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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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22.1: 
Is there evidence that any elements of the proposed development south of 
Walcups Lane (G43.1) 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 Sustainability Appraisal demonstrates that of all proposed 

options site G43.1 Land south of Walcup’s Lane is considered the most 
sustainable option for development in Great Massingham out of all sites 
submitted for consideration. This is further explained in the supporting text 
accompanying the proposed policy G43.1. 
 

1.2. The Deliverability Form prepared by the landowner dated 7/5/14 states that 
the land is vacant, available now and deliverable within the first 5 years of the 
plan period to 2026. 
 

1.3. It is noted that there are representations about heritage and ecological issues 
made during the pre-submission consultation. These will be considered in 
turn. 
 

2. Heritage Issues 
 
2.1. The representation submitted by Historic England (Mr Tom Gilbert-

Wooldridge ID: 56252) during the Pre- Submission consultation indicates that 
the site may not be deliverable due to the need to retain archaeological 
features in situ on the site. It also states that the site should not have been 
selected over alternative options based on the potential harm to the 
Conservation Area and adjacent Listed and historic buildings.   
 

2.2. The landowner has since commissioned a Geophysical survey (Appendix 1) 
which revealed three probable wall foundations, at least one of which is 
thought to be of modern date, a pond backfilled in the 20th century and an 
area of possible ridge and furrow. The survey area was covered in modern 
demolition rubble that hampered identification of further features. The survey 
concludes that none of the structural features can be readily identified as 
belonging to a medieval priory. Notwithstanding this, the policy wording 
requires a full archaeological assessment to be submitted prior to any 
development. The Council has not been presented with any evidence that 
would undermine or contradict the findings of the geophysical survey and 
therefore considers the site to be deliverable on this basis. 
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2.3. The site is immediately adjacent to Great Massingham Conservation Area. 

Views from within the Conservation Area towards the site are largely shielded 
from view by an established copse of trees, shrubs and vegetation. The site 
boundary was deliberately altered following the Preferred Options 
consultation to exclude this copse which the landowner indicated would not 
be developed and is within the Conservation Area. Therefore the site will 
remain largely shielded from the central, more open area of the village and 
from the Conservation Area 
 

2.4. Views towards the Conservation Area from Walcups Lane would be seen in 
conjunction with modern development on the east of Walcups Lane. The 
policy wording would demand a much higher quality development than the 
existing surrounding residential development. The Council considers that a 
Heritage Asset Statement accompanying the planning application, as detailed 
in the policy wording, would ensure that the setting of the Conservation Area 
would be preserved and enhanced.   

 
2.5. In consideration of evidence submitted by Historic England, the Council 

considers that this is not sufficient to suggest that development cannot be 
delivered. 

 
 

3. Ecological Issues 
 
3.1. The representation submitted by Annie Ricketts (ID 00681) indicates the new 

development would lead to the fragmentation of toad migration routes 
between breeding ponds and terrestrial habitats and therefore lead to a 
reduction in the toad population contrary to clauses contained in the NPPF to 
protect biodiversity.  
 

3.2. As previously stated, the Council moved the boundary of the site to remove a 
significant copse of trees, shrubs and vegetation adjacent to the pond which 
provides a habitat for species dependant on the pond. However, this would 
not address the issue of migratory routes between the pond and fields, which 
would need to be a consideration as part of the design process of any 
proposed development 

 
 

3.3. In light of this evidence, the Council acknowledges that it is necessary to fully 
understand the ecological issues prior to development and proposes a 
modification as detailed below  
 

4. Comparison of the alternative options 
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4.1. The Councils Sustainability Appraisal details the consideration of all 

alternative options and the reasons why these were not considered the most 
sustainable option for development. All sites in Great Massingham have 
identified constraints due to the nature of the settlement picturesque 
landscape, ecological and heritage sensitivity, rural highway network, isolated 
position) and that in the interest of delivering development in a Key Rural 
Service Centre the Council have chosen the least constrained and most 
sustainable option for development.  
 

5. Proposed Modifications 
 
5.1. The Council proposed a further clause to Policy G.42 in order to address 

outstanding ecological issues and ensure the Plan is found sound 
 

• 9. Submission of an Ecological Study that establishes that 
either: 
i. There would be no negative impact on flora and fauna; 

Or, if any negative impacts are identified, establishes 
that: 

ii. These negative impacts could be suitably mitigated 
against; 
 

6. Conclusion 
 
6.1. The Council considers that the proposed residential development site in 

Great Massingham is justified, sustainable, viable, and available or 
deliverable but that an additional point in the policy could address identified 
ecological issues. 
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