





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Document Element

Policy VC SPO 3:
Land at School Lane

Representation
IDs

3140

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

Comments of the Highway Authority to VC SPO3:

The current South Norfolk Local Plan includes this
site as allocation allocation SPO 2. Requirement 2
of that policy states "Pedestrian refuge should be
provided on the western side of School Lane to
improve pedestrian access to the school.

The Highway Authority would acknowledge that
the site is an existing allocation and consent for 7
dwellings was granted as per 2016/0627.

The current proposed policy VC SPO 3 includes a
requirement to ensure "Off-site highway works to
include improvements to the provision for
pedestrian safety in the immediate area of the
development site, details of which to be agreed
with the Highways Authority and the LPA." The less
specific policy requirement is noted.

The ability of the development to provide suitable
measures to make it acceptable to the Highway
Authority has not been demonstrated.

Notwithstanding the earlier allocation, in the
absence of evidence to the contrary, it is
considered that School Lane is substandard in
nature, without scope for development to provide
appropriate highway improvements. Should the
existing permission expire, the Highway Authority
would not wish to support re-allocation of site.

Suggested Changes to Plan

The Highway Authority would request that VC
SPO3 is removed from the draft plan

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council would re-iterate that existing
planning consent 2016/0627 has been
implemented and therefore the developer
can continue to develop the site in
accordance with the requirements of this
planning permission. Within this context the
Council considers the permitted scheme to be
the fallback position for this site. Itis
therefore prudent to retain an allocation
policy for this site within the VCHAP because
of the limited implementation of the planning
permission to date. In the event an
alternative scheme is promoted on the site,
retention of the allocation enables the
Council to ensure that it does so in an
appropriate manner. The Council would also
note that the Highways Authority engaged in
the planning process during the
determination of the 2016 application,
including in discussions about the alternative
off-site highway options, as set out in the
application documentation. The planning
permission for the development of 7
dwellings on this site has been implemented
and therefore can not expire, and the Council
does not consider the comments of the
Highways Authority to be a matter of
soundness.

Response Action Required

No action required.
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Policy VC SPO 3:
Land at School Lane

2667, 2726,
2739, 2879,
2997

Object

The following is a summary of objections received
to carried forward allocation VC SPO3.

SITE DRAINAGE

- Omission of the original SuDS requirement from
this policy (as previously required in the original
2015 SPO2 allocation);

- Attenuation pond opposite residential driveway,
at the lowest point of the road;

- Pond overflows into a blocked ditch;

- Highway flooding is worse due to blockages in
drains on third party land;

- Existing drainage beneath the road can not cope
during periods of significant rainfall resulting in the
road flooding; and

- Development of the field will increase surface
water run off and the situation will worsen.

HIGHWAYS
- If the footpath can not be delivered due to the
road width then it is questionable whether SPO2

was ever fit for purpose; and

- An off-site pedestrian refuge does not provide
safety for walking to school.

GENERAL

- No material change to School Lane in the
intervening period

Summary of changes proposed to carried
forward allocation VC SPO3:

- Substantial drainage system to be included;

- Attenuation pond to be moved to an area of the
site with no properties opposite;

- Pipe at the corner of the site needs to be
unblocked;

- Further capacity downstream is required;

- Protection of the existing drainage ditches and
retention of access for maintenance;

- Retain earlier wording re. drainage and for the
footpath for reasons of public safety;

As part of the preparation of the Village
Clusters Plan the Council considered the
existing allocations in the current Local Plan
to determine whether they were suitable for
inclusion in the emerging VCHAP. The
Council is satisfied that VC SPO3 (formerly
SPO2 in the 2015 document) remains a
suitable allocation site.

As part of this process the Council reviewed
the planning history of the site, and also
revisited the earlier site specific policy
requirements. It should be noted that this
site benefits from an extant planning
permission for 7 dwellings (2016/0627),
development having commenced on site and
the first CIL payment having been received in
March 2021. This planning permission is
therefore recognised as a 'fallback position'
for the site however the Council also
considered it appropriate to reallocate the
site as it has not yet been substantially
developed and an alternative scheme could
be submitted by a developer.

As noted in the representations two site
specific requirements were omitted from VC
SPO3 and these related to drainage and
highways matters. The Council therefore
considers it appropriate to continue to guide
the development of the site via an allocation
policy. With specific reference to the SuDS
the Council has reviewed the inclusion of this
policy requirement within all carried-forward
allocations. In recognition of this being a
requirement of other local and national
policies the Council determined that it was
not necessary to replicate it in the site-
specific detail of VC SPO3, in accordance with
paragraph 16 (f) of the NPPF. Details of a
water management scheme were agreed as
part of planning application 2016/0627 and
secured by planning condition. The
maintenance of the existing ditches remains
the responsibility of the landowner. The LLFA
was invited to comment on the Regulation-19
consultation and did not raise an objection to
VC SPO3.

The Council also determined that it was no
longer appropriate to require the provision of
a pedestrian refuge on School Lane within the
carried forward allocation. This decision was
based upon the discussions that took place at
the time of the 2016 planning application
which ascertained that School Lane was of
insufficient width to accommodate a refuge
area. Various alternative options were
discussed at the time of the application with
representatives of the Town Council, the
developer and NCC Highways Authority. A

1181

Should the Inspector be minded to, the
Council would support an amendment to
the wording of the policy introduction so
that it reads "This site is expected to be
built out in accordance with the existing
planning permission 2016/0627 and
subsequent variations" to address
concerns of local residents. The Council
considers this to be a minor modification
only.
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Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

ID

solution was reached and secured via the
associated s106 agreement. In the event an
alternative scheme is promoted, the Council
has included a policy requirement for off-site
highway works to improve pedestrian safety
to be agreed with the Highways Authority and
the LPA. This offers an opportunity for a
replacement scheme to promote an
alternative solution should this be achievable.

The Council does not consider that the
concerns raised are a soundness matter and
considers VC SPO3 to have been updated
appropriately to reflect the current position.

Policy VC SPO4:
Land at Chapel
Road

3239

Support

For clarity and consistency, we would suggest that
the wording in the policy is amended to refer to
Anglian Water as the ‘appropriate water authority’
or sewerage undertaker.

Advice is sought from Anglian Water regarding
the need for relocation of the existing nearby
sewage pumping station, to facilitate
maintenance.

The Council does not consider the proposed
alteration to be a soundness matter however
should the Inspector be minded to agree to
the textual update the Council would support
this.

1180

The Council does not consider the
proposed alteration to be a soundness
matter however should the Inspector be
minded to agree to the textual update the
Council would suggest the following
wording: "Advice is sought from Anglian
Water regarding the need for relocation
of the existing nearby sewage pumping
station, to facilitate maintenance".
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35. Stoke Holy Cross, Shotesham and Caistor St EdAmund & Bixley

Document Element

Policy VC STO1:
Land north of Long
Lane

Representation
IDs

2542

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

The following is a summary of the Parish Council
representation submitted in response to Policy VC
STO1:

- Infrastructure within the village has required
upgrades (specifically a need for a replacement
village hall) and not enough investment has been
received from recent development in the village to
facilitate this. The PC has obtained planning
permission for replacement hall, which would
include improved accommaodation for the pre-
school, but still requires substantial funds to enable
these plans to be realised;

- The PC accepts VC STO1 as a logical extension of
the village but disagrees with the site assessment
which includes the presence of the existing village
hall as a justification for the allocation;

- The policy requires updating to include a financial
contribution towards a new village hall/ community
facilities to replace the existing;

- The developer who holds the option on the site
has agreed a negotiated contribution to the PC of
£370000 towards the replacement pavilion.

The Parish Council has supported this land being
allocated on the basis that the contribution above
will be forthcoming via a 106 agreement as a
condition of granting planning permission. The PC
considers this requirement to accord with both the
JCS and the NPPF; and

- The Parish Council considers that Policy VC STO1
fails to meet these requirements by not addressing
the negative impact that the resultant housing
development would have on the existing
community facilities in the village. It would
therefore not deliver sustainable development and
is unsound, unless modified to include a financial
contribution to rectify this.

Suggested Changes to Plan

The Parish Council considers that there should be
an additional requirement in policy ST 01 for a
financial contribution to be made towards a new
village hall/community facilities that would
facilitate replacement of the existing Pavilion
that is now too small, outdated, and
unsustainable as a village hall serving Stoke Holy
Cross.

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council is aware of both the recent
growth experienced at Stoke Holy Cross, as
well as the concerns of the Parish Council
about the adequacy of the existing
community facilities. As noted in the Parish
Council response, earlier developments
within Stoke Holy Cross have provided
proportionate contributions towards facilities
within the village. The Council must be
assured that all contributions within a S106
agreement accord with Regulation 122 of the
CIL Regulations being a) necessary to make
the development acceptable in planning
terms; (b) directly related to the
development; and (c) fairly and reasonably
related in scale and kind to the development.
The Council has not included a requirement
for a financial contribution to be included
within the site-specific policy requirements
for VC STO1 and does not consider it
appropriate to do so. Firstly, the Council has
not determined that the contribution that has
been agreed between the parties would
satisfy the the requirements of Regulation
122 as set out above. Secondly, the
developer of the site will be required to
ensure that the allocation accords with all
policy requirements (including the delivery of
affordable housing in accordance with
emerging Policy 5 of the GNLP) , as well as be
able to meet all other infrastructure costs
arising as part of the development of the site.
Finally, the Council notes that the sum has
been agreed with the developer who
currently holds the option on the site
however, should the parties involved in
bringing forward this site change in the future
a policy requirement for a financial
contribution agreed privately between the
existing parties could affect the viability and
therefore the delivery of this site. Whilst the
Council recognises the aspirations of the
Parish Council it is not considered appropriate
to include the suggested policy requirement
within VC STO1 and the Council does not
consider that this affects the soundness of
the VCHAP. The Council has not included the
financial contribution referred to in this
representation in its assessment of the site,
nor has it been a consideration in the site
selection process.

Response Action Required

No action required.
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Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

Policy VC STO1: 3021, 3022 Support The following is the response of the site promoter No changes proposed to VC STO1. The Council welcomes confirmation of the 1178 No action required.
Land north of Long for VC STO1: ongoing support of the site promoter for the
Lane inclusion of VC STO1 in the VCHAP, as well as
The site can be developed to ensure the identified the information relating to discussions that
points are considered and addressed, this follows have taken place to support the development
detailed discussions with NCC Highways and of a policy compliant scheme on the site.
specialist surveys undertaken by ecologists and However, the Council also notes the
arboriculturalists during the consultation process comments relating to funding of the village
and as part of pre-application discussions. hall and whilst the Council positively
Sufficient land is available to provide new planting acknowledges the engagement that has
and landscaping features to link to existing. clearly taken place between the proposed site
developer and the Parish Council, South
There are public benefits proposed associated with Norfolk Council has not been part of these
this site. Namely, funding to be allocated to discussions and does not consider it
facilitate the construction of the new Village Hall appropriate to include a requirement for a
via a $106 agreement, as well as the provision of a financial contribution towards the new village
footpath along the site frontage with Long Lane for hall within the site-specific policy text. In
public use. The Parish Council support the order for such a contribution to be included
development of this site for housing as a method of within a S106 agreement (as proposed by
enabling the village hall development, as confirmed both the site promoter and the Parish
during pre-application discussions with SNDC. Council) the Council would need to be
Ingram Homes has developed a scheme which assured that the contribution met the
could be progressed via a formal planning requirements of Regulation 122 of the CIL
application. Regulations. The Council has not considered
this as part of its assessment of the site, nor
when selecting VC STO1 for allocation.
Furthermore, the Council will expect VC STO1
to deliver affordable housing in accordance
with emerging Policy 5 of the GNLP, as well as
meet all other identified infrastructure costs
associated with the development of the site.
Policy VC STO1: 2291 Support This is exactly the type of small scheme the village No changes proposed to VC STO1. The Council welcomes the support for this 1176 No action required.

Land north of Long
Lane

needs. It proposes a good proportion of much
needed bungalows suited to older people and
those less mobile who are seeking to downsize. The
proposed developer is well known for building high
quality well designed properties. There are not
likely to be any overlooking issues if the proposed
developer is able to proceed.

allocation however it does note that plans
should be considered as illustrative only at
this time as they do not have the benefit of
planning permission and an alternative
scheme may come forward on the site.
However, there is a requirement for 1 and 1.5
storey dwellings along the eastern boundary
of the site to minimise the visual impact of
the development on the approach along Long
Lane from the east. More generally, the site
layout and design of the site would be
required to comply with existing
development management policies, including
having regard to the amenities of
neighbouring properties.
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Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response

Action Required

Policy VC STO1:
Land north of Long
Lane

2638, 2843,
2909

Object

Summary of representations received objecting to
VC STO1:

HIGHWAYS

- Frontage development not a suitable solution for
traffic calming;

- A roundabout at the entrance to the village
[opposite Broomefield Road] would be a more
effective traffic calming measure;

- Widening the existing Harrold Place access could
lead to access and safety issues for existing
residents;

- Additional development along Long Lane will be a
danger for children, parents and motorists; and

Existing access to Harrold Place suffers with
congestion at school start and finish times.

DRAINAGE & INFRASTRUCTURE

- Drainage issue in the field with water affecting
gardens of the Harrold Place homes;

- Large pool of water near entrance of field
recently;

- Concern that Harrold Place roads and sewers have
not been adopted due to sewage issues at the
Hopkins Homes development opposite the site;

- Unacceptable smells resulting from the pumping
station in the Hopkins development when it is in
operation; and

- Concern that additional development will
exacerbate the issues at Harrold Place.

MISCELLANEOUS

- Concern that the PC support for the site has been
influenced by a developer contribution promised
towards a replacement pavilion in the village; and

- Land required to facilitate development is owned
by the residents of Harrold Place (via the
management company).

Proposed changes suggested to VC STO1:
- Remove from the VCHAP;

- Roundabout to be built opposite Broomefield
Road;

- Address the sewage and drainage issues;
- Limit buildings to single storey height only; and

- Reduce number of dwellings proposed.

With regards to the objections submitted to
VC STO1 the Council does not consider any of
the comments to affect the soundness of the
VCHAP.

The Council has proactively engaged with
technical consultees throughout the site
selection process, including NCC Highways
Authority, Anglian Water and the Lead Local
Flood Authority. There have been no
objections received to the allocation of VC
STO1 from any of these consultees in
response to the Regulation 19 publication
period and the Council considers that
appropriate design solutions can be achieved
to address highways, drainage and surface
water management matters. The issues
raised relate to existing developments along
Long Lane, rather than the preferred
allocation site. Notwithstanding this point,
the Council will raise the concerns of the
residents of Harrold Place with Anglian
Water. Previous site-specific discussions with
Anglian Water have confirmed that they do
not have either a sewerage network or
pumping station in the vicinity of Harrold
Place at the present time.

In addition, concerns have been raised about
land ownership of the land between Harrold
Place and VC STO1, as well as the reasons for
the Parish Council support for this site.
Firstly, the Council has sought assurances
from the site promoter that access into the
site is achievable. Legal representation for
the site promoter has been able to confirm
that access rights have been retained across
this land therefore this is not considered to
be an issue. Finally, the Council is aware of
the representation submitted by the Parish
Council advising of their support for VC STO1,
alongside their expectation of a financial
contribution towards a new village hall.
South Norfolk Council has not been involved
in these discussions and does not consider it
appropriate to include this within the site-
specific policy requirements for VC STO1. The
Council has not included this within its
assessments of the site when considering the
allocation of VC STO1. The Council will
maintain its requirement for the site to be
policy compliant, including the delivery of the
requisite level of affordable housing on the
site, as well as meeting any other costs
associated proportionately and directly with
the development of the site.

Forward concerns of Harrold Place
residents to Anglian Water for their
consideration.

240




36. Surlingham, Bramerton and Kirby Bedon

Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

Bramerton, 36.3 2947, 2949 Object Representations submitted in response to No changes identified. The Council recognises the local concerns 1470 None required.
paragraph 36.3 focussed on the rejection of about SN5017 and remains of the opinion
SN5017. The summarised comments below relate that the site is not suitable for development
specifically to SN5017: HIGHWAY MATTERS - single at the scale proposed when originally
track road without passing places; promoted. The Council's reasons remain as
INFRASTRUCTURE - Constraints to the existing set out in the site assessment form. As a point
sewage system locally; - ECOLOGY - Ecological of clarification, many of the respondents
impact arising from the development of the site - referred to the proposals for SN5017 being a
Great Crested Newts adjacent to the site, bats, planning application however this is incorrect
nesting birds, birds of prey, small mammals and as the site has been promoted for allocation
deer present on and adjacent to the site. in response to the Council's Call for Sites as
AMENITIES - Distance of the site from the centre of part of the Local Plan process. This is separate
the village and the available amenities; - No from any planning application that may be
significant facilities within the village; LANDSCAPE, submitted for development on the site.
TOWNSCAPE & CONSERVATION AREA IMPACT -
High density development would detract from the
rural character.
Bramerton, 36.8 2871 Support An amendment to SN5017 has been promoted in Inclusion of amended site within the Settlement The Council will undertake a desktop 1174 Council to undertake a desktop

response to paragraph 36.8. The submission
reduces the site area and seeks to address earlier
concerns raised in the site assessment for SN5017.

Limit of Bramerton.

assessment to assess the suitability of the
amended site for inclusion within the
Settlement Limit, as well as a focussed
technical consultation should this be
considered appropriate following the desktop
assessment. The Council notes the proximity
of the site to the existing Settlement Limit, as
well as the reduced site area and the proposal
for fewer dwellings in this location. Whilst
the amended proposals have sought to
address some of the concerns raised within
the assessment of SN5017, the Council
remains concerns about the impact new
development would have in this location on
the local character of the area. The site also
remains detached from the existing
Settlement Limit, separated by small areas
that have also been excluded, and at this time
the Council has some concerns about an
extension to the existing boundary around
these areas. The site will be subject to a
further assessment however the Council does
not consider that this is a soundness issue
relating to the VCHAP.

assessment of the amended site, as well
as a focussed technical consultation if this
is considered to be appropriate.
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Bramerton, 36.8

2525, 2526,
2538, 2602,
2619, 2678,
2894, 2950,
2953, 2956,
3108

Mixed

Representations submitted in response to
paragraph 36.8 focussed on the rejection of
SN5017. There was also support for the rejection
of SNO366REV. The summarised comments below
relate specifically to SN5017:

HIGHWAY MATTERS

- single track road without passing places;

- existing rural roads inadequate for increased
traffic and/or larger vehicles;

- Local roads are not treated in poor weather
conditions;

- The new TROD footpath should not be considered
favourably for the development of the site;

- Wherryman Way footpath follows the lane but
there is no safe footpath;

- Little opportunity for cycling locally due to
highway safety; and

- Reliance on private transport would be contrary
to the NPPF.

INFRASTRUCTURE

- No existing drainage and a number of
longstanding issues now being resolved;

- Worsening of current low water pressure in the
area;

- Constraints to the existing sewage system locally;

- No existing street lighting, as well as concerns
about increased lighting; and

- Risk of flooding associated with development of
the site has not been given enough weight.

AMENITIES

- Distance of the site from the centre of the village
and the available amenities;

- Infrequent bus service;

- No significant facilities within the village;
- No school within the village; and

- Impact on the local bridleway network.
ECOLOGY

- Ecological impact arising from the development of
the site - Great Crested Newts adjacent to the site,

No changes have been proposed in response to
paragraph 36.8.

The Council recognises the local concerns
about SN5017 but remains of the opinion that
the site is not suitable for development at the
scale proposed when originally promoted.
The Council's reasons remain as set out in the
site assessment form.

As a point of clarification, many of the
respondents referred to the proposals for
SN5017 being a planning application however
this is incorrect as the site has been
promoted for allocation in response to the
Council's Call for Sites as part of the Local
Plan process. This is separate from any
planning application that may be submitted
for development on the site.

1172

No action required.
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Document Element Representation Nature of Summary of Representations Suggested Changes to Plan South Norfolk Council Response Response Action Required

IDs Representations [»)

bats, nesting birds, birds of prey, small mammals
and deer present on and adjacent to the site; and

- Loss of the hedgerows to create access and
highway improvements.

LANDSCAPE, TOWNSCAPE & CONSERVATION AREA
IMPACT

- Proximity to the Broads Authority area;

- Adverse impact on the Conservation Area, as well
as both designated and non-designated heritage
assets;

- Impact on the landscape;

- Loss of best and most versatile agricultural land;

- High density development would detract from the
rural character;

- Existing development is either rural in character
or set back from the road frontage; and

- Required highway works to the land would impact
negatively on the character of the area.
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37. Tacolneston and Forncett End

Document Element

Representation

IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

Services and 2944 Support | agree that the parish /Village has a range of No changes proposed in response to paragraph The Council currently has a programme in 1171 No action required.
Community facilities including a primary school, pub, social 37.5. place for updating all Conservation Areas
Facilities, 37.5 club, church all within the conservation area. within the District, with Tacolneston a

Although SNDC fail to have an adopted settlement that is still be reassessed as part

conservation appraisal available, therefore can't of this update. The Council has a dedicated

correctly assess impact further development in the team of Conservation & Design Officers who

village will have on the conservation area, historical have been involved within the site

asset, facilities within. assessment process and have previously

provided detailed advice about the impact of

Commuting pressure can have greater impact on a new dwelling in this location on the

assets/conservation areas than development within identified heritage assets (including the wider

the area it's self, directly benefit historical (public) Conservation Area). These comments remain

assets to remain viable, sustainable, including valid.

supporting development to support works required

or bring approved planning/Listed BC applications

to come to fruition.
Settlement Limit, 2859 Object | object to this statement- The main settlement of A more transparent character appraisal correctly | The purpose of paragraph 37.6 is not to 1168 No action required.

37.6

Tacolneston was established well before the
Domesday Book of 1086, this is the north area of
the village where the Church, Pub and village
primary school are located within the conservation
area which also includes the southern gardens of
the estate development of Dovedale, Knipe built in
the 60's. (Not as suggested above)

A further settlement limit 1200m south offers no
facilities/amenities, only housing established in
more recent years.

identifying the center of the old established
village including amenities (location).

identify the heritage of the settlement, nor its
growth over time. Rather this paragraph
provides a brief description of the location of
the two distinct Settlement Limits within the
village. The Settlement Limits are designated
for planning purposes and do not correspond
with other designations (for example, the
Conservation Area boundary). For the
purposes of clarity however there is a minor
overlap between the Settlement Limit and
the Conservation Area boundary (the primary
school site to the north of the village). The
Settlement Limit denotes a consolidated
built-up area within which further
development would be considered
acceptable in principle (subject to site specific
considerations). These comments are not
considered to be a soundness matter.

244




Document Element

Settlement Limit,
37.6

Representation
IDs

3224

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

With respect to the proposed Village Clusters
Housing Allocations Plan (VCHAP) published by
South Norfolk Council Tacolneston Parish council
would like to make the following submission. This
submission is made following an Extraordinary
Meeting of the Parish Council which was well
attended by parishioners.

Tacolneston Parish Council agree in principle to
modest, well planned, development in the village.
However, we have concerns on the soundness and
appropriateness of these proposals. The proposals
are unsound as the plans are inaccurate with
anomalies in boundaries, size of plots and a general
lack of clarity meaning that meaningful analysis and
consultation is not possible.

Our first concern is over the proportion of social
housing to be included in the development. We ask
that any development includes social and market
housing, and that housing be targeted at the needs
of local people and families.

Secondly, we ask that the development should
include a mix of building types, in keeping with
existing housing in the area. This would conserve
the contour and aspect of the village.

Thirdly, we ask that we be provided with accurate
and informative plans and maps. These should give
accurate indications of the size of the proposed
areas for development and clearly show the
proposed and existing settlement boundaries.

Fourthly, we require information on how issues
resulting from problems of drainage and increased
traffic flow will be managed. Finally, we request an
extension of the consultation period to allow for
consideration by the council and parishioners of
the updated proposals and materials.

Suggested Changes to Plan

Our first concern is over the proportion of social
housing to be included in the development. We
ask that any development includes social and
market housing, and that housing be targeted at
the needs of local people and families. Secondly,
we ask that the development should include a
mix of building types, in keeping with existing
housing in the area. This would conserve the
contour and aspect of the village. Thirdly, we ask
that we be provided with accurate and
informative plans and maps. These should give
accurate indications of the size of the proposed
areas for development and clearly show the
proposed and existing settlement boundaries.
Fourthly, we require information on how issues
resulting from problems of drainage and
increased traffic flow will be managed. Finally,
we request an extension of the consultation
period to allow for consideration by the council
and parishioners of the updated proposals and
materials.

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council has responded to this
representation in full in response to the same
comments submitted to VC TAC1 and VC
TAC2. Please refer to these responses.

Response Action Required

No action required.
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Document Element

Representation

IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

Settlement Limit, 2946 Support | support - Extension settlement limits -site No changes have been proposed in response to The Council has robustly assessed this site in 1170 No action required.
37.6 submission GNLPSLO016 , GNLPSLOO16REV, paragraph 37.6. various forms, as demonstrated in the site
GNLPSLOO16REVB. Site assessment has't followed assessment forms, as well as the planning
due process. Itisn't subject to section 4, Offers history of the site. The Council remains of the
vehicle access (granted 1949). The footpath directly opinion that this site is not suitable for
connects site/facilities,. | disagree with highways- a inclusion within the Settlement Limit for the
2 m footpath is't required in a rural community not reasons set out in the conclusion of the site
urban. assessment form, as repeated here: "The site
is an UNREASONABLE site for both allocation
Site assessment fails to include planning history and extension to the settlement limit. The
2021/1044, 2021/1045 granted- a benefit to the fundamental issues remain as highlighted in
historical (public) asset-conversion of building to the previous Regulation 18 Site Assessment
create annex to the listed building. An extension to SNOO16REV, the most recently refused
the settlement boundary would be enabling, planning application for one dwelling
2020/0048 demonstrates open space is achievable, (October 2020) and the dismissed
removal -septic tank (AW) drains enables
neutrality. Appeal (May 2017). The reduced site area
does not change the previous conclusion.
Development would have an unacceptable
impact on the setting and significance of the
Listed Buildings and Conservation Area. The
traditional verdant setting of the group of
dwellings at number 116 and 122 Norwich
Road will not be preserved and development
of this site would erode the character of the
conservation area. Concerns have also been
maintained about the provision of a suitable
vehicular access into the site and the
provision of acceptable visibility splays." This
representation does not alter the position of
the Council and the Council does not consider
the omission of this site from the Settlement
Limit to be a soundness matter.
VCTACL, 37.7 2860 Object | don't agree with part of the above statement- To Reword statement. Paragraph 37.7 clearly states that the site is 1167 No action required.

the north of the site is a linear development of 4-5
bungalows fronting west of B1113 Norwich Road.

Bleach Cottage and its setting within the
conservation area extends deep into Hall road,
therefore there will be no separation from VC TAC1
across the E1 Ashwellthorpe plateau at this point.

separated from Tacolneston Conservation
Area by existing residential development
immediately to the north. The Council
recognises that a small section of the
Conservation Area extends to the west along
Hall Road but it is not considered that the
Council's wording is either inaccurate or
incorrect, and therefore this is not a
soundness issue.
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Document Element

VCTACL, 37.8

Representation

IDs

2861

Nature of
Representations

Support

Summary of Representations

| object that a continuous footpath on the other
side of the road offers any benefit to the site.

The volume of traffic parking on the B1113 extends
far past the hairdressers south of the site, into
Dovedale, north into Hall Road/the school.

Crossing the road with limited visibility is
detrimental to highways safety.

| object to how the site assessments have been
carried out, there is no coherence, site SNOO16REV
north of the school was considered to require a 2m
footpath when a 1.5m path extends on the same
side as the site throughout the village

Suggested Changes to Plan

No changes proposed in response to paragraph
37.8.

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council considers that this representation
has been submitted incorrectly and as such is
being considered as a soundness objection,
rather that a supportive comment for the
Plan.

Earlier discussions with the Highways
Authority during the preparation of the
VCHAP confirmed that the pedestrian
crossing would provide both (a) a clear and
safe crossing point across the B1113 and (b)
traffic calming measures for the B1113. The
requirement for the off-site highway works
that connect to the existing public footpath in
the village is considered to be both
reasonable and beneficial. The Council does
not consider this to be an issue of soundness
relating to the allocation of VC TAC1.

Response Action Required

No action required.

VCTACL, 37.11

2862

Object

All assessments of sites should be consistence and
non bias.

Address Assessment of sites are consistences,
transparent and non bias.

It is unclear how these comments relate
specifically to paragraph 37.11 however for
clarity, the Council has undertaken site
assessments in a fair and consistent manner,
as demonstrated in the supporting evidence
base and the publication of all site
assessments as part of the supporting
material for the Plan. The Council assessed
sites following an agreed methodology - an
amended version of the Norfolk-wide agreed
HELAA - which responded more appropriately
to the South Norfolk area. All sites have been
assessed using this same criteria, and these
were updated as appropriate between the
Regulation 18- and Regulation-19 publication
periods.

1165

No action required.

VCTACL, 37.12

2863

Support

| agree and the limited capacity at the receiving
water recycling center (Forncett End) is critical. The
three dwellings allowed at appeal 2016/2635 and a
large development site south
2022/2400,2021/0205,2021/0206,2014/0812
approx 70m apart suggest releasing water into the
road side ditch adjacent to B1113 in an area that
suffers surface water flooding on the bend.

No changes proposed in response to paragraph
37.12.

The Council has acknowledged the potential
capacity issues at the local Water Recycling
Centre at Forncett End and has addressed this
within the site specific policy requirements
for Policy VC TAC1. However, in their
response Anglian Water have made reference
to their proposed programme of
infrastructure improvements and this is not
considered to prevent VC TAC1 from coming
forward within the Plan period.

1164

No action required.
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Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

VCTACL, 37.13

2865

Object

| consider the Greater Norwich Local Housing Need
Assessment (LHNA) is out of date and does not
reflect an up to date need. If one and two bedroom
dwelling don't accord why submit this as a
statement within the consultation, its misleading. |
note the same weight has not been applied to
single 'self build' proposals, rather ignored in all
supporting documents and written statements
even when evidence is available on SNDC self build
register.

State clear facts only.

The Council is satisfied that the Greater
Norwich Local Housing Need Assessment
(which was undertaken in published in June
2021) remains a current and relevant part of
the evidence base. However, any concerns
relating to either the relevancy or accuracy of
this document are a matter for the Greater
Norwich Local Plan, rather than the South
Norfolk Village Clusters Housing Allocations
Plan, and will be considered as part of the
GNLP Examination.

Reference to the number of one- and two-
bedroom dwellings on the site in paragraph
37.13 refers specifically to the early concept
drawing submitted by the site promoter and
with specific reference to the numbers
proposed for allocation on VC TAC1. This
statement clarifies that should an alternative
housing mix be submitted on this site the
numbers of units achievable may be lower.

The Council supports applications for self-
build properties within the District, in
accordance with national policy and the
relevant Local Plan policies. The GNLP will
also make provision for a proportion of self
build dwellings within larger site allocations,
as set out in emerging Policies 5 7.4 and 7.5.

No action required.

Policy VC TAC1:
Land to the west of
Norwich Road

3074

Object

The site appears to be remote from the highway,
the proposed allocation does not seem to include
land required for suitable and safe access along
with highway improvements (as per paragraph
37.11). It has not been clearly demonstrated that
an acceptable means of access can be provided,
which will require land beyond the proposed
extents of allocation and highway. The earlier
Highway Authority comments supported allocation
of site reference SN1057 that had significant
frontage at B1113 Norwich Road and was
considered able to deliver the required highway
improvements and this is reflected in the current
policy wording.

The Highway Authority would wish for the
allocation area to be revised to include suitable
direct access to the highway and frontage at the
B1113 Norwich Road to provide the required
visibility splays and footway. This would make
the allocation area consistent with the policy
wording.

The Council has continued discussions with
both the site promoter and the Highways
Authority following the publication of the
Regulation-19 version of the Plan. The site
promoter has confirmed that an amended
highways access is proposed for the site and
that an amended red line is appropriate. The
Council considers this to be a major
modification to the VCHAP and as such is
proposing to undertake a focussed
consultation to include this amendment in
due course. Discussions with the Highways
Authority have also related to the provision of
off-side highway works associated with the
development this site. A crossing point
across the B1113 to connect the site to the
existing facilities and pedestrian footpath
through the village is considered appropriate.

1366

An amended policy map outlining the
revised red line is considered to be a
major modification to the VCHAP and as
such will be included in a focused
consultation in due course.
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Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response

Action Required

Policy VC TAC1:
Land to the west of
Norwich Road

3240

Support

Anglian Water suggests that due to the relatively
small-scale nature of the sites, that the policy
requirement regarding the capacity of the WRC and
phasing of development is unnecessary. The draft
DWMP has identified growth for the WRC
catchment area to 2050 and has included medium-
term strategy to increase capacity and a long-term
strategy for a new permit. The policy requirement
should be amended to reflect that strategies are in
place to increase capacity within the network.

Modify policy text to read: Early engagement
with Anglian Water to ensure that there is
adequate capacity, or capacity can be made
available, in the local water recycling network.

The Council welcomes the capacity
improvements being planned and delivered
by Anglian Water to the local infrastructure
network. The Council does not consider that
this representation raises any issues relating
to soundness however if the Inspector is
minded to modify the policy to address the
comments raised the Council suggests the
following wording: "Early engagement with
Anglian Water regarding connecting to the
local water recycling network".

The Council does not consider that a
modification to the site-specific policy is
necessary to make the Plan sound
however if the Inspector is minded to
modify the policy to address the
comments raised the Council suggests the
following wording: "Early engagement
with Anglian Water regarding connecting
to the local water recycling network".
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Document Element

Policy VC TAC1:
Land to the west of
Norwich Road

Representation
IDs

3225

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

Summary of comments by Tacolneston Parish
Council: - The PC agree in principle to modest
development in the village however do not
consider these proposals to be sound or
appropriate. The proposals are unsound as the
plans are inaccurate with anomalies in boundaries,
size of plots and a general lack of clarity meaning
that meaningful analysis and consultation is not
possible; - Development should include social and
market housing, and that housing be targeted at
the needs of local people and families; -
Development should include a mix of building
types, in keeping with existing housing in the area.
This would conserve the contour and aspect of the
village; - We require accurate and informative plans
and maps. These should give accurate indications of
the size of the proposed areas for development and
clearly show the proposed and existing settlement
boundaries; and - We require information on how
issues resulting from problems of drainage and
increased traffic flow will be managed; and - We
request an extension of the consultation period to
allow for consideration by the council and
parishioners of the updated proposals and
materials.

Suggested Changes to Plan

Our first concern is over the proportion of social
housing to be included in the development. We
ask that any development includes social and
market housing, and that housing be targeted at
the needs of local people and families. Secondly,
we ask that the development should include a
mix of building types, in keeping with existing
housing in the area. This would conserve the
contour and aspect of the village. Thirdly, we ask
that we be provided with accurate and
informative plans and maps. These should give
accurate indications of the size of the proposed
areas for development and clearly show the
proposed and existing settlement boundaries.
Fourthly, we require information on how issues
resulting from problems of drainage and
increased traffic flow will be managed. Finally,
we request an extension of the consultation
period to allow for consideration by the council
and parishioners of the updated proposals and
materials.

South Norfolk Council Response

In response to the submission by Tacolneston
Parish Council, the Council engaged with the
PC to understand the concerns about the
inaccuracies within the plans. These concerns
specifically related to the omission of a label
denoting the location of Tacolneston Primary
Academy on the settlement map and the
updates to the site references/ labels that
reflected the preferred allocation status of a
site (for example, SN1057 was amended to VC
TAC1 within the Regulation-19 document).
The Council updated the site labels to ensure
a consistent approach to labelling within
Regulation-19 and does not consider this, or
the omission of a label for the primary school
to be soundness matters. The PC was clearly
reminded of the deadline for the submission
of Regulation-19 representations during their
correspondence with the Council and an
extension of time for the submission of
comments was not considered to be either
necessary or appropriate. With regards to the
comments regarding the proposed allocation,
the Council will expect allocated sites to
deliver the requisite level of affordable
housing in accordance with emerging GNLP
Policy 5. The level of affordable housing
required (33%) has been determined
following production of the Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (June 2017) and the
Greater Norwich Housing Needs Assessment
(June 2021). In terms of design and
compatibility with the existing housing,
development proposals will be expected to
respond positively to the existing context,
including in terms of scale, layout and design,
as set out in existing policies within the Local
Plan.

In separate correspondence the PC has raised
concerns about the landscape and townscape
impact of the site, making reference to the
site assessment form. However, the Council
considers that the planning permission for 3
detached bungalows along the road frontage
(granted on Appeal in 2016) has to some
extent eroded the gap within the landscape.
Furthermore, the proposed allocation site
would extend to the west away from the road
frontage and therefore not further reduce the
gap in the streetscene. Comments relating to
highways matters are noted and the Council
is aware of the presence of the protected tree
along the site frontage, as reflected in Policy
VC TACL.

Response Action Required

No action required.
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Document Element

Policy VC TAC1:
Land to the west of
Norwich Road

Representation
IDs

2286

Nature of
Representations

Support

Summary of Representations

As a community Tacolneston is badly lacking
volunteers to serve the community. | believe that
some new development could see an injection of
new people into the community which would be
beneficial to creating a more cohesive community.
It is likely that on current demographics the school

will in the years ahead see a reduction in numbers.

New developments frequently produce more
children of primary school age and this would help
to future-proof sustainability of the school. A new
crossing would also aid traffic calming much
needed in this location.

Suggested Changes to Plan

No changes proposed in response to VC TAC1.

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council welcomes support for sustainable
growth in Tacolneston. The VCHAP is planning
for small-medium scale growth throughout
the rural areas of the District to support
existing communities, facilities and services
and the recognition of this is welcomed.

Response Action Required

No action required.
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Document Element

Policy VC TAC2:
Land adjacent The
Fields

Representation
IDs

3226

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

Summary of comments by Tacolneston Parish
Council:

- The PC agree in principle to modest development
in the village however do not consider these
proposals to be sound or appropriate. The
proposals are unsound as the plans are inaccurate
with anomalies in boundaries, size of plots and a
general lack of clarity meaning that meaningful
analysis and consultation is not possible;

- Development should include social and market
housing, and that housing be targeted at the needs
of local people and families;

- Development should include a mix of building
types, in keeping with existing housing in the area.
This would conserve the contour and aspect of the
village;

- We require accurate and informative plans and
maps. These should give accurate indications of the
size of the proposed areas for development and
clearly show the proposed and existing settlement
boundaries; and

- We require information on how issues resulting
from problems of drainage and increased traffic
flow will be managed; and

- We request an extension of the consultation
period to allow for consideration by the council and
parishioners of the updated proposals and
materials.

Suggested Changes to Plan

Our first concern is over the proportion of social
housing to be included in the development. We
ask that any development includes social and
market housing, and that housing be targeted at
the needs of local people and families. Secondly,
we ask that the development should include a
mix of building types, in keeping with existing
housing in the area. This would conserve the
contour and aspect of the village. Thirdly, we ask
that we be provided with accurate and
informative plans and maps. These should give
accurate indications of the size of the proposed
areas for development and clearly show the
proposed and existing settlement boundaries.
Fourthly, we require information on how issues
resulting from problems of drainage and
increased traffic flow will be managed. Finally,
we request an extension of the consultation
period to allow for consideration by the council
and parishioners of the updated proposals and
materials.

South Norfolk Council Response

In response to the submission by Tacolneston
Parish Council, the Council engaged with the
PC to understand the concerns about the
inaccuracies within the plans. These concerns
specifically related to the omission of a label
denoting the location of Tacolneston Primary
Academy on the settlement map and the
updates to the site references/ labels that
reflected the preferred allocation status of a
site (for example, SN1057 was amended to VC
TAC1 within the Regulation-19 document).
The Council updated the site labels to ensure
a consistent approach to labelling within
Regulation-19 and does not consider this, or
the omission of a label for the primary school
to be soundness matters. The PC was clearly
reminded of the deadline for the submission
of Regulation-19 representations during their
correspondence with the Council and an
extension of time for the submission of
comments was not considered to be either
necessary or appropriate.

With regards to the comments regarding the
proposed allocation, the Council will expect
allocated sites to deliver the requisite level of
affordable housing in accordance with
emerging GNLP Policy 5. The level of
affordable housing required (33%) has been
determined following production of the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (June
2017) and the Greater Norwich Housing
Needs Assessment (June 2021).

In terms of design and compatibility with the
existing housing, development proposals will
be expected to respond positively to the
existing context, including in terms of scale,
layout and design, as set out in existing
policies within the Local Plan.

In separate correspondence there appears to
be some confusion about the planning history
of VC TAC2 and it seems prudent to clarify the
position here too. SN0602 was the Council's
shortlisted site at the Regulation-18
consultation is not subject to an
undetermined planning application. A parcel
of land adjacent to SN0602 has planning
permission for 21 dwellings, with the Council
currently considering a number of
applications to discharge conditions. The PC
is correct that the wider issue with nutrient
neutrality has delayed the determination of
these proposals however this is considered to
be a short term issue whilst the VCHAP is
proposing growth over a longer period of
time.

Response Action Required

No actions required.
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Document Element

Representation

IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response

Action Required

Policy VC TAC2: 3189 Object Bullet point 6 states that the HER should be Amend criterion 6 to read ‘Planning applications | The Council considers that the proposed 1157 Whilst the Council does not consider a
Land adjacent The consulted to determine the need for any should be supported by archaeological archaeological requirements suggested by modification to the policy to be necessary
Fields archaeological surveys prior to development. In our | assessment including the results of field Historic England are too onerous and could for soundness, should the Inspector be
view, some assessment is needed to inform any evaluation where appropriate.’ result in unnecessary and costly field work, minded to update the policy to reflect the
planning application. prior to the submission of a planning views of Historic England the Council
application. The Council has clearly suggests the following wording: "Historic
We therefore advise that bullet point 6 should be highlighted within both the supportive text Environment Record (HER) to be
amended to read, ‘Planning applications should be and the site-specific policy a requirement for consulted at an early stage to determine
supported by archaeological assessment including the applicant of the site to liaise with the the need for any archaeological surveys
the results of field evaluation where appropriate.’ Historic Environment Service at what it on site. Appropriate archaeological
considers to be both a proportionate and assessments to be undertaken and
justifiable degree. submitted in support of the planning
application, as agreed with HER and the
local planning authority".
Policy VC TAC2: 2287 Support As a community Tacolneston is badly lacking No changes proposed to VC TAC2. The Council welcomes support for sustainable | 1156 No action required.

Land adjacent The
Fields

volunteers to serve the community. | believe that
some new development could see an injection of
new people into the community which would be
beneficial to creating a more cohesive community.
It is likely that on current demographics the school
will in the years ahead see a reduction in numbers.
New developments frequently produce more
children of primary school age and this would help
to future-proof sustainability of the school.

growth in Tacolneston. The VCHAP is
planning for small-medium scale growth
throughout the rural areas of the District to
support existing communities, facilities and
services and the recognition of this is
welcomed.

253




38. Tasburgh

Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

VCTAS], 38.7

2982

Object

This statement is unsound because the continuous
access from Henry Preston Road is unsafe and
contrary to the previous plan.

The plan should state 'vehicular access from
Church Road and pedestrian/cycle access from
Henry Preston road' as stated in emerging
Neighbourhood Plan.

Norfolk County Council (NCC) Highways team
has been engaged throughout preparation of
the VCHAP, with specific discussions on a
number of sites, including this allocation.
Those discussions have led to the criteria in
the Policy. NCC has raised no objection to the
allocation at the Regulation 19 stage on
highways grounds.

The Council has provided a response to
highways concerns relating to VC TAS1 in its
response to representations submitted on the
policy itself.

No action required.

Policy VC TAS1:
North of Church
Road

3190

Object

No designated heritage assets on the site. Grade Il
listed Old Hall Farmhouse immediately to the north
west, scheduled monument to the north, which
includes grade | listed Church of St Mary and grade
Il listed war memorial and rectory.

Development on site has potential to impact
significance of these. Do appreciate this is seeking
to increase density of existing allocation.

Welcome preparation of HIA but disagree with
some of the findings.

Development across whole site will affect setting of
Old Hall Farmhouse. Recommend that one third of
site left as orchard or playing field extension for
school with no built development. Housing should
be contained in south eastern two thirds. May not
be possible to deliver 25 dwellings at a density in
keeping with village character.

Bullet point 4 states that the HER should be
consulted to determine need for archaeological
surveys prior to development. Some assessment is
needed to inform planning application.

Policy should be amended to include area of
open space/orchard/playing field and capacity
should be reduced accordingly.

Bullet point 4 should be amended to read
‘Planning applications should be supported by
archaeological assessment including the results
of field evaluation where appropriate.’

The Council acknowledges that development
on this site could impact the settings of the
nearby listed buildings and scheduled
monuments. This has been acknowledged in
the supporting text in paragraph 38.9 and in
the policy in bullet point 2, which specifically
references the Old Hall Farmhouse.

Following further assessment of the site, it
has been concluded that, rather than leaving
a third of the site undeveloped, the allocation
will be reduced to 20 dwellings. This will allow
development to be designed and laid out to
preserve the views of the Old Hall Farmhouse
from Henry Preston Road.

In terms of archaeology, the Council considers
that bullet point 4 is sound. Policy VC TAS1
highlights the need for archaeology to be
considered; however, the Council's
experience is that the need for field
evaluation prior an application being
determined is rare and can be required under
NPPF paragraph 194 if necessary.

1281 Policy VC TAS1 will be reduced to 20
dwellings to allow for the layout and
design of the site to preserve the views of
the Old Hall Farmhouse form Henry

Preston Road.

The Council does not consider a
modification to the policy to be necessary
for soundness as it is already covered by
NPPF paragraph 194. However, should
the Inspector consider a modification is
necessary, the Council would not object
to wording submitted by Historic England.
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Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

Policy VC TAS1: 3265 Support Particularly welcome policy wording in Policies VC Reword bullet point 5 to provide further The Council considers the policy to be sound 1280 No action required.
North of Church ROC and VC LMl relating to the protection and protection for biodiversity and ecological in relation to the protection of ecological
Road enhancement of ecological/biodiversity features features such as trees and hedgerows. features as bullet point 5 of Policy VC TAS1
and recommend that similar policy wording is states that the woodland to the north of the
applied to VC TAS1. Where removal is unavoidable site should be protected and enhanced. As a
policy should make reference to mitigation part of the site assessment, this area of
measure to reflect 2021 Environment Act. woodland was the only feature of significant
biodiversity and ecological value identified.
Local Authorities have a duty under NPPF The site assessment also stated that any
(paragraphs 62b and 179), NERC Act 2006 and impact on biodiversity and ecology could be
Environment Act 2021 to have regard to easily mitigated. A general criteria protecting
conservation and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological features is not considered to add
including hedgerows. any significant value to the policy due to the
lack of features identified on the site. Also as
NPPF paragraph 131 outlines the importance of stated national planning policies also provides
trees to local character and urban environments general protection for these features. The
and how they can help mitigate the effects of Council would not seek to repeat existing
climate change. Plans provide fuller and more polices or legislation within the VCHAP.
comprehensive protection and should secure long-
term maintenance of newly planted trees and
retainment of existing trees.
Policy VC TAS1: 3081 Object Mineral planning authority considers the policy Amend Policy VC TAS1 to add the following The Council notes the comment of the 1279 None.
North of Church unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy wording as a policy requirement: Mineral Planning Authority but does not
Road and adopted Development Plan for Norfolk in consider this to be a soundness matter. The
relation to mineral resource safeguarding. ‘The site is underlain by a defined Mineral Council has included within the supporting
Safeguarding Area for sand and gravel. Any policy text reference to the site being
Recognise underlain mineral resource is referenced | future development on this site will need to underlain, or partially underlain by
in supporting text, however request this is included | address the requirements of Norfolk Minerals safeguarded resources and has highlighted
in policy. and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16 - the need for development to comply with the
‘safeguarding’ (or any successor policy) in relevant policy within the Minerals and Waste
relation to mineral resources, to the satisfaction Local Plan. It is not considered necessary to
of the Mineral Planning Authority.’ repeat this information within the site-
specific text as all development is required to
comply with the requirements of the Local
Plan, which includes the Minerals and Waste
Local Plan.
Policy VC TAS1: 2996 Object First bullet point is unsound as continuous access The first bullet point should state 'vehicular Norfolk County Council (NCC) Highways team | 1278 No action required.

North of Church
Road

from Henry Preston Road is unsafe and contrary to
previous plan.

access from Church Road and pedestrian cycle
access from Henry Preston road' as stated in the
emerging Neighbourhood Plan.

has been engaged throughout preparation of
the VCHAP, with specific discussions on a
number of sites, including this allocation.
Those discussions led to the inclusion of the
first bullet point in Policy VC TAS1 requiring
vehicular and pedestrian access from both
Church Road and Henry Preston Road. The
intention of the proposal is to reinforce all
forms of connectivity between the site and
Henry Preston Road, rather than having
Henry Preston Road only having pedestrian
and cycle access as included in the
Neighbourhood Plan. NCC has raised no
objection to the allocation at the Regulation
19 stage on highways grounds.
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39. Tharston, Hapton and Flordon

Document Element

Hapton, 39.8

Representation

IDs

2366

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

Support the removal of SN4048SL from the VCHAP.
In addition to the site assessment reasons the land
in this area is very subject to flooding when there is
very high levels of constant rain which will result in
the houses along the street opposite this proposed
site being flooded. The road through the village is
very busy and access from this proposed site will be
extremely dangerous as there is a blind corner just
before it, lots of parked cars in the village
obstructing the view and the cow Lane junction so
it would be very dangerous to try and get in and
out of the site safely. Traffic often comes through
the village very fast. There is also no pavement
along that section of road and this would make
walking along the road very dangerous as well. We
have no services in the village, no public transport
and no employment opportunities so Hapton is not
a good site

Suggested Changes to Plan

No changes proposed.

South Norfolk Council Response

Whilst representation 2366 was submitted as
an objection to the VCHAP having reviewed

the comment the Council considers it to be in
support of the removal of SN4048SL from the
Plan, and therefore supportive of the VCHAP.

Response Action Required

No action required.

Flordon, 39.9

2578

Support

Summary of comments received in response top
paragraph 39.9:

- Agree with the rejection of SN5043 - single track
access to the site;

- Potential highway safety issues with traffic
backing onto the main road; and

- Access issues on refuse and garden waste
collection days.

No changes proposed to paragraph 39.9.

The Council has rejected the allocation of
SN5043 for the reasons set out in the site
assessment, recognising the response of NCC
Highways Authority (red rating) as well as the
poor relationship development of this site
would have with the existing dwellings and
the landscape impact arising.

1154

No action required.
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40. Thurlton and Norton Subcourse

Document Element

Thurlton, 40.2

Representation
IDs

2750

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

The Parish Council wish to record that, as a village,
we are not against development, but stress that it
should be in agreement with both the needs of the
village and the South Norfolk Council. During the
last round of housing allocations, we were
“allocated 12” and actually received 30 as a result
of the Blacksmiths Gardens development. This
represented roughly a 10% increase in the number
of properties in the village — rising to 342 as a
result. We therefore would argue that, at present,
the village does not require further housing.

Suggested Changes to Plan

The Parish Council wish to record that, as a
village, we are not against development, but
stress that it should be in agreement with both
the needs of the village and the South Norfolk
Council. During the last round of housing
allocations, we were “allocated 12” and actually
received 30 as a result of the Blacksmiths
Gardens development. This represented roughly
a 10% increase in the number of properties in the
village — rising to 342 as a result. We therefore
would argue that, at present, the village does not
require further housing. We would also highlight
that both of the proposed site allocations will use
the primary route into the village (Beccles Road
C516) which will further increase traffic around
the notorious problem corner at Hall Farm. This
is a blind corner and subject to regular flooding.
Highways have repeatedly tried to resolve but
every fix is temporary. The Parish Council
therefore ask that any agreement for the sites to
be taken into planning MUST include a guarantee
to provide a long-term solution to the corner.

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council considers that the growth that
has been experienced within Thurlton reflects
the sustainable location of the settlement and
the availability of services and facilities
locally. The VCHAP makes allocations
throughout the South Norfolk District in order
to meet the housing requirements of the
District, as required by national policy. The
VCHAP has sought to disperse growth in order
to support local communities and facilities,
and avoid the stagnation of existing villages.
The Council considers this approach to
allocating sites to be sound.

NCC Highways Authority has engaged with
the preparation of the VCHAP throughout and
has not raised an objection to the allocation
of either THU1 or THU2 on the basis of the
highway safety of the wider highway
network.

Response Action Required

No action required.

Services and
Community
Facilities, 40.5

2751

Object

The Parish Council would also comment that the
bus links to the village are poor and do not easily
link the village to the local town Loddon, where the
majority of the required services (Doctors, Dentists,
Library, Supermarket, etc) thus requiring residents
to rely on cars for access. The Bus service to both
Norwich/Beccles and Loddon is provided by Our
Bus. Should this company fail to operate then no
bus service is available from the village.

We wish that the plan reflects the very limited
bus service available

The Council has referred to the local bus
services available to Thurlton residents in
paragraph 40.5. It is recognised that the bus
service within the village does not provide a
peak-time route between Thurlton and
Beccles/ Loddon, and it has not been assessed
as such in the site assessment. It does,
however, provide a useful public transport
connection between the village and higher
order settlements, including Norwich City
Centre and as such is considered to be a
service of note within the village. It is not
unusual for a village (or route) within the
rural parts of the District to be served by a
single bus operator.

1152

No action required.
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South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

Thurlton/Norton 2963 Object We have submitted this site for consideration as a The settlement boundary for Norton Subcourse The Council does not consider the issues 1473 No action required.
Subcourse, 40.6 matter of soundness relating to the existing should be extended to include the site within the | raised to relate to the soundness of the Plan.
settlement limit for Thurlton and Norton Subcourse | red line boundary on the submitted plans under
(para 40.6). As a consequence we do not consider application 2023/0489 which is currently The site referenced in the representation was
that the proposed settlement limit is sound. pending. assessed using the same methods as those
used to assess the other sites submitted for
We believe that the site is a logical extension to the consideration for the VCHAP. The site
village and comprises an infill opportunity between assessment concluded that the site should
the existing settlement boundary and adjoining not be included due to the potential
properties to the north and cluster of dwellings to biodiversity value of the site and the
the south. The site is considered to a sustainable existence of a small water course, which
location and would not set a precedent for further further adds to the biodiversity value and
development to the south beyond the existing potential flood risk issues.
cluster (Norton Lodge).
Comments were also sought from technical
The site has recently been subject to an outline consultees on the potential of the site to be
planning application which is currently pending developed. Norfolk County Council Highways
consideration. A planning statement and site plans stated that acceptable visibility for access was
which supported the application (reference unlikely to be achieved. Community Health
2023/0489) were submitted alongside the and Environment colleagues also raised the
representation. potential for biodiversity value and the likely
high water table relating to the stream.
For these reasons it was concluded that the
site should not be included within the VCHAP.
VCTHU1, 40.7 2752 Object The course of Thurlton FP3 must be retained in its No changes proposed (response as per summary | There is no suggestion that the route of the 1149 No action required.
existing location and guaranteed to be a safe / for para 40.7). existing PRoW would be either altered or
open footpath. It is in constant use by local extinguished as a result of this allocation, and
residents for both access to the school and general the Council has set out a requirement for
walkers (including dog walkers). The Parish Council appropriate boundary treatments to be
do not want to see fenced “dark alleys” created incorporated in the site design within the
which could be a target for crime, nor do the Parish supporting text for Policy VC THU1. The
Council wish for street lighting to be installed to try importance of the PRoW network, as well as
and alleviate this as it would not be in keeping with pedestrian connectivity, has been recognised
the rest of the village or with Norfolk’s clear skies throughout the production of the VCHAP and
policy. has been reflected in the Regulation-19
document.
VCTHU1, 40.8 2541, 2753 Object (1) We live adjacent to the existing right of way and | (1) There must be adequate space between The site specific policy for VC THU1 requires 1148 No action required.

are concerned about the proximity of the proposed
development to our property. We have a private
plot at the moment and no wish to be overlooked
by new builds which will affect our privacy and
view. The boundary of the new development
should not run too close to the existing public right
of way.

(2) The Parish Council stress that should the site be
taken forward any development on this site MUST
be sympathetic to the existing properties
surrounding (on 3 sides) the proposed location.
This should take into account the range of existing
home bordering — both bungalows and houses —
with regard to light pollution, overlooking and
noise pollution.

boundaries alongside the public right of way to
ensure privacy for properties on Blacksmiths
Gardens.

(2) The Parish Council stress that should the site
be taken forward any development on this site
MUST be sympathetic to the existing properties
surrounding (on 3 sides) the proposed location.
This should take into account the range of
existing home bordering — both bungalows and
houses — with regard to light pollution,
overlooking and noise pollution.

the scale and layout of development to have
regard to adjoining properties, with further
information set out in the supporting text
regarding the enclosure of the Public Right of
Way. These matters will be considered in
detail as part of an assessment of the detailed
planning application should the Inspector be
minded to support the allocation of VC THU1.
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South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

VCTHU1, 40.9 2480, 2754 Object Summary of representations received in response Summary of changes proposed in response to The Council considers that the amenity and 1147 No action required.
to paragraph 40.9: paragraph 40.9: highways matters raised in response to
paragraph 40.9 will be dealt with at the
AMENITY ISSUES: - An alternative access to the site should be planning application stage, with appropriate
found; regard being paid to both site specific policy
- Loss of privacy due to location of the access; VC THU1 and the wider planning policy
- All vehicular access to be via Blacksmiths framework. The Council remains of the
- Increased noise; Gardens; opinion that the VC THU1 allocation is sound.
- Loss of hedging and view in front of property; - Access to rear of existing properties along
Beccles Road to be retained but separated from
- Disruption to residents during the construction Blacksmiths Gardens access;
phase; and
- Consideration must be given to the impact of
- Potential damage to our property during construction traffic, especially on PRoW FP3;
construction & connection of services.
- Consideration must be given to future access of
HIGHWAYS MATTERS: agricultural vehicles;
- Damage to the existing road during construction - Consideration should be given to the access to
phase; the site from the adjacent fields; and
- All vehicular access to be via Blacksmiths Gardens; | - No extension to the site boundaries to
and accommodate 12 dwellings should this number
not be possible on the site.
- Access to rear of existing properties along Beccles
Road to be retained but separated from
Blacksmiths Gardens access.
MISCELLANEOUS:
- No extension of the site boundaries to
accommodate 12 dwellings.
VCTHU1, 40.12 3086 Support Norfolk County Council notes that the South Remove "The Minerals and Waste Authority has The Council does not consider this to be a 1146 The Council does not consider this to be a

Norfolk Village cluster plan has included supporting
text regarding safeguarded mineral resources
where sites are under the threshold of 1 ha and
therefore the Minerals and Waste Policy CS16 (or
any successor policy) does not apply. Therefore, the
support text referring to "The Minerals and Waste
Authority has identified the site as being underlain,
or partially underlain, by safeguarded sand and
gravel resources. As such development on the site
must comply with the relevant minerals and waste
safeguarding policy in the Norfolk Minerals and
Waste Local Plan" can be removed from this.

identified the site as being underlain, or partially
underlain, by safeguarded sand and gravel
resources. As such development on the site must
comply with the relevant minerals and waste
safeguarding policy in the Norfolk Minerals and
Waste Local Plan" from the supporting text.

soundness matter however should the
Inspector be minded to modify the Plan the
Council would not object to the removal of
paragraph 40.12 from the supporting text in
the Thurlton and Norton Subcourse chapter
of the VCHAP.

soundness matter however should the
Inspector be minded to modify the Plan
the Council would not object to the
removal of paragraph 40.12 from the
supporting text in the Thurlton and
Norton Subcourse chapter of the VCHAP.
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VCTHUL1, 40.13

Representation
IDs

2755

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

The Parish Council also wish to stress that should
12 house not be feasible within the allocated site,
that the size/area is not simply increased to allow it
to fit. The village will have no chance to comment
on such proposals, but have experienced exactly
that with the existing Blacksmiths Gardens
allocation.

Suggested Changes to Plan

The Parish Council also wish to stress that should
12 house not be feasible within the allocated
site, that the size/area is not simply increased to
allow it to fit. The village will have no chance to
comment on such proposals, but have
experienced exactly that with the existing
Blacksmiths Gardens allocation.

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council notes the concerns of the Parish
Council. VCTHU1 is considered to be an
appropriate site for allocation and was
originally considered able to accommodate a
larger number of dwellings however the
technical discussions with NCC Highways
Authority has resulted in a lower number of
dwellings being allocated in this location. The
site boundaries have been amended to reflect
the reduced number of properties that can
access the site via the shared surface road
through Blacksmiths Gardens. The Council
has preferred an allocation for a minimum of
12 dwellings in this location in recognition of
the sustainable location and that a highways
solution may be achieved that could result in
a slight uplift in housing numbers on this site,
within the boundaries of the allocation.

Separately (and for clarity) the Council notes
comments made relating to future
opportunities for the Parish Council (and local
residents) to comment on future proposals
for this site. In the event the Inspector is
minded to allocate VC THU1, a planning
application will be required and will be
assessed in accordance with the Local Plan in
the usual manner. There will be an
opportunity for further community comment
on the detailed matters at that time.

Response Action Required

No action required.
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South Norfolk Council Response

Response

Action Required

VCTHU2, 40.14 2618, 2758 Object (1) 22 years ago this site had planning permission (1) The plot should be low density bungalows in The Council has a responsibility for allocating | 1141 The Council does not consider the
for 3 houses. | purchased Poppyfields knowing this | order to respect its place in a traditional village sufficient housing sites throughout the omission of the highways improvements
and having consulted South Norfolk Council. The setting. District to meet the housing requirement, as suggested at the time of the 2018
density of the present proposal greatly exceeds the required by national policy. Itis within this planning application to be a soundness
size of the plot which slopes down to the flood (2) In addition to the 2016 application, 2 further context the VCHAP has been prepared. If a matter however if the Inspector is minded
plain. applications were submitted to extend site is appropriate for development it is not to modify the policy to include these
development on the site (2018/2593 & considered reasonable for the density to be matters the Council would suggest the
(2) The Parish Council wish to state that the 2018/2594), but were subsequently withdrawn. constrained by previous planning permissions following wording: "Off-site highway
proposal to squeeze 15 houses into an extremely However, in both cases Highways raised which underutilised the land. In accordance works to include liaison with the Local
small and problematic site is, in our opinion, flawed | significant concerns about the standard of with paragraph 119 of the NPPF the Council Planning Authority and the Highways
and should be removed from consideration. In roadway through the development and the must ensure that development makes Authority about the provision of a
addition to the 2016 application, 2 further access to Beccles Road. In light of these the effective use of land and the density pedestrian crossing in an appropriate
applications were submitted to extend Parish Council ask that all 8 of the proposed is considered to be acceptable location to connect to the existing
development on the site (2018/2593 & 2018/2594), | comments/recommendations from highways are | within the context of the site. footpath on the opposite side of Beccles
but were subsequently withdrawn. However, in considered again. Road, as well as an investigation of the
both cases Highways raised significant concerns The Highways Authority have been engaged existing bus-stops within close proximity
about the standard of roadway through the throughout the preparation of the VCHAP and to the site and a proportionate
development and the access to Beccles Road. In have not raised an objection at Regulation-19 contribution to the upgrade of these
light of these the Parish Council ask that all 8 of the to the allocation of this site. The facilities to be agreed with the Local
comments/recommendations from highways are comprehensive redevelopment of this site as Planning Authority and the Highways
considered again. a single allocation (rather than the earlier Authority."
piecemeal growth that had been proposed)
provides an opportunity to improve the
access arrangements agreed as part of the
extant consent. A review of the earlier NCC
Highways Authority comments on the
withdrawn 2018 planning applications
(2018/2593 and 2018/2594) includes a
requirement for improvements to local bus
stop provision and the installation of a
footway from the site. These improvements
have not been requested by the Highways
Authority as part of the site allocation and the
omission of these is not considered to be a
soundness matter however the Council would
accept a modification to the policy to reflect
this requirement should the Inspector be
minded to modify the policy accordingly.
VCTHU2, 40.15 2617, 2760 Object (1) The site is bordered by areas inhabited by barn (1) This side of Thurlton’s Beccles Road should The site-specific policy requires the 1140 No action required.

owls, egrets, kingfishers, deer, pheasants; all this
natural beauty will be impacted by the proposed
development. The surface water will pollute the
beck which will destroy the watercress beds, fish
and invertebrates.

(2) The Parish Council wish to state that, should the
site be taken forward, the protection of the wildlife
habitats, trees and the pond are given priority. This
area is a bio-diverse environment and should be
maintained as such.

not be developed.

(2) The Parish Council wish to state that, should
the site be taken forward, the protection of the
wildlife habitats, trees and the pond are given
priority. This area is a bio-diverse environment
and should be maintained as such.

protection and enhancement of Priority
Habitats, and the retention of significant trees
and the on-site pond to the south of the site.
Furthermore, in accordance with the
requirements of the Local Plan policies as well
as emerging legislation, the protection and
enhancement of habitats within the site will
be a priority when preparing a site layout and
design and will be assessed in detail at the
planning application stage.
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South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

VCTHU2, 40.16

2616

Object

The ground levels of the proposed site slopes
downward towards my property, meaning surface
water will run down and flood our front garden and
entrance to our house.

With the undulation of the site, should the
proposed dwellings be houses, they would overlook
our house, and a once traditional village cottage
will become part of a housing estate.

Any building should be low level and be joined to
the main sewage system, or have cess pits.

Detailed proposals for the site (including
layout and technical drainage matters) will be
submitted and assessed at the planning
application stage. As set out in the Policy VC
THU2, and in accordance with other policies
within the Local Plan, the scheme will be
expected to respond to the local context of
the site, including the topography of the land
and avoiding adverse impacts on adjacent
properties. Furthermore, an extant planning
consent on (part of) VC THU2 remains the
fallback position for the site and is not
considered to be significantly different to the
proposed allocation in terms of its impact on
Poppyfields to the north of the site. The
Council does not consider this to impact on
the soundness of the VCHAP.

No action required.

VCTHU2, 40.17

2615

Object

Surface water will be a problem as the plot slopes
down towards the flood plain, as the Environment
Agency has pointed out in plans. This is very near to
our property and could compromise it.

Explain explicitly how this water will be dealt
with. This land should have no further asphalt or
concrete.

VC THU2 was assessed by the Lead Local
Flood Authority (LLFA) as part of the technical
consultation (with the LLFA comments set out
in the site assessment). These comments
have been reflected in the supporting text of
the policy which highlights the presence of
the surface water flowpath to the west of the
site. A drainage strategy will be required as
part of the planning application and in
accordance with the planning framework
must ensure that it does not exacerbate the
existing situation. Similarly, it will be
necessary for the site layout and design to
respond to the wider context of the site. The
Council considers an appropriate solution to
be achievable and does not consider this to
relate to the soundness of the Plan.

1138

No action required.

VCTHU2, 40.18

3087

Support

Norfolk County Council notes that the South
Norfolk Village cluster plan has included supporting
text regarding safeguarded mineral resources
where sites are under the threshold of 1 ha and
therefore the Minerals and Waste Policy CS16 (or
any successor policy) does not apply. Therefore, the
support text referring to "The Minerals and Waste
Authority has identified the site as being underlain,
or partially underlain, by safeguarded sand and
gravel resources. As such development on the site
must comply with the relevant minerals and waste
safeguarding policy in the Norfolk Minerals and
Waste Local Plan" can be removed from this
paragraph.

Remove "The Minerals and Waste Authority has
identified the site as being underlain, or partially
underlain, by safeguarded sand and gravel
resources. As such development on the site must
comply with the relevant minerals and waste
safeguarding policy in the Norfolk Minerals and
Waste Local Plan" from the supporting text.

The Council does not consider this to be a
soundness matter however should the
Inspector be minded to modify the Plan the
Council would not object to the removal of
40.18 from the supporting text in the
Thurlton and Norton Subcourse chapter of
the VCHAP.

1137

The Council does not consider this to be a
soundness matter however should the
Inspector be minded to modify the Plan
the Council would not object to the
removal of 40.18 from the supporting text
in the Thurlton and Norton Subcourse
chapter of the VCHAP.
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South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

VCTHU2, 40.19 2614, 2759 Object (1) The increase in cars will further exacerbate an (1) Lessen the density and thereby the impact of | The site-specific policy requires access to the 1136 No action required.
already chronic problem with traffic along Beccles this proposed development. site from Beccles Road only. NCC Highways
Road. Turning right onto Beccles Road is already Authority have not raised an objection at the
potentially dangerous. (2) The Parish Council are extremely concerned Regulation-19 stage to the allocation of this

with the access for the proposed site, based on site and discussions with both the site
(2) The Parish Council are extremely concerned the allocation. As highlighted the site slopes promoter and the Highways Authority
with the access for the proposed site, based on the | downwards East to South-West, meaning the indicate that the current approved access into
allocation. As highlighted the site slopes access to Beccles Road will be also be sloped. For | the site can be improved as part of a
downwards East to South-West, meaning the the proposed target of 15 houses (~30 cars) this comprehensive redevelopment of the site.
access to Beccles Road will be also be sloped. For is a significant risk accessing the Beccles Road. An illustrative layout for the site
the proposed target of 15 houses (~30 cars) thisis a | We also agree with highways that access to the demonstrates a proposed realignment of the
significant risk accessing the Beccles Road. We also | site via Sandy Lane to the South should not be access road that would address earlier
agree with highways that access to the site via permitted In addition to the 2016 application, 2 concerns of the Highways Authority.
Sandy Lane to the South should not be permitted. further applications were submitted to extend

development on the site (2018/2593 &

2018/2594), but were subsequently withdrawn.

However, in both cases Highways raised

significant concerns about the standard of

roadway through the development and the

access to Beccles Road. In light of these the

Parish Council ask that all 8 of the

comments/recommendations from highways are

considered again.

VCTHU2, 40.20 2761 Object The Parish Council stress that should the site be The Parish Council wish to state that the proposal | Detailed design will be agreed at the planning | 1135 No actions required.
taken forward any development on this site MUST to squeeze 15 houses into an extremely small application stage. Proposals for the site will
be sympathetic to the existing properties already and problematic site is, in our opinion, flawed be required to accord with the site-specific
bordering the proposed location. and should be removed from consideration. policy requirements, as well as the existing

Development Management policies including
Policy DM3.8. This comment does not raise a
soundness issue.

Policy VC THU1: 3075 Object Summary of representations received in response Summary of changes proposed in response to VC | Following receipt of these comments from 1513 The Council does not consider this to be a

Land north of
Blacksmiths
Gardens

to VCTHU1:

- The existing shared surface road at the end of
Blacksmith Way is appropriate to serve a maximum
of 25 dwellings. Presently 14 dwellings are accessed
via the shared surface road, providing scope for a
further 11 dwellings rather than the 12 described in
Policy VC THU1,;

- The proposed allocation area does not extend to
the end of the road at Blacksmith's Gardens and
requires revision to ensure the site could be
accessed as per paragraph 40.9; and

- The development must be laid out in such a way
to prevent vehicles from accessing the existing
public footpath Thurlton FP3.

THU1:

- Paragraph 40.9 is revised to allocate 11
dwellings;

- A policy requirement to prevent vehicles from
VC THU1 accessing existing public right of way
Thurlton FP3; and

- The Thurlton & Norton Subcourse policy map is
updated such that proposed allocation VC THU1
extends to meet the end of the Blacksmith's
Gardens carriageway to ensure the site could be
accessed as per paragraph 40.9.

the Highways Authority the Council has
sought further engagement with this
consultee to seek a further understanding
about the issue relating to proposed numbers
on this site. As a result of these discussions
the Highways Authority has subsequently
updated their position and agreed that an
allocation for 12 dwellings from Blacksmiths
Gardens is acceptable but that the policy
should refer to a maximum number of
dwellings on the site. The Council proposes a
modification to VC THU1 to reflect this
discussion. Having reviewed the additional
matters raised the Council does not consider
that they relate to the soundness of the Plan,
nor that either the policy map or the text
require further modification unless the
Examiner is minded to do so.

soundness matter however for clarity it is
proposing a modification to the site
specific policy for VC THU1 so that the
words "at least" are removed from the

policy.
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South Norfolk Council Response

Response

Action Required

Policy VC THU1: 3191 Object Whilst there are no designated heritage assets Amend criterion 3 to read ‘Planning applications | The Council welcomes the confirmation that 1144 Whilst the Council does not consider a
Land north of within the site boundary, the grade | listed All should be supported by archaeological the allocation is considered unlikely to have modification to the policy to be necessary
Blacksmiths Saints Church lies to the north of the site. assessment including the results of field an impact on All Saints Church. However, the for soundness, should the Inspector be
Gardens Therefore, any development of this site has the evaluation where appropriate.’ Council considers that the proposed minded to update the policy to reflect the
potential to impact upon the significance of this archaeological requirements suggested by views of Historic England the Council
heritage asset. However, the church is at some Historic England are too onerous and could suggests the following wording: "Historic
considerable distance and there is substantial result in unnecessary and costly field work, Environment Record (HER) to be
planting between the church and the site and prior to the submission of a planning consulted at an early stage to determine
therefore we do not consider it likely to have an application. The Council has clearly the need for any archaeological surveys
impact on the heritage asset. highlighted within both the supportive text on site. Appropriate archaeological
and the site-specific policy a requirement for assessments to be undertaken and
Bullet point 3 states that the HER should be the applicant of the site to liaise with the submitted in support of the planning
consulted to determine the need for any Historic Environment Service at what it application, as agreed with HER and the
archaeological surveys prior to development. In our considers to be both a proportionate and local planning authority".
view, some assessment is needed to inform any justifiable degree.
planning application.
We therefore advise that bullet point 3 should be
amended to read, ‘Planning applications should be
supported by archaeological assessment including
the results of field evaluation where appropriate.
Policy VC THU1: 2835 Support We support this allocation for at least 12 dwellings, | No changes proposed. The Council welcomes the ongoing support of | 1143 No action required.

Land north of
Blacksmiths
Gardens

which can be delivered as per the policy wording
below. The upper limit has only been imposed due
to road width restrictions, as the Council recognises
that the site is in a sustainable location and is
suitable for further development. Thurlton lies
outside of the nutrient neutrality catchment area,
so this allocation is deliverable in the short-term,
whereas allocations within the catchment could
face significant delays.

the site promoter for the allocation of VC
THU1. With regards to the nutrient neutrality
matter the Council considers this to be a
short term matter whilst the VCHAP is
planning for growth to 2038. Within this
context the weight afforded to a site falling
either within/ outside an affected catchment
area is not considered to be significant.
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Policy VC THU1:
Land north of
Blacksmiths
Gardens

Representation
IDs

2611, 2729,
2757, 3062

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

Summary of representations received in response
to VCTHU1:

HIGHWAYS:

- Highway safety at the entrance to the village (at
Hall Farm);

- Increased traffic movements in the village and
increased commuting;

- Access via Blacksmiths Gardens only;
- Development not to impact on existing access
arrangements for existing dwellings along Beccles

Road; and

- Consideration of construction traffic and
agricultural traffic movements.

INFRASTRUCTURE

- Inadequate infrastructure within the village;

- Impact on the existing Public Right of Way;

- No additional housing required in the village; and
- School operating at capacity.

MISCELLANEOUS

- Concern about topography of the site and impact
dwellings could have on the adjoining properties;

- Concern about potential surface water flooding
resulting;

- Potential increase of crime within the village; and

- Adverse impact on existing dwellings (loss of
sunlight, reduced privacy);

- New development to be sympathetic to adjoining
properties; and

- No increase to site allocation area if 12 dwellings
can not be accommodated on this site.

Suggested Changes to Plan

Summary of suggested changes to the proposed
plan in response to VC THU1:

- Reduce the proposed number of new dwellings;
- Natural infill in Thurlton only;

- Development to the west of Beccles Road only
to avoid impacting on existing dwellings and to
avoid the Public Right of Way;

- A long-term solution to highway safety at the
corner by Hall Farm is required;

- Thurlton FP3 must be retained in its existing
location and guaranteed to be a safe / open
footpath;

- Development must be sympathetic to
surrounding on development on all 3 sides of the
site;

- Access via Blacksmiths Gardens only;

- Access to the rear of existing properties along
Beccles Road to be retained but must not provide
access into the site itself;

- Impact of construction traffic - particularly on
footpath FP3 - to be considered during the
planning stage;

- Adequate arrangements for agricultural vehicles
to access adjacent land required; and

- No increase in the site area to accommodate 12
dwellings.

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council acknowledges the concerns
submitted in response to Policy VC THU1 but
considers that many of these issues will be
addressed within the detailed site layout and
design and assessed at the planning
application stage and will be informed by
existing planning policies within the Local
Plan. As set out in the site-specific policy the
Council will expect a site layout and design
that responds appropriately to the adjoining
properties, as well as vehicular access to be
served from Blacksmith Gardens only. The
supporting text also makes clear reference to
the importance of avoiding enclosure of
Public Right of Way FP3 (paragraph 40.8).

The Council has engaged with technical
consultees throughout the preparation of the
VCHAP and no objection has been raised to
the general principle of development in this
location by NCC in their capacity as either
Highways Authority or in their role as
education provider. Overall development
proposed in Thurlton is limited and will not
generate a significant number of additional
school pupils. Nonetheless it is not
considered that there is a capacity issue at
Thurlton Primary School and the suggestion
that children at Haddiscoe would be within
the catchment area of Thurlton are incorrect.
(For clarity, the comment of the Highways
Authority will be addressed in a separate
response).

The Council remains of the opinion VC THU1
is appropriate for allocation at the scale set
out in the VCHAP and does not consider that
any of the issues raised above relate to the
soundness of this policy.

Response Action Required

No action required.
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Policy VC THU2:
Land adjacent to
Holly Cottage, west
of Beccles Road

Representation
IDs

2613, 2654,
2762, 3038,
3061

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

The following is a summary of the key issues raised
in response to the allocation of VC THU2:

(1) Development is to dense for the site;

(2) Site SN0309 in Newton Subcourse should be
reconsidered as an alternative site;

(3) Newton Subcourse should be subject to
allocations rather than Thurlton;

(4) Concerns about highways safety, particularly
with reference to access to Beccles Road;

(5) Protection of wildlife habitats, trees and pond
are a priority;

(6) No access to Sandy Lane to the south;

(7) Any development on the site must be
sympathetic to the properties bordering the site;

(8) The lower part of the site would likely need
pumped sewerage with associated risks to the
adjacent watercourse in the event of pumping
failure;

(9) The lower part of the site has flooded and
should be avoided - but no objections to
development to the north of the site; and

(10) Likely to be insufficient capacity at the village
school and proposed allocations in other
settlements could also result in additional
pressures on the school as well as associated
highway impacts.

Suggested Changes to Plan
The following is a summary of the changes
proposed in response to VC THU2:

(1) A reduction in the number of proposed
dwellings;

(2) Removal of the site from the process;

(3) Reconsider the allocation of SN0309 as an
alternative site;

(4) Consideration of the highways comments
made in response to the 2018/2593 and
2018/2594 planning applications;

(5) Biodiversity of the site should be maintained;
and

(6) No dwellings permitted on the lower part of
the site.

South Norfolk Council Response

Although the Council notes the concerns
raised regarding the allocation of VC THU2 it
remains of the opinion this allocation is
sound, as too is the allocation of sites within
Thurlton.

Previous developments and allocations at
Thurlton reflect the sustainability of the
settlement, including the availability of
services and facilities locally. SN0309 at
Newton Subcourse was assessed in
accordance with the agreed criteria and was
rejected for a number of reasons which
included specific-on site constraints and the
landscape and townscape impact that would
arise.

The site promoter has submitted supporting
evidence including an illustrative layout which
demonstrates the proposed density would be
within the local context and could include
open space to the south of the site. Access
into the site has been accepted in principle by
the Highways Authority who have not raised
an objection to this allocation at the
Regulation-19 stage. Indeed, it is considered
that a comprehensive re-development of the
site would result in opportunities to improve
the current approved access into the site.
Policy VC THU2 stipulates that vehicular
access should be from Beccles Road only,
reflecting the discussions that have taken
place with this consultee throughout the
preparation of the VCHAP. Detailed matters
relating to site layout, drainage, highways
access and ecological mitigation would be
agreed as part of the planning application
process and would be expected to respond to
the site-specific policy requirements. The
Lead Local Flood Authority has also engaged
with the VCHAP preparation and has not
raised an objection to the allocation of the
site and the Council therefore considers it
reasonable to assume that an appropriate
drainage scheme can be prepared for the site.

As part of the VCHAP process the Council has
proactively engaged with NCC Education who
have not raised an objection to allocations
within Thurlton. Furthermore, the
representation that refers to the capacity of
the school suggests that the Haddiscoe
allocation would impact on Thurlton Primary,
however the catchment primary for
Haddiscoe is Glebeland Primary at Toft Monks
(which has a continuous footway from
Haddiscoe) and therefore this information is
incorrect.

Response Action Required

No actions required.
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41. Thurton and Ashby St Mary

Document Element Representation Nature of Summary of Representations Suggested Changes to Plan South Norfolk Council Response Response Action Required
IDs Representations
Form and 2577 Support The parish council are in support of the South No changes proposed The Council notes these comments within the | 1132 No action required
character, 41.1 Norfolk Village Clusters Plan for the parish of Ashby context that there is currently no allocation
St Mary. site preferred within Ashby St Mary.
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42. Tivetshall St Mary and Tivetshall St Margaret

Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

Tivetshall St Mary 2749 Object The last sentence is not accurate. There are also The final sentence of this paragraph needs to The Council remains of the view that the 1471 None required.
& Tivetshall St clusters of development in Hales Street, Moulton reflect that there are other clusters of existing wording of supporting paragraph
Margaret, 42.1 Road, Lodge Road and Ram Lane. These clusters of | development and that other buildings are not 42.1 is proportionate and emphasizes the
development further show the linear nature of just farms and isolated properties. linear nature of development in the parish.
development in The Tivetshalls and the large area The Council does not consider this matter to
the parish covers. relate to the soundness of the plan.
Settlement Limit, 2302 Object Extra cars will create a problem as all services are A footpath is needed along the development due | The Council does not consider this to be a 1271 None.
42.3 located at the far end of the village. Walkers will to the excess traffic. soundness issue as all key services in the
also be hindered by this and it is requested that a village of Tivetshall St Mary (including the
footpath is included. post office, school and Old Ram public house)
are within the established distance that was
used as the baseline during the site
assessment process.
Norfolk County Council (NCC) Highways team
has been engaged throughout preparation of
the VCHAP, with specific discussions on a
number of sites, including this inclusion
within the Settlement Limit. NCC has raised
no objection to the allocation at the
Regulation 19 stage on highways grounds.
Settlement Limit, 3097 Support Support inclusion of land as part of the Settlement | No modification to the Plan however some The Council welcomes the ongoing support of | 1272 No action required.
42.3 Boundary Extension. Site remains available and updates and clarifications to the site assessment | the site promoter for the inclusion of the site
appropriate for windfall development. The have been suggested. within the Settlement Limit. The Council has
landowner concurs with the findings of the site noted the additional comments relating to
assessment. the site assessment and site specific matters
and considers that these will be most
Inclusion of the site contributes towards soundness appropriately resolved at the planning
of the plan. It will contribute towards bringing application stage.
forward sufficient land (positively prepared),
provides appropriate strategy commensurate with
the Village Cluster's status (justified), will help
deliver windfall development (effective) and will
assist in meeting the 'tests' of the framework
(consistent with national policy).
Settlement Limit, 3192 Support No designated heritage assets on the site. No changes suggested. The Council notes the support for the 1273 No action required.

42.3

Two grade two listed buildings, Croft House and
Croft Cottage, located to the south east of the site.
Any development has potential to impact the
significance of these.

Welcome preparation of the HIA which identifies
neutral impact and no mitigation recommended.

Heritage Impact Assessment and the
conclusions that this reaches.
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Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

VCTIVY, 42.4

2756

Object

Old Ram Inn and A140 are some distance away with
no footpaths leading to them as well as narrow
roads and dangerous bends.

Road to the primary school, village hall and
recreation ground is also very narrow with a blind
bend at the junction of The Street and Mill Road,
which was identified as unsafe at Regulation 18.

Consistency in the description of distance to the
A140 and The Old Ram, para 42.2 describes the
location of the A140 in relation to the developed
area more accurately.

The Council does not consider the references
to the Old Ram Inn as a sound ness issue.
However, paragraph 42.4 will be amended to
keep the references to the distance to the Old
Ram Inn consistent.

Norfolk County Council (NCC) Highways team
has been engaged throughout preparation of
the VCHAP, with specific discussions on a
number of sites, including this allocation.
Those discussions have led to the criteria in
the Policy. NCC has raised no objection to the
allocation at the Regulation 19 stage on
highways grounds.

Amend paragraph 42.4 to remove the
word 'nearby".

VCTIV], 42.5

2766

Object

In addition to protecting hedgerows, Church Lane
should be protected with planting for screening,
maintaining the quiet and secluded nature of
Church Lane.

Church Lane is identified as a non-designated
heritage asset in the adopted Neighbourhood Plan.

Planting of hedging along the western boundary
of the proposed site to preserve the nature of
Church Lane, which is not overlooked by nearby
housing along it's entire length.

Church Lane is located outside of the site,
therefore direct planting in this area may not
be possible. Policy VC TIV1 does state that
retention, reinforcement and protection of
the existing hedgerow along the southern
boundary should be undertaken.

The potential impact on heritage assets was
identified at the site assessment stage.
Historic England have been engaged
throughout the site assessment process and
plan preparation. Historic England did not
identify any issues that would prevent
development from taking place on the site.

It is not considered that a policy update is
required at this stage. Further assessments
will be undertaken at the planning application
stage once the site layout and design is
known. The Councils does not consider these
matters to relate to the soundness of the
Plan.

1269 No action required.

VCTIVY, 42.6

2303, 2770

Object

Concerns raised over the number of extra vehicles
that will result of development.

No footpaths planned for the site.
The Street in areas is very narrow. Rectory Road is
also very narrow with 40mph speed limit that only

ends around 1/2 mile from the village.

Older people, pushchairs and cyclists are not able
to move onto verges.

A footpath must be added to aid pedestrians.

Clarity that extra vehicles will access the site
from both directions and that pedestrians and
cyclists also walk to the Post Office on Rectory
Road and to the bust stops of the A140, not just
towards the school and village hall. It also needs
to be clear that there would be an increase in
vehicles using these roads.

The Council does not consider the issues
raised to relate to the soundness of the Plan.
It is stated in the paragraph 42.6 while there
are not continuous footways along The Street
that the verges are wide enough to allow
pedestrians to step off the road if needed. It
is also stated that the speed limit along the
Street is 30mph.

It should be noted that the Norfolk County
Council (NCC) Highways team has been
engaged throughout preparation of the
VCHAP, with specific discussions on a number
of sites, including this allocation. Those
discussions have led to the criteria in the
Policy. NCC has raised no objection to the
allocation at the Regulation 19 stage on
highways grounds.

1268 No action required.

270




Document Element Representation Nature of Summary of Representations Suggested Changes to Plan South Norfolk Council Response Response Action Required

IDs Representations
VCTIVY, 42.7 2776 Object Too many dwellings have been allocated No changes suggested. Site VC TIV1, according to the policy, will be 1267 No action required.
considering need to reflect form and character of developed at a density of approximately 20
the area as required by the Neighbourhood Plan. dwellings per hectare, which is considered to
be appropriate and an effective use of land.
Neighbouring properties are all bungalows and Reducing the density or splitting the number
their residential amenity must be protected. New of dwellings over smaller sites may have an
dwellings close to these should also be bungalows. impact on the deliverability of the dwellings

and the ability to meet housing needs.

The potential impact on the townscape and
neighbouring properties has been identified
during the plan preparation. Policy VC TIV1
includes a criteria stating that the overlooking
and visual impact of the existing single storey
dwellings should be minimised.
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Policy VC TIV1: Pear
Tree Farm, west of
The Street

3060

Object

Mismatch between the allocation size (20) and the
PAN for the local primary school (7).

The village is relatively isolated with a limited
number of services.

Several on-site constraints were identified as part
of the site assessment.

Highways concerns were raised relating to the
capacity of the local road network and lack of
footpath connections and pedestrian safety, which
would result in an increase use of unsustainable
transport modes. Highways stated that 'there is no
possibility of creating suitable access to the site'.

Potential for land to be contaminated because of
previous uses.

Presence of a nearby non-designated heritage
asset.

There have been several unsuccessful applications
on the site.

No changes proposed

The Council does not consider any of the
issues raised to be related to the soundness
of the Plan.

In terms of the capacity at the local primary
school, Norfolk County Council Education
Services have reiterated their earlier advice
that throughout Norfolk there has been a
decline in birth rates which is impacting on
the entry years and subsequent years in
schools; it is anticipated that this will take
effect within the next 2-3 years as higher
numbers of pupils transition through the
primary schools. Increased pupil numbers
locally will support the ongoing future of rural
schools throughout the village cluster area.
Furthermore, as previously noted throughout
the VCHAP, children within the catchment
area of the local school generally have
priority for school places in accordance with
the published admission rules for the school.

Norfolk County Council (NCC) Highways team
has been engaged throughout preparation of
the VCHAP, with specific discussions on a
number of sites, including this allocation.
Those discussions have led to the criteria in
the Policy. NCC has raised no objection to the
allocation at the Regulation 19 stage on
highways grounds.

The potential for contamination issues was
identified at the site assessment stage,
however this potential was not considered
sufficient to exclude the site from
consideration. Policy VC TIV1 states that
contamination issues will need to be
identified and resolved at the planning
application stage.

The potential impact on heritage assets was
identified at the site assessment stage.
Historic England have been engaged
throughout the site assessment process and
plan preparation. Historic England did not
identify any issues that would prevent
development from taking place on the site.

The VCHAP seeks to allocate sites for
residential development in accordance with
Local Plan requirements and manages the
release of land for this purpose. Previous
refused applications for the site have been
speculative proposals (planning references
1985/1055 and 1986/0648) that have been
refused for 5 dwellings and a shop. Due to the
time that has passed since these applications
were submitted no reports are available to
determine why they were refused. However,
again due to the time that has passed, the
planning system and policies that they were

1266

No action required
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Document Element Representation Nature of Summary of Representations Suggested Changes to Plan South Norfolk Council Response Response Action Required

IDs Representations ID

determined under have changed and
therefore the reasons for their refusal should
not be seen as relevant reasons for excluding
the site now.

The issues requiring mitigation have been
identified as part of the site assessment
process and through the various rounds of
public consultation. These will need to be
mitigated in order for planning applications to
be considered acceptable.
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Policy VC TIV1: Pear
Tree Farm, west of
The Street

2974

Object

Adjacent to the village hall is a large playing field
with children's play equipment established in 1951.
Village pond upgrade was completed in 2023
providing improved accessibility.

Changes to the settlement limit have an immediate
impact on linear character of the area. Considered
that there are no major differences with 3 sites
proposed by Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group.

There is no bus service through the village and
closest bus stops are located over a mile away from
site and involve crossing A140 if travelling to Diss.
Rectory Road also has a coach pickup point for
school children, where they are often dropped off
by car due to distance and road safety issues.

Would remove open countryside views for
dwellings adjacent to site when all but 6 properties
in village have at least one. It is possible to have
development in the area whilst maintaining the
linear character.

Concerns that development on half the site that
was originally proposed will eventually lead to
other half being developed. Access to the other half
already considered unsuitable and would result in
major safety issues.

Not considered to be in conformity with adopted
Neighbourhood Plan Policies TIV 1 and TIV 8
regarding the established pattern of development
and vehicular movements on The Street. The policy
also contradicts the Neighbourhood Plan in relation
to visual impact on existing dwellings.

Include in paragraph 42.2 that adjacent to the
village hall is a large playing field with children's
play equipment, which was established in 1951.

Village pond upgrade was completed in 2023
providing improved accessibility.

We believe it is possible to accommodate new
homes in the Tivetshalls without losing it current
linear characteristic in line with the adopted
Neighbourhood Plan.

The Council welcomes the playing field and
pond improvements, which will benefit
existing and future residents in the
settlement, however this is not considered to
be a soundness issue.

It is acknowledged in the supporting text for
Policy VC TIC1 (paragraph 42.5) that the site
does represent a departure from the
established linear ribbon development.
However, it is also stated that the site is well
screened by existing development and
hedgerows. It also avoids further intrusion
into the open countryside. Due to this
containment it is considered that the site
would have a limited impact on the wider
landscape compared to further linear
development into the countryside.

Access to public transport was considered as
part of the site assessment process. It is
recognised when planning for growth in rural
communities that the provision of public
transport is more limited in rural areas when
compared to more urban settlements. While
the distance from the local bus stops has
been noted this was not considered to be a
reason to dismiss the site for potential
development.

The site proposed for allocation should only
be considered on its own merits. It is not
appropriate to consider the potential for
development in adjacent areas that are not
being allocated. These would have to be
considered if and when they are promoted,
either through the Local Plan process of as
part of a planning application.

Norfolk County Council (NCC) Highways team
has been engaged throughout preparation of
the VCHAP, with specific discussions on a
number of sites, including this allocation.
Those discussions have led to the criteria in
the Policy. NCC has raised no objection to the
allocation at the Regulation 19 stage on
highways grounds.

The impact on the townscape and existing
development was considered during the site
assessment process. It was acknowledged
that there is potential impacts on existing
single storey dwellings and a requirement
that this should be minimised has been
included in policy VC TIV1. The right to a view
and the potential impact on local property
values however are not material
considerations in planning and do not
constitute reasons for development to not
take place.

1265

No action required.
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Document Element

Policy VC TIV1: Pear
Tree Farm, west of
The Street

Representation
IDs

2304, 2506,
2567, 2568,
2569, 2570,
2777,2914

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

Principle of development generally accepted
however the number of dwellings proposed is
considered to be too high on this site.

Development of this scale would detrimentally
impact the character of the area. New dwellings
may overlook existing dwellings, devalue them and
would restrict the existing views of the open
countryside.

Lack of footpaths and other sustainable
connections, such as bus services, in the area.
Access to the site may not be suitable and difficult
to achieve. Increase in traffic would detrimentally
impact the area, especially increase in carbon
emissions.

Local services and facilities are not suitable to
accommodate this level of development, most

notably drainage and water supply.

Impact on local wildlife and habitats.

Suggested Changes to Plan

Reduce number of dwellings allocated.

New dwellings close to existing dwellings should
be limited to bungalows at a lower density.

Dwellings should be developed on a different site
or multiple sites closer to A140 and services.

Further investigation into access.
Footpath provided between site and school.

Increase protection offered to local wildlife and
habitats.

Require provision of more services and facilities
such as a village shop.

Control lighting from new development.

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council does not consider any of the
issues raised to relate to the soundness of the
Plan.

Site VC TIV1, according to the policy, will be
developed at a density of approximately 20
dwellings per hectare. Reducing the density
or splitting the number of dwellings over
smaller sites may have an impact on the
deliverability of the dwellings and the ability
to meet local housing needs.

The potential impact on the landscape and
townscape was a key consideration during
the site assessment process. Key stakeholders
who consider the impacts on these, such as
Historic England and the Norfolk Wildlife
Trust, have also been engaged throughout
the preparation of the VCHAP and did not
raise any landscape or townscape concerns
during the Regulation 19 consultation. The
supporting text for the policy states that
while the site does deviate from the mostly
linear nature of the area, the site will be
contained by existing development and the
existing hedgerows which border the site.
This will limit the impact on the landscape
and townscape.

Bullet point 2 of the site specific policy seeks
the protect the amenity of existing and future
residents. Any design submitted by
developers will need to ensure that this
criteria is met in order for any development
on the site to be considered acceptable.

Norfolk County Council (NCC) Highways team
has been engaged throughout preparation of
the VCHAP, with specific discussions on a
number of sites, including this allocation.
Those discussions have led to the criteria in
the Policy. NCC has raised no objection to the
allocation at the Regulation 19 stage on
highways grounds.

Anglian Water have been consulted as both a
technical consultee and as part of the Water
Cycle Study. They have not raised any
objections to this policy.

Statutory consultees such as the Environment
Agency and Norfolk Wildlife Trust have been
consulted throughout the preparation of this
plan including at the site assessment stage.
No objections have been raised in relation to
the potential impact on local wildlife and
habitats.

Response Action Required

No action required.
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43. Toft Monks, Aldeby, Haddiscoe, Wheatacre and Burgh St Peter

Document Element

Aldeby, 43.15

Representation
IDs

3201

Nature of
Representations

Object

Summary of Representations

Site SN5011SL would provide 2no. dwellings and
present as a natural addition to the Settlement
Limit.

The Council has failed to visit The Site, resulting in
an incorrect HELAA assessment, failing to meet the
objectives of the South Norfolk Village Clusters
Housing Allocations Plan (as set out at Paragraph
A.1.). The assessment has not been informed by the
on-the-ground conditions and is fatally flawed.

A corrected HELAA assessment (for Amber and Red
elements) is offered to assist consideration of The
Site along with site photographs, to assist the
Officers who have not visited The Site.

The Council’s own assessment fails against the
published ‘Soundness test’, again an assessment
against the ‘Soundness’ topics is provided to assist
the Council.

The Site presents a viable and deliverable
opportunity to deliver 2no. windfall dwellings as
envisaged by National and Local Planning Policy.
Durrants would respectfully request that the
Settlement Limit on this section of Lily Lane is
reconsidered in light of the provided evidence.

Suggested Changes to Plan

Durrants would respectfully request that the
Settlement Limit on this section of Lily Lane is
reconsidered in light of the provided evidence.

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council remains of the opinion that
SN5011SL is not appropriate for inclusion in
the Settlement Limit and does not agree
amendments suggested to the site
assessment form. The omission of SN5011SL
from the Settlement Limit in Aldeby is not
considered to be a soundness matter.

As part of the site assessment process the
Council conducted a desktop assessment of
the site initially, followed by a site visit if this
was considered to be an appropriate next
step. As set out in the site assessment,
SN5011SL was assessed via Google Street
View with those images dated June 2019.
The Council notes that even if a site visit had
been undertaken in early 2022 (which is when
sites submitted during the Regulation-18
stage were visited by officers) the works
shown in the photographs would not have
been present, as demonstrated in the current
Google Street View pictures dated June 2022
which do not show these changes to the field
access and the maintenance of the
boundaries.

Whilst an upgraded field access has been
installed, and some works have been
undertaken to manage the boundaries either
side of Lily Lane, the Council does not
consider that this significantly addresses the
concerns of the highways authority which
relates to safe pedestrian access between the
site and the local facilities, the width of Lily
Lane and the constrained nature of the local
highway network. Many areas of
development in rural locations are not
considered suitable for additional housing
because they do not encourage walking and
cycling, or provide safe access to, local
services and facilities, such as village halls,
local shops and pubs, playing fields/sports
clubs, bus stops, local employers etc.

The representation proposes a number of
additional changes are necessary to the site
assessment form undertaken by the Council.
Having reviewed these, the Council does not
consider these changes to be either accurate
or appropriate amendments and the original
site assessment remains a fair assessment.
For example, within the 'accessibility to local
services a facilities' section of the assessment
it is suggested that the bus service is
incorrectly recorded as being 'infrequent'. In
fact the bus timetable for the no. 86 included
as Appendix 3 of this representation clearly

Response Action Required

No action required.
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Document Element Representation Nature of Summary of Representations Suggested Changes to Plan South Norfolk Council Response Response Action Required

IDs Representations ID

shows that the bus stops once a day (in each
direction) at Aldeby Green rather than the 4-5
times daily set out in the 'corrected'
assessment. This information has also been
verified by confirming the most up-to-date
timetable online.

It is also the Council's opinion that the
changes to the field access (as shown in the
photographs submitted in support of the site)
are incongruous in this rural context and
simply highlight the adverse impact dwellings
and associated landscaping and domestic
paraphernalia would have in this location. It
therefore remains fair to conclude that the
site is clearly within the countryside and
would have a landscape impact.

The trees to the east of the site may form
part of the boundary of the closest dwelling
however they have been excluded from the
Settlement Limit and form an attractive area
that separates the built form from the
surrounding countryside.

Finally, the Council notes the comments
made in relation to nutrient neutrality and
the potential benefit to windfall housing
numbers within the District should this site
come forward outside of the constrained
areas. However, the Council contends that
the matter of nutrient neutrality is a short
term issue and the VCHAP is planning growth
over a longer period (up to 2038); it would
not be appropriate to include sites simply to
address this short term concern.

It has not been considered appropriate to
extend the Settlement Limit around this area
and SN5011SL and the Council is satisfied that
it should not be extended following the
submission of this representation.

Wheatacre & Burgh | 2833 Support Please refer to detailed representations submitted No changes proposed. The Council welcomes the support for the 1131 No action required.
St Peter, 43.17 on 6/3/23. In summary, we find the settlement changes proposed to the settlement limit at

boundary of Burgh St Peter to be sound. It allows Burgh St Peter (for clarity, the inclusion of the

for modest infill and extension. Burgh St Peter has VC BUR1 allocation) and notes that the

the additional advantage of being outside of any detailed representation referred to in these

Nutrient Neutrality catchment, meaning it can comments relate to the support submit on

compensate for inevitable under-delivery of behalf of the site promoter. These have been

housing elsewhere in the district, some of which is responded to separately.

within the catchment.
With regard to the comments relating to
nutrient neutrality the Council considers that
this is a short term issue and the VCHAP is
planning for long term growth therefore this
is not considered to be an overriding benefit.
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Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

VC BUR1, 43.27 2588, 2653 Mixed (1) This observation is correct (1) No changes proposed The Council has set out within the site 1074 No action required.

assessment form and paragraph 43.27 the

(2) Facilities and services for Burgh St Peter are (2) New Houses need to be sited much closer to services and facilities within the Toft Monks

overstated and therefore have to be qualified. The | the vital arteries e.g. the Yarmouth Road to cluster. As far as possible throughout the

Bus service is indeed limited, 1 bus per day enable the residents to take advantage close VCHAP the Council has sought to allocate

between Monday to Friday, nothing weekends or proximity of Garage, Primary School and a sites that are accessible to local facilities and

Public Holidays. This will not enable any new regular bus service. Siting the new houses at the | services however the rural nature of the

residents to forgo their cars for Public Transport. back end of BSP village puts them at the furthest | village clusters area is reflected in the

School children will need either to be bussed or rely | possible distance from these facilities. dispersed form of some of the individual

upon more cars. clusters. The allocation of smaller sites is
considered to be an appropriate approach to
new development and will provide additional
support for existing services and facilities
throughout the cluster. Whilst the Council
supports and promotes public transport
options via the VCHAP it also recognises there
will continue to be a reliance on private
transport in the rural villages.

VC BUR1, 43.28 2589 Object The “mature hedge” is at least one hundred and There is part of the hedge, which is the same Access into this site will necessitate either in 1075 No action required.
fifty years old, as it is visible in a photograph dated | width as the road, which is mainly brambles; this | part, or in full, the removal of the hedgerow
1876. This hedge is a haven for our already section would facilitate an entrance for a service | along the site frontage in order to facilitate
dwindling wild bird population; as well as shrews, road and allow maximum retention of the hedge. | safe access. This is recognised in the
voles, hedgehogs and bats. Our wildlife is in decline | This would mean a reduction to the stated supporting text for the site specific policy.
through the removal of its natural habitat, as would | minimum of twelve dwellings. However, there is not an assumption towards
clearly be the case here, and such removal would total hedgerow loss and minimising the
effectively be an environmental crime. A harsh removal of the hedgerow as far as possible
statement, but it’s a fact, as replanting will not be will need to be a priority in the site design in
habitable for some years, so that hedge needs order to be considered in accordance with
more than just the utmost consideration and the existing Development Management
protection. policies within the Local Plan (in particular

DM Policy 4.8).
VC BUR1, 43.28 2656 Object At the present moment residents on the south side | Resite nearer to existing facilities. The Council recognises that there will be a 1077 No action required.

of Staithe Road (opposite your site) enjoy visibility
northwards viewing the Waveney Valley and high
ground beyond to Somerleyton etc. It is noted that
you are prepared to erect a screening of trees to
blank the new houses from the Broads Authority
land but what about our view where Valley will be
replaced the new houses.

Destruction of the ancient hedgerow is another
way our rural outlook is going to be radically
changed for the worse.

change of outlook for those properties
opposite development sites and has included
requirements within the site-specific policy to
address this as far as possible. These
measures include the avoidance of harsh
boundary treatments along the site frontage
and a site layout and design to reflect the
rural context of the site. The Council has
existing Development Management policies
in place to protect the private amenities of
existing (and future) residents however it
should be noted that the loss of a private
view is not a planning consideration.

278




Document Element

Representation

IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

VC BUR1, 43.29 2591, 2655 Mixed (1) Any improvement to the junction would be (1) No changes proposed Norfolk County Council (NCC) Highways team | 1078 No action required.
welcome has been engaged throughout preparation of
(2) Resite close to facilities. the VCHAP, with specific discussions on a
(2) This section of Staithe Road is classified by the number of sites, including this allocation.
Highways Authority as "unsuitable for HGV" There Those discussions have led to the criteria in
are no footpaths for pedestrians and it is quite risky the Policy. NCC has raised no objection to the
walking this stretch especially when the large allocation at the Regulation 19 stage on
Agricultural machines are transiting between the highways grounds and the detailed
farmlands. 12 houses could add another 24 + more information in the supporting text (para
cars on this restricted road. It is noted that absence 43.29) sets out in greater detail the
of adequate pedestrian access has already been expectations of the Council for the developer
quoted by the Planning Authority in their rejection of the site.
of sites SN2005SL, SN4010, SN4014 & SN4004.
VC BUR1, 43.30 2592, 2640 Mixed (1) Waste water is an ongoing problem - anything (1) No changes proposed The Council has proactively engaged with 1123 No action required.
that improves the situation will be welcome. Anglian Water throughout the production of
(2) Site new houses nearer to important facilities | the VCHAP and this is reflected in Policy VC
(2) Existing residents of Staithe Road - South Side BUR1 and its supporting text. The developer
have had to install Private Treatment Units at their of the site will be required to liaise with
expense to deal with foul water and Anglian Water to confirm an appropriate
wastewater strategy for the site however AW
the absence of any Public Sewer. Our subsoil is clay has not raised a concern about the inclusion
and the area is therefore susceptible to flooding in of this site within the Plan and it is not
times of excess rainfall. We are worried that considered that this is a soundness matter.
building on ground opposite our houses cause a
run-off in our direction. Comments relating to concerns about the
potential flood risk during excess rainfall
events are noted but it is considered that this
can be dealt with appropriately via the
drainage strategy at the planning application
stage. These matters are therefore not
considered to raise issues of soundness.
VCBUR1, 43.31 2593 Support Drainage is poor, due to the layer of heavy clay No changes proposed The developer of the site will be required to 1125 No actions required

near the surface - any improvement would be
welcome.

prepare an appropriate drainage strategy for
the development, responding to the local
ground conditions and not exacerbating the
current situation. An appropriate drainage
strategy (to be agreed at the planning
application stage) could potentially improve
the current situation.
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Document Element

VCBUR1, 43.32

Representation

IDs

2594

Nature of
Representations

Support

Summary of Representations

Any improvement or upgrade will be expensive for
the developer, which will have a negative effect on
the viability to provide some affordable housing
within the proposal

Suggested Changes to Plan

No changes proposed

South Norfolk Council Response

The Council has clearly set out the known
constraints in terms of local capacity within
the existing sewer network as well as at the
existing Water Recycling Centre within the
supporting text and the policy includes a
requirement for early engagement with
Anglian Water. As part of the evidence base
for the VCHAP the Council has prepared a
Viability Assessment of sites and this has
been made available to site promoters who
have also been contacted to seek assurances
that their sites remain achievable and
deliverable within the context of the
emerging policy requirements and known
constraints and deliver the requisite level of
on-site affordable housing. The promoter of
the site has provided written assurances that
the site can be delivered in accordance with
VC BUR1.

Response Action Required

No action required

VCBUR1, 43.33

2595

Object

The proposal that there should be a minimum of
twelve dwellings is wholly unrealistic, and would
destroy the existing character of the village.

| would suggest that the maximum number of
dwellings should be limited to eight, in order to
give space for each to have a small garden and
off road parking.

The Council considers that the proposed
density of VC BUR1 is acceptable and would
not impact adversely on the character of the
village. The streetscene is varied comprising
a combination of single storey dwellings, flats,
terraced dwellings and larger detached
properties. A suitable site layout and design
will be required and will be assessed in detail
at the planning application stage, having
regard to the specific design requirements set
out in Policy VC BUR1. This is not a matter of
soundness.

1129

No action required

Policy VC HAD1:
Land south of
Haddiscoe Manor
Farm

3219

Support

We consider this form of development that is part
of the draft allocation for this village, led by the
green credentials of the locality would result in
tangible benefits for the community and provide
housing in a holistic and sustainable way in order to
create a vibrant and resilient community and
support the move to a post-carbon economy.
Government has recognised the role that
residential development can have in achieving
sustainability and creating communities, where
there is no choice between quality and quantity
and green spaces amount to more than token
verges and squares.

We are seeking amendments to the policy to
ensure the potential number of units on the site
is realised. Having undertaken some initial work
on the site, we believe that the site is capable of
delivering at least 35 units.

The Council welcomes the continued
promotion and support from the site
promoter for the allocation of VC HAD1
within the VCHAP, including the highways
requirements set out in the policy. However
the Council does not consider it appropriate
to amend the policy text to "at least 35
dwellings" as suggested in this
representation. The Council considers that
due to the smaller number of services and
facilities available in Haddiscoe 35 dwellings
in this location is the most that is acceptable,
whilst also being a sufficient number to
deliver the specific site requirements.

The Council notes the submission of a
concept plan alongside this representation.
Whilst this is clearly indicative in nature the
Council does not consider that this layout
would be compliant with the requirements of
the policy as it fails to provide the significant
area of open space along the road frontage,
as set out in both the supportive text and the
policy requirements.

1063

No action required.
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Nature of
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Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response

Action Required

Policy VC HAD1:
Land south of
Haddiscoe Manor
Farm

3079

Object

Norfolk County Council in its capacity as the
Mineral Planning Authority considers that Policy VC
HAD1 is currently unsound; as it is inconsistent with
national policy, and the adopted Development Plan
in Norfolk, in relation to mineral resource
safeguarding. The Mineral Planning Authority
recognise that underlain mineral resource has been
included in the supporting text; however, we
request inclusion of the text in the policy itself. The
policy can be made sound by including the wording
below, which was contained in the response by the
Mineral Planning Authority, to the Regulation 18
consultation.

In addition, for your information: The land north of
VC HAD1 (adjacent B1136) is proposed for mineral
extraction through the emerging Minerals and
Waste Local Plan (site reference MIN25). A
planning application was submitted in December
2022 for the extraction of sand and gravel at this
site (FUL/2022/0056).

Amend Policy VC HAD1 to add the following
wording as a policy requirement: ‘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’ (or any
successor policy) in relation to mineral resources,
to the satisfaction of the Mineral Planning
Authority.’

The Council notes the comment of the
Mineral Planning Authority but does not
consider this to be a soundness matter. The
Council has included within the supporting
policy text reference to the site being
underlain, or partially underlain by
safeguarded resources and has highlighted
the need for development to comply with the
relevant policy within the Minerals and Waste
Local Plan. It is not considered necessary to
repeat this information within the site-
specific text as all development is required to
comply with the requirements of the Local
Plan, which includes the Minerals and Waste
Local Plan.

At the time of preparing this response the
Council is aware that the planning application
for the proposed mineral extraction site north
of the site remains undetermined. The
Council has considered this proposal as well
as the consultee responses submitted to
Norfolk County Council within the context of
VC HAD1. The Council is aware that the
Norfolk County Council Public Health Officer
has requested additional data and an
expanded monitoring area in order to fully
assess the impact of dust particles on
sensitive receptors. The Council is of the
opinion that should the updated assessment
be considered acceptable for the occupiers of
dwellings located in closer proximity to the
minerals site then the impact on VC HAD1
(which is at a greater distance from the site)
would also be acceptable. Conversely, should
the impact on the closer receptors be
considered unacceptable then this would
need to be appropriately addressed in the
course of determining the planning
application.

The Council does not consider the issues
raised within the response of Norfolk
County Council Mineral Planning
Authority to be soundness matters
however should the Inspector be minded
to modify Policy VC HAD1 the Council
suggests the following addition to the
policy 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 -
‘safeguarding’ (or any successor policy) in
relation to mineral resources, to the
satisfaction of the Mineral Planning
Authority".
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Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response

Action Required

Policy VC HAD1: 3193 Object Whilst there are no designated heritage assets on Amend criterion 8 to read ‘Planning applications | The Council welcomes the support of Historic | 1060 Whilst the Council does not consider a
Land south of site, the grade | listed St Marys Church, together should be supported by archaeological England to the inclusion of the open space to modification to the policy to be necessary
Haddiscoe Manor with a War Memorial and monument to William assessment including the results of field the north of the site, as well as for bullet for soundness, should the Inspector be
Farm Salter, both of which are listed at grade Il, lie to the | evaluation where appropriate.’ points 6 and 7 of the site-specific policy. minded to update the policy to reflect the
west of the site. Therefore, any development of views of Historic England the Council
this site has the potential to impact upon the However, the Council considers that the suggests the following wording: "Historic
significance of these heritage assets through proposed archaeological requirements Environment Record (HER) to be
development within the setting of the assets. suggested by Historic England are too consulted at an early stage to determine
onerous and could result in unnecessary and the need for any archaeological surveys
We welcome the preparation of the HIA. We costly field work, prior to the submission of a on site. Appropriate archaeological
welcome the proposal to locate the development planning application. The Council has clearly assessments to be undertaken and
further south, leaving an area of open land at the highlighted within both the supportive text submitted in support of the planning
northern end of the site closest to the A143 to and the site-specific policy a requirement for application, as agreed with HER and the
protect the setting of the church. We particularly the applicant of the site to liaise with the local planning authority".
welcome criterion 6 and 7 of the policy. Historic Environment Service at what it
considers to be both a proportionate and
Bullet point 8 states that the HER should be justifiable degree.
consulted to determine the need for any
archaeological surveys prior to development. In our
view, some assessment is needed to inform any
planning application.
We therefore advise that bullet point 8 should be
amended to read, ‘Planning applications should be
supported by archaeological assessment including
the results of field evaluation where appropriate.’
Policy VC HAD1: 3241 Support Anglian Water suggests that due to the small-scale Modify policy text to read: Early engagement The Council welcomes this positive response 1059 The Council does not consider that a

Land south of
Haddiscoe Manor
Farm

nature of the site, that the policy requirement
regarding the capacity of the WRC and phasing of
delivery is unnecessary, however early engagement
is welcomed.

with Anglian Water regarding connecting to the
local water recycling network.

to the site-specific policy. Relaxation of the
policy wording is not considered to a
soundness issue and the Council does not
consider that a change to the wording is
necessary. However, the Council would
accept a minor modification to the policy
should the Inspector consider this to be
appropriate.

modification to the site-specific policy is
necessary to make the Plan sound
however if the Inspector is minded to
modify the policy to address the
comments raised the Council suggests the
following wording: "Early engagement
with Anglian Water regarding connecting
to the local water recycling network".
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Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

Policy VC HAD1: 2402, 3041 Mixed Summary of representations received in response Summary of changes to plan received in response | The Council has engaged extensively with 1058 No actions required.
Land south of to VC HAD1: to VC HAD1: technical consultees and stakeholders
Haddiscoe Manor throughout the production of the VCHAP,
Farm - Traffic calming measures should be introduced in | - Traffic calming measures should be introduced including Norfolk County Council (NCC)
the village to aid crossing the A143 - few safe in the village to aid crossing the A143; Highways team, the Lead Local Flood
footpaths in the village; Authority and Anglian Water. Specific
- Provision of safe community space for children discussions have taken place on a number of
- No amenities in the village - provision of safe required; sites, including this one, and have led to the
community space for children required; criteria in the Policy. No objection has been
raised to the allocation at the Regulation 19
- Public house closed in 2020; stage on highways or flooding grounds.
Constraints within the Anglian Water network
- Sewer / local wastewater treatment capacity have been noted in the supporting policy text
insufficient - no mains sewer system in Haddiscoe; (paragraph 43.24) and supported in the
Regulation-19 representation from Anglian
- Surface water flooding on The Street is frequent; Water who have not raised an objection to
this allocation.
- Limited views in/out of the site onto A143 -
suitable access point required;
- Most traffic through the village exceeds the speed
limit accordingly to traffic data; and
- No street lighting in any local development.
Policy VC BUR1: 3266 Support We welcome the policy wording for Where removal of a tree or any part of a The Council considers the policy to be sound 1447 None required.
Land north of hedgerows/trees in Policy VC ROC. We recommend | hedgerow is unavoidable, we recommend that in relation to the protection of ecological
Staithe Road that similar policy wording is applied to VC BUR1 to | policy wording includes reference to mitigation features. Site assessment identified a
ensure this approach is applied consistently across measures, reflecting the updated biodiversity hedgerow along the southern boundary of VC
the Local Plan. duty required in the 2021 Environment Act to BUR1 which is subject to 1997 regulations.
have regard to the enhancement of biodiversity. | The Council does not consider it appropriate
to repeat the requirements of existing
legislation or policies within the site specific
policy text therefore does not consider it
necessary to update the policy to reflect the
above comments.
Policy VC BUR1: 2624 Object LVA notes that the site is surrounded on three sides | Policy needs to refer to the need for a LVIA given | The site-specific policy wording, as well as the | 1073 No action required.

Land north of
Staithe Road

by the Broads Authority Area.

Significant landscape concern raised due to
potential for views out across the valley being
adversely affected.

Site-specific mitigation measures identified in LVA
are supported.

the LVA assessment.

supporting text, reflect the potential
landscape sensitivities associated with this
site given its proximity to the Broads
Authority area. However, the site is well
contained within the landscape, occupying
the frontage of an irregularly shaped parcel of
land, and having established woodland
screening views into the site from the north
west. In addition, existing residential
development along Staithe Road and at the
junction of Staithe Road/ Pit Road/ Beccles
Road/ Mill Road forms the backdrop to the
site and development on VC BUR1 will be
viewed in the context of these properties.

For these reasons the Council does not
consider it either appropriate or necessary to
include a requirement for an LVIA within the
site-specific policy for this site.
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South Norfolk Council Response

Response Action Required

Policy VC BUR1: 2690 Object Building new houses on first class agricultural land Seek a site nearer to facilities and services. The Toft Monks village cluster (which includes | 1072 No action required.
Land north of away from all facilities and services is not likely Burgh St Peter) has a number of services and
Staithe Road bring any kudos for S.N.C. facilities throughout. The Council has
recognised the distance of the primary school
As already discerned distance to nearest Primary from VC BUR1 in the site assessment form but
School is over 5 kms with no public transport considers there to be reasonable access to
existing. All other important services, Secondary other services and facilities within the cluster,
School, Local Healthcare, Retail services are over 10 including employment opportunities at
kms from this site. Peak time Public Transport does Aldeby Business Park. With regards to the
not exist so there would have to be many more car highway access and network, NCC Highways
journeys along Staithe Road, a narrow rural road team have been engaged throughout the
without pedestrian footways much to the VCHAP process and their comments have
detriment of our climate change precautions. informed the site specific policy
requirements, including localised off-site
highway works.
The site is classified as Grade 2 agricultural
land however the land is not currently in
agricultural use, instead being utilised as
grazing land.
Policy VC BUR1: 3242 Support For consistency we recommend that there is a Modify policy text to read: Early engagement The Council welcomes the response of 1070 The Council does not consider that a
Land north of similar approach in requiring early engagement with Anglian Water regarding connecting to the Anglian Water but does not consider that the modification to the site-specific policy is
Staithe Road with Anglian Water, as taken with other site local water recycling network. proposed modifications to the policy wording necessary to make the Plan sound
allocations where there is a very small WRC serving is a soundness issue. however if the Inspector is minded to
only a small proportion of properties within a modify the policy to address the
settlement. comments raised the Council suggests the
following wording: "Early engagement
with Anglian Water regarding connecting
to the local water recycling network".
Policy VC BUR1: 2836 Support We support this allocation for 12 dwellings in a No changes proposed. The Council welcomes the continued 1069 No action required.
Land north of sustainable rural location. It can be delivered in line promotion and support of the site promoter
Staithe Road with the policy wording below and, subject to for the allocation of VC BUR1. The Council
viability, will deliver much-needed affordable expects delivery of affordable housing on the
housing for local people. The village is outside the site to be in accordance with emerging Policy
Nutrient Neutrality catchment, meaning this 5 in the Greater Norwich Local Plan.
allocation is deliverable in the short term and could
compensate for under-delivery elsewhere in the
District, much of which is within the catchment.
Policy VC BUR1: 2596 Support A developer will not be able to easily comply with No change proposed. Whilst the respondent has not raised an 1066 No action required.

Land north of
Staithe Road

these requirements, due to the plot layout. In order
to get a minimum of twelve dwellings, they'd either
have to be terraced, or grouped as semi-detached,
which is completely at odds with the existing
housing layout.

objection to the VCHAP on soundness, legal
compliance or duty to cooperate grounds the
Council recognises this submission as an
objection to the density of VC BUR1 (at least
12 dwellings on 0.56ha). The Council
considers the proposed density and site
layout (frontage development) to be
acceptable on this site. Detailed site design
and layout will be considered at the planning
application stage however the Council
considers a suitable scheme is achievable
within the varied streetscene.
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Monitoring Framework

Document Element

Representation
IDs

Nature of
Representations

Summary of Representations

Suggested Changes to Plan

South Norfolk Council Response

Response

Action Required

Monitoring
Framework

3198

Object

We continue to recommend including an indicator
for the historic environment included in the
framework.

Include an indicator for the historic environment
in the framework.

The Council has continued to proactively
engage with Historic England following the
close of the Regulation-19 publication period,
including via site visits and an in-person
meeting. As part of these discussions this
matter was explored further between both
parties and Historic England subsequently
advised that monitoring indicators for this
Plan could include the following:

(1) Net loss/gain of designated heritage
assets;

(2) Net loss/gain of non-designated heritage
assets;

(3) Net loss/gain of entries on Heritage at Risk
Register;

(4) No. of Conservation Area Appraisals
completed; and/or

(5) Number of permissions where heritage
requirements identified in HIA/policy criteria
were adhered to.

The Council has reviewed these indicators
and in addition to the above has also
explored whether any additional or
alternative monitoring indicators could be
established in the VCHAP. Of the above
indicators nos. (3) and (4) are not considered
to be directly relevant to the content of the
VCHAP and are also already subject to
monitoring within the existing Local Plan. As
the Council already has heritage monitoring
indicators within the Local Plan the omission
of the same from the VCHAP is not
considered to be a soundness matter
however should the Inspector be minded to
modify the Plan to respond to the comments
of Historic England the Council would suggest
the following indicators would be
appropriate:

(A) The number of planning permissions
approved where heritage requirements
identified in either the Heritage Impact
Assessment or the policy criteria were
adhered to; and

(B) The net gain/loss of designated heritage
assets and non-designated heritage assets
identified in either the Heritage Impact
Assessment or the policy criteria.

The Council does not consider this to be a
matter of soundness for the Plan however
should the Inspector be minded to modify
the Plan to respond to the comments of
Historic England the Council would
suggest the following indicators would be
appropriate:

(A) The number of planning permissions
approved where heritage requirements
identified in either the Heritage Impact
Assessment or the policy criteria were
adhered to; and

(B) The net gain/loss of designated
heritage assets and non-designated
heritage assets identified in either the
Heritage Impact Assessment or the policy
criteria.
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