infrastructure requirements to 
support development. No change.

1 Public  Areas of land on Heath Road which have received planning permission are 
not shown on the map.

Update proposals maps.

Preferred Site LP[044]004B
Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site should be informed by an assessment of relationship 
between Hockering and the surrounding landscape.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence.

Hockering 
P.C.

 Majority support for preferred site, however endorse NCC comments with 
regard to flood risk mitigation on the site.

Support noted.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning stage. 

 Site in within 400m of Hockering Wood SSSI which has public access. It is 
likely that a contribution would be required toward the ongoing 
management of the SSSI/mitigation measures for increased footfall

Comments noted. Review key 
development considerations.

Glavenhill 
Strategic Land

 Support the allocation of this site. Do not agree with the phasing of the site. 
As the Council cannot demonstrate a five year housing land supply it 
should be required to significantly boost the supply of housing land, and the 
site should therefore not be subject to phasing. Furthermore site 
LP[044]004B should be extended onto land within the same ownership to 

Support noted. The site needs to be 
considered alongside the housing 
trajectory for the district and also 
infrastructure capacity within 
Hockering.
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provide a larger site.
Alternative Site LP[044]004A
Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site should be informed by an assessment of relationship 
between Hockering and the surrounding landscape.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – mitigation required for heavy constraints. Includes land at risk of 
surface water flooding. Significant information required at the planning 
application stage. 

 Minerals & Waste – The following wording should be added to the key 
development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. As the site is under 1 hectare it is 
exempt from the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS16

Update wording within supporting 
text.

Anglian 
Water

 Site is in close proximity to Hockering water recycling centre. Nuisance 
may be caused by noise, lighting and traffic movements, however the most 
prevalent issue is odour. If a landowner or potential developer wishes to 
pursue an enquiry for development on this site they are encouraged to 
contact Anglian Water at the earliest opportunity when an initial odour risk 
assessment can be carried out.

Comment noted

Glavenhill 
Strategic Lane

 Support the allocation of this site. Consider that this site should be a 
preferred option. It is deliverable, available and achievable. It also scored 
exactly the same as the preferred site within the sustainability appraisal.

Comments noted. This site was 
originally submitted as a part of a 
larger representation alongside the 
preferred site.

Unreasonable Sites
1 Landowner LP[044]001

 Would like to see some small scale development on this site, which respects 
the setting of the listed buildings whilst also allowing for investment in the 
existing properties on the site.

Comments noted. This site was 
considered to be unreasonable due to 
the impact upon the setting of the 
listed buildings.

14.Litcham
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Litcham
Q15: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Litcham? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  29 comments by 19 consultees

Key summary: 
 A number of objections have been received in regards to both the preferred and alternative option. Particular concern relates to:

o Objections from Norfolk County Council (and members of the public) to the access to the preferred site
o Impact upon the historic environment including Litcham Hall
o Loss of designated allotment land
o Lack of need for the development

 The parish council support the preferred and alternative sites and would seek a slightly larger development to enable the provision of a play area 
and parking area for the primary school

 Historic England require further historic evidence.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

 Litcham is a village and former market town that grew up around a 
crossroads on the north slope of the River Nar. Without an assessment of 
their setting or the character of the conservation area, there is no evidence 
to support the view that development of the site would preserve or enhance 
the character of the conservation area or listed buildings. Without an 
assessment of the significance of the conservation area and the adjacent 
listed building, allocation of this site is not sound

Review the requirements for historic 
evidence.

5 Public Objection to housing development in Litcham
 No prospect of significant employment in the village.
 Roads are already inadequate for existing traffic
 Limited infrastructure in the village, both schools are over capacity
 Public Transport is inadequate
 There has not been enough advertisement of this consultation

Objections noted. Litcham is 
proposed to be designated as a Local 
Service Centre village through the 
Local Plan. An infrastructure 
delivery plan will be produced to 
support the infrastructure 
requirements within the plan.

1 Public  Agree with the need for a play area, but how would this be enforced. Comment noted
1 Public  Litcham is a cohesive and viable community with excellent resources by Comment noted
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way of schools, shops, post office and health centre. There has been some 
local support for a much bolder and more sustainable suggestion, the 
addition of a new village street connecting the junction of Weasenham and 
Wellingham Roads with the Tittleshall Road.

 There should be a fair mix of homes, including some affordable,to suit the 
ageing population and families

Preferred Site LP[054]005B
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Highways  - Site cannot deliver safe or adequate access. Object to the 
inclusion in the plan

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning application stage.

 River Nar SSSI and Litcham Common Local Nature Reserve within 500m 
of development. A contribution may be required to mitigate against 
impacts.

 Minerals &Waste – The following wording should be added to the key 
development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future development on this site 
will need to address the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS16

Review highways comments 
alongside revised information from 
the landowners and assess the 
feasibility of the site.

Update key development 
consideration to have regard to green 
infrastructure and minerals and waste 
comments.

Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. An archaeological 
assessment will be required for development proposals within the site. 
Development should consider views into and out of the Litcham 
Conservation Area and impact to the setting of listed buildings, particularly 
Litcham Hall.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence

Lexham 
Estate

 Contests Norfolk County Council highways comments. Additional 
highways information has been submitted alongside the representations. 
This shows that access can be achieved in accordance with Norfolk County 
Council requirements.

Review highways comments 
alongside information from Norfolk 
County Council and assess the 
feasibility of the site.

6 Public  Object to the development of this site due to:
o Access from B1145 being dangerous due to volume of traffic
o Pedestrian access is dangerous
o Lexham estate is farmed by contractors which means that there is a 

significant volume of farm traffic using Back St, Church St & 

Comment noted. This needs to be 
reviewed alongside the additional 
highways information.
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Watery Lane.
o Further development should be to the east and west of lexham

1 Public  Development of the site would have a significant impact upon the setting of 
Litcham Hall which is grade II listed. The grounds to the hall are very 
narrow and this proposal would see development very close to the rear of 
the property.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence with particular 
consideration of the setting of 
Litcham Hall

Litcham 
Parish 
Council

Litcham 
Community 
Recreation 
Project

 Support the inclusion of either this site or LP[054]005A. Would like to see 
the site size increased to 25 units in order for the site to provide a play area. 
The parish council would also like to seek agreement with the landowner to 
provide parking for the primary school.

Support noted

1 Public  Object to the site - it incorporates an area of open space used as allotment 
land. It is a natural habitat for a vast array of wildlife including butterflies, 
bats, owls and hedgehogs. There are large significant trees, fruit trees and 
valuable hedgerows bordering this allotment which would be destroyed and 
wildlife driven away with any development.

Comment noted – review open space 
designation

Breckland 
Bridge

 Object to this site due to the lack of safe highways access. Comment noted.

Alternative Site LP[054]005A
Lexham 
Estate

 Supports the site. This is there preferred option in Litcham.
 Draft masterplan produced in 2008 includes land for parking at Litcham 

primary school and a play area. Localised improvements could be made to 
Butt Lane and Tittleshall Road junction.

Support noted.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning application stage.

 Minerals &Waste – The following wording should be added to the key 
development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future development on this site 
will need to address the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS16

Review proposed wording for site.

Litcham 
Parish 
Council

Litcham 
Community 
Recreation 
Project

 Support the inclusion of either this site or LP[054]005B. Would like to see 
the site size increased to 25 units in order for the site to provide a play area. 
The parish council would also like to seek agreement with the landowner to 
provide parking for the primary school.

Support noted

1 Public  This site is more desirable than the preferred option. Although the highways Comment noted.
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are not ideal it would have the benefit of drawing the two halves of the 
village together. This is a small village and estate style development would 
not be acceptable.

2 Public  Object to the site. Pound land is unsuitable for further  traffic and is 
dangerous at the junction with Butt Lane

Review highways comments

1 Public  Object to the site - it incorporates an area of open space used as allotment 
land. It is a natural habitat for a vast array of wildlife including butterflies, 
bats, owls and hedgehogs. There are large significant trees, fruit trees and 
valuable hedgerows bordering this allotment which would be destroyed and 
wildlife driven away with any development.

Comment noted – review open space 
designation

Breckland 
Bridge

 Object to this site due to the lack of safe highways access. Comment noted.

Unreasonable Sites 
Litcham 
Parish 
Council

LP[054] 001, 002 & 004
 The Parish Council agrees with the assessment for the three sites.

Comment noted

2 Public LP[054]002
 Support for this site

Support noted

Breckland 
Bridge

LP[054]002
 Consider that site should be upgraded to the preferred option. Further 

highways information has been submitted with the representation to show 
that the highways constraints can be overcome.

Review highways comments.

Environme
nt Agency

LP[054]007
 Site is in a area of flood risk. Support designation as unreasonable

Support noted.

15.Kenninghall 

Q14: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Kenninghall? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  25 comments from 5 consultees
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Key summary: 

 Comments are provided on the sites from statutory consultees and one landowner. No public comments have been received on sites in Kenninghall.
 Kenninghall parish council have indicated that they support the preferred site options.
 Norfolk County Council have requested updates to the wording of the key development considerations.
 Historic England  have requested that further historic evidence is required to support the plan.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Kenninghal
l Parish 
Council

 The parish council support the preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites. 
The main considerations that are needed are appropriate expansion of the 
medical centre and village primary school to meet the population growth in 
Kenninghall and surrounding villages which are also served.

Support noted. The document will be 
accompanied by an infrastructure 
delivery plan setting out 
infrastructure requirements to 
support growth.

Historic 
England

 Further evidence is needed to support the sites, including an informed 
understanding of the conservation area. As such, allocation of the sites 
cannot be considered to be sound without being informed by a conservation 
area appraisal.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence.

Preferred Site LP[051]003
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning information stage.

 Minerals &Waste – Add the following wording to the key development 
considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral Safeguarding 
Area for sand and gravel. As the site is under 1 hectare it is exempt from the 
requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16

 Footpaths RB21 and FP17 are in close proximity to the sites/lie on their 
boundaries and could be affected by any development. These PRoW should 
be considered. NCC may require enhancements

Comments noted. Update key 
development considerations

Kenninghal
l Parish 
Council

 Supports the preferred site. We include a strong recommendation that all 
housing is of an affordable nature to encompass the needs of young families 
and the elderly

Support noted.

Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. An archaeological 
assessment will be required for development proposals within the site. 

Review requirements for historic 
evidence. Update key development 
considerations to include 
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Development should consider views into and out of the conservation area. requirements for an archaeological 
assessment

Breckland 
Bridge

 Support the proposed allocation of this site. The site represents a logical 
extension to the village, and would ˜round off the existing development on 
School Close and Powell Close

Support noted.

Preferred Site LP[051]008
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning information stage.

 Minerals &Waste – Add the following wording to the key development 
considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral Safeguarding 
Area for sand and gravel. As the site is under 1 hectare it is exempt from the 
requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16

 Footpaths RB21 and FP17 are in close proximity to the sites/lie on their 
boundaries and could be affected by any development. These PRoW should 
be considered. NCC may require enhancements

Comments noted. Update key 
development considerations

Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. An archaeological 
assessment will be required for development proposals within the site. 
Development should consider views into and out of the conservation area.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence. Update key development 
considerations to include 
requirements for an archaeological 
assessment

Kenninghal
l Parish 
Council

 Supports the preferred site. It should set out that access will be achieved 
through LP[051]003

Support noted.

Environme
nt Agency

 Site is partially located within flood zone 2 and 3. Development should be 
sequentially based. Should any development be located within FZ3, we 
would expect to see adequate, locally sourced compensation for loss of 
floodplain.

Review floodzones. Consider 
amendments to site as appropriate.

Alternative Site LP[051]004
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning information stage.

 Minerals &Waste – Add the following wording to the key development 
considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral Safeguarding 
Area for sand and gravel. As the site is under 1 hectare it is exempt from the 
requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16

Comments noted. Update key 
development considerations
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Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. An archaeological 
assessment will be required for development proposals within the site. 
Development should consider views into and out of the conservation area.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence. Update key development 
considerations to include 
requirements for an archaeological 
assessment

Kenninghal
l Parish 
Council

 The parish council does not support the alternative site. Comment noted

Alternative Site LP[051]005
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning information stage.

 Minerals &Waste – Add the following wording to the key development 
considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral Safeguarding 
Area for sand and gravel. As the site is under 1 hectare it is exempt from the 
requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16

Comments noted. Update key 
development considerations

Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. An archaeological 
assessment will be required for development proposals within the site. 
Development should consider views into and out of the conservation area.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence. Update key development 
considerations to include 
requirements for an archaeological 
assessment

Kenninghal
l Parish 
Council

 The parish council does not support the alternative site. Comment noted

Alternative Site LP[051]010
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning information stage.

Comments noted. 

Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound. An archaeological 
assessment will be required for development proposals within the site. 
Development should consider views into and out of the conservation area.

Review requirements for historic 
evidence. Update key development 
considerations to include 
requirements for an archaeological 
assessment

Kenninghal
l Parish 
Council

 The parish council does not support the alternative site. Comment noted
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16.Mattishall

Mattishall
Q16: Are you aware of any further sites within Mattishall to ensure delivery of the housing target?
Q17: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Mattishall? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?
Total: 100 comments made by 30 consultees
Key summary: 

 26 members of the public, Mattishall Parish Council and Mattishall Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group object to preferred site LP(061)019
 Mattishall Parish Council and Mattishall Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group support preferred site LP(061)015. 
 Historic England object to preferred site LP(061)015 as it has a prominent position adjacent to the listed church and within the Conservation Area 

and there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate that development will not harm the historic environment.
 Mattishall Parish Council and Mattishall Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and the majority of public consultees state a preference for smaller 

development sites of a maximum 12 dwelling limit and suggest reassessing sites deemed unreasonable instead of site LP(061)019
Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Mattishall 
Parish 
Council

Favours small sites
 Calculate only 41 houses needed to 2037. Preference of residents as shown 

in the Neighbourhood Plan is for small developments of up to 12 dwellings
 Concerns over the phasing of development. Consider housing should come 

forward in last decade of plan period.
 Support Local Service Centre status

Acknowledge the support for small 
development sites however 
consideration must be given to sites 
of different sizes that have been 
submitted and to the wider 
infrastructure and affordable housing 
benefits these can bring. The 
approach to phasing will be 
reviewed.

Mattishall 
Neighbourhoo
d Plan 
Working 
Group

 The plan does not take heed to the Neighbourhood Plan with regard to the 
preference for small scale development sites. The NP is well developed and 
has passed reg.14 consultation. Preferred size is 12 houses which will help 
retain village character

 Support Local Service Centre status which supports maintenance and 

Acknowledge the support for small 
development sites however 
consideration must be given to sites 
of different sizes that have been 
submitted and to the wider 
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and 
4 public

development of community facilities
 Supports level of housing and distribution of development
 Seeks a more graded approach to phasing 
 Highlights the likelihood that the target dwellings will be exceeded and 

therefore seeks review of allocations.
 Preference for smaller sites in line with neighbourhood plan
 Requests the plan uses a revised cut off date (oct 16)
 Suggests re-assessing smaller unreasonable sites where there is only one 

reason for rejection.
 There should be reference to the Dereham Transport Study

infrastructure and affordable housing 
benefits these can bring. The 
approach to phasing will be 
reviewed. 
A revised cut off date will be used 
and calculations updated. 

Garvestone, 
Reymersto
n & 
Thuxton 
Parish 
Council  

 the allocation of housing for Mattishall is too high and will have a 
detrimental effect on the facilities used by surrounding residents.

 Although Mattishall has the requisite number of facilities to be a Local 
Service Centre, the existing facilities are already at capacity and not of 
sufficient size to cope with the proposed growth, particularly the GP 
surgery. 

The provision of infrastructure is a 
key consideration of the plan which 
will be detailed in the IDP.
The classification of the settlement is 
factual and based on the number and 
provision of services to reflect its 
role and function.

Historic 
England

 Provides detailed comments on Mattishall’s historic environment, 
archaeology and landscape and built environment.

 Preferred site LP[061]019 and alternatives LP[061]025 and LP[061]033 are 
reasonable locations for development 

 Objects to development of preferred site LP[061]015 (see further summary)

Comments on the historic 
environment will be taken into 
account when developing policy. 
Further evidence will be produced.

2 public  The District Council have ignored local peoples views
 Notes Mattishall’s limitations as an LSC
 Growth should be gradual to allow the community to absorb newcomers 

gradually and to enable infrastructure to catch up

All comments are considered through 
the members working group. The 
approach to phasing will be reviewed

1 public  10% more growth should be matched by 10% more infrastructure The provision of infrastructure is a 
key consideration of the plan which 
will be detailed in the IDP.

1 public  No need for more executive homes Noted.
1 public  Concerned Mattishall will become a suburb of Dereham

 Seek low cost housing
Noted.

1 public  The historical centre of the village is now further west, consequently the 
settlement boundary should be updated. Distance to services is not a valid 

The settlement boundary reflects the 
extent of the developed area rather 
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reason to exclude sites that a few minutes further away. There is limited 
land supply available at the centre

than just the centre. Distance to 
services is only one of the criteria 
considered.

 Mattishall is a rural village. Excessive development would irrevocably spoil 
the environment. Small, well designed (in keeping with the local 
architecture), developments could be integrated into the village, whilst 
maintaining it's character. 

 One of the major constraints that has been quoted in the Plan, is the pinch-
point at Mill Street/Church Plain. 

 Suggests phasing is important to test recent proposals on the infrastructure 
and highway network.

Noted.  The approach to phasing will 
be reviewed

LP(061)019 Preferred
Mattishall 
P.C

26 public

Mattishall 
Neighbourhoo
d Plan 
Working 
Group

 Object to site
 The reasons for refusal and lost appeal on the basis of flood risk and 

environmental grounds remain relevant
 Calculation of commitments/completions indicate no need for the site.
 Queries how ‘approx. 65’ was determined.
 Distant from services, will encourage care use. Dereham Transport Study 

indicates preference for sites in the east of village
 Flooding/drainage issues. Site is a water meadow.
 Suburban sprawl, loss of open outlook, seek to expand village boundaries 

and provide infrastructure rather than overcrowd.
 Inappropriate scale and density which does not reflect villagers views or 

respect village character.
 Loss of grade 3 agricultural land
 Local transport issues, suitability of local road network
 Ruin approach to village and rural atmosphere
 The Council have not listened to local objections or the Neighbourhood 

Plan
 Suggest smaller sites which were deemed unreasonable require further 

consideration.
 Mattishall P.C. object but consider if there is to be development, it should 

be limited to 12 dwellings on the eastern side.

All comments will be considered 
through the members working group. 
The site scored well against the SA 
objectives and would help to deliver 
additional affordable housing, 
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Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this allocation unsound. Edge of settlement site, should 
be informed by an assessment of relationship between Mattishall and the 
surrounding landscape. A palette of locally distinctive materials should be 
encouraged.  Development should consider views into and out of the 
Mattishall Conservation Areas and impact to the setting of listed buildings

Further evidence will be produced.

1 public  Site is more than 10 minutes from village services Noted.
Gladman Preferred site developer

 States they have been working with the Council and the Lead Local Flood 
Authority to overcome flooding issues and provides details of safe access to 
the site

 Gladman are creating a technical note to support the planning application 
and allocation to address site issues

 Provides additional supporting information to promote site and notes that 
NCC as LLFA does not object to development on site, but notes constraints 
to ensure development takes account of these.

Supporting information noted.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

Comment on minerals:
 The following wording should be included in the Key Development 

Considerations:
 “The site is underlain by a defined Mineral Safeguarding Area for sand and 

gravel. Any future development on this site will need to address the 
requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16 – 
‘safeguarding’ in relation to mineral resources.”

Comment on Flood Risk
 Mitigation required for heavy constraints.
 planning permission was sought for this site and we provided advice 

(District ref: 3PL/2015/0498/O and NCC latest ref:FWP/16/3/3228) where 
we highlighted significant constraints on this site due to flood risk from the 
ordinary watercourse (as highlighted in the 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 year 
updated surface water flood map).  There is historical flooding history on 
this site including flooding on the 7 January 2016.  The current planning 
application has show there is around a third of the site is not developable 
and may reduce the number / density of housing achievable at this location.  

Advice will be taken into account 
when developing final policies.84
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Any other planning applications need to be aware of the  constraints and 
mitigation required at this location.  Careful consideration should be given 
for safe access / egress to the site from the main road (as any entrance will 
cross the area at risk of flooding).

 Significant information required at a planning stage.

Comment on Green Infrastructure
 NCC will require the development to facilitate a physical connection to the 

local ProW network to the south and informatively through literature 
provision; to enable local access to the countryside for daily informal 
recreation and integrate development with local GI network.

LP(061)015 Preferred
Mattishall 
Neighbourhoo
d Plan 
Working 
Group

 No objection in principle, 
 Could be suitable for a medical centre
 Need to take account Conservation Area and listed buildings and view 

when approaching from the east.

Noted.

1 public  Seeks reduction of housing numbers to improve approach to Mattishall 
from the east.

 Seeks housing to be in keeping with existing barns and adjacent cottages to 
have regard to Church and Conservation Area.

Noted.

2 public  Object to development
 Highways issues: Site is dangerous on visibility grounds which will worsen 

with additional traffic
 Site should be opened up and laid to grass to make junction safer.
 Inconsistent approach to site assessment as many other sites around the 

junction were deemed unreasonable on highways grounds.

Noted, advice on highway safety  is 
taken from NCC highways authority.

Historic 
England

 Object to site
 Historic England have significant concerns over the allocation of this site 

based on an incomplete understanding of its contribution to the historic 
significance of the Mattishall Conservation Area and the setting of listed 
buildings. 

 Concerned about the loss of a converted barn and brick built structures 

Further evidence will be produced 
and the site will be reviewed in light 
of new evidence.
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associated with the former XXXalthouse on site  
 Concerned about number of dwellings
 The allocation is unsound.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

Comment on flood risk
 Few or no (flood risk) constraints, standard information required at 

planning application stage
Comment on infrastructure provision

 NCC will require a contribution to facilitate literature provision; to promote 
local access to the countryside for daily informal recreation and help new 
residents access the local network.

Noted. Advice will be taken into 
account when drafting final policies 
in the plan.

Mattishall 
P.C.

Supports site
 The Parish Council supports inclusion of this site for development. It is 

close to village services and could be developed without significant adverse 
impact on the adjacent conservation area. A smaller number of units would 
be desirable to allow part of the site to become additional public parking 
close to village services. In addition, if the western end of this site is not 
developed it will allow the possibility of improving the road junction at 
Burgh Lane/Church Plain/Dereham Road/Norwich Road.

Support noted

LP(062)022 and LP(061)025 Reasonable Alternatives
Mattishall 
P.C

 The Parish Council has reservations about these sites because of potential 
flooding issues and because of their distance from most village services. 
However they are considered preferable to LP(061)019 in terms of size of 
development and proximity to services.

Noted.

Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement sites, should be informed by an assessment of 
relationship between Mattishall and the surrounding landscape. A palette of 
locally distinctive materials should be encouraged.  Development should 
consider views into and out of the Mattishall Conservation Areas and 
impact to the setting of listed buildings.

Noted. Advice will be taken into 
account when drafting final policies 
in the plan.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Sites LP(061)025 and LP(061)022 - Mitigation required for heavy 
constraints (flood risk). Significant information required at a planning stage.

Noted. Advice will be taken into 
account when drafting final policies 
in the plan.

1 public  Sites LP(061)025 and LP(061)022. These are located immediately next to 
the 'Rayners Estate' which was built without any consideration for 
recreation and other community green space. It also floods. Bearing in mind 

Noted.
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the concentration of dwellings in that estate already it is imperative that 
recreational space for the residents is provided and these sites are the ideal 
place. It would then possible to provide a public footpath from there toward 
South Green, allowing people more easily to access the Village Hall which, 
currently, can only be reached by car.  

Unreasonable sites
Mattishall NP 
Group and 7 
public

 Seeks reconsideration of small sites classified as unreasonable
 In rural villages there will always be highways constraints, but this should 

not prejudice the development of smaller sites which have other benefits.
 Why does the plan prefer large scale developments over small scale infill?

Comments will be considered by 
members. In principle, there is little 
justification for reassessing sites with 
significant objections and/or 
identified constraints. 

1 public  Support list of unreasonable sites
 Considers linking council houses along Norwich Road by further ribbon 

development

Noted.

Mattishall 
Parish 
Council

Provide detailed comments on all sites classified as unreasonable for 
allocation
 Supports rejection of LP(O61)OO1, LP(061)002, LP(O61)003, 

LP(O61)004, LP(O61)OO6, LP(O61)007, LP(O61)008, LP(O61)009, 
LP(O61)O1O LP(O61)014, LP(O61)017, LP(O61)018, LP(O61)O11

 A possible suitable site for development. It is close to at least some village 
services, and closer than LP(061)019 to most village services.

 Accords with the village preference for small developments.
 Outline consent has recently been granted for 23 new dwellings on nearby 

site LP(061)016 which will have an impact on traffic. It is possible that if 
this site is also developed, the increased traffic could be mitigated by 
improvements to New Lane, plus the possibility of direct access from this 
site to New Lane.

LP(O61)012
 A possibility for development, the main negative factor being access along 

Thynnes Lane being too narrow to safely accommodate pedestrians.
LP(O61)O16

 Outline planning permission for 23 new dwellings was granted on 17th 
October 2016.

LP(O61)020 and LP(O61)026

Comments will be considered by 
members. In principle, there is little 
justification for reassessing sites with 
significant objections and/or 
identified constraints.
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 (It is difficult to distinguish between these two sites on the map)
 Only supported if vehicular access directly onto South Green or Mill Street. 

Partial development of the combined sites for up to 12 dwellings would be 
acceptable.

LP(O61)021
 a small development of part of the site might be acceptable if vehicular 

access directly onto Welgate can be achieved.
LP(O61)023

 This site is currently the subject of planning application 3PL/2016/1200/O. 
LP(O61)024

 The Parish Council considers this site (or part of it) to be suitable for a 
development of up to 12 dwellings. The other side of Occupation Road is 
already developed. It is nearer to most village services than (amongst 
others) site LP(061)019.

LP(061)004 Unreasonable
Mattishall 
Neighbourh
ood Plan 
Working 
Group

 This site is located off Mill Road/Dereham Road not Norwich Road/Burgh 
Lane and hence the rationale given for considering it ‘unreasonable’ is , 
unsound.

The highways comments relate to 
Mill Street/Church Plain and are 
therefore accurate. Site address will 
be amended.

Tesni 
Properties

 Promotes site for 16 dwellings
 Site is available, adjacent to development boundary, within walking 

distance to school, is enclosed but can be extended to accommodate further 
development in the adjoining field.

 Provides detailed information about social, economic and environmental 
benefits of developing site.

New sites will be assessed.

LP(061)024 unreasonable
Mattishall 
Neighbourh
ood Plan 
Working 
Group

1 public  Whilst outside the development boundary, the site is closer to services and 
facilities than the preferred and two alternatives

 Not clear why the site is classified as unreasonable.

Comments will be considered.

LP[061]011, 012, 016, 017, 018, 020 (Unreasonable)
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Mattishall 
Neighbourh
ood Plan 
Working 
Group

1 public  Sites are classified as unreasonable based on highways constraints however 
016 has since received permission and the Dereham Transport Study 
contradicts these findings/

Norfolk County Council also 
objected to the site with planning 
permission. In principle, there is little 
justification for reassessing sites with 
significant objections and/or 
identified constraints.

LP(061)021 and LP(061)010 unreasonable
Norfolk 
County 
Council

Minerals comments
 The following wording should be included in the Key Development 

Considerations for these sites:
 "The site is underlain by a defined Mineral Safeguarding Area for sand and 

gravel. Any future development on this site will need to address the 
requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16 - 
‘safeguarding’ in relation to mineral resources."

Lead Local Flood Authority
 Seeks removal of sites from the Local Plan due to Significant mitigation 

required for severe constraints. Provides further detail regarding flood risk 
on site.

Sites not preferred for allocation. 
Comments noted.

LP[061]012 and 020 unreasonable
 Although the comments identify the Mill St/ South Green Junctions as a 

constraint for these two sites I would add that both sites, as shown from 
their map positions, would require exit onto Thynnes Lane. This lane is 
identified for other sites as an important constraint and applies here also. 
This was an important reason for a decision to decline planning at a recent 
appeal for LP[061]012.  

Noted.

LP(061)007 Unreasonable
 The address is incorrect. This is actually part of May Farm and is a 

BROWNFIELD  site. Has it's own existing direct entrance from Dereham 
Road. Has no connection with May House in any way.

Noted. Site was assessed on the basis 
of a brownfield site.

LP(061)008 Unreasonable
1 public  This is land adjacent and to the rear of Glenthorne (not Glenthrone) at 149 

Dereham road.
Correction noted

LP(061)009 Unreasonable
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1 public  This is land fronting, and with existing direct access to, Dereham Road 
covering 151-155 Dereham road. No connection with Lyndhurst 
whatsoever.

Noted.

17.Narborough

Q18: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Narborough? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?
Total: 6 comments were made by 5 consultees
Key summary: 

 No objections to the preferred site.
 Additional wording proposed for the key development considerations from Historic England.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

Preferred Site LP[065]008
 Thought should be given to the relationship between the open land and the 

village. Village does not have a conservation are appraisal which makes it 
difficult to assess.

 Request  the following wording is added to the key development 
considerations:  An archaeological assessment will be required for 
development proposals within the site and supporting access improvements 
from Chalk Lane.

Update key development 
considerations with proposed 
wording.

Review evidence base requirements,

Norfolk 
Wildlife 
Trust

Preferred Site LP[065]008
 Support inclusion that impacts upon the Railway embankment should be 

recognised.

Support noted

Norfolk 
County 
Council

Preferred Site LP[065]008
 Local road and footway improvements required.
 LLFA – limited constraints standard information required at the planning 

Requirements regarding 
improvements to the local road and 
footpath network is included within 
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stage the key development considerations.

No change.
2 Public Unreasonable Site LP[065]03

 Site should not be designated as open space as it is privately owned by the 
church

Comment noted

18.Necton

Necton
Q19: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Necton? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  38 Comments from 10 consultees.

Key summary: 

 Necton Parish Council support the preferred site allocations.
 Limited public comments on any of the proposed sites.
 Historic England have raised concerns regarding the lack of evidence on the historic environment, The have also raised specific concerns regarding 

site LP[067]010 which they consider to be unsound due to the undesignated heritage assets at Erne Farm Farmhouse and Barn.
 Norfolk County Council have raised concerns regarding surface water flooding on some of the sites which will need to be reviewed as part of the 

sequential assessment.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

 Site at LP[067]010 is unsound as it would involve the loss of undesignated 
heritage assets.

 As Necton Conservation Area does not benefit from a conservation area 
appraisal or any alternative assessment of historic significance, it is not 
possible to support allocation of this site as it is not possible to determine 
whether development will contribute to Nectons defining characteristics 

Comments noted. There is a 
requirement for further review of the 
historic environment evidence.

Review of the proposed allocation a 
LP[067]010

91



90

and local distinctiveness
 We would welcome a consistent approach to settlement edge sites which 

takes account of the contribution of any open space or edge treatment to the 
character of each village. This should assist with identifying opportunities 
for further development sites as well as helping to express why some sites 
are more or less able to accommodate development whilst enhancing the 
sense of place of each unique settlement. For instance, given Nectons 
association with plantations and planted pine hedges of nearby estates, it 
may be appropriate to screen the allocated sites with tree planting in a way 
that would appropriately respond to the character and land use of the 
surrounding landscape.

1 Public  With all the proposed at Necton and Ashill, what are the proposals for the 
A47 junction.

The Local Plan will include an 
infrastructure delivery plan which 
will set out the infrastructure 
requirements to support the Local 
Plan..

Preferred Site LP[067]007
Necton 
Parish 
Council

 Agree with this as a preferred site Support noted

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – Significant surface water flood risk. Additional information is 
required to show that this site can be included within the plan. May restrict 
number and density of housing. Recommend review of site and potential 
removal from Local Plan.

 Minerals & Waste – The following wording should be included in the key 
development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future development on this site 
will need to address the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS16

Review site alongside new SFRA 
and sequential assessment.

Update key development 
considerations to reflect proposed 
wording for minerals and waster.

Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site should be informed by an assessment of the 
relationship between Necton and the surrounding landscape. An 
archaeological survey will be required.

Review requirements for further 
historic evidence in relation to this 
site.

Update key development 
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considerations.
Necton Land 
Management

 Supports the allocation. Can release further land to the south of the site for 
development and junction improvements with Hale Road.

Comment noted.

1 Landowner  Supports site. An outline application for this site is currently being 
prepared.

Support noted.

Preferred Site LP[067]010
Necton 
Parish 
Council

 Agree with this as a preferred site Support noted

Historic 
England

 Erne Farm Farmhouse and Barn and undesignated heritage assets. 
Significant concerns regarding the development of the site without further 
support evidence.

Review requirements for further 
historic evidence in relation to this 
site.

Environme
nt Agency

 Site is partially within flood zones 2 and 3. Development should be 
sequentially based. Would expect a detailed site specific flood risk 

Comment noted.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information  required at the 
planning application stage

 Minerals & Waste – The following wording should be included in the key 
development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future development on this site 
will need to address the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS16

Update key development 
considerations to reflect proposed 
wording.

Heritage 
Developments

 Supports allocation of site. Site is currently the subject of a planning 
application.

 Housing target for the site does not represent efficient use of land and 
should be increased. Housing targets should also be set as a minimum not a 
maximum.

Support noted. The housing target for 
the site reflects heritage assets on the 
site.

1 Public  Support the allocation. Development should not be allowed to creep onto 
the southern section of the site. This should be used as open space.

Support noted.

Preferred Site LP[067]011
Necton 
Parish 
Council

 Agree with this as a preferred site Support noted

Necton Land 
Management

 Support the preferred site. Development constraints are minimal and land is 
available now for development. Site could be increased in size as Necton 

Support Noted
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Management own land at the front of the site.
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning application stage.

 Minerals & Waste – The following wording should be included in the key 
development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future development on this site 
will need to address the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS16

Update key development 
considerations to reflect proposed 
wording.

Historic 
England

 An archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site.

Update key development 
considerations.

1 Public  Support site subject to the retention of trees – site is not suitable for 
agricultural

Support noted.

Alternative Site LP[067]003
Necton 
Parish 
Council

1 Public  Site should be downgraded to an unreasonable option. Ramms lane is not 
suitable for access to this site. Other sites within the village are better 
related to services and don’t impact upon congested/restricted access points.

NCC highways have not raised 
concerns regarding the access to this 
site.  Site is therefore considered to 
be a reasonable alternative option. 
No change.

Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site should be informed by an assessment of the 
relationship between Necton and the surrounding landscape. 

 An archaeological survey will be required.

Review requirements for further 
historic evidence in relation to this 
site.

Update key development 
considerations.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – mitigation required for heavy constraints. Comments noted

Alternative Site LP[067]004
Diocese of 
Norwich

 Support for site. Considered that it can deliver 5 high quality dwellings 
along the road frontage. NCC highways have not raised any objections.

Support noted.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – Significant surface water flood risk. Additional information is 
required to show that this site can be included within the plan. May restrict 
number and density of housing. Recommend review of site and potential 
removal from Local Plan.

Review alongside the SFRA and 
sequential assessment.
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Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site allocation unsound.

Review requirements for further 
historic evidence in relation to this 
site.

Necton 
Parish 
Council

 Land is ideally suited for future community use. Consider it should be 
downgraded to unreasonable

Comment noted

1 Public  This is agricultural land which can be worked by modern machinery, 
therefore should not be developed.

Comment noted

Alternative Site LP[067]005
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Mitigation required for heavy constraints. Significant information required 
at the planning application stage.

Comment noted.

Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site should be informed by an assessment of the 
relationship between Necton and the surrounding landscape. 

 An archaeological survey will be required.

Review requirements for further 
historic evidence in relation to this 
site.

Update key development 
considerations.

Necton 
Parish 
Council

 Site should be downgraded to an unreasonable option. Ramms lane is not 
suitable for access to this site. Other sites within the village are better 
related to services and don’t impact upon congested/restricted access points.

NCC highways have not raised 
concerns regarding the access to this 
site.  Site is therefore considered to 
be a reasonable alternative option. 
No change.

1 Public  This is agricultural land which can be worked by modern machinery, 
therefore should not be developed.

Comment noted

Unreasonable Sites
1 Public LP[067]001

 This is all that remains of a small farm. It should be considered for 
residential development

Site is isolated from services and 
facilities within Necton. No change/

2 Public LP[067]008
 Site is suitable for residential development. Other sites are suitable for 

development within the same proximity of the A47.

Comment noted

1 Public LP[067]012
 This is agricultural land which can be worked by modern machinery, 

Comment noted
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therefore should not be developed.
Environme
nt Agency

LP[067]013
 Site is situated in an area of flood risk. Agree with the unreasonable 

assessment of the site.

Comment noted

1 Public LP[067]013
 This is agricultural land which can be worked by modern machinery, 

therefore should not be developed.

Comment noted

19.North Elmham

Q20: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in North Elmham? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  38 comments from 15 consultees

Key summary: 

 Historic England has raised soundness concerns regarding the lack of historic evidence on the village.
 The parish council and members of the public have raised objections to the revised housing numbers proposed for the village, as they are contrary 

to the parish survey which had been carried out previously.

96



95

 Majority of comments are on preferred site LP[070]008. NCC highways have objected to the inclusion of this site within the Local Plan, due to the 
inability to create safe access. A number of public comments have also been received in regards to this site in relation to traffic congestion and 
safety on Eastgate Street.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

North 
Elmham 
Parish 
Council

9 Public  Objection to the revision to housing numbers, contrary to what the parish 
council agreed.

 School and doctors is at capacity.

Objections to the housing number 
noted. This needs to be considered 
alongside land Availability and the 
district wide housing trajectory.

Historic 
England

 Without an assessment of the character and significance of the historic 
environment of North Elmham, it cannot be considered to have properly 
reviewed the historic environment and is unsound.

Review historic environment 
evidence and consider requirement 
for further work.

1 Public  Problems in the village with surface water at times of extreme rain.
 Mobile communication is appalling and should be addressed.

Comments noted.

Preferred Site LP[070]001
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few constraints. Standard information required at the planning 
stage.

 Minerals & Waste – site is underlain by a Mineral Safeguarding Area for 
sand and gravel. Key development considerations should be updated to 
include: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral Safeguarding Area for 
sand and gravel. Any future development on this site will need to address 
the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16

Comment noted. 

Historic  
England

 Inadequate consideration of the historic environment.  Development should 
consider views into and out of the North Elmham Conservation Area and 
impact to the setting of listed buildings. An archaeological assessment will 
be required for development proposals within the site.

Comment noted

1 Public  16 Houses is too many. Whilst the car park will be beneficial to the school, 
it wont be beneficial to other village facilities. Congestion is likely to 
worsen.

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission. No change

Preferred Site LP[070]008
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Highways – Site cannot deliver safe access. There is an objection to the 
inclusion of this site. 

 LLFA – Few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 

Review highways comments and 
reassess site.
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planning stage
 Minerals & Waste – include the following wording: The site is underlain by 

a defined Mineral Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future 
development on this site will need to address the requirements of Norfolk 
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16

Historic 
England

 Inadequate consideration of the historic environment makes this site 
allocation unsound. Edge of settlement site should be informed by 
relationship between North Elmham and surrounding landscape. An 
archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within this site.

Reconsider requirements for historic 
environment evidence.

North 
Elmham 
Parish 
Council

10 Public Objection to site
 Eastgate Street is narrow and cannot cope with additional traffic. Eastgate 

Street is also often used as a rat run between Back Lane and Holt Road.
 Currently cars park on the street on either side which restricts the width of 

the road. There are no pavements on Eastgate Street.
 Houses to the east of Eastgate Street are subject to flooding during heavy 

rain, this site would make the situation worse.

Comments noted. NCC highways 
have raised objections to the 
inclusion of this site. Reassess site.

Alternative Site LP[070]007
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Highways – will meet highways requirements subject to local improvement 
to Eastgate Street junction

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning application stage

 Minerals & Waste – include the following wording: The site is underlain by 
a defined Mineral Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future 
development on this site will need to address the requirements of Norfolk 
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16

Comments noted. Site has been 
assessed an alternative option. No 
Change.

Historic 
England

 Inadequate consideration of the historic environment makes this site 
allocation unsound. Edge of settlement site should be informed by 
relationship between North Elmham and surrounding landscape. An 
archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within this site.

Reconsider requirements for historic 
environment evidence.

1 Public  Support site. Good land with houses. Support noted
1 Public  Object to site. Would remove the only remaining open view on Eastgate 

Street. Would have a detrimental impact on listed buildings and the 
Objection noted. Review alongside 
the requirement for further historic 
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conservation area. evidence.
Unreasonable Sites

1 Public LP[070]003
 Agree with assessment

Noted

Norfolk 
County 
Council

LP[070]005
 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at planning 

application stage.

Comment noted.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

LP[070]006
 Mitigation required for heavy constraints. Northern section of site is at risk 

of fluvial flooding. Significant information required at planning application 
stage.

 Minerals & Waste – include the following wording: The site is underlain by 
a defined Mineral Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future 
development on this site will need to address the requirements of Norfolk 
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16

Comments noted. Site has been 
assessed an unreasonable option. No 
Change.

1 Public LP[070]006
 Site ha merit and could perhaps be used for affordable housing, excluding 

the area at the back of the site.

Comments noted. Site has been 
assessed an unreasonable option. No 
Change.

1 Public LP[070]011
 Limited merit, but would frame the village as there are houses opposite.

Site has been assessed as an 
unreasonable option, due to impact 
upon the setting of listed Worthing 
Mill

1 Public LP[070]012
 Outside village envelope. Not appropriate.

Comment noted.
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20.Old Buckenham

Q21: Are you aware of any further suitable sites within Old Buckenham to ensure delivery of the housing target?
Q22:  Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Old Buckeham? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?
If you have a comment on a specific please include the reference number.

Total:  33 Comments from 22 consultees.

Key summary: 

 Old Buckenham Parish Council support the preferred site allocation LP(074)014 as did 1 member of the public
 Old Buckenham P.C. and 16 residents oppose the preferred site allocation LP(074)006. Highway safety and suitability was an issue raised by all 

respondents.
 Historic England are concerned that the settlement boundary does not reflect the historic form of the village, that there is no conservation area 

appraisal and they raise soundness issues with both proposed allocations due to lack of adequate consideration of the historic environment.
 A few respondents raised issues regarding lack of infrastructure and the results of a recent parish survey
 No further sites were submitted, but further information was received from the site owner of LP(074)013
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Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

1 public  Recent survey of New Buckenham indicated 53% did not support new 
homes, those who supported averaged support for 20 new homes. Suggests 
this information is used to form allocation.

 Supports Old Buckenhams LSC status and requests that pubs are protected 
by change of use policy.

Breckland will maintain a policy to 
protect key rural facilities. The 
council seek to adopt a consistent 
approach to the distribution of 
development in LSC’s.

1 public  lack of infrastructure investment in Old Buckenham has restricted new sites 
for development and has led to objections from Highways

 Food production is as important as the need for housing

Comments noted.

1 public  The arbitrary figure of 50 homes should not be applied to a unique village, 
should be 35 inc. development of St Andrews. 

 Seeks removal of Attleborough Road due to highway and safety issues.
 Infrastructure is at capacity, seeks retention of existing boundary

Comments noted.

Historic 
England

 Provide detailed information regarding the historic environment of Old 
Buckenham

 The settlement boundary has the effect of confusing the historic form of the 
village because it excludes the Green 

 Seek character appraisal of the Conservation Area.
 Notes unreasonable sites have been discounted due to Highway issues, but 

believes that the impact on the historic environment should also be provided 
significant weight and in some cases, sites with highway issues could be 
revisited. 

 Housing targets may be more appropriately considered across the district 
rather than a village by village basis.

The settlement boundary is designed 
to show where development is 
acceptable, in principle and therefore 
does not necessarily reflect the 
historic form of the settlement.

Further evidence will be prepared.

LP[074]006
1 public  Supports site 

o Seeks supporting infrastructure including path to school
Support noted. Policy will outline the 
supporting infrastructure will be 
required.

Old 
Buckenham 
P.C.

16 public  Object to site
 Highway safety issues – crossing road, bend, speeding (evidenced by SAM 

sign data), history of accidents, new school junction will compound the 
problem as will SUE traffic.

 loss of field view, compounds poor internet problem, drainage and 

Objections will be reviewed when 
determining allocation options and 
devising policies.
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waterlogging issues, merging towards Attleborough, inadequate parking, no 
pavement or street lighting

 lack of supporting infrastructure
 The proposed Neighbourhood plan reinforces the views that the 

Attleborough Road proposal would be highly objectionable and not 
required.

 Old Buckenham P.C state that if the allocation were to remain, it should 
reflect character on opposite side of the road (linear development of 
detached houses) as it is the gateway to the settlement.

NCC  Few or no constraints, provides specific flood information
 Standard information required at planning stage

Noted. Specific comments will 
inform final policy wording.

Historic 
England

 Object - Inadequate consideration of the historic environment makes the 
allocation unsound

 Provides detailed comments for consideration including advice regarding: 
views, relationship with Old Buckenham, materials and archaeological 
assessment.

Further evidence will be prepared. 
This will inform the future policy 
direction for Old Buckenham.

LP(074)014
Old 
Buckenham 
Parish 
Council

1 public  Supports site
 Considers site an ideal mix of affordable and private rented homes
 Identified key development considerations are appropriate 
 Retention of woodland screening between the site and B1077 is of 

paramount importance.

Support and comments noted.

Historic 
England

 Object - Inadequate consideration of the historic environment makes the 
allocation unsound

 Provides detailed comments for consideration including advice regarding: 
views, relationship with Old Buckenham, materials and impact on setting of 
Listed Buildings

Further evidence will be prepared. 
This will inform the future policy 
direction for Old Buckenham.

NCC  Few or no constraints, provides specific flood information
 Standard information required at planning stage

Noted. Specific comments will 
inform final policy wording.

LP[074]013
1 public  Site is incorrectly described as adjacent to Brookside Cottage which may 

lead to misinterpretation over access
 The reasons given for classifying it as unreasonable are virtually identical to 

Further information will be reviewed 
when determining allocation options 
and devising policies.
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LP(074)003 which has recently been given outline planning permission 
 Only the access is at risk of flooding
 Highways have objected but have approved the same access for 

LP(074)003 and has better visibility
 Believes site has not been assessed fairly

LP[074]007
Environme
nt Agency

 Agrees LP[074]007 is unreasonable- site is partially located within Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.

Noted.

21.Shipdham

Q23: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Shipdham? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  18 Comments from 12 consultees.

Key summary: 

 Support was received for the preferred sites from members of the public.
 Historic England have requested that further information is provided on the historic environment.
 Site representations have been received on unreasonable sites within the village seeking further review of land.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

 Site allocation adjacent to a conservation area should be informed by an 
understanding of what makes the conservation area distinctive.  Site 
allocation may not be considered sound without this evidence.

Review the requirement for further 
evidence on the historic environment.

Preferred Site LP[085]002
5 Public  Support site and consider that it should be increased further south. Support noted

Historic  Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic Site has the decision to grant 
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England environment makes this site unsound. Development should consider views 
into and out of the conservation area and impact upon listed buildings. An 
archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site.

planning permission subject to the 
completion of the s106 agreement.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning application stage.

Comment noted

Landowner  Support the proposal. Consider that the site should be extended further 
south.

Support noted

Preferred Site LP[085]006
5 Public  Object to the site. Consider that it is too large and smaller sites should be 

used as per the village appraisal. 
Comment noted.

1 Landowner  Support this proposed site. It is centrally located within walking distance of 
all the existing services and facilities. The site can be developed alongside 
the adjoining land which has planning permission including an upgraded 
access from Chapel Street.

Support noted.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA - Mitigation required for heavy constraints. Significant information 
required at the planning application stage.

Comment noted.

Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site unsound. Development should consider views 
into and out of the conservation area and impact upon listed buildings. An 
archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site.

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to the 
completion of the s106 agreement.

Alternative Site LP[085]009
Historic 
England

 Significant concern that inadequate consideration of the historic 
environment makes this site unsound. Development should consider views 
into and out of the conservation area and impact upon listed buildings. An 
archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site.

Site has the decision to grant 
planning permission subject to the 
completion of the s106 agreement.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning application stage.

Comment noted

1 Landowner  Support the allocation of the site. It is well located and there are no obvious Support noted.
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constraints to its development.
Unreasonable Sites

2 Landowner LP[085]005
 There is an agreement to allow access to the site through LP[085]002. 

Therefore consider this site should be preferred.

Comments noted

Norfolk 
Wildlife 
Trust

LP[085]010
 Support the designation of this site as an unreasonable option

Support noted.

Breckland 
Bridge Ltd

LP[085]011
 Objects to the designation of the site as unreasonable due to highways 

constraints. An assessment has been carried out which shows that safe 
highways access can be achieved.

 Site was supported through the village appraisal. 
 Allocation of the site would prevent unnecessary encroachment into the 

countryside.

Comments noted. Access from 
Chapel Street is constrained by two 
protected trees.
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22.Sporle 

Q24: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Sporle? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  16 comments from 7 consultees

Key summary: 

 The majority of comments are from statutory consultees. Historic England have requested further historic evidence is prepared whilst Norfolk 
County Council have requested updates to the wording of the key development considerations.

 Comments from the public have queried the designation as a local service centre and also made specific comments on the preferred, alternative and 
unreasonable sites.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Historic 
England

 Sporle is a small linear settlement. The present village is a short distance 
from an abandoned Medieval village sited further west directly on the 
Peddars Way at the crest of a hill. When considered on a map, the preferred 
site is more suitable than the alternate site due to the latters proximity to the 
church. When considered from the village, it is noted that The Street, the 
road that runs past the Church of Saint Mary, is set at the bottom of a slope 
with the Alternate Site (and the intervening primary school) set at a higher 
land level. Views of the church are partial and glimpsed through 
intervening hedges and boundary treatments. Combined with the more 
intense tree cover in this part of the village, a carefully designed scheme on 

Review requirements for historic 
environment evidence.
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the alternate site could potentially be designed that appropriately maintains 
the significance and setting of the Grade I listed church and has an 
acceptable relationship with the surrounding landscap

1 Public  With the expansion of Swaffham does Sporle need more houses? Sporle has 
limited employment which is mainly agricultural; therefore the sites should 
remain as farmland.

Comments noted. The majority of the 
proposed growth is directed to higher 
order settlements, with larger local 
service centres villages including 
Sporle designated for some growth.

Preferred Site LP[092]005
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Highways – no objection subject to improvements to the footway and road 
of the street across from the site frontage.

 LLFA – mitigation required for heavy constraints. There is potential risk of 
surface water flooding. Significant information required at the planning 
application stage.

 NCC will require the development to facilitate a physical connection to the 
local PRoW network, particularly to the Peddars Way National Trail.

Update key development 
considerations to reflect highways, 
flooding and green infrastructure 
requirements.

Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site should be informed by the relationship between 
Sporle and the surrounding landscape. Development should consider the 
setting of listed buildings. Request the following wording to be 
incorporated into the key development considerations for both of the 
allocated sites:  An archaeological assessment will be required for 
development proposals within the site.

Review requirements for historic 
environment evidence.

Update key development 
considerations.

1 Public  Site is adjacent a working pig farm which causes odour issues. The field is 
steep and floods frequently. Most important reason for picking the 
alternative site is highways safety and the junction with the A47 is 
dangerous.

Comments noted. Landowners have 
indicated that the pig farm would 
close if this site was to be the 
preferred option.

1 Public  Exits onto a narrow part of the street, and offers scope to improve visibility 
on this part of the road.

Comment noted

Sporle 
Parish 
Council

 Should include provisions for water management as the area is known for 
flooding

Comment noted.

Alternative Site LP[092]004
Norfolk 
County 

 LLFA – few or no constraints. Standard information required at the 
planning application stage.

Update key development 
considerations to reflect proposed 
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Council  Minerals & Waste – Include the following wording within the key 
development considerations: The site is underlain by a defined Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future development on this site 
will need to address the requirements of Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Policy CS1

minerals & waste wording.

Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site should be informed by the relationship between 
Sporle and the surrounding landscape. Development should consider the 
setting grade 1 listed church

Review requirements for historic 
environment evidence, 

1 Public  Would exit onto a narrow part of The Street and very close to a bend 
restricting visibility.

Comment noted

1 Public  Site is more appropriate than the preferred option. Closer to school, bus 
stop and other village amenities.

Support noted

1 Public  Objects to site. Land should be retained for farming. Infrastructure required 
for this site would impact the whole village. The village already has a 
problem with flooding. No foopaths and poor access to main trunk road. 
Does not consider large scale development appropriate in Sporle.

Comment noted.

Sporle 
Parish 
Council

 Site can get waterlogged. Question agricultural land classification Comment noted.

Unreasonable Site
1 Landowner LP[0952]008

 Would like site to be reconsidered. Site is close to main settlement, has 
good access and would help to support the primary school.

NCC highways have provided 
comments that the site has severe 
highways constrainst. No change.
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23.Swanton Morley

Q25: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Swanton Morley? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?
Total:  19 comments from 11 consultees
Key summary: 

 Support for the preferred option from the parish council, landowner and 3 members of the public
 Historic England have highlighted the need for more information on the historic environment, and requested additional criteria for the key 

development considerations 
 Norfolk County Council have requested additional wording regarding access to the public rights of way network.
 The parish council and members of the public have objected to alternative sites on Manns Lane.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

3 Public  Support the designation of preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites. Support noted
2 Public  Object to more dwellings being built in Swanton Morley. Infrastructure is 

already a problem, including increased traffic.
Comment noted.

Swanton 
Morley PC

 Support the preferred site LP[098]013 and agree with alternative options 
LP[098]014 and 016.

Support noted

Swanton 
Morley Farms 
Ltd

 Support preferred site LP[098]013. Site is considered more suitable than the 
alternative options. It is supported by the local community. Safe access can 
be achieved from Rectory Road and highways have not raised any 
objections.

Support noted

Swanton 
Morley PC

1 Public Objection to sites LP[098]003 and 002
 Sites should be disregarded as an alternative option due to highway safety 

along Manns Lane. Development of these sites could also impact upon the 
viability of the village hall due to noise constraints.

Comments noted. NCC highways as 
the highways authority have not 
raised concern regarding highways 
safety on these sites and have instead 
indicated that some improvements 
may be required.

No change.
Historic 
England

Preferred Site LP[098]013
 Add the following wording to the key development considerations: An 

Update key development 
considerations with the proposed 
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archaeological assessment will be required for development proposals 
within the site.

Comments on sites LP[098]013, 014 and 016
 Edge of centre site should be informed by an assessment of relationship 

between Swanton Morley and the surrounding landscape.

wording.

Review evidence for the historic 
environment.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

Preferred Site LP[098]013
 The development should facilitate a physical connection to the local PRoW 

network, particularly to the Wensum Way Trail. Contributions may also be 
required for enhancement to the PRoW network to mitigate increased 
footfall.

 LLFA – standard information required at the planning application stage.

Alternative Sites LP[098]002,003,014,016
 LLFA – few or no constraints in relation to surface water flooding. 

Standard information required at the planning application stage.

Update key development 
considerations to include wording 
around connection to the PRoW 
network.

24.Weeting
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Total:  2 consultees provided 2 comments

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Norfolk 
Wildlife Trust

 Support the proposal that there should be no housing growth in Weeting 
due to the SPA buffer

Support noted

Environment 
Agency

 Sites LP[107]001 and 004 are partially located within flood zones 2 and 3. 
Development should be sequentially based. A detailed site specific flood 
risk assessment should be provided for any future development.

It is not recommended to allocated 
any land for residential development 
within Weeting due to the 
environmental constraints. 
No change

25.Yaxham 

Q26: Do you agree with the approach to preferred, alternative and unreasonable sites in Yaxham? 
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Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)?

Total:  82 comments by 69 consultees

Key summary: 

 46 members of the public dispute the Local Service Centre status designation of Yaxham including the Parish Council and Neighbourhood Plan 
Group. 

 The Neighbourhood Plan Group raise conflicts between the emerging  Local Plan and the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
 Historic England: further evidence on the historic environment required including edge of settlement work.
 Norfolk County Council have provided detailed comments on the site, which will see the need to update the key development considerations and 

review sites. 

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

46  public Local Service Status objection
 The village has already expanded with 4 permissions outside the settlement 

boundary.
 Pressure of infrastructure
 Lack of services 
 Lack of regular bus service
 Traffic and speeds
 Local Flooding
 Employment opportunities are lacking
 Clint Green and Yaxham should be considered separate villages and 

services are not within walking distance
 Does not meet the criteria to be designated a Local Service Centre
 If Yaxham Waters is developed then the village would lose the shop. 

The Local Service Centre Topic 
Paper is a factual document based on 
the most up to date evidence at the 
time the evidence based work is 
carried out. 

An infrastructure delivery plan will 
be provided alongside the Local Plan 
to ensure that the infrastructure is in 
place to support the levels of growth 
proposed. 

Garvestone, 
Reymerston 
and Thuxton 
Parish 

2 Public Level of growth 
 Levels of growth are too high and services would struggle. There would be 

a knock on effect  for surrounding villages.
 How is 95 dwellings a 10% growth increase on the 340 dwellings in the 

10% growth has been applied equally 
to each of the Local Service Centre 
Villages.  
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Council 2011 census. 
Preferred Site LP[113]007
Norfolk 
County 
Council

General comments 
 NCC will require the development to facilitate a physical connection to the 

local PRoW network to the north, in particular to the Yaxham Circular 
Walk, promoted by Norfolk Trails. Literature provision will also be 
required; to enable local access to the countryside for daily informal 
recreation and integrate development with local GI network. NCC may also 
require a contribution toward enhancements to nearby Public Rights of Way 
to mitigate impacts from increased footfall.

 The LLFA highlighted that there are few or no constraints and that standard 
information will be required at the planning stage.

Consider updating key development 
consideration wording to include 
recommendations regarding Public 
Rights of Way. 

Historic 
England

 Edge of settlement site, should be informed by an assessment of 
relationship between Yaxham and the surrounding landscape. Traditional 
materials, especially flint, should be encouraged. Development should 
consider impact to the setting of listed buildings. An archaeological 
assessment will be required for development proposals within the site.

 Due to the site being a greenfield site in open landscape, Historic England 
recommend the use of traditional materials, boundary treatments and typical 
planting to successfully integrate development into the village.   

Consider undertaking further 
evidence base work regarding the 
historic environment. 

Yaxham 
Neighbourh
ood Plan 
Group and 
Yaxham 
Parish 
Council 

10  Public Objection to site
 Yaxham does not have the infrastructure and services to facilitate the levels 

of growth proposed 
 Development outside of the settlement boundary in the open countryside, 

which will have impacts upon views. 
 Site is distant from key services and facilities (more than 800m)
 Development will increase traffic 
 The site has no regard for the ‘Strategic Green Gaps’ as set out in the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 
 Water pipes run under the site to adjoining farm, owned by the farm. 
 Surface Water Flooding 

The Dereham Transport Study and 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan will 
provide the evidence to inform the 
key development considerations on 
the site. 

The Neighbourhood Plan has not 
passed examination and is not in 
force; therefore policies carry little 
weight. 

Detailed site specific issues – such as 
water pipes – would be addressed 
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through the planning process. 

The LLFA have made comments in 
relation to surface water flooding 
stating that “there are few or no 
constraints and that standard 
information will be required at the 
planning stage.”

Lanpro Support for site 
 Fully support the site being designated as a preferred site as the site is 

within close walking distance to services and facilities.

Support noted 

Alternative Site LP[113]005
Norfolk 
County 
Council 

General comments
 NCC Minerals and Waste stated that the following wording should be 

included in the key development considerations: "The site is underlain by a 
defined Mineral Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any future 
development on this site will need to address the requirements of Norfolk 
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16 - ˜safeguarding in relation 
to mineral resources."

 The LLFA stated that are few or no constraints, highlighting some small 
areas of 1 in 100 year and 1 in 1000 year surface water flooding. 
Information on local flood risk and SuDs would be expected for any 
development here (if planning permission was not granted or this current 
planning permission lapsed). Standard information required at a planning 
stage. 

Consider updating key development 
consideration wording to include 
recommendations regarding Minerals 
and Waste and Surface Water 
Flooding. 

Historic 
England

General comments
 Due to the site being a greenfield site in open landscape, Historic England 

recommend the use of traditional materials, boundary treatments and typical 
planting to successfully integrate development into the village.   

 The site abuts the Yaxham Conservation Area which incorporates large 
amounts of open space with views south into open countryside, views that 
would be filled by new development. An assessment of the importance of 
and impact upon the significance of open spaces, views and the relationship 
of the conservation area to the surrounding landscape would be required to 

Consider undertaking further 
evidence base work regarding the 
historic environment.
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be found sound. 
Yaxham 
Neighbourh
ood Plan 
Group and 
Yaxham 
Parish 
Council 

2  public 

Objection to site
 Site is distant from the school and shop
 No pavement along the Whinburgh Road into Yaxham

Comments noted. 

Millard 
Tuddenham 

Support for site
 Dispute assessment and non-allocation due to proximity to Badley Moor 

SSSI and Norfolk Valley Fens SAC as Natural England raise no objections. 

Consider a review of the assessment 
of the site. 

26.Employment Sites 

Q27: Do you agree with the approach to preferred and alternative sites in Snetterton? 
Are there any additional development considerations which need to be addressed for the preferred site(s)? 
If you have a comment on a specific site please include the reference number. 
Q28: Do you agree with policy SH1 – Snetterton Heath? 

Total:  8 comments from 8 consultees 

Key summary: 
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 Anglian water require timing of the proposed development in order to ensure timely improvements can be made to the network to meet the 
additional demand. 

 Members of the public 

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Anglian 
Water

General comments
 The foul flows from future growth will have an impact on the existing foul 

sewerage network. All sites will require a local connection to the existing 
sewerage network. There is insufficient capacity in the foul sewerage 
network to accommodate the proposed major employment site allocations; 
as such substantial off-site infrastructure will be required. It is therefore 
crucial that the timing of the development is understood and if necessary 
phased to ensure Anglian Water can make timely improvements in order to 
meet the additional demand.

Consider providing the timing of 
expected delivery to Anglian Water 
to ensure that timely improvements 
can be made to the network in order 
to meet the additional demand. 

Historic 
England

  Historic England has no comment to make with regard to the proposed 
employment sites within Snetterton.

Comments noted

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council

 The parish council would like included in the plan that prior to any 
development adequate landscaping  plans are in place for screening 
purposes. 

Comments noted.  Consider 
increasing the strength of wording 
within the key development 
considerations around screening. 

Question 28: Policy SH1 – Snetterton Heath 
Johnston 
Logistics 

 Use of the word ‘preferred’ regarding planning class use should be 
removed. 

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council

 SNE 01 not suitable 
 SNE 02 in favour of development 

Preferred Site LP[087]010A
Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

1 public Objection to site 
 Development to the north of the A11 would have an impact upon Snetterton 

village. 
 Planning committee meeting regarding the pet food factory it was stated 

that consent would not set a precedent that the rest of the site would be 

Comments noted. The site shown is 
the gross size of the site. A gross to 
net calculation has been applied to 
the site and one of the key 
development considerations sets out 
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development 
 Development should not extend west of the pet food factory.

the inclusion of: “appropriate 
screening to reduce the impact of 
employment land upon properties to 
the west”. 

Johnston 
Logistics

Objection to site
 Do not accept that the entire site should be allocated.

Preferred Site LP[087]009 
1 Public Support for site

 Already industrial land 
Support noted

Johnston 
Logistics

 Close proximity to our developed site 
 Should be 8.6ha

Support noted. Gross to net 
calculation assumptions have been 
made based on government guidance. 

Alternative Site LP[087]011 
Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

1 Public Support for site
 Already industrial land
 Could form part of a high tech Cambridge – Norwich corridor 

Support noted

Snetterton 
Park Ltd. 

Support for site
 Support the inclusion of Snetterton Park within the Snetterton Heath GEA 

and the councils efforts to promote Snetterton Heath as an Employment 
Area and the A11 technology corridor in general. The employment area 
boundary as defined in SNE.02 plan should be redrawn, as shown on plan 
SN1. 

Comments noted. Consider 
redrawing of SNE.02 in line with 
Snetterton Parks suggestion, so long 
as the extent of the redrawing does 
not exceed 7.8 hectares of net 
employment land. 

Alternative Site LP[077]003
Johnston 
Logistics

Support for site
 Support the site as an alternative 

Support noted

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council

Objection to site
 The site is within close proximity to the residential village of Eccles 

Comment noted. The site is currently 
considered an alternative site and if 
the site were to come forward then 
these constraints would have to be 
overcome through key development 
considerations.
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Alternative Site LP[087]012
Snetterton 
Parish 
Council

Objection to site
 The site is within close proximity to the residential village of Eccles 

Comment noted. The site is currently 
considered an alternative site and if 
the site were to come forward then 
these constraints would have to be 
overcome through key development 
considerations.

Alternative Site LP[087]012
Snetterton 
Parish 
Council

Snetterton 
Parish 
Council

Snetterton Parish Council Snetterton Parish Council

Alternative Site LP[087]012
Snetterton 
Parish 
Council

Objection to site
 The site is within close proximity to the residential village of Eccles 

Comment noted. The site is currently 
considered an alternative site and if 
the site were to come forward then 
these constraints would have to be 
overcome through key development 
considerations.

Alternative Site LP[087]005
Snetterton 
parish 
Council 

4 public Objection to site
 Site is situated on arable land 
 Development of the site would have a serious affect on the parish of 

Snetterton and the local environment. 
 Impact upon landscape/views
 Too close to residential areas 
 Site is used for recreation: walking, fruit picking etc. 
 Impact upon landscape and views
 Light, noise and visual pollution
 No barrier between the employment site and residential properties
 Site is agricultural land

Comments noted. The site is 
currently considered an alternative 
site and if the site were to come 
forward then these constraints would 
have to be overcome through key 
development considerations. 

Alternative Site LP[087]010 B
Snetterton 
Parish 
Council 

3 Public Objection to site
 Development of the site would have a serious affect on the parish of 

Snetterton and the local environment. 

Comments noted. The site is 
currently considered an alternative 
site and if the site were to come 
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 Impact upon landscape and views
 Too close to residential areas 
 Site is used for recreation: walking, fruit picking etc.
 Light, noise and visual pollution
 No barrier between the employment site and residential properties
 Site is agricultural land

forward then these constraints would 
have to be overcome through key 
development considerations.

Alternative Site LP[087]010 C
Snetterton 
Parish 
Council

1 public Objection to site
 Impact upon landscape and views
 Too close to residential areas 
 Light, noise and visual pollution
 No barrier between the employment site and residential properties
 Site is agricultural land

Comments noted. The site is 
currently considered an alternative 
site and if the site were to come 
forward then these constraints would 
have to be overcome through key 
development considerations.

Alternative Site LP[077]003 
Johnston 
Logistics

Support for site
 Accept that the site is not appropriate for B use due to proximity to 

residential development
 Important link site between the alternative highway route to Attleborough 
 Vital railway link connections
 LP[077]003B could provide new housing/office use 

Comments noted. The site is 
currently considered an alternative 
site and if the site were to come 
forward then further work would 
have to be undertaken on the impacts 
of potential employment use on the 
surrounding residential development. 

Unreasonable Site LP[087]002
1 public Support for site

 Site has access
 Logical development site between the bio-mass station

Consider undertaking further 
discussions with NCC Highways to 
establish whether access can be 
achieved. 

27.Review of Rural Settlement Boundaries

Q29: Do you agree with the approach to development in the rural areas?
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Do you consider that policy PDO5B should be defined around clusters of 10 dwellings? Or is there an alternative cluster size that the Council should 
consider e.g. 5?

Total: 44 consultees made 48 comments

Key summary: 
 General support for a criteria based policy which enables limited growth in rural areas. However, the policy PD05A & B  as currently drafted is not 

clear to most respondents.
 Difficult to identify how many people support/object to policy as most comments are detailed queries seeking clarification of the policy, therefore 

there is some uncertainty over implementation and implications. 
 Some agents/landowners sought reclassification of villages in order to promote sites, some respondents sought reclassification of villages to protect 

village from development (most consistently for New Buckenham)

PDO5A
 Many respondents seek clarification of the meaning of the terms: ‘local support’, ‘social local need’ ‘infill’ and express that terms should be more 

clearly defined. 
 ‘local support’ in particular is queried as to whether this can be upheld at appeal.
 Clarification of whether 10%, 5%  growth applies to the settlement or the parish. Some respondents query whether their settlement has already 

reached/exceeded this limit. Query justification for 10%, 5% growth and queries how this fits with 150 houses in rural areas outlined in section 2, 
housing table.

 Justification for 5 or 3 units – comments for these limits are split between support and object, notably Norfolk County Council disagrees with 
precise limits and considers that it will not support thriving rural settlements or affordable housing. 

 A few respondents would prefer adjusting settlement boundaries to positively define appropriate locations for growth rather than a criteria based 
policy. 

 Query how the policy applies where there are larger settlements in the parish.

PDO5B – 

 respondents seek clarification of whether all 5 criteria must be fulfilled, or just a single criteria. Query how many villages/hamlets would meet the 
criteria for ‘cluster of 10’. Some suggest listing the places it applies to. 

 There are many individual detailed comments on the precise wording of the policy and wording corrections have been suggested.

Settlement Boundaries
 Highest objection was received against having a settlement boundary for New Buckenham (14 respondents)
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 Highest number of comments received for Hockham (33) The response was split over whether to support the Councils approach or Hockham Parish 
Councils revised boundary. A few landowners reasserted support for inclusion of their sites in the settlement boundary.

 In response to the question “Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with PD05A – should be included?” which applied to all 
PD05A villages, approx. 15 landowners made representations for their land to be included with the boundaries.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

General
NCC  5 unit limit - The amount of housing should be dependant on the individual site 

characteristics, scale of the village, site size, viability (brownfield sites), 
accessibility etc. ensuring an appropriate scale of development is allowed for 
each site/village.

 Should a higher site threshold be implemented, BDC could seek affordable 
housing provision (similar to BCKLWN) and therefore meet housing need.

The policy criteria will be reviewed. 

NCC  Notes inconsistencies regarding whether school sites (buildings/playing fields) 
are located within the development boundaries or not.

 request the school buildings at Westfields Infant School, Watton and St 
Nicholas Junior School and Neatherd High School, Dereham be included within 
the development boundary.

Review settlement boundaries around 
schools in Watton and Dereham

1 public  28.1 refers to the need to retain services etc such as public houses. breckland 
Council needs to try and ensure pubs remain open through its planning policies 
with a view to presume no change of use etc. ACVs nothwithstanding 
Throughout the UK still on av 20 pubs closing each week

Other policies in the plan seek to 
protect services. No change.

1 public  Supported former version of the policy, queries why the supporting text which 
provided clarification to the policy was removed in this version.

The policy criteria will be reviewed.

1 public  The definition of what is, and what is not, a rural building needs looking at.  A 
ruined building is a brown field site and likely to remain that way, so 
appropriate development should be permitted.  The building should not only be 
able to be "converted" as at present.

Noted. A draft policy on conversion 
of buildings in the countryside will 
be presented in the submission 
document

Dereham 
Town 
Council

 The policy should be clear that it does not apply where there is a larger 
settlement in the parish. If development is needed outside the settlement 
boundary a Neighbourhood Plan would identify a suitable policy to permit this.

The growth limit applies to the 
parish.

Historic 
England

 understand the need to allocate housing sites to ensure the on-going viability of 
rural villages through the delivery of new homes

Noted. Development boundaries are 
not used to define the historic 
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 Settlement boundaries are artificial and do not always reflect the edge of a 
settlement and the historic environment and landscape character that define 
them. Historic England will continue to assess applications on a case by case 
basis.

environment and landscape but these 
factors will still be taken into 
consideration. 

De Merke 
Estates

 the reliance upon the provision of housing development within the rural areas is 
inappropriate given the significant uncertainty over the deliverability of such 
provision (as there are no allocations).

 no element of the Plan’s housing requirement should be identified for rural 
areas.

Comment will be taken into 
consideration.

Norfolk 
Wildlife 
Trust

 agree with the approach to development in rural areas in question 29. We are 
pleased to see that biodiversity is recognised as a constraint in PD05A and B. 
These policies should help determine applications in small villages, such as 
Stow Bedon that were subject to detailed comments from ourselves at the 
Options stage.

Support noted.

West 
Suffolk

 The potential impact of the policy causes no infrastructure concerns to 
neighbouring West Suffolk.

 Policies should include specific mention of HRA requirements.

Comments on HRA will be reviewed.

1 public  smaller villages and hamlets are permitted limited development, totally in 
character to their existing dwellings and, say not more than 10-15% of present 
dwellings

 In addition, some people like to live where there are no schools, shops etc., in a 
rural environment; their wishes should be considered!

Noted.

PD05A 
Norfolk 
County 
Council

 3 unit limit – This will restrict village growth, potential demand for services and 
facilities and the provision of sufficient housing to meet local need. This 
approach will not deliver ‘thriving rural communities’ as required by PPG 
advice, notes reclassification of Mileham due to loss of school which will result 
in further loss of facilities.

 Requests scale of development is increased in rural areas without settlement 
boundaries to encourage villages/communities to thrive.

The policy criteria will be reviewed.

Hockham 
Parish 
Council

 NL5 re Church farm Stables is incorrect and needs to be amended
 Para 28.11 The policy does not state if all five of these criteria have to be met to 

allow development adjacent to the Settlement Boundary, or just the majority (3 
out of 5), we would suggest that this needs to be clarified.

The policy criteria will be reviewed.
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 queries “support by local communities” this statement also requires some 
clarification

North 
Lopham PC

 Under 28.10 missed out word “boundary”
 28.11 – to make it clear that this item refers to proposed development outside 

the settlement boundaries should the words “outside and” be added between 
“allowed” and “immediately”?

 Does “immediately” mean that the boundary of the proposed development site 
must touch the settlement boundary line at some point ?(or is close enough, 
close enough)

 Are all 5 bullet points full prerequisites i.e. should they all be complied with?
 Definition required for “.... appropriate support by local communities;”
 local communities” Does this mean Parish Council or other bodies? and if so 

who?
 Fourth bullet point’” ...number of dwellings increasing by 10% over the plan 

period...” is this 10% of the dwellings in the Parish or within the settlement 
boundary?

 Queries CIL implementation

The policy criteria will be reviewed.

RSPB  recommend that the policy defines what the Council regards as acceptable infill 
as precisely as possible

 Suggest addition to the supporting text: ‘ Infill is the development of small 
numbers of dwellings in small gaps in otherwise built up frontages or groups of 
houses ’.



The policy criteria will be reviewed.

Great 
Hockham 
Estate

 The Great Hockham Estate supports growth in rural areas but disagrees with 5 
dwelling limit on viability grounds and queries what is meant by local support 
and by social local need. They consider settlement boundaries should be used as 
a positive planning policy tool including areas for growth.

The policy criteria will be reviewed.

Breckland 
Bridge 
Ltd

 Seeks use of settlement boundaries to define acceptable locations for growth as 
opposed to allowing small sites of 5 dwellings anywhere adjacent to the 
settlement boundary.  The proposed approach could result in excessive growth.

 No evidence or justification for 5 dwelling limit. This is not viable considering 
infrastructure costs.

 Define social local need. Objects is this means solely affordables
 Clarify ‘appropriate support by local communities’ Sustainable sites should not 

The policy criteria will be reviewed.
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be refused due to lack of local support.
1 public  Supports 5% limit

 support the proposal to limit development in smaller rural villages to 3 
dwellings within clusters of 10 or more existing dwellings. We do not support 
reducing the cluster size or increasing the number of permissible dwellings per 
cluster.

Support noted.

1 public  PD05A should recognise that extensions to the Settlement Boundary that would 
create a logical extension to the village should be considered

 Queries what is meant by the term 'social local need'
 Queries why 5 units has been identified as an appropriate scale of development 

– is this viable?
 Clarification is sought as to what will be considered to be appropriate local 

support and how this will be assessed. How does this fit with other planning 
policy?

The policy criteria will be reviewed.

1 public  10% growth would destroy character. It contradicts the 150 houses allocation 
for rural areas eg, for Saham Toney it would equal 70-80 new dwellings which 
is excessive

 developers must include clear evidence that they have the support of the local 
community. The Council must define a framework for this so that there is no 
misunderstanding about what adequately comprises local support.

 Add criteria about flooding

The policy criteria and potential 
implementation issues will be 
reviewed. 
Flood risk is covered in other policies

NCC  The 5 unit threshold fails to recognise the site specific issues and 
constraints, specifically viability issues

The policy criteria will be reviewed.

PDO5B
1 public  Local support should be clarified by adding “This support will normally take the 

form of a decision by the relevant Parish Council.”
 support the proposal of a 5% limit in total housing development over the plan 

period. However it would be better to indicate some form of flexibility in this 
figure,

 restricting development within a closely knit cluster of 10 or more existing 
dwellings is far too specific and restrictive. There are a lot of rural settlements in 
Breckland which don’t have this kind of existing development. The previous 
version had a better approach to the concept and definition of infill

The policy criteria will be reviewed.
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 why is rounding off is now omitted from the policy?  It should be retained.
 The previous requirement that applications for development must identify an 

economic and/or social local need has now been omitted. Why?
 oppose the requirement for new houses to be “in keeping with the character of 

existing dwellings”. The draft Local Plan already has a good policy on design 
(COM 01)

 Highway safety is surely a requirement already made elsewhere and does not 
need to be included in this policy.

 Para 28.25 -I support the previous version of the policy i.e. development in 
isolated locations is unlikely to be acceptable. This is the policy laid down in 
paragraph 55 of NPPF.

 Para 28.26 - I don’t understand in what way this supports the policies in 28.24 
and 28.25; it just re-iterates them. The final sentence is not at all clear.

 Should include reference to affordable housing
 The current policy should list the parishes it applies to
 note a lack of evidence either from consultation or elsewhere to justify the 

changes to this policy, except for the reduction from a 10% limit to a 5% limit 
on settlement size, which I support

1 public  Clusters of 10 dwellings are too large for small rural villages, the original 
proposal of 5 dwellings for this policy was far more appropriate and should be 
considered by the council for inclusion in this policy.

 Small rural villages who have lost their settlement boundaries under the 
proposed local plan could be disfigured and ruined by larger developments.

The policy criteria will be reviewed.

1 public  Seeks PD05(B)  to include all Parish Councils as being Statutory Consultees Parish Councils are classified as 
statutory consultees

Titteshall 
PC

 Tittleshall Parish Council has no objection to the removal of the settlement 
boundary and feels that there will be adequate protection with policy PD05B.

Support noted

Foxley PC  Support for Foxley to be considered as a ‘PD05B’ village, provided the 
specifications are for PD05B are not materially altered in future discussions

Support noted

Brisley PC  Objects to the removal of the settlement boundary
 agrees with the revised housing distribution to include Rural Areas, AND 

support the principle of a smaller cluster size of 5 dwellings, provided the 
criteria contained within Policy PD05B is rigorously applied.

 the criteria under PD05B are capable of reasonable control, the Council is 

The categorisation in the settlement 
hierarchy is a factual assessment. No 
change 
The policy criteria will be reviewed.

125



124

concerned about the way in which ‘appropriate support’ by local communities is 
going to be measured. This could be a viewed as a subjective criteria, and 
problematic when applied at the planning application stage.

 agrees with an allocation of 5% across Rural Areas but would wish to see the 
addition of a 5% maximum applied to any one settlement

Stow 
Bedon & 
Breckles 
Parish 
Council

 Contradiction between infilling a small undeveloped plot and retaining a 
visually important gap

 Should openly state the number of dwellings that could come forward under the 
policy in each parish. It is likely that this parish has exceeded this figure 
already.

 When considered alongside expected development .... and any other 
commitments ..." These terms are not defined

 PD05B refers in various places to "smaller village", "hamlet", "settlement", 
"farmsteads", and "small scale groups of dwellings". The word "parish" does not 
appear, yet the 5% figure applies to the parish

 Local support appears deliberately vague
 disbelief that the percentage figure would be upheld by a planning inspector in 

the event of an appeal

The policy criteria will be reviewed.

Dereham 
Town 
Council

 ‘smaller village/hamlet’ needs to be clearly defined.
 28.25 Fourth bullet: The existing Rural Enterprise should be viable and it should 

be demonstrated that there is no other option for the enterprise to be viable than 
to have a dwelling on site.

The policy criteria will be reviewed.

1 public  Paragraph 28.24 - only support a maximum of 5% houses spread over 20years 
 support the principal of infill restricted to 3 dwellings
 Paragraph 28.25 -retain restriction regarding development of farmsteads and 

small groups of dwellings in open countryside.

Noted 

1 public  The policy needs to have a degree of flexibility to reflect the size of settlement, 
its physical characteristics and its historical development. Many of the 
settlements are linear in nature with limited 'infill' opportunities. This should not 
preclude appropriate scale development adjacent to existing dwellings subject to 
the safeguards with regard to visual impact and character of the settlement.

 paragraph 28.24 should be re-worded to say...in filling of a small un-developed 
plot or immediately adjacent to existing residential development...

Noted. The policy criteria will be 
reviewed.
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 include supporting text that gives more weight to those settlements that continue 
to offer/support some level of local services.

2 public  Support PD05B Support noted.
1 public  Council should consider a cluster size of 5 dwellings as part of policy PD05B to 

allow the proposed 5% development for villages without settlement boundaries 
and hamlets. This would facilitate young people being able to remain in their 
own parishes and continue to work locally in rural employment in addition to 
contributing to an age balance in these settlements.

Noted. The policy criteria will be 
reviewed.

1 public  the criteria for number of existing houses within which a new development may 
be made outside of settlement boundaries must be increased to 30, since 
combined with the criteria limiting such development to up to 3 dwellings, that 
would represent a 10% increase; but also the development must be within the 
overall allocation of 150 houses over the next 20 years.

Noted. The Council only seeks 
limited development in the smallest 
settlements. 

 Disagree with 5% limit unless it applies to the parish not the village because 
some villages would get no housing under this rule. 

 Supports general criteria

Noted. The policy criteria will be 
reviewed.

 Queries  whether 5 or 10 dwellings will be allowed under PD05B and how this 
figure will be calculated 

 For example figures are stated that size of settlement would not be allowed to 
grow by more than 5% between 2011 and 2036. Building in Croxton has already 
exceeded that figure between 2011 - 2016 so does this mean no further 
development will take place between now and 2036?

Review criteria

Comments on rural settlements in PD05A/B chapter
1 
landowne
r

 Landowner promotes site LP(079)009 in Rocklands Noted, Review site against criteria in 
PD05A

1 public  Support for Beeston’s categorisation Support noted.
1 public  New Buckenham - supportive of the view that there should be no settlement 

boundary due to the lack of suitable infrastructure or services.
 dispute that New Buckenham has 3/4 of the facilities listed. Seeks evidence.

Noted, services audit will be checked 
prior to submission

1 public  Reiterates earlier comments to the effect that Hockham is no longer being 
considered as a local service centre and support the principles outlined for Rural 
Settlements with Boundaries.

Noted, no change.

1 public  If Shropham is considered as having 3/4 of the services required to retain a Noted, services audit will be checked 
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settlement boundary, why is it that Bradcar Road/ Low Road are not included 
within it? This is where the village's one and only shop is located, significant 
local community and the largest employer/ business site. Surely Shropham 
requires an extention of it's boundary?

prior to submission.

1 public  Notes at a recent consultative event, the majority of the villagers in Saham 
Toney indicated that moderate infill developments within the current settlement 
boundary are acceptable.

 (note a further consultee disputes this comment, as there was not event in Saham 
Toney – see below)

Noted, no change.

1 public  there is no consensus that moderate infill developments are acceptable within 
the current settlement boundary.

 This is evidenced by the fact that more than 10% of all comments to the earlier 
Preferred Directions document consultation were from Saham Toney residents 
who objected to development in the village. 10% of all district comments from a 
village that has less than 1% of the district's population, surely shows the 
strength of feeling against development in the village amongst Saham Toney 
residents.

Noted, no change.

1 public  agree with the reclassification of Saham Toney from Local Service Centre to 
rural settlement; I would add that in terms of Point 28.2, public transport only 
covers part of the village.

Support noted.

1 public  strongly agree with the reclassification of Saham Toney from a local service 
centre to a rural settlement.

 Supports settlement boundary
 support the principle of five units
 no growth in Saham Toney

Support noted.

Brisley PC  Brisley Parish Council continues to support the concept of the settlement 
boundary, and therefore objects to the removal of the School Road settlement 
boundary in this Final Draft.

 No additional sites are proposed

The categorisation in the settlement 
hierarchy is a factual assessment. 
services audit will be checked prior 
to submission

Agent  Client objects to policy PD05A + B
 Categorisation of Gooderstone is not supported
 Promotes Crow Hall Farm site

Noted, criteria in the policy will be 
reviewed. Review site against criteria 
in PD05A

Breckland  objects to the proposed removal of the settlement boundary at Colkirk. The categorisation in the settlement 
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Bridge 
Ltd

 Colkirk has a shopper service, is close to facilities in Fakenham and is similar to 
Lyng, Shropham, Thompson, Gressenhall and Mundford in that there is no 
public transport

 Promotes Land at Whissonet Road, Colkirk

hierarchy is a factual assessment. 
services audit will be checked prior 
to submission

Lanpro  Considers East Tuddenham should be categorised under PD05A due to level of 
services in the village and therefore objects to the removal of the settlement 
boundary in East Tuddenham.

The categorisation in the settlement 
hierarchy is a factual assessment. 
services audit will be checked prior 
to submission 

Historic 
England

 Error in the intended approach to New Buckenham. We note that paragraphs 
28.4 and 28.31 appear to contradict each other; one paragraph removing a 
settlement boundary from New Buckenham whilst the other paragraph applies 
one to the village.

Review wording

Diocese 
of 
Norwich

 Promotes site LP[086]012 Shropham for 60 dwellings. Notes site meets the 
PD05 criteria for ‘rounding off’ 

Policy limits to 5 dwellings. Review 
site against criteria in PD05A

Diocese 
of 
Norwich

 object to the policy approach at paragraph 28.31 which proposes to delete 
Colkirk’s settlement boundary. Lists Colkirks facilities. The settlement was 
considered for upgrade to LSC, and at least should be considered a sustainable 
smaller settlement.

 Promotes site (LP[020]002) for 45 dwellings

The categorisation in the settlement 
hierarchy is a factual assessment. 
services audit will be checked prior 
to submission
Review site against criteria in 
PD05A

Garvestone, 
Reymersto
n and 
Thuxton 
PC

 Garvestone, Reymerston and Thuxton Parish Council are in agreement with the 
removal of the settlement boundary for Garvestone.

Noted, no change.

1 public  Supports infill development in Drymere Noted.
1 public  Croxton residents support retention of the settlement boundary which the PC 

and Neighbourhood Plan Group agree with 
 Building in Croxton has already exceeded the 5% target.
 Under Croxton (page 252 of my document) Croxton has a Royal Naval 

Association Club which surely must be included as a community facility.

The settlement audit indicates the 
settlement as PD05B, therefore no 
settlement boundary. A settlement 
boundary for Croxton could be 
considered as part of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.

NCC  Promotes The Gressenhall Depot LP(007)005(30) which is a brownfield site Review site against criteria in 
PD05A
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adjacent to the settlement boundary which we believe should be included within 
a ‘rounded off’ settlement boundary in accordance with criteria in policy 
PD05A.

Saham 
Toney PC

 Point 28.2 – Public transport in the parish of Saham is limited to only part of the 
village

Noted.

Beeston
Q30: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Beeston settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 1 consultees made 1 comment

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

1 
landowne
r

 Requests land to the south of Syers Lane is included within a revised settlement 
boundary, provides map and justification

Review site against criteria in 
PD05A

Beetley
Q31: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Beetley settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 2 consultees made 2 comments

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

1 public  Traffic issues Fakenham Road, no need for 3 or 4 bed housing Noted.
Beetley PC  Seeks site LP[007]003 to be included in the settlement boundary

 Seeks to tighten the settlement boundary along the south side of Elmham Road 
to prevent backland development which would change the rural aspect of the 

Review site against criteria in 
PD05A. Review settlement boundary
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area.

Carbrooke
Q32: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Carbrooke settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 2 consultees made 2 comments

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Carbrooke 
PC

 Supports settlement boundary Support noted

NNC Lead 
local flood 
authority

 CAR1 - Few or no constraints, standard planning info required. Noted, no change

Caston
Q33: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Caston settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 3 consultees made 4 comments

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Environme
nt Agency

 CAS.3 & CAS.1 are extended into Flood Zones 2 and 3. It is strongly 
recommended that this outline be revised using a sequential approach to drive 
development into the surrounding Flood Zone 1, which is a much lower risk of 
flooding. Should any development be located within FZ3, we would expect to 
see adequate, locally sourced compensation for loss of floodplain. We would 
also expect a detailed site specific Flood Risk Assessment to be undertaken for 
any future development.

The two extensions to the settlement 
boundary reflect permitted planning 
applications in these areas and 
therefore the principle of 
development in these locations has 
been established.
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NNC Lead 
local flood 
authority 

 CAS3 Few or no Constraints.
 This area of land is within flood zone 2 and 3 of the fluvial flood map associated 

with the ordinary watercourse.  This source of flooding should be accounted for 
during any planning application stage.

 Significant information required at a planning stage.

See above

NNC Lead 
local flood 
authority

 CAS1 Few or no Constraints.
 This area of land is within flood zone 2 and 3 of the fluvial flood map associated 

with the ordinary watercourse.  There are three other watercourses within the 
site and these sources of flooding should be accounted for during any planning 
application stage.

See above

1 
landowne
r

 Submits 0.3ha site immediately to the south of Caston Primary School to be 
included within the revised settlement boundary. States that the site meets PD05 
criteria and detailed hydraulic modelling has been done.

Noted, review site against criteria in 
PD05A

Gressenhall
Q34: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Gressenhall settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 2 consultees made 2 comments

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

1 
landowne
r

 Submits 1ha site. Suggests planned approach to infill in rural villages is not 
sufficient to provide affordable housing or to support facilities and services

Noted, review site against criteria in 
PD05A

1 public  No house on wet land on Wretham Road keep on dry land. Wretham Road is a 
tractor run

Noted, no change

Griston
Q35: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Griston settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?
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Total: 0 comments

Hockham
Q36: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Hockham settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?
Q37 Do you agree with the suggestions from the Parish Council

Total: 18 consultees made 33 comments
 4 objections to the preferred approach to the settlement boundary – concern that ad hoc development will occur outside Hockham
 3 members of the public note approach to garden land is inconsistent
 Hockham Parish Council and 5 members of the public supported the Parish Councils suggested amendments to the settlement boundary
 2 members of public support inclusion of Beechwood 

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

NCC Lead 
local flood 
authority

 Few or no Constraints. Standard information required at a planning stage. Noted, any detailed comments will 
be taken into account

Great 
Hockham 
Estate

 Great Hockham Estate consider the development boundary of Great Hockham 
should be amended to include sustainable sites for growth including 2 sites they 
are promoting: Land to the north of Wretham Roand and Manor Farm.

Noted, review site against criteria in 
PD05A

Hockham 
Parish 
Council

5 public, 
Great 
Hockham 
Estate

 Support for Hockham Parish Councils proposed amendments to the settlement 
boundary 

Split opinion regarding approach to 
settlement boundary, review 
comments

4  Object to the Hockham Parish Councils proposed amendments to the settlement 
boundary

Split opinion regarding approach to 
settlement boundary, review 
comments

4  Objects to Councils preferred option for Hockham settlement boundary
 Likely to encourage as hoc development outside the boundary

Split opinion regarding approach to 
settlement boundary, review 
comments

1  only wish to support the site to the rear of Springfield and a further site to the Comment noted
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north of the school on the Watton Road locally known as the ‘Christmas tree 
field’. (Ref LP (045) 009  

Hockham 
Parish 
Council

3  approach to extension of settlement boundary to include garden land is 
inconsistent. 

Split opinion regarding approach to 
settlement boundary, review 
comments

2 public, 
1 
landowne
r

 Seeks inclusion of the garden of Beechwood House (which at present is only 
partially within the settlement boundary).

Noted, review site against criteria in 
PD05A

1  To conform to the 5 criteria consideration should be given to extending the 
boundary westwards towards the A1075 to include Manor Cottage and plot 
{045} 012 which was deemed unreasonable in 2008.

 Also consideration should be given to include plots{045} 003 and 
{045}004,similarly considered unreasonable, and revisit those sites where 
approved planning consent has lapsed

Noted, review site against criteria in 
PD05A

1 
landowne
r

 Submits land belonging to Springfield LP(045)001 & HCK.1 for inclusion in 
the settlement boundary. Provides supporting information.

Noted, review site against criteria in 
PD05A

Lyng
Q38: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Lyng  settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 0 consultees made 0 comments

Mundford
Q39: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Mundford settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 1 consultees made 1 comments

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation
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RSPB  Paragraph 28.67 incorrectly makes reference to multiple SPAs. Amend text para 28.67

New Buckenham
Q40: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the New Buckenham settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line 
with PD05A – should be included?

Total: 18 consultees made 25 comments

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

14  Seeks removal of settlement boundary
 Reasons include protecting settlement from development, lack of services, 

circumstances remain unchanged, heritage

The categorisation in the settlement 
hierarchy is a factual assessment. 
services audit will be checked prior 
to submission

2  Supports settlement boundary noted
1 
landowne
r

 Supports settlement boundary but seeks additional land LP[068]001 for 
inclusion in boundary. Provides supporting information

Noted, review site against criteria in 
PD05A

1  Seeks heritage boundary rather than settlement boundary noted
2  Suggests text about whether New Buckenham should have a boundary is 

contradictory
Review supporting text

1  Suggests text correction – there is a shop Review supporting text

North Lopham
Q41: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the North Lopham settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line 
with PD05A – should be included?

Total: 1 consultees made 1 comment

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation
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North 
Lopham 
Parish 
Council

 The proposed new settlement boundary will not allow the village to grow 
sustainably and BDC should ensure that some land is allocated to enable the 
10% growth as identified by the BDC plan.  

No additional representations have 
put forward land for inclusion in the 
settlement boundary. No change. 

Quidenham
Q42: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Quidenham settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 0 comments

Rocklands
Q43: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Rocklands settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 3 consultees made 3 comment

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Rocklands 
Parish 
Council

 no objections to the two proposed revisions to the existing settlement boundary 
designated ROC.1 and ROC.2. However, we would draw your attention to the 
fact the '23 businesses' quoted in the associated text might be cosnidered 
somewhat misleading since all, apart from Ridgeons, are small-
scale/agricultural employers. We would request that this fact is incorporated into 
the text of table 31.1 (and would consequently query as to whether or not this 
qualifies Rocklands as an area providing 'significant' employment opportunities 
as per the services and facilities criteria set out under Section 28).

services audit will be checked prior 
to submission

1 public  it should be noted that the Parish of Rocklands is developing its own 
Neighbourhood Plan.

Noted, include in supporting text

NCC lead 
local flood 

 few or no constraints – standard information required at planning application 
stage

Noted, any detailed comments will 
be taken into account
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authority

Saham Toney
Q44: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Saham Toney settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line 
with PD05A – should be included?

Total: 7 consultees made 7 comments

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Saham 
Toney 
Parish 
Council

 The Bird Sanctuary in the parish should be classified as a Local Nature Reserve.  
Map attached to show this area.

NCC lead 
local flood 
authority

 Mitigation required for heavy  constraints – Part of the site and on the road 
adjacent the site, there is a risk of flooding from a 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 year 
event as indicated by the surface water flood map.  This may be associated with 
the ordinary watercourse in Cley Lane.  We are aware of several incidents of 
flooding adjacent this site and elsewhere in the village (June and July 2016).  
These have yet to be fully investiaged but any development here would have to 
consider these constraints during any planning application.   This may include 
how the site would be safely accessed during a flood event.

 Significant information required at a planning stage.

Noted, boundary was amended to 
include existing built development in 
the village 

Norfolk 
Wildlife 
Trust

 We support the proposal for the settlement boundary to exclude areas around 
Saham Mere County Wildlife Site. We made detailed comment on this at the 
Options stage.

Support noted

1 public  Seeks eastward extension to the settlement boundary to include the land at 
Cranford House. This land is a part of the garden at Cranford House, extending 
along Ovington Road, Saham Toney towards the village centre. States that 
Saham Toney P.C support

Noted, review site against criteria in 
PD05A

1 public  Supports settlement boundary, clarifies there is no shop, PO is part time services audit will be checked prior 
to submission

1 agent  Seeks extension to settlement boundary for land at Grange Farm, Chequers Noted, review site against criteria in 
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Lane, would improve residents amenity PD05A
1 public  As this construction is nearing completion it makes sense for ST1 to be included 

in Saham Toney's Revised Settlement Boundary
noted

Shropham
Q45: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Shropham settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 2 consultees made 2 comments

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Norfolk 
Wildlife 
Trust

 We support the proposal for the existing settlement boundary to remain. We 
made comments regarding impacts on County Wildlife Sites and Swangey Fen 
SSSI for proposed allocations outside of this boundary at the Options stage.

Support noted

1 public  The village took a proactive approach to discussing further development at the 
last consultation in 2012 and as such the boundary was adjusted to take account 
of the wishes of the villagers. I support the retention of the settlement boundary 
at the very least. There are also further possibilities for extending the current 
boundary which would allow for rounding off and infilling and so aid small 
scale local development. This would enable the village to continue to develop 
and benefit further development rather than stagnate.

Noted

Thompson
Q46: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Thompson settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 0 comments

Weasenham
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Q47: Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Weasenham settlement boundary? Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line with 
PD05A – should be included?

Total: 0 comments

28.Appendix A: Site Assessment Framework

Q48: Do you agree with the approach to site selection set out above?

Total: 3 consultees made 3 comments

Key summary: 
 Dereham Town Council made suggestions for improvements, one member of the public sought accessibility to PROW network.
 1 agent noted the proforma should specify it relates to residential development.

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

Dereham 
Town 
Council

1 public, 
1 agent

Comments on Site Assessment Framework
 Consideration of ecological corridors
 Capacity of highway, not just highway safety
 Reconsider accessibility – cycling/public transport to town centre
  Will open space be lost when there is already a deficiency?
 Employment land should be classed the same as designated employment sites
 Should add accessibility to the PROW network, and maintenance/improvement
 Proforma should make clear the assessment relates to residential development

No change.
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29.Sustainability Appraisal 

Q1: Do you agree with the revised housing distribution

Total: 23 consultees made 28 comments

Key summary: 
 Majority of public comments don’t dispute SA scoring but note support/objections to proposals in the plan.
 Natural England, Environment Agency, NCC Minerals and Waste and Dereham Town Council provide specific representations on the SA criteria 

and decision making approach
 South Norfolk CCG seeks impact on emergency services and primary healthcare to be fully assessed.
 Less than 10 representations by agents/landowners  disputing scores or seeking rescoring of clients sites

Statutory
Consultee

General 
consultee

Main Issues Recommendation

South 
Norfolk 
CCG

 Proposed developments are likely to have an impact on the NHS funding 
programme for the delivery of primary healthcare provision of the area. Concern 
over current road infrastructure with regard to emergency response vehicles. 
Expect these impacts to be fully assessed and mitigated

Officers continue to engage with 
NHS in preparation of IDP

4 public  No specific comment on SA – objects to housing in Dereham 
 poor infrastructure in Dereham
 Consider new town near A11
 Council allocating sites for the purpose of balancing books
 Issues with the Transport Study
 Site LP[025}030 is on the boundary of Yaxham and Westfield, in effect will be 

joining up. Villages should maintain their identities.

Noted.  No specific comments on the 
SA scoring. Comments considered in 
Dereham section.

Dereham 
Town 
Council

 The sustainability appraisal should be revised and the sites rescored due to 
anomalies:.
Site 007 scores poorly in the SA but it is a preferred site?
Site 002 scores highly in the SA but it is not being considered?

 Provides a number of detailed comments on the decision making criteria
 Correction – land around Thetford is low quality and ecologically sensitive.
 there is no greater or lesser impact on biodiversity with small developments in 

villages than there is for developments on the edge of towns.

Site 002 is marked in the Plan as 
permitted development and therefore 
does not require allocation. A 
number of high scoring sites also 
already have planning permission. 
This is explained in the main 
document.
Comments on SA criteria will be 
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 Focus growth on the A11 corridor, rather than in towns like Dereham where 
transport improvements are not viable or areas where there is little economic 
growth.

reviewed

Environme
nt Agency

 Groundwater and water quality protection is mentioned under Sustainability 
Appraisal objectives 2 and 3. However, the focus of these two objectives 
appears to be water consumption and reuse.

 recommend that protection of groundwater and surface water quality be 
considered in its own right

 recommend that an Environmental Quality objective should be included to give 
emphasis to the need for protection and improvement of the water environment 
where pollution and other adverse effects on the local and natural environment 
should be minimized, in line with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

 Recommend documents that should be referenced and advice that should be 
followed for example use of SUDS, prioritise brownfield sites, preliminary risk 
assessment in validation, assessment of landfill gas risk and contamination, pre 
app discussion with pollution control authority, protect waterbodies

The SA objectives were derived from 
the 2013 Scoping Report. A separate 
document: Breckland Local Plan 
Sequential Test is being produced 
which assesses each preferred and 
reasonable alternative option against 
the groundwater and surface water 
flood risk mapping produced in the 
latest version of the Breckland 
SFRA. 
The advice will be reviewed when 
producing the submission version of 
the document.

1 public  Need for infill development in Drymere but no large scale housing. Noted
Taylor 
Wimpey

 The preferred approach adopted in this Local Plan is not justified as the Council 
have failed to give sufficient weight to benefits of allocating additional 
development sites in Attleborough.  

 No comment has been made as to why Attleborough has been disregarded as a 
location for further development,

 The SA highlights Attleborough is a sustainable location for growth
 Highlights high scoring performance of clients site to east of Attleborough LP 

(008)012, LP (008)013, LP (008)015in comparison to lower scoring preferred 
sites in LSC’s

The options for distribution for 
development and the Attleborough 
policy were subject to assessment in 
the Preferred Directions SA. This 
will be revisited and presented as 
submission stage.

Savills 
(Diocese 
of 
Norwich)

 Provides detailed justification for changing scores in the SA on behalf of client 
Diocese of Norwich. 

 Provides comparison scores for each site
 Representation covers : 
 Land at Glebe Meadow, Great Ellingham LP[037]015;
 Land to the north of School Road, Necton LP[067]004;
 Land off Market Hill, Colkirk LP[020]002; and
 Land off Hargham Road, Shropham LP[086]012.

Review scoring against 
representation to determine if there 
are errors/anomalies.  

141



140

1 public  1.5 and 1.6 refers also to EU directives. To what extent will this still be referred to? 
Will Brexit negotiations mean something different or not all?

The requirement for SA and SEA 
referred to in 1.5 and 1.6 remains 
part of legislation.

Natural 
England

 Supports objectives and conclusions of the Sustainability Appraisal
 Add ecological connectivity and add details on protecting and improving access 

to nature to the wording of objectives 8 and 9
 Objective 7 - list the sites as International/European, national and local 

designated sites, for the purposes of clarity

The impact on connectivity of 
habitats (Norfolk Econet project) is 
one of the decision making criteria. 
As is designated sites (national and 
international) – both objective 7. 
Access to open space is covered in 
the criteria on health. Any further 
modifications would be considered in 
any review of the Scoping Report 
which sets SA objectives.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Strategic Objectives could be strengthened by inclusion of a reference to the 
efficient use of minerals

 Objective 1 - the decision making criteria should be amended to assess whether 
the site is on a Mineral Safeguarding Area.

 Supports objective 4

Objective 1 refers to the re-use of on-
site resources. Objective 4 refers to 
re-use and recycling of aggregates. 
Any further modifications would be 
considered in any review of the 
Scoping Report which sets SA 
objectives.

1 public  section 18 is confusing;  it asks if 'it will encourage employment and reduce 
employment'

 section 19 ‘sustainable tourism’ has a much wider meaning which could not be 
addressed by a simple question of location in a Town or Service Centre or near a 
bus stop.

 the distance criteria is too long for supermarkets
 section 8 should recognise that where a solution to drainage issues involves 

open surface lagoons it should not be allowed as green space

Section 18 will be modified to 
address identified error. The Local 
Plan contains wider policies to 
promote sustainable tourism. The SA 
provides a guide to consider whether 
the site location is appropriate. 
Comments noted.   

Swaffham
Savills 
(Abel 
Homes)

 It is requested that Breckland Council reassesses Land West of Brandon Road, 
Swaffham (Site Ref: LP[097]014) on the basis of the mixed use development 
proposed.

 This site has scored negatively on the basis of its proximity to a Special 
Protection Area for Woodlark and Nightjar birds; any application at this site will 
need to fully consider and adequately mitigate any potential impact upon these 

The SA provides a guide for 
allocation. The scoring highlights 
issues which does not preclude 
allocation, however,  where there are 
more sustainable alternatives these 
are preferred choices for 
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protected species. development
Watton

Savills  It is requested that Breckland Council reassesses Land to the north off Norwich 
Road and south of Rokeles Hall (Site Ref: LP[104]015) on the basis of the 
mixed use (residential and retail) development proposed.

 The site only scores negatively against it objectives 2 and 3 which relate to 
potential impact upon water supply and quality. This matter would be fully 
addressed as part of an application and through appropriate infrastructure 
planning.

The SA provides a guide for 
allocation. The scoring highlights 
issues which does not preclude 
allocation, however,  where there are 
more sustainable alternatives these 
are preferred choices for 
development

Bawdeswell
1 public  Site LP(004)005 does not meet criterion 14 (Accessibility of services and 

facilities) because the road access to the village along Reepham Road is very 
dangerous

 For the same reason, site LP(004)005 does not meet criteron 11 (Health and 
well-being of the population).

SA objective 14 assesses walking 
distance. Highway safety is 
considered through responses from 
NCC Highway Authority on sites in 
the Plan.

Great Ellingham
 Table 3.9 is confusing. Site LP(037)014 appears twice with different scoring 

against both. 
 it appears that the scoring has been tailored to fit sites that the Council has pre-

determined should be allocated.

Correct anomaly in the table where 
site LP(37)014 appears twice. It 
appears correctly in numerical order 
after LP(037)013 and incorrectly 
after LP(037)004 and before 
LP(037)005. It appears to be a 
duplicate of LP(037)004.

Harling
Maddox 
Associate
s

 promoted site (LP[042]008) has been scored incorrectly against objectives 2 and 
3. Professional advice states that a relatively small scale residential development 
such as this is unlikely to pose any significant risk to groundwater resources, 
and any risks would likely to be mitigated through careful design . Furthermore, 
the location of the site overlying an aquifer is not a reason in itself to preclude 
the site from being conisdered for residential development

 This assessment affects the soundness of the plan in its assessment of 
"reasonable alternatives."

The SA provides a guide for 
allocation. The scoring highlights 
issues which does not preclude 
allocation, however,  where there are 
more sustainable alternatives these 
are preferred choices for 
development

Old Buckenham
1 public  No specific comment on SA Noted.  No specific comments on the 
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 Old Buckenham residents do not want 50 homes. Supports 20 homes at 
LP(074)014

SA scoring. Comments considered in 
Old Buckenham section.

Swanton Morley
1 public  No specific comment on SA

 The preferred site is  LP[098]013. This is not mentioned in the text.
 The alternate sites  LP[098]002 and LP[098]003 should be discounted as the 

majority of residents did not support these sites in the February 13th community 
event.

 Site LP[098]014 was supported by the majority of residents  in the February 
13th community event so should be an Alternate site.

 Site LP[098]016 only become available after the February 13th community 
event  but it's position between LP[098]014 and  LP[098]013 makes it logical 
that it should also be considered as an Alternate site.

Correct text to refer to site 
LP[098]013 as the preferred site. 
Alternative sites are based on SA 
scores, however further consideration 
to sites will be provided in the 
Swanton Morley Section.

Settlement Boundaries - BEETLEY
2 public  Supports retention of Beetley boundary due to level of services and traffic issues 

on Fakenham Road
Support noted

1 public  the settlement boundary should be changed to include the site as submitted by 
Mr. A Turner and agreed with by the parish council as it facing a road, it is poor 
quality free draining land adjacent to existing housing and a natural infill site 
which is available now.

 Beetley has three places of worship,a car dealership, a car body shop, school, 
public house, hair salon, and several small businesses and a bus service.

Comment noted.

Settlement Boundaries – Hockham
1 public  Promotes site LP[045]011 in Hockham, notes it is a PD05A village and 

highlights the proximity of the proposed site to village services.
Sites will be considered against 
PD05 criterion

Settlement Boundaries – Shropham
1 public  Supports retention of settlement boundary in Shropham Support noted.
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