Support response to site SN0016REV
As the landowner submitting the application, I wish to raise these objections: -
1. Members of the public and consultees wishing to view and raise a response to sites can’t access original documents submitted for consideration by the landowner, therefore are reliant on SNDC and consultees interpretation using the HELLA and site score assessment document only, which is not always accurate and transparent.  
All consultees/public should have access to the original submission as in this case the site has been considered unjustly and the assessment DOES NOT reflect the site title, area defined (red line) and sq. metres proposed.
2. Proposal was submitted for 1 Self-build not 24 houses suggested.
3. The plan submitted complied to guidance, scale, demarcations as specified, total submitted area 0.12 hectares NOT 0.95 hectares as confirmed in the site assessment document.
On 11th June 2021, during the consultation period I contacted SNDC with my concerns raised. The response being “Although the site area is stated as being 0.12 hectares and a proposal for a single self- build dwelling this does not accord with the description of the current site being two separate areas (question 4a) or the details of the proposal including a new orchard, landscaping and wild flower meadow (question 5c) all of which suggest a larger area that is shown on the accompanying plan.” 
I object to SNDC interpretating the submitted plan to influence how the site is accessed and intentionally blocked its consideration as an extension of the development limit. The two areas are linked with pedestrian access and there is nothing in my response to 4a to suggest the Net gain will come forward off site. The site (redline) proposal can clearly accommodate the orchard and ecology net gain on site as confirmed in the submission and will clearly offer betterment to conservation, carbon admissions and ecology.
SNDC further suggested that “This is because if a site of this size was approved as an extension to the development limits, even on the basis that it has been submitted for a single dwelling, there would be no guarantees that the site would be utilised in that way”. I disagree, and question what size of site this statement relates too. Considering the location of the site within the setting of listed building and taking into account the form and character of the conservation area, there would be plenty of opportunity to restrict development further.
New information
It’s now worth bearing in mind that during SNDC ‘village Cluster’ consultation 19 the southern linked area has been granted planning and listed building permission for an annex and works to be carried out to a listed building, application 2021/1044 and 2021/1045. Pre consultation has also commenced regarding other listed building works required to 122 Norwich Road.

Site assessment HELAA/Site score
SNDC had every opportunity to consult with me the landowner in relation to the site, but choice not too. The description and specified area submitted are not for interpretation, they form the submission and therefore expectation is the site be assessed fairly using the HELAA and site score, which clearly didn’t happen, I was not contacted. The site is not visible from public areas and utilities visible adjacent to the site and B1113 are not recorded as present on the assessment of site form, therefore again confirming a site visit was not carried out.
A phone call to SNDC on 10th June 2021 confirmed that a site visit didn’t take place, I’m requesting this is addressed and the site be access correctly from plan (red line).





My Response to Site Assessment Form data published
My response to the site assessment form only addresses factually incorrect data (not subject to original submission) and relevant data due to a site visit not being conducted.
Comments:-
Part 1 Site details
[bookmark: _Hlk78360327]Site address:land to the rear of 122 Norwich Road Tacolneston. 
I object and was not consulted on amending the description of the site and the plan clearly shown that the land in question is not to the rear of 122 Norwich Road, Tacolneston.
Site size, hectares (as promoted): 0.95 hectres or for 24 houses.
The proposed site plan submitted promotes an area (red line) 0.12 hectares. It clearly includes two separate vehicle accesses to the highway marked A on the plan, both existing with land areas linked by a pathway south to north.  The site is not 0.95 hectares which the HELAA and Site score states. This is clearly a mis interpretation and I don’t consider it lawful to interpretate it differently. 
[bookmark: _Hlk78362557]Reference to ecology, landscaping etc is included within the site area submitted (redline) only.
Promoted site Density: 1dph (24 houses). 
The submission states 1 self-build, which reflects the form and character of the area, either reusing and extending existing buildings of re use of previously developed land. I object to the site density being intentionally inflated without consultation and the site on being assessed of 1 self-build as submitted.
Greenfield/ Brownfield:  Green.
With the absents of a site visit the site assessment fails to identify two out building (submission documents) one brick construction, asbestos roof north site area including septic tank and large drainage field (north east) and the southern linked area brick outbuilding (now granted permission and listed building consent 2021/1044, 2020/10045 during this consultation as an annex). I consider the site to be previously developed land and not as stated.
Access to the site: Access is available from Norwich Road.
Not only are two access to the site available (as marked A on the location plan submitted), they exist and the site assessment does not reflect this information. 
I robustly object to NCC Highways comment reflecting a site score RED due to the site being assessed for 24 houses. NCC Highways response on a previous application carried no objection. The footways are well maintained with major work carried out 15 years ago enabling direct access by foot to all areas of the village. 
What NCC Highways and SNDC have failed to observe is that the southern linked area of the site has direct access to public footpath 5 (submitted within site red line, but already within the development boundary). The site shares the boundary with the village primary school. 
I wish to make further comment that the map identifying ‘villages clusters’ fails to acknowledge that Tacolneston and Forncett End, including Forncett St Peters and Forncett St Marys even have schools. There are two primary schools, therefore the data and maps published are incorrect. 
Part 2
Utility Capacity: Amber- Waste water infrastructure should be confirmed.
Anglia water have confirmed that a mains connection is available south of the site. Minutes available confirm that a third-party landowner has in ‘principle’ granted permission to access the mains drainage system. Confirmation that mains drainage is available. These utility will offer benefit to listed buildings 122 and 116.
Flood Risk -Site is in flood zone 1.
I object to the site score stating ‘Amber’, I’ve confirmed the site is in flood zone 1 as per the GNLP map. The HELAA score is green and there is no reasoning for the site score to be down graded to amber. With piped drainage available west adjacent to the site, a ditch south of the site, betterment of the drainage can easily accommodate one self-build property.
 
Overall landscape Assessment-Amber Grade 3 agriculture land the site is surrounded by existing trees and hedgerows which limits wider views.
I Object:- The site does not impact detrimentally to the landscape or the setting of the listed buildings.
Townscape-Amber This site would introduce development to the rear of properties on Norwich Road which would not reflect the form and character of this part of Tacolneston. This is also within the conservation area. It may be possible to mitigate this through careful design.
I Object:- The site would not introduce development to the rear of any property, but arguably this is characteristic of the conservation area with properties interspersed randomly spaced in groups, some visual in the street scene, while other are set back from the road intentional away from prying eyes. 
Clearly to understand the form and character of this area of Tacolneston a Conservation area appraisal needs to exist, which it does not, as confirmed on SNDC website, therefore I object on the grounds that no consideration has been given to the fact there are two buildings/ septic sewerage and drainage field already on the north and south linked areas of the site and with careful consideration to design, carbon omission, habitat etc the site could easily offer Net Gain and contribution to the existing asset. 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity- site score Amber NCC Ecology- SSSi IRZ. Potential for protected species/habitats and Biodiversity Net Gain
The site is privately owned therefore there is no potential other than to encourage a land owner.
The Ecology available within a previous application clearly demonstrates the conditions on site, habitats etc, supporting a site could offer greater Net Gain.   
Historic Environment- Amber-Site is in close proximity to Hill Cottage and Saffron Cottage both of which are Grade 11 listed.
Being close in proximity does not demonstrate a need for an amber rating.
Transport and Roads- Site Score- Remark by NCC Highways-Amber.
I object to the comment made by NCC highways which has intentionally downgraded the HELAA rating to amber. The site is not for 24 houses, both accesses exits but only one appears to be addresses within the site assessment process. No objects were raised in a previous application for a self-build dwelling, using one of the proposed accesses. The footpath network running through the entire village reflective of the dimensions within the whole village. The site links directly to the public footpath networks 5 and bejond.  
Part 4
Site visit observation comments
Impact on the Historic Environment and townscape?  The site forms part of the setting of the listed buildings to the south. Development is considered to result in harm to the setting and their significance.
Undeniable the site forms part of the setting of the listed building, which arguable 24 houses would cause ‘substantial harm’, but the site was promoted for 1 self-build, site measurements 0.12 hectares, therefore the ‘less that substantial harm’ should be balances against public benefit- works to a listed building of which a pre consultation of works required has been consulted on and a planning and listed building permission granted during this consultation 19 process, application number 2021/1044/5. The assessment should have been applied to one self build, 0.12 hectares and consideration to the benefits of the listed building applied.
Arguably with the school adjacent to both listed buildings 122 and 116, greatly extended to including a transmitted pole adorning the sky line higher than Hill Cottage and visible in the street scene, all within 16m of both listed buildings could have a ‘great significant impact on the setting and significates of both buildings. This in conjunction with the lack of parking available on or off site, the school being full, therefore further expansion required and want for further development in the village could have a greater detrimental impact than ‘less than substantial’ on the setting of the two listed buildings and the character of the conservation area. The detrimental impact on the setting, listed building, conservation area would include, carbon omissions, air quality (both of which SNDC fail to assess),vibration, noise pollution (breaking, hooting), Free flow/ road safety, parking, visual erosion of the setting and significance of the listed buildings in public areas, than a dwelling within the setting not seen and not affecting the significance.    

Existing land use? (including potential redevelopment/demolition)
Garden land area associated with Hill Cottage.
Clearly this is incorrect-When consulting with SNDC as part of a previous application both officers insisted the site (same) to be previously undeveloped, therefore not garden land or curtilage of Hill Cottage as previously considered. A brick, asbestos roof building is located on this area of the site, including septic, drainage field, there is a potential to redevelop achieving Betterment and Net Gain.
What are the site boundaries (e.g trees, hedgerows, existing development)
Boundary treatments comprise a hedge to the front/west and a high hedge and close boarded wooden fence of the same height on the northern boundary. The southern boundary is open to the existing garden.
I partially disagree, the boundary hedge to the front/west is 2m height, northern boundary 1.8m. A hedge runs north to south separating the northern area of the site from the listed building 122 and a hedge south separates the site for the listed building 116 (existing historical hedge locations). The southern area of the site is accessed by foot hedging separated the footpath to the south, Saffron cottage to the east and B1113 to the west. 
Utilities and contaminated Land-is there any evidence of existing infrastructure or contamination on/adjacent to the site?-No
I disagree the answer is ‘Yes’ 
Telegraph pole (telephone multiple lines) 7 m West of the site adjacent to Norwich Road.
Mains water west of the site under the pavement north to south.
Surface water runoff west of the site under the pavement north to south.
Telegraph pole (electricity) neighbours garden 8m north of the site.
[bookmark: _Hlk78412340]Telegraph pole (electricity) neighbours garden 15m East of the site. 
Telegraph pole (electricity) Public footpath 25m south of the site. 
[bookmark: _Hlk78412490]Telegraph pole (electricity) 2xPublic footpath 4m south of the southern linked area. 
Telegraph pole (telephone) West of the southern linked area, adjacent to saffron Cottage. 
Considering all of the above there will be no further impact on the setting of the conservation area and listed building other that what already exists. It appears this evidence was not considered with the accents of a site visit

Initial site visit conclusion
I object to the comments raised by SNDC in this conclusion and consider that development on this site surmounting to one self-build dwelling, designed to complement the character and form appropriate to the setting, where a brick built/asbestos building exists, including septic treatment and drainage field which appears to be considered agriculture grade 3 land previously developed totally appropriate for consideration through this process. Net gain can be achieved on site within the submitted site area to include an orchard, in decline and once found in Tacolneston. Landscaping consistent with the conservation area including replacement/retention of historical hedge line. And enabling of works to a listed building as approved application 2021/1004/10059 (forming the linked southern site area promoted within this submission process) during the ‘Village Cluster’ period 19 consultation 19. Further listed building works required have already been consulted at pre application stage. All of the above should form reasons to support the site for inclusion and extension of the development limit.
I consider all of the above relevant and object that the site was not assessed following due process using the HELAA and site score used to assess other sites and the attributed the site offered where not recognised as public and heritage benefits.
A can’t help to draw readers and consultees attention to the development extension supported in Tacolneston as part of the Local plan 2015, site north of 59 Norwich Road. All within the setting of listed buildings, associated with 59 Norwich Road and where previous building where located (Tithe 1849). This site offered enablement to a listed building and was considered relevant as a public and heritage benefit.     
[bookmark: _Hlk78410953]I consider this promoted site previously GNLP 0121 then GNLPSL0016,now reference SN0016REV worthy of support 
