
Appendix A: Comments received from Parish Councils on the Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Preferred 
Options 
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Consultee 
Organisation 

Consultee Name Order Policy Comment Reasons for comment: 

 Mundford Parish 
Council 

17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

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

 Mundford Parish 
Council 

77 Preferred 
Option CP 13 

No Opinion With regard to bus services: these we have seen steadily eroded over the last two years, with no sign of a 
reversal to this trend, County seems committed to the imprisonment of many elderly parishioners within their 
villages; cut off from all facilities by this refusal of basic rights. There is a real need for Public Transport through 
the villages to the larger areas of population. if we are to have more tourism into this area, as seems likely, this 
can only increase the need. 

 Mundford Parish 
Council 

83 Preferred 
Option DC 1 

No Opinion On a more general note in support of this argument, all rural villages are coming under tremendous pressure, we 
feel with a seemingly relentless push, to become homogenised totally with each other in the way we look and are 
perceived. For example, Highways does not allow us to have even our own village entry signs on the roads 
anymore. Health and Safety issues predominate. Common services breed common practices which initiates the 
same feel and appearance wherever you go. All road signs are the same, all street furniture is the same etc, etc. 
We are losing our individualities as villages, and our communities are becoming bland clones of each other. This 
symptom of a modern planning system necessitates “ease of execution and “budget awareness and it is killing the 
eccentricities that makes a modern rural existence so much more rewarding than the “stranger neighbour lifestyle 
of the towns. Please, please let us at least keep those of our children who wish to live where they were brought 
up, by giving them a chance of a house in the community of their birth- not only will it help them, but it will help us 
to keep the one thing we have left that makes us unique — our people. There could be no greater policy for the 
preservation of our small community as we know and love it. 

 Mundford Parish 
Council 

97 Preferred 
Option DC 5 

No Opinion With regard to the inclusion of a specific small scale “affordable housing development on the edge of the village to 
meet local housing needs of the future the Council is concerned that in the past such housing has been given to 
people at the top of the waiting list wherever they come from, with no regard to local needs or rights. The whole 
point of a rural community is that it survives on the shared memories and experiences of several generations, 
living and growing in the same space, If that cycle is broken ( and it only needs to happen once), when a 
generation of local children has housing needs ignored and has to move away to live, the continuity of that 
community is compromised, and a newer, less traditional group of people occupy that same space without the 
uniqueness of character and history that makes every Norfolk village unique in its own right. Mundford is already a 
dormitory village with many professional people working away during the day and who, because of their lifestyle, 
generally contribute little in any positive way to the life of the village. It can be argued that those people in 
“affordable housing, or in what used to be called “Council Housing are the very ones most likely to have worked 
locally in their time, either for the Forestry Commission, or local farms or local businesses and are the very people 
who form the backbone of the community with regard to tradition and memories of people and events that have 
made us unique. Similarly the obverse is true. To place, for example, a single mum from a large town or village 
into a small village, with very little public transport is to displace her from everything she has known and was 
convenient to her, For people with few resources, village life can he a sentence of loneliness and hardship. We 
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strongly feel that to form some policy of “ring fencing local affordable housing, (or at least first refusal), could be a 
policy that could help preserve our village community better than any other, whereas the reverse, will surely 
destroy it within one generation. 

 Mundford Parish 
Council 

108 Preferred 
Option DC 8 

No Opinion As was described to you on our letter dated December, 2005 we were classed as a small scale tourist area and 
we hope to remain so, The development of Lynford Quarry by the Forestry Commission (which is nearing 
completion) does give cause for concern. If (by the Forestry Commissions own figures) hundred of cars per day at 
the weekend are going to use the site in the future we fear we may overwhelmed by the sudden surge of tourism 
through the parish. Should this happen we would be looking for support through resources to help protect the 
community from any adverse effects. 

 Snetterton Parish 
Council 

9 1 Agree Service Centres with growth (East Harling): - It is important to retain the level of services with East Harling, since 
these serve our villages. The Doctors’ Surgery and the Post Office are of particular importance. Any limited growth 
is unlikely to impact on our Parish to any great extent. Service Centres no growth (Old Buckenham): - Again, the 
retention of existing services will be vital to Eccles. The Post Office is of particular note,- Many of our older 
children progress to Old Buckenham High School. 

 Snetterton Parish 
Council 

17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

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

 Snetterton Parish 
Council 

17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

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

 Snetterton Parish 
Council 

20 Alternative 
Option 
SSAO3 

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

 Snetterton Parish 
Council 

24  Disagree The expansion of Attleborough is a real concern given that we already experience ‘gridlock’ within the traffic 
system. The provision of an all-movements junction at Besthorpe mid a new road crossing over the railway are 
paramount if we are to avoid future chaos in Attleborough. 

 Snetterton Parish 
Council 

25 Preferred 
Option CP 1 

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

 Snetterton Parish 
Council 

37 Preferred 
Option CP 3 

Disagree Whilst the full impact of Snetterton Heath development has yet to be realised, we have no illusions about the 
possible consequences. If the proposed development concentrates on the cleaner side of industry, then we have 
very little concerns. However, we already hear rumours relating to various industrial activities, which would have 
severe consequences for our community, given that the industrial area overlooks our community. Possible 
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direct/indirect affects could include:- Increase in job opportunities.- Increase in traffic movements, particularly from 
Snetterton Heath through Quidenham. We would like to see the speed limit through Quidenham reduced from 40 
MPH to 30 MPH.- Unacceptable levels of noise from industrial processes. This is already happening on one site 
close to the village, where 24-hour activity is impacting on the quality of life.- Unacceptable levels of dust and 
smells from industrial processes. The extraction of minerals and related landfill together with possible waste 
recycling activities are of particular concern to us.- Possible increased usage of the railway spur, serving the 
industrial area.- Current proposals put development perilously close to Eccles, with no real guarantee that this will 
not completely invade us. 

 Snetterton Parish 
Council 

40 Preferred 
Option CP 4 

No Opinion Whilst the capacity of the Old Buckenham High School is important, it must not override the need for our smaller 
villages to expand and become more viable, especially where they contain a number of services. We must also 
remember that pupils come from far and wide to Old Buckenham, Surely, it is not our intention to penalise local 
communities because pupils are taking up places at the school, from outside the area? We have a very successful 
primary school at Eccles, which has spare capacity. We need to encourage pupils to this school. Any artificial 
capping on development because of problems in other communities cannot be the correct way to manage our 
future. 

 Thetford Town Council 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

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

 Thetford Town Council 25 Preferred 
Option CP 1 

No Opinion Housing need still needs to allow for an 'exception site' policy. 

 Thetford Town Council 33 Preferred 
Option CP 2 

Disagree Provision should be distributed across the District according to need. 

 Thetford Town Council 37 Preferred 
Option CP 3 

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

 Thetford Town Council 40 Preferred 
Option CP 4 

Agree Support the preferred option. 

 Thetford Town Council 43 Preferred 
Option CP 5 

No Opinion It is questioned why the Thetford figure is lower than Dereham's. 

 Thetford Town Council 54 Preferred 
Option CP 8 

No Opinion A southern link road for Thetford may require nature conservation bodies to review previously stated positions. 

 Thetford Town Council 57 Preferred 
Option CP 9 

No Opinion This needs to reflect very strongly the Brecks Study, which covers this more comprehensively. 

 Thetford Town Council 61 Preferred 
Option CP 10 

No Opinion There needs to be further definition - beyond formal listings - of what constitutes the 'historic'. 
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 Thetford Town Council 65 Preferred 
Option CP 11 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 73 Preferred 
Option CP 12 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 83 Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 87 Preferred 
Option DC 2 

No Opinion In the case of Thetford, reference needs to be made to the Brecks Study, which refers to 'softened edges' to 
developments; these spaces should be excluded when it comes to calculating higher density. 

 Thetford Town Council 91 Preferred 
Option DC 3 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 94 Preferred 
Option DC 4 

Disagree The figure of 40% is deemed to be too high. 

 Thetford Town Council 101 Preferred 
Option DC 6 

Agree The policy is supported, especially in locations where good screening already exists. In areas of proposed 
development, there will be a need for screening to protect residential areas. 

 Thetford Town Council 104 Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 108 Preferred 
Option DC 8 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 112 Preferred 
Option DC 9 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 116 Preferred 
Option DC 10 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 121 Preferred 
Option DC 11 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 124 Preferred 
Option DC 12 

Agree Support the policy. 

 Thetford Town Council 129 Preferred 
Option DC 13 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 132 Preferred 
Option DC 14 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 135 Preferred 
Option DC 15 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 140 Preferred 
Option DC 16 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 143 Preferred Agree The preferred option is supported. 
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Option DC 17 

 Thetford Town Council 146 Preferred 
Option DC 18 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 149 Preferred 
Option DC 19 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 152  Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 156 Preferred 
Option DC 21 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 159 Preferred 
Option DC 22 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 162 Preferred 
Option DC 23 

No Opinion Previous national standards have worked to the detriment of public safety; planners must pay heed to this. 

 Thetford Town Council 166 Preferred 
Option DC 24 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 169 Preferred 
Option DC 25 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

 Thetford Town Council 173 Preferred 
Option DC 26 

Agree The preferred option is supported. 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 9 1 No Opinion It was felt that 4000 new homes for Attleborough was too many and that the provision for increased employment 
did not warrant the number of dwellings. All the dwellings were planned for the south side, which would add 
considerably to traffic, which was already grid locked at times. Questions were asked about who would fund the 
necessary infrastructure. The large number required would have a knock on effect on all surrounding villages, OB 
in particular. 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 19 Alternative 
Option 
SSAO2 

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

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 27 Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO2 

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

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 29 Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO4 

  

Banham Parish Sayers Cowper 33 Preferred Agree It was felt necessary to emphasise the need to provide the same standard of services as to permanent residents. 
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Council Option CP 2 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 37 Preferred 
Option CP 3 

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

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 40 Preferred 
Option CP 4 

Agree Again, it was noted that Dereham would benefit from a new primary school and enhanced capacity high school for 
only 1000 dwellings, whereas Old Buckenham schools remain as they are. 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 43 Preferred 
Option CP 5 

Agree Opposed to a further supermarket in Attleborough. 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 47 Preferred 
Option CP 6 

Agree Query – Where will the materials, eg aggregate, sand etc required for building come from? 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 50 Preferred 
Option CP 7 

  

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 57 Preferred 
Option CP 9 

  

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 61 Preferred 
Option CP 10 

  

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 61 Preferred 
Option CP 10 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 65 Preferred 
Option CP 11 

Agree It was felt that support and encouragement be given to householders to use green energy – and to waive planning 
fees for home turbines. 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 73 Preferred 
Option CP 12 

Agree Noted that disabled access is not mentioned. 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 77 Preferred 
Option CP 13 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 77 Preferred 
Option CP 13 

Agree Agreed, with a recommendation that the policy be adhered to. 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 83 Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Agree Agreed, with a recommendation that the policy be adhered to. 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 87 Preferred 
Option DC 2 

No Opinion Recommended that the density be 30 dwellings per hectare, not 40. 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 91 Preferred 
Option DC 3 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 94 Preferred 
Option DC 4 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 97 Preferred 
Option DC 5 

Agree . 
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Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 101 Preferred 
Option DC 6 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 104 Preferred 
Option DC 7 

  

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 104 Preferred 
Option DC 7 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 109 Alternative 
Option 
DC8AO1 

Agree Considered more flexible 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 112 Preferred 
Option DC 9 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 116 Preferred 
Option DC 10 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 124 Preferred 
Option DC 12 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 129 Preferred 
Option DC 13 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 132 Preferred 
Option DC 14 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 135 Preferred 
Option DC 15 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 140 Preferred 
Option DC 16 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 143 Preferred 
Option DC 17 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 146 Preferred 
Option DC 18 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 149 Preferred 
Option DC 19 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 156 Preferred 
Option DC 21 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 159 Preferred 
Option DC 22 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 162 Preferred 
Option DC 23 

Agree . 
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Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 166 Preferred 
Option DC 24 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 169 Preferred 
Option DC 25 

Agree . 

Banham Parish 
Council 

Sayers Cowper 173 Preferred 
Option DC 26 

Agree . 

Bawdeswell Parish 
Council 

Riseborough 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

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

Bawdeswell Parish 
Council 

Riseborough 77 Preferred 
Option CP 13 

No Opinion Bawdeswell would like to retain a settlement boundary with space for some development and a promise of regular 
reviews. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 13 Spatial Vision Agree . 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

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

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 37 Preferred 
Option CP 3 

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

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 40 Preferred 
Option CP 4 

Agree The question was raised as to how the capacity of the schools would be increased. The Council proposed that the 
old swimming pool site be used to extend the Northgate High School. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 43 Preferred 
Option CP 5 

Agree The Council questioned the large difference between the Comparison and the Convenience floor space 
requirements, the comparison seemed very high and convenience very low. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 47 Preferred 
Option CP 6 

Agree The Council felt that the statement should be clear and definite, that no houses should be built where there is a 
risk of flooding. That tackling the capacity of the Dereham stream should be a priority within the LDF. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 50 Preferred 
Option CP 7 

Agree The Council would prefer to see a much stronger statement on the use of sustainable technologies and all 
development would be expected to use sustainable technologies. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 54 Preferred 
Option CP 8 

Agree The Council would like to see the environment and landscape around SSSIs and other important wildlife sites 
protected. The Council would like to see Green Infrastructure protected and enhanced. The Council would also 
like to see the adoption of local green infrastructure studies as supplementary planning guidance within the LDF. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 57 Preferred 
Option CP 9 

Agree The Council is Ok with the statement provided that it is not used to prevent renewable energy initiatives. The 
Council would like to see land adjoining green-lanes and footpaths, where they form access to the countryside 
from the towns, protected from development. As these help to retain the rural landscape in and around the towns. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 61 Preferred 
Option CP 10 

Agree The Town Council would like to see greater consultation on the design on new buildings and would be interested 
in working with Breckland Council on the production of a Town Design Statement. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 65 Preferred 
Option CP 11 

Agree The policy should allow for and encourage retro installation of renewable e.g. turbines on existing properties. 
Development sites should be selected on the basis of the amount of renewable energy it would deliver. 10% 
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should be a minimum not a target and should never be reduced. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 77 Preferred 
Option CP 13 

Agree Consideration should be given as to how communities join up particularly using cycling and walking. Links 
between villages and between towns and villages should be looked at. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 83 Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Agree The protection of amenity should be taken more seriously and local opinion taken more account of. The Town 
Council would like to see garden land protected from development. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 87 Preferred 
Option DC 2 

Agree The Council feels that the density of a development should reflect the density of developments in the immediate 
area e.g. denser near the centre of town and less dense towards the edges. The council did not like the term 
‘maximise the density’ rather the density should reflect the area being developed. Consideration should be given 
to housing for supported living. Vernacular design should be encouraged. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 91 Preferred 
Option DC 3 

Agree It was felt that this shouldn’t totally exclude abandoned buildings where it can be shown to be beneficial. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 94 Preferred 
Option DC 4 

Agree It was felt that tenure should not be prescriptive but reflect the demand and need at the time. The Council would 
like to see consideration given to alternative forms of affordable housing such as community self build and Park 
homes (Omar). 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 101 Preferred 
Option DC 6 

Agree The Council felt that full protection should be given to the Kwik-fit site and surrounding area in order to keep 
employment sites within the town centre. It was also felt that developers should be encouraged to provide quality 
office space within the town. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 112 Preferred 
Option DC 9 

Agree The Council felt that the policy should be flexible and not ridged. It should be reassessed regularly to encourage 
vibrant town centres. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 121 Preferred 
Option DC 11 

Agree Where open spaces is developed an alternative site of greater value not equal value should be provided. 
Consideration should be given to local Green Infrastructure studies. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 124 Preferred 
Option DC 12 

Agree The Town Council would like to see significantly greater provision of open space, greater than 5 Ha/1000 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 129 Preferred 
Option DC 13 

No Opinion Wording (para 2) should be changed from expect to insist on replacement and any replacement should be greater 
than what was removed. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 132 Preferred 
Option DC 14 

Agree Consideration should be given to more extreme events becoming more frequent 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 135 Preferred 
Option DC 15 

Agree Para 3 should be altered so that 10% becomes an absolute minimum with no exceptions. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 143 Preferred 
Option DC 17 

Agree Greater consideration should be given to local views. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 146 Preferred 
Option DC 18 

Agree Allowance should be made for sympathetic updating. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 159 Preferred 
Option DC 22 
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Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 162 Preferred 
Option DC 23 

Agree While car free developments are laudable, they are not practical and would not work in Dereham, cars are 
essential. The Council would like to see the multiplier lifted for cycle parking. 

Dereham Town 
Council 

DerehamTownCouncil 173 Preferred 
Option DC 26 

Agree Encouraging farm diversification may not be necessary with predicted increase in commodity prices. 

Garveston, 
Reymerston and 
Thuxton Parish 
Council 

Stevens 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

No Opinion How is the Local Authority going to "protect” key local services? 

Garveston, 
Reymerston and 
Thuxton Parish 
Council 

Stevens 37 Preferred 
Option CP 3 

No Opinion Re: Shipdham Airfield. Our concerns are that the Hierarchy Traffic Route is rigorously enforced and that increased 
development may cause run-off of surface water that will create/increase the risk of flooding of the river Yare in 
low lying areas of out Parish. 

Garveston, 
Reymerston and 
Thuxton Parish 
Council 

Stevens 77 Preferred 
Option CP 13 

No Opinion We hope that there will be flexibility in the defining of settlement boundaries to allow for changing circumstances 
in villages. 

Garveston, 
Reymerston and 
Thuxton Parish 
Council 

Stevens 83 Preferred 
Option DC 1 

Agree We hope that the preferred option will be enforced more effectively than has been the case at present. 

Garveston, 
Reymerston and 
Thuxton Parish 
Council 

Stevens 98 Alternative 
Option 
DC5AO1 

Disagree But is it practicable? 

Garveston, 
Reymerston and 
Thuxton Parish 
Council 

Stevens 124 Preferred 
Option DC 12 

Agree We support the "Parish Groupings for Offsite Provision” and expect to be in a grouping comprising the existing 
Upper Yare Partnership Area 

Great Ellingham 
Parish Council 

Astley 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Disagree At a recent meeting of the Great Ellingham Parish Council, comparisons were made between the criteria which 
have been set out for a Key Service Centre and the actual facilities which are to be found in Great Ellingham. The 
conclusions which were drawn from these discussions were as follows: Convenience Shop. The shop in Great 
Ellingham, allied to the Post Office, offers a limited range of products (by necessity) at prices rather higher than 
the supermarkets in neighbouring Attleborough. Consequently, the majority of parishioners the shop only for the 
occasional purchase and not for the “weekly shop”. If the Post Office were to be closed (which is a distinct 
possibility), the shop by itself would be most unlikely to be economically sustainable and almost certainly be 
closed. The Council were the opinion that Great Ellingham does not, therefore, meet this requirement in hill. 
Public Transport. The “First” bus service linking Great Ellingham to Watton, Attleborough and Norwich has 
recently been withdrawn and the Flexibus service has introduced in its place. However, the Flexibus is far from 
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flexible as its name implies and serves the village only on a Tuesday and Thursday. Passengers are very limited 
in their choice of times to travel and return and the service needs major improvements before it can be deemed 
satisfactory. From recent discussions at a Parish Council meeting with representatives from Norfolk County 
Council (the operators of Flexibus), it would appear that the required improvements to the service are unlikely to 
be forthcoming in the near future, if at all. Again, Councillors were of the opinion that this requirement is not being 
met. Health Care. There are no health care facilities in the parish and the nearest doctors surgery is in 
Attleborough, entailing a journey of some three miles each way. There is no doubt that the health care 
requirement is not met. Primary School. Great Ellingham has a thriving primary school although it is not certain 
how much spare capacity it has for an influx of new children. However, Councillors were agreed that this 
requirement is met. Employment Opportunities. Although it is understood that there are thirty six instances of 
business rates being paid in Great Ellingham, the majority of these are single, or at the most, two employee 
companies. It is difficult to think of more than, say, twelve companies who employ more and there is not one 
single large employer (of 20 employees or more) in the parish. Employment opportunities are very rare and Great 
Ellingham cannot be said to fulfil this requirement. To summarise, Great Ellingham only fully meets one of the 
requirements set out (the Primary School), very partially meets three others (Transport, Shop and Employment) 
and does not meet at all the fifth requirement (Health Care). In addition, it is obvious to the Parish Councillors that 
the vast majority of parishioners do not wish the village to be designated as a Key Service Centre, mainly because 
of their opposition to an allocation of new dwellings being set. In the light of the above, Great Ellingham Parish 
Council hereby lodges the strongest opposition possible to being designated as a Key Service Centre. However, it 
has only very recently been brought to the Parish Councils attention that there is a Level 2 Local Service Centre 
category and it is understood that this would involve no new dwelling allocation being set, a continuance of the 
protection and enhancement of public services currently enjoyed by Great Ellingham from l3reckland, and Norfolk 
County, Councils and that there would be no penalties against the parish for opting for this category. In the light of 
this information, Great Ellingham wishes to be designated as a Level 2 Local Service Centre. 

Harling Parish 
Council 

Gee 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Agree In general, Council felt that the principles and policies this document sets out are sound and it now awaits the 
publication of the “site specific” document with interest. Meanwhile, the following matters of fact should be brought 
to your attention for consideration as you refine and develop your strategies (a) the heavy vehicular use of the 
B111 and the particular problems caused by HGV’s is a major controversial issue in East Harling, which can only 
be exacerbated by the proposed development of the Roudharn Industrial Estate and the Countys proposals for 
mineral extraction and waste disposal in the area; (b) the detrimental impact that more and more HGVs will have 
on air quality; (c) the current lack of adequate car parking spaces; (d) the current lack of adequate places at both 
East Harling and Old Buckenham, the latter being the secondary school for the area; (e) the inability of the current 
surface water drainage and sewage systems to adequately cope; (I) the fact that both the East Harling and 
Kenninghall doctors surgeries have full patient lists and (g) the need for the incorporation of children splay areas 
and green spaces into any new developments. 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 19 Alternative 
Option 
SSAO2 

Strongly 
Agree 

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

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 28 
Alternative 
Option 

 
 

The market place will always provide what is required 
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CP1AO3 Strongly 
Agree  

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 29 
Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO4 

 
 
Strongly 
Agree  

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

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 55 
Alternative 
Option 
CP8AO1 

 
 
Strongly 
Agree  

Ecology should not take preference over new homes 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 61 
Preferred 
Option CP 10 

 
 
Agree  

Note of caution. Design is subjective! and 2.82 - Good design will not create/provide public transport! 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 73 
Preferred 
Option CP 12 

 
 
Agree  

Safe routes for children to walk or cycle to school should be encouraged 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 77 
Preferred 
Option CP 13 

 
 
No Opinion  

Most villages required organic growth in order to revitalise the villages and make them more sustainable 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 87 
Preferred 
Option DC 2 

 
 
No Opinion  

More weight must be put on location when determining density 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 94 
Preferred 
Option DC 4 

 
 
Disagree 
Strongly  

40% is too many (remain at 30%) 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 104 
Preferred 
Option DC 7 

 
 
No Opinion  

Businesses should be allowed to grow & relocate in their local area and should not be forced to move to an 
'employment area' 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 125 
Alternative 
Option 
DC12AO1 

 
 
Strongly 
Agree  

Further enhancement - developer/landowner providing open space will limit the sites coming forward for 
development 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 129 
Preferred 
Option DC 13 

 
 
Disagree 
Strongly  

Trees are often given priority over new homes and this is wrong. We are not short of trees in Norfolk 
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Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 147 
Alternative 
Option 
DC18AO1 

 
 
Strongly 
Agree  

New homes are more important than archaeology 

Little Cressingham 
PC 

Hurdle 163 
Alternative 
Option 
DC23AO1 

 
 
Strongly 
Agree  

Let the market dictate parking spaces 

Mattishall Parish 
Council 

Salmon 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

Strongly 
Agree 

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

Mattishall Parish 
Council 

Salmon 27 Alternative 
Option 
CP1AO2 

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

Mattishall Parish 
Council 

Salmon 37 Preferred 
Option CP 3 

No Opinion Are enough jobs being created - a minimum of 6000 yet 19000 new homes. Will many residents be economically 
inactive e.g. retired, unemployed, carers? 

Mattishall Parish 
Council 

Salmon 43 Preferred 
Option CP 5 

Disagree Already, significant traffic problems in Dereham town centre that can only worsen with additional retail space that 
appears similar in scale to larger settlements like Thetford 

Mattishall Parish 
Council 

Salmon 61 Preferred 
Option CP 10 

No Opinion Whilst supporting high quality design, this policy seems to leave little room for innovative projects with good 
quality modern and/or eco type homes. Too many new homes at present are simply imitations of cottages and 
farmhouses. Light pollution should be minimised by using CPRE guidelines when granting planning permission 

Mattishall Parish 
Council 

Salmon 94 Preferred 
Option DC 4 

No Opinion Percentage of affordable housing as shared ownership not social rented is small. This ignores the need of many 
people unable to purchase their own homes but also not able to qualify for social rented housing. Young adults 
living with parents or relying on insecure private rental sector. No specific reference to Key worker housing - which 
is becoming an issue locally. 

Mattishall Parish 
Council 

Salmon 121 Preferred 
Option DC 11 

Strongly 
Agree 

"Existing green infrastructure of local and strategic importance will be protected from development"Will this really 
happen in practice, given current council policy to consider development if green spaces such as their Boyd 
Avenue in Dereham. It is absolutely vital towns and rural communities have access to public open space 

Mattishall Parish 
Council 

Salmon 124 Preferred 
Option DC 12 

No Opinion What about alternative ways to meet the existing deficiency in open space referred to in AO1 

Mattishall Parish 
Council 

Salmon 129 Preferred 
Option DC 13 

Strongly 
Agree 

How would hedges be protected from new owners or developers. If hedges are allowed to be removed and 
replaced by fences, need to consider design to enable more wildlife especially hedgehogs 

North Elmham Parish 
Council 

Lee 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

No Opinion North Elmham Parish Councillors voted unanimously to apply to be granted SCV category 2 (i.e. minimal 
development) status. 

North Tuddenham 
Parish Council 

Baldwin 13 Spatial Vision No Opinion We would not wish to see any development which would increase the number of vehicles travelling on the B1147 
and C489. 
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North Tuddenham 
Parish Council 

Baldwin 15 Spatial 
Objectives 

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

Shipdham Parish 
Council 

Dadd 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

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

Swaffham Town 
Council 

Bishop 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

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

Swaffham Town 
Council 

Bishop 25 Preferred 
Option CP 1 

Disagree Swaffham Town Council gradual growth of Swaffham should be:- Urban 800 Brownfield 600 Greenfield 600 

Swaffham Town 
Council 

Bishop 37 Preferred 
Option CP 3 

Disagree 
Strongly 

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

Swaffham Town 
Council 

Bishop 50 Preferred 
Option CP 7 

Agree Agree to the policy but it is believed that Swaffham has one of the highest recordings of pollution in the district 
especially along the London Road area. Consistently had high readings which will be made worse by further 
development north and south of the town. An east and west development would ease this. 

Swaffham Town 
Council 

Bishop 61 Preferred 
Option CP 10 

Strongly 
Agree 

Strongly agree with second paragraph of the design section and would like to endorse the comments made on 
historic environment and conservation areas section 

Swaffham Town Bishop 65 Preferred Agree Swaffham Town Council would like to encourage renewable energy where possible and appropriate. 
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Council Option CP 11 

Swaffham Town 
Council 

Bishop 101 Preferred 
Option DC 6 

Strongly 
Agree 

Strongly agree with policy but would like to include the following areas to be protected:-Tower Meadow Industrial 
Estate off Castle Acre Road, Industrial Estate on Lynn Road currently occupied by Travis Perkins etc. Area to the 
rear of Dalgety's on Castle Acre Road to the North of the A47. 

Swaffham Town 
Council 

Bishop 116 Preferred 
Option DC 10 

Agree Swaffham Town Council would like to see all telecommunication wiring to be underground wherever possible. 

Swaffham Town 
Council 

Bishop 162 Preferred 
Option DC 23 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Rural areas such as Swaffham need more parking provision than in inner city areas. Public transport is not as 
accessible as a it is in inner cities therefore the car is a much needed mode of transport for all members of the 
households to get to their employment etc. The multiplier of .85 is therefore wrong, it should be 1.5. 

Swaffham Town 
Council 

Bishop 166 Preferred 
Option DC 24 

Agree To ease traffic movement of important transport routes such as the A1065 housing development to the east and 
west would accommodate this. We reiterate our earlier comments made in relation to traffic congestion and 
pollution with regards to future development of Swaffham. 

Swanton Morley 
Parish Council 

LeBon 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

No Opinion Breckland must ensure all current facilities in Swanton Morley remain, also with a view to improve facilities (such 
as the creation of an all weather sports pitch). 

Weeting Parish 
Council 

Scarrott 17 Preferred 
Option SS 1 

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

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 25 Preferred 
Option CP 1 

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

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 43 Preferred 
Option CP 5 

No Opinion CP5 Town Centres: The Council felt it was very important to provide adequate parking within town centres, or 
much improved public comment or park and ride options. 

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 50 Preferred 
Option CP 7 

No Opinion CP7 Pollution and Waste: There was grave concern about the impact that current small scale water treatment 
plants have on water quality. An increase in these will only make matters worse. 

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 54 Preferred 
Option CP 8 

No Opinion CP8 Natural Environment: There was general disbelief that it was possible to mitigate against the destruction of 
the natural environment. It is vital that “exceptional circumstances means exactly what it says, and that the 
benefits are hardly ever allowed to outweigh the need for site protection. The procedures and consultation 
processes must be robust. 

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 61 Preferred 
Option CP 10 

No Opinion CP10 Design Quality: The concern here is that high density of housing puts great pressure on good design, 
especially in the provision of open space and gardens. 

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 61 Preferred 
Option CP 10 
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Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 65 Preferred 
Option CP 11 

No Opinion CP11 Energy: It is important that suitable sites are selected for the provision of renewable energy with due regard 
to the possible impact on the local environment. 

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 77 Preferred 
Option CP 13 

No Opinion CPI3 Rural Communities: The fact that a rural community does not have local facilities should not be used as an 
excuse to merge communities with larger ones, or with other rural ones. The individual distinct communities must 
be maintained. 

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 87 Preferred 
Option DC 2 

No Opinion DC2 Principles of New Housing Development: There was concern, in agreeing with higher density housing 
development in suitable locations, this must only be where it is appropriate for the surrounding area. Just because 
one development of 3 houses is at a high density does not mean that it is appropriate for much larger 
developments to be at the same density. There should also always be due regard for other matters, such as water 
supply and sewage disposal. 

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 129 Preferred 
Option DC 13 

  

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 129 Preferred 
Option DC 13 

No Opinion DC13 Trees and Landscapes: Although the policy states that “Trees and hedgerows will be protected. from 
development, there is concern that it is difficult to protect hedges in particular once a development has been 
completed, and the hedgerow is transferred to a new owner. What is to prevent the owner of a new dwelling from 
grubbing out the ancient hedge and replacing it with a smart new wall? 

Whinburgh & 
Westfield Parish 
Council 

Gibson 132 Preferred 
Option DC 14 

No Opinion DC 14 Flood Risk: As mentioned previously, there is concern that although the impact of flooding on a new 
development is considered, the knock on effect on adjacent properties cause by the loss of agricultural land to 
developed land if frequently under estimated, if properly considered at all 

Yaxham Parish 
Council 

Stallion 89 Alternative 
Option 
DC2AO2 

Agree Yaxham Parish Council feels that significantly lower densities below 22 dwellings per hectare reflecting local 
characteristics is preferable to the higher figure in the Preferred Option that will make a small village too 
urbanised. 

Yaxham Parish 
Council 

Stallion 98 Alternative 
Option 
DC5AO1 

Agree Yaxham Parish Council feels that exception sites for affordable housing should be allowed in the larger villages, 
but none in the small settlements is preferable, as any exception sites in smaller villages could be put to a better 
use for the benefit of the community for example, as amenity open space. 

Yaxham Parish 
Council 

Stallion 124 Preferred 
Option DC 12 

No Opinion Yaxham Parish Council is concerned at the inaccuracies in the Open Space Parish Schedule - 112 Yaxham. In 
particular: 112.1 Outdoor Sports Sites - The Owner of this is Yaxham Village Amenities Association (YVAA), not 
the Parish Council. There is only 1 pitch, not 2. This will have an affect on the Key Statistics. 112.2 Childrens Play 
Sites - The Owner of this is Yaxham Village Amenities Association (YVAA), not the Parish Council. 112.3 Other 
Open Space Sites - Y1 Natural/semi-natural green space, Norwich Road. This land is owned by a housing 
association, not the Parish Council. It is currently being built upon and this open space does not, therefore, exist. 

Yaxham Parish 
Council 

Stallion 132 Preferred 
Option DC 14 

Disagree Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Dereham Site 5, Figure C: B3. Yaxham Parish Council expressed concern that 
the area north of the River Tud up to Westfield Lane and between the Shipdham Road to the West and Yaxham 
Road to the East is being considered as a potential development area. The Preferred Option for DC14 states that 
new development will be expected to minimise flood risk to people, property and places. Although this area is 
outside of the Yaxham parish boundary it is felt that there might be consequences for Yaxham should this area be 



Parish Council Comments 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Consultee Name Order Policy Comment Reasons for comment: 

developed. 

 

 


