Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

. X
Is the plan positively prepared?
X
Is the plan justified?
X
Is the plan effective?
X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 20186)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)

98




5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the seftlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO01.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form

will be available in the public domain. (ple;?/e’tick box) X

Signature: ' : Date: /’g 9’/7\

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details wili be made public for this purpose.
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Breckk:md Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
it parenarship wich... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representatmns cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:

F0AN & MRPee

Organisation: ..
fueAaTeE Roeval SURCeRY WALKWNG ROV

Address:

Post code: . Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone: -

E-mail;
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane ~ Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a “physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to resulft in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’,

Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us-why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: A Date: 20-%- /7

Sut”.

i

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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23 reg]:k]nd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i prrtrershiy wich.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consuitation website: http://consult.breckland.qov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-

submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your. contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered, Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.qov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

[ Name: )
MQS {OO\UL,HV'L? p)c/%\ﬁj‘a)\}

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail: A
. /

Ef you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?
L

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
| (September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate,

Many of the 400+ local obfectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity Importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area Is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths Including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout Illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock fleld
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It Is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way. '

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO01.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance

now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
clsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure .

The NPPF makes it clear (in para, 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: /9. 9, o1

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in prrencrship with. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Councils website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make. '

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning

Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:

b AVID %\, VRN

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:;

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact detaiis.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1, Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

Ifyou consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3, If you conslder the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?
X
Is the plan justified?
X
Is the plan effective?
X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I'had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous Issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths Including the medieval lane ~ Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It Is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field in order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary te Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining ficlds that the propensity of the area to fload
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure .

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us'why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: Date: 2 ;) /9 />0, >

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council’s consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: 1/<a\£7 ’\7\9\%\%

Organisation;

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document) w

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

s the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I'had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither!ll!1I

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane ~ Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding, The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant, For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para, 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure .

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seck to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: \@ ( C?) \ \

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http:/consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: - o
oWl bl erTlSow

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

if you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 20186)

lles at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I'had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither!l!i!l]

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
ctime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane - Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement,

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the arca-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPI-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development, Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’, While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the Jeast environmental or amenity value *.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: o, — A\— Loy

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business, Any information held by the Coundil will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http:/consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Organisation:

Name: %A‘ . f"/(/u'r]/e/{\

Address:

7% gﬁ“(/’\ CO“W‘% \ Dﬁ;{ﬂ‘(u_/]/\/'

Post code: //\}/ /<" ai l D @ Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither!!!!!!!

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane - Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way, Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: Date:

Breckland District Council is registered wiL‘\ the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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ine partnership with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council’'s consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Councils website:  www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: M/‘ 6 C éZA’)C//ﬂ;\i

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

v

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail;
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths Including the medieval lane ~ Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO01,

The fields traditionally floed- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare cccurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant, For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF states (in para, 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *.

The NPPF males it clear (in para, 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the bublic domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: pate: /% - & . 20777

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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i partnership wich. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: 6_ {}«_71 U ES-T

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code; Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4, Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither!!i!ll1

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a seftlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished Jocal asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

‘The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development, Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutnally dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development, This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para, 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate Iand with the least environmental or amenity value °,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: Date: LC\ A - (7]

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate pusiness. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http:/consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:

NATHAY 0 Eaecod

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name;

_Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settiement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ Jocal objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to jts
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane ~ Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a compatratively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and seftting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller pbaddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
Just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible, The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biediversity and green infrastructure *,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para, 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date:

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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n partnership with... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http:/consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.qov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: _ﬂ,wu CLO“G}\

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail;

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths Including the medieval lane - Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed,

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & S8 of the NPPT-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field I as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development, This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
Just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible, The NPPF states
(in para, 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should seck to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
‘to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: 'Za\ /61 / \"9\

Breckland District cHuncil is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http:/consult.breckland.gov.uk, Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.qgov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:

Organisation:

Address;

Post code: Té!ephOne-

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation;

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan Iegally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

s the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 20186)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I'had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement,

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16, See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding, The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
Just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: 2.9 . 7,20/7

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.

144




A

—7

Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
ins partnership wih.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.qgov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.,

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:

MRS L BAvkep

Organisation;

Address:

Nt o N ) y]

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

s the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settliement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity Iand into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development, wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO01.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant, For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does net meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
Just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para, 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure °.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: SOZOCZ//7

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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BFGCKIGﬂd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i partnarship with... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.qgov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.qov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning

Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE,

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: NN(SS ﬁ LECE

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: | Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

s the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither,

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 Separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages,

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16, See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
oceurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para, 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *,

The NPPT makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
.
Signature: Date: /
7 ~ &I (ﬁ/ )’7

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckland Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i prrtntrship with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:MZS \OJ—JW\D%@

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephonez/

E-mail: /

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

. X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16, See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unaceeptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO01,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare ocourance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development, Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
Just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *,

The NPPF malkes it clear (in para, 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value *.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the pub/{ic domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: Pate:  3ny- ¢7). 1)

Breckiand District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckldnd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i parenarship wich... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: Merer. O(’)L\/(J]

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail;

4

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail;

157




Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposalis Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

if you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane - Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development, Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
Just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the lcast environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seck to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: Date:36/0c>// N

Breckland District Councjl-is registeﬁd with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckk]nd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in prrtnership with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http:/consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website; www.breckland.qov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017, Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name Zrero 6 O maunETo N -

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

L4

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation;

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

161




Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate hox).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither!!!!!

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.,

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para, 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value *,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

PN

Signature: Date: \Cﬁ\ Q \ \1

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklcmd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i parenership with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: Z@\) o gm»—»H(/H/

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)

166




5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I'had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane, The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
Just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure °,

The NPPF malkes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making shouid seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.

167




7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: [ understand that the details included on this form
will be available in_the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: go l A \Zol’{

v

Breckiand District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpese of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklcmd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Subimission Publication
i partnership with... Representgt'lon Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http:/consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council’s website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:

qov;r Varock\ng

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail;
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due fto its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane - Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field in order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way, Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding, The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant, For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
Just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible, The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: %O/OC( [{7

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckland Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i parenership with... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council’'s consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: LUKQ }D/Q’T[t\}/

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified’?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural sefting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity Jand into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane, The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing"” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the ereation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors b {
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date:

VT

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in prrtnership with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: l\q\(e @60286

Organisation:”

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way, Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and consetving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isofation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para, 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure’.

The NPPF malkes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and cnhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form

will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X (

Signature: Date: 20 (b‘k\ 70 Ig

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
inparenership with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: > -v p{q/‘q#,

Organisation: /-

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[o25]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

[ had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing"” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It Is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not mcet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para, 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why,

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | undzrsﬁnd that the details included on this form
will be available in the nutflic domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: 30 *Cf~ /7

Breckland District Council is regisfered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
it parensrship wich... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning

Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: CQL%;UW\ Ig%ICEIZ

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

185




Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to he SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

8. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the seftlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the arca, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lanc once a rare occurance now
ocours frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses & proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states

(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value .
Planning policies and decision-making should seck to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signatura™ Date: 30{07/17

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in parenership with. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council’'s consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: pyw$ vaNeSa JlsugHTON

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

| i
030CT 2017 i

FIN,
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X

changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025}007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?
X
Is the plan justified?
X
Is the plan effective?
X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing Jand. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen fro the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare accurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant, For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmfu! impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifics (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,

3

191




7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form

will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: Date: 3, (... 72

LJ

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose,
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Bl’@CklOﬂd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in partnership wich... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on NMonday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: M Qniry Henman/ .

Organisation:

Address:

Post code Telephone:

E-mail:
Vi

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:
Post code: Telephonie:’ }
|
E-mail: ; |
| NN e Ho.- §
OO ULT Zuli 5
;
'f
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous Issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing"” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach 1o planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible, The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that loeal planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.

3

195




7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
N\
Signature: Date: 30 ) OC’)]"),

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Councii will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckk]nd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in partnership with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Councils website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to plannInggolicygeam@breckland.gov,u!g or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: J/’/HUN /’(GUQ;L,TO'\}

Organisation:

Address:.

— -~ - -

Post code: T Telephone:

E-mail:

e

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their hame and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

03 0CT 201
fo&ff LM

ot
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to he UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and sefting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should atlocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policics and decision-making should seck to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance, Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.

3
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary,

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: ’)O /,$ //7
— ) "/

Breckland District‘Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckk:md Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i partnership with... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website; http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: M(é Hd&/\ *(0(6)6/(.

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: | Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to he SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane - Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important In separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way, Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the {ane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8, Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission X

Notified of the Inspectors X

Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption X

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form

will be available infthe public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature; Date: ZE?/ 9 // 7o
—Tv

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in partnarship with... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-

submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:

MRs M- AR THRcow + Miss . 1K, THUORLDW

Organisation:

T Heose HoLbeR

Address:

Post code: . Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mai:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
humber of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous Issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields teaditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occuts frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

<

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission X

Notified of the Inspectors X

Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption X

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form

will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: ) @ ¢ - 20| 7

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckk]nd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication:
i partnership wich. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www. breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: /4% M ﬂlﬁf/é{(/

Organisation;

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation;

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settiement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if hecessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be scen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development, This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

—

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary,

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: Date: /7.7 /7

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Counail will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made pubilic for this purpose.
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BTGCklOﬂd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in partncrship wich... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council’s consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckiand.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: TﬁM 4 %DSDCN

Organisation:

"Address:

\

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail;

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

213




Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)

214




5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LLP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.,
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the arca-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DCI16, See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCOI,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
oceurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance, Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.

3

215




7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: 3@/@/]4

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckland Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i partirship wich.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.,

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: L@ w @7_)

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to he SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate hox).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?
X
Is the plan justified?
X
Is the plan effective?
X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither,

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate,

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land Is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach heing sound this field should not be developed,

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16, See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
clsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant, For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value *.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: <O *Gq ~\/¥l\

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklcnd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i parenership with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies ‘can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-

submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 éovers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make. ’

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE,

Part 1: Your Contact Details

| Name: FAR [ ol NALSTo d

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007
The proposed site consists of 2 Separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On

s 2

The area is a cherished local asset due fo its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential arcas hearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages,

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the fandscape and setting of the settlement,

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO01.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be scen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to fload
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further inerease this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF para graphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development, This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPT identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policics, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should alocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us>why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: Date: - ] oq ( 07

T

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Lacal Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
inprtucrship wich... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to blanningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Nl 00i2e MACe S

Organisation:

Address:

Post cod

E-mail:

@’ you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.
Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[0251007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4, Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2018)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land, On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane - Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occwrs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isclation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible, The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’,

The NPPF makes if clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value .
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.

227




7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission X
Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption X

Declaration: | 1inderctand that tha detaile included on this form
will be available e tick box) X

Signature: Date: %S@d: l :)r .

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckk]nd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i partnershiy wih.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: hitp://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently,

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form,
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council’s website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to ManninqDo!icvteam@breckland.CJov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckiand Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:
deanile T homMgo N

Organisation:;

Address:

Post code: Felenhonef

E-mail;

|

[Tfyou have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.
Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code; Telephone;

E-mail;
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP [025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 Separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land, On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ Jocal objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary te NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF mnkes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that 'Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets approptiate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

—

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

L

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission X

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption X

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form

will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: pate: 93 |9 ||

v

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public

process and your full representation and address details will be made pubtic for this purpose.
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Brecklcnd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
it prtership wich.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.qov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckiand.qov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: ‘Qw\éu/ Q\N:e’,\t'

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail;
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

s the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
s the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

s the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
_(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 Separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the Jand have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It Is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed,

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Dategg _,Ci’._ }/]

o

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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BFGCI(IC]ﬂd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
it parengrship withe. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council’'s consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Councils website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make,

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

NaME! <o AR s oL S -

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail;
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a seftlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the sefting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way, Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding, The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
Just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signatt@ Date: 2> . ©1.20(7]

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckk]nd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i partnershiy with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http.//consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: Og/ jT LT/

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail;

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document) 4\

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

s the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue hefore during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why,

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land, On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused,

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: : Date: 27) .|~ ;7

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in prrenership with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE,

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: o )’\-Q o N S@ nes,

Organisation:

Address:

Post code; Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details,

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?
X
Is the plan justified?
X
Is the plan effective?
X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.,

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding.The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are cleatly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifics (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment, The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure °.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: -2 - q - ’“"[

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i partngrshiy with... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council’s consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland,gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.qov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:u)/)‘/,\/f o rme S

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025)007

Proposals Map

Settiement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7,

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I'had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime,

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane - Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing” space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative Ilayout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the sctting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood has
increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance now
occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF stresses a proactive and strategic approach to planning for the natural environment. The ambition of the NPPF is not
just to retain protection for existing designations, but to plan ahead for re-creation of habitat where possible. The NPPF states
(in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure *,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value °.
Planning policies and decision-making should scek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development.

251




7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form

will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: 20/ o/ |
| Signature - /117

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Brecklond Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in prtnorship wich... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representatlons cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning

Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name:  Calocvwny Co LEniAn)

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:

253




Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan Iegally cbmpliant’?‘

Soundness Tests
\ X
Is the plan positively prepared?
X
Is the plan justified?
L ; X
Is the plan effective?
X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4, Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue hefore please use the following box to explain why.

| had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- # } Hg-t

heve-dons-reithen

8. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP{025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16. See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenitics of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO01.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now oceurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document.

The NPPF states (in para, 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure °,

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value’,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us‘why.

'8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations
Notified of the Adoption
Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X
Signature: Date: 75
// 7/ 17

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1898 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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BI’GCHOﬂd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
in partnership wich... Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council's preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make.

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be
considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: / 977 %

Organisation: v

Address:

Post code: ’ Telephone:

E-mail:

If you have appointed someone to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs | X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

X
Is the plan positively prepared?

X
Is the plan justified?

X
Is the plan effective?

X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settiement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I'had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the
numerous technical challenges presented by this site- It is clear that in recommending it they
have done neither.

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you believe are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007 .

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a settlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due fo its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting. A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16, See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way, Contrary to Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to flood
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant, For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision~-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biediversity and green infrastructure ’.

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’,
Planning policies and decision-making should seek to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,

259




7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form

will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: 2(//7/20 7
vV 7

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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Breckk]nd Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication
i partnrship with.. Representation Form

CAPITA

This form should be used to make representations on the soundness of the Breckland
Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication only.

An interactive version of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is available on the
Council's consultation website: http://consult.breckland.gov.uk. Instructions on how to enter
representations are provided on the website. This is the Council’s preferred method of receiving
representations as it will help us to handle your representation quickly and efficiently.

If you are unable to use the online system you may submit representations using this form.
Further copies can be downloaded from the Council's website: www.breckland.gov.uk/pre-
submission-publication or the form can be photocopied.

This form is in two parts and has four pages. Part 1 covers your contact details and Part 2 covers
your representation. Please use a separate form for each representation you make. '

Please return by 4pm on Monday 2nd October 2017. Late representations cannot be

considered. Return by e-mail to planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk or by post to Planning
Policy, Breckland Council, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham, Norfolk, NR19 1EE.

Part 1: Your Contact Details

Name: P o enT CAnPRELL

Organisation;

Address:

Post code: Telephone;

E-mail: o

- e - - o~

If you have appointed.somedne to act as your agent please give their name and contact details.

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

Post code: Telephone:

E-mail:
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Part 2: Your Representation (please use a separate form for each representation)

1. Do you consider the Pre-submission Publication to be: (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sound (You support the document)

Unsound (You think the document needs X
changing)

2. On which part of the document do you wish to make a representation?

Policy

Paragraph

Site Land to the west of EtlingView
(LP[025]007

Proposals Map

Settlement Boundary
Other

If you consider the document to be SOUND, please go to question 7.

3. If you consider the document to be UNSOUND, to which test of soundness does your
representation apply to: (Please mark the appropriate box).

Legal Tests

Is the plan legally compliant?

Soundness Tests

: X
Is the plan positively prepared?
X
Is the plan justified?
; X
Is the plan effective?
X

Is the plan consistent with national policy?

4. Have you raised this issue before during previous consultations? (Please tick the
appropriate box)

Yes at Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Stage
(September to October 2016)

Yes at Preferred Directions Stage (January - February 2016)

Yes at Issues and Options Stage (November 2014 - January 2015)
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5. If you have not raised this issue before please use the following box to explain why.

I had understood that Breckland Capita would be taking account of both the unprecedented
number of written objections already made (400+) for a current proposal on this site and the

numerous technical challenges presented by this site- l«is-elearthatinreeommending-itthey
have-dene-reither—

6. If you feel the plan is unsound, please use the following box to summarise why you feel
the plan is unsound and explain any changes you bhelieve are needed to make the plan
sound. (Please attach extra sheets if necessary)

Land to the west of EtlingView (LP[025]007

The proposed site consists of 2 separate hedged fields - one which has been used as an Arable
field and a much smaller field which has for 50 years been an enclosed paddock /grazing land. On
the edge of a seftlement these fields contribute to the rural setting and compliment the adjoining
County Wildlife site and surrounding lightly wooded amenity land into which they penetrate.

Many of the 400+ local objectors to the current scheme proposed for the land have outlined the
visual, landscape and amenity importance of the land together with numerous issues around
flooding, degradation of hedgerows loss of wildlife area and concerns from the Police regarding
crime.

The area is a cherished local asset due to its openness -the small field in particular due to its
visual exposure from two popular footpaths including the medieval lane — Shillings Lane. The
openness of the land is important in separating the built environment from the wildlife corridor
and County Wildlife Site, such areas forming a "physical breathing" space away from the hustle
and bustle of both the existing and proposed residential areas nearby.

Moreover, the indicative layout illustrates a relatively high density, physically distinct
development. wholly incongruous with the single existing dwelling adjoining the paddock field
Rose Farm a comparatively low level dwelling with single storey appendages.

The dwellings are likely to result in an unduly urbanised built form, introducing harmful change
which would be incompatible with the quality of the landscape and setting of the settlement.

It Is clear that most harm will be caused by developing the smaller paddock field In order for the
plan to even approach being sound this field should not be developed in any way.

The 2 fields are located in a highly sensitive, historic and valued landscape; bordered by common land and historic rights of way.
The level and density of development proposed (60 dwellings) is not reflective of its context and would not enhance the
character and appearance of the area, but would have a significant and harmful impact on the setting, A development of 60
dwellings cannot be accommodated successfully on the site without harming the landscape character and appearance of the area-
The application is contrary to the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CP11/DC16, See also paragraphs 17 & 58 of the NPPF-

Proposed dwellings on the southern boundary of the site would cause an unacceptable level of overlooking and harm to the
amenities of Rose Farm on Field 2 and neighbouring dwellings on Field 1 as well as to users of the surrounding common land
and public rights of way. Contrary te Core Strategy Policy DCO1.

The fields traditionally flood- it can be seen from the development on adjoining fields that the propensity of the area to fload
has increased dramatically and that because the adjoining Shillings Lane is lower that flooding of the lane once a rare occurance
now occurs frequently- Development as proposed will further increase this flooding. The likely impact on the risk of flooding
elsewhere as a result of an increase in the volume of run off post development. Contrary to NPPF paragraphs 103 and 109

The NPPF makes it clear in Paragraph 8 that the three roles the planning system is required to perform in respect of
sustainable development should not be taken in isolation because they are mutually dependant. For the above reasons the benefits
of the housing provision proposed, taking into account the development plan and the policies of the NPPF as a whole, are clearly
outweighed by the significant harmful impacts of the development. This proposal does not meet the criteria to be regarded
as sustainable development and should be refused.

The NPPF identifies (in paras 6 and 17) sustainable development as the purpose of the planning system and conserving and
enhancing the natural environment as a ‘core planning principle’. While specific policies on conserving and enhancing the
natural environment are addressed in Section 11 of the NPPF, these should not be considered in isolation, as other natural
environment related policies, and their consideration in plan- and decision-making, can be found throughout the document,

The NPPF states (in para. 114) that local planning authorities should ‘plan positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure .

The NPPF makes it clear (in para. 110) that ‘Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value ’.
Planning policies and decision-making should seck to protect and enhance natural and heritage assets appropriate to their
significance. Policies and decisions should also encourage multiple benefits from development,
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7. If you feel that the plan is sound, please tell us‘why.

8. Can your representation be considered by this written representation or do you consider
it necessary to attend the Examination in Public? (Please tick appropriate box)

Yes, my representation can be satisfactorily dealt with by written representations X

No, my representations can only be suitably dealt with by appearing at the
Examination in Public

9. If you wish to appear at the Examination in Public, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary.

10. Do you wish to be: (Please tick appropriate boxes)

Notified of the Submission

Notified of the Inspectors X
Recommendations

Notified of the Adoption

Declaration: | understand that the details included on this form /
will be available in the public domain. (please tick box) X

Signature: Date: Zﬁ? / s

Breckland District Council is registered with the Data Protection Act 1998 for the purpose of processing personal data in
the performance of its legitimate business. Any information held by the Council will be processed in compliance with
the principles set out in the Act. The preparation of the Breckland Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication is a public
process and your full representation and address details will be made public for this purpose.
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