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Table of abbreviations used with the Council’s Statements 

Abbreviation  Full Wording 
AONB Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
BCKLWN Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk 
BDC Breckland District Council 
CLG Communities and Local Government  
CITB Construction Industry Training Board 
CS Core Strategy  
DM Development Management 
DPD Development Plan Document 
EA Environment Agency 
FDC Fenland District Council 
FRA Flood Risk Assessment 
GI Green Infrastructure  
GTANA Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment  
ha Hectare 
HELAA Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
HLF Heritage Lottery Fund 
HRA Habitats Regulation Assessment 
HSEHA Health and Safety Executive Hazard Areas 
IDB Internal Drainage Board 
KRSC Key Rural Service Centres  
KLATS King’s Lynn Area Transportation Strategy 
LDS Local Development Scheme 
LLFA Lead Local Flood Authority 
LPSO Local Plan Sustainability Objectives 
NCC Norfolk County Council 
NE Natural England 
NP Neighbourhood Plan 
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 
NORA The Nar Ouse Regeneration Area 
NWT Norfolk Wildlife Trust 
OAN Objectively Assessed Need 
PPG Planning Practice Guidance 
PPTS Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
RV Rural Village 
RAF Royal Air Force 
RLA Residential Land Assessment 
SA Sustainability Appraisal  
SAC Special Area of Conservation 
SADMP Site Allocation and Development Management Policies Plan 
SCI Statement of Community Involvement  
SEA Strategic Environmental  Assessment 
SFRA Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
SHMA Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
SHLAA Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
SMP Shoreline Management Plan 
SPA Special Protection Area 
SSF Site Sustainability Factors 
SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest  
SuDs Sustainable Drainage systems 
SVAH Smaller Villages and Hamlets 
SWMP Surface Water Management Plan 
THI Townscape Heritage Initiative 
UPC Un -attributable Population Change 
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14.1: 
Is there evidence that any elements of the proposed development west of 
Massingham Road (G22.1) are not justified, sustainable, viable, available or 
deliverable? If such evidence exists what alternatives are available and have 
they been satisfactorily considered by the Council? 
 
 

1. Introduction 
 
1.1. The Councils SA explains the selection process and provides justification for 

allocating site G.22 Land west of Massingham Road over alternative options.  
 

1.2. The land is under two separate ownerships. The deliverability form (Appendix 
1) prepared by the agent Patrick Grange, Grange Developments on behalf of 
the landowner Mr Martin Eagle dated 21/02/14 demonstrates that land is 
vacant, available now and deliverable within the first 5 years of the plan 
period to 2026. The deliverability form (Appendix 2) prepared by Garth 
Hanlon (Savilles) on behalf of the landowner (Holkham Estate) demonstrates 
that the land is also vacant, available now and deliverable within the first 5 
years of the plan period to 2026. It is the understanding of the Council (as 
stated on the deliverability form submitted by Garth Hanlon) that the two 
landowners intend to submit a joint planning application for development of 
the site. This would ensure that a comprehensive scheme will be delivered 
and that the fact that the land is under two ownerships will not prejudice the 
deliverability of the allocation. 

 
1.3. Representations received from Mr Bill Welch (ID: 784291), Darryl and Anita 

Watridge (ID: 784436), Mrs Sally Hubbard (ID: 879384), Mr Martin Hickey 
(ID: 803489) and Mr David Russell (ID: 538824) note errors in the Castle 
Acre Chapter beginning on page 194 of the SADDPD document under the 
settlement description on page 194 and a number of factual errors also 
evident in the section entitled ‘Site Description and Justification’ on page 197 
and 198.  
 

1.4. It appears that changes were made to the supporting text on the Castle Acre 
chapter in developing the ‘Pre-Submission version’ following the ‘Preferred 
Options’ stage. It is important to recognise that there were no such errors 
identified in the evidence base (including SA) or in earlier versions of the 
document and therefore the public, officers and elected members had access 
to accurate information which enabled an informed decision on the selection 
of sites.  
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1.5. The Council propose to modify both the settlement description and the site 

description and justification section to provide clarity and address identified 
issues. 
 

1.6. The main remaining issues identified in the representations are as follows: 
impact on heritage assets, clarification of the status of the existing buildings 
on the site and impact on the landscape. 

 
2. Issues 

 
2.1. Impact on heritage assets and the status of the buildings on site 

 
2.1.1.1. Representation made by Historic England (Historic England, 

Tom Gilbert-Wooldridge ID: 56252) state that the Plan is unsound as 
it is contrary to paragraphs 154 and 157 of the NPPF. In summary, 
these clauses seek to ensure that planning authorities provide 
sufficient detail in planning policies and site allocations to provide 
clarity to all parties regarding the development that will take place. 
The representation specifically refers to the three derelict buildings 
on site which are labelled as important unlisted buildings in the 
Castle Acre Conservation Area Statement. Historic England seeks to 
retain and conserve the buildings on site in order to make the plan 
sound. 
 

2.1.1.2. The Council considers that the current condition of the buildings 
on site detracts from the visual amenity of the area and that as the 
buildings are currently within the development boundary but have 
remained derelict for many years, there is no evidence that the site 
owner will ever redevelop these to a habitable standard.  The 
cottages are not Listed and do not appear to have any exceptional 
architectural or historical significance despite being highlighted as 
important unlisted buildings in the Castle Acre Conservation Area 
Statement. However, the Council chose not to specify whether the 
buildings would be retained or demolished in the plan in order to 
provide flexibility to the two landowners to develop a viable and 
deliverable scheme with an appropriate access whilst meeting any 
requirements of the Councils Conservation Panel, conservation 
officers and Historic England.  
 

2.1.1.3. The proposal for development of the site has progressed to a 
stage where finer details have been explored in preparation for a 
joint planning application by the two landowners. Their proposal 
includes the demolition of the existing buildings on site, which have 
been determined to have some limited historic interest but have 
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been altered considerably over time. The cottages contain few 
original features internally and are in poor condition. Demolition of 
the buildings presents an opportunity to remove the pinch point at 
Massingham Road by setting new dwellings further back from the 
road and to provide a footpath for the development. The proposed 
layout for the front of the site would continue the linear development 
of the neighbouring properties along Massingham Road and 
therefore responds positively to the existing form and character of 
the locality. 
 

2.1.1.4. It is considered that by rebuilding a high quality development 
using local materials there is an opportunity to enhance the 
Conservation Area and the approach to Castle Acre from 
Massingham Road. The Council believes that the opportunity to 
make the site more visually appealing and bring the site into 
productive use outweighs any aspiration to retain the derelict 
cottages for the purpose of preserving their historic character (which 
could easily be recorded and archived). The Council therefore 
suggests that the proposal for the site is clarified as part of the 
modified ‘Site description and justification’ section and that this 
specifies that in order to achieve a development which responds to 
local setting and provides access and footway improvements it is 
necessary to remove the buildings on site.  
 

2.1.1.5. Representations by Mr Bill Welch (ID: 784291), David Russell 
Associates (ID: 538824) and Tom Gilbert Wooldridge (ID: 56252) 
express concern as to the impact of proposed development on the 
Conservation Area and Grade II Listed Buildings to the east of the 
site. However, Historic England also state in their submission that it 
remains a more preferable site than some other potential sites within 
the village and welcome policy requirements to protect the heritage 
assets. Due to the nature of the village, largely designated as a 
Conservation Area and containing significant heritage assets, there 
is very limited opportunity to develop in any location within the 
village without impact on the historic environment. In this context it is 
considered that the site, on the outskirts of the settlement, away 
from the historic core and adjacent to predominantly 20th century 
development (apart from the Grade II Listed Stone Barn) offers one 
of the few opportunities to successfully accommodate new 
development offering a clear distinction between new and old whilst 
being sympathetic in its design and materials used. The proposal by 
the developers to set new development back from Massingham 
Road at a lower level than the height of the existing cottages, should 
make The Stone Barn more visually prominent and therefore will 
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enhance the immediate setting of the Listed Building and 
Conservation Area.  
 

3. Impact on the landscape 
 
3.1. Representations by Bill Welch (ID: 784291) and Mr David Russell, David 

Russell Associates (ID: 538824) state that the proposed allocation will 
represent a clearly visible intrusion into the open countryside contrary to 
statements made in the councils supporting text: ‘Site Description and 
Justification’. Assessing impact on the landscape is a qualitative exercise and 
is predominantly determined by officers viewing the site from locations 
accessible by the public to determine the impact of proposed development on 
existing views of the site and surrounding area. Further assessments are 
undertaken as a desktop exercise by looking at aerial views of the site and 
noting boundary features and the relationship of the site to the existing 
settlement pattern. The Council stands by the judgements made by officers 
regarding impact on the landscape in the SADMP document and supporting 
evidence based documents. Whilst any development on the outskirts of the 
settlement will alter the existing view of the site from public viewpoints, this 
has to be weighed with the other factors which led to the choice of this site 
(away from the sensitive historic core of the village, deliverable access for 15 
dwellings, opportunity to improve the northern approach to Castle Acre). The 
policy will deliver mitigation measures incorporating a significant landscaping 
belt (subject to the approval of the LPA) along the northern and western site 
boundaries to soften the impact of development on the wider landscape.  
 

4. Comparison of alternative options 
 
4.1. The Councils SA details the comparison of alternative options. The only 

alternative site which did not receive more than one negative score was site 
1193 promoted by David Russell Associates on behalf of Green King Plc. 
The site did not offer the same opportunity to improve the setting of the 
Conservation Area (in comparison to site G22.1 which contains derelict 
buildings) and could not deliver the access required to serve a development 
on 11 dwellings (as originally sought in Castle Acre) confirmed by the 
Highways Authority at the earliest stage of exploration of options for 
development in Castle Acre.  
 

5. Proposed modification (minor) to supporting text 
 
5.1. The following modifications are proposed in order to correct factual errors 

and to provide clarity regarding the proposed development. 
 

5.1.1.1. G.22 Castle Acre  

6 | P a g e  
 



The King's Lynn & West Norfolk Borough Council’s response to the Issues and Questions paper from 
Inspector David Hogger 

 
 

• Page 194, section: Description 
 
Replace text ‘Castles’ with ‘Castle’. 

 
• Page 195  

 
Delete sentence in paragraph G.22.6. ‘The entire area is 
allocated for development of 15 dwellings to ensure a 
comprehensive scheme’  
 
Replace with sentence: ‘The council considers a marginal 
increase in the number of dwellings in this location from 11 to 
15 would enable a comprehensive scheme.’ 

 
• Page 197, section: Site Description and Justification 

 
Delete sentence in paragraph G.22.7 ‘The landscape of the site 
is undeveloped and comprises Grade 3 (moderate quality) 
agricultural land although it is not currently in agricultural 
production’. 
 
Replace with new text: 
 
‘The site is partly developed although the majority of the site is 
currently agricultural land (grade 3). The site boundary includes 
three cottages fronting Massingham Road which have been 
derelict for some time. The properties and gardens appear 
neglected and do not enhance the local setting. This area is 
within the development boundary but has been included in the 
site boundary to ensure that a comprehensive scheme is 
delivered which improves the setting of Castle Acre 
Conservation Area. In order to achieve a development which 
responds well to the local setting and provides access and 
footway improvements it is necessary to remove the buildings 
on site and to replace these with high quality new residential 
dwellings built using local materials. 

 
6. Conclusion 

 
6.1. In considering the evidence against allocation of land west of Massingham 

Road (G22.1) including the impact of heritage assets, status of the buildings 
on site and the impact on the landscape. In the view of the Council the 
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evidence presented by other parties does not represent compelling reasons 
to suggest that the allocation is not justified, sustainable, viable, available and 
deliverable. The Councils SA supports the selection of the site for allocation. 
The Council proposes changes to the supporting text in the Castle Acre to 
rectify identified errors and provide clarification regarding the development to 
address comments made during the pre-submission consultation. 
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