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147 - Homestead Nursery, Lound Road, Blundeston 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3792 ¦ 
Representation.: Improvements to downstream foul pumping station required.   
 
Respondent.: BLUNDESTON AND FLIXTON PARISH COUNCIL - BLU/087/3514  – 
Representation.: The Parish Council strongly objects to the inclusion of this site. This is yet another large site proposal and totally out of 
character with the village. In that context I refer you to our comments of 16 January 2007, in particular to paragraph 2 and I have included a 
copy of that response for your information.   
 
Respondent.: ENGLISH HERITAGE - ENG/1034/3668 0 
Representation.: Site 147 may have an impact on a grade II* listed barn, and the Church of St Mary, Blundeston, also II*, as it appears to be 
across an open area from these buildings.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3604 ð 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: HIGHWAYS AGENCY - HIG/414/3198  ] 
Representation.: 147, 154, 178, 156 and 157   These sites in isolation are unlikely to have a material increase in traffic at the A12 junctions. 
However, the cumulative impact of these, and other sites proposed in earlier issues and options consultations, is likely to give rise to material 
increases in the use of junctions.   
 
Respondent.: MR J E SIMMONS - SIM/449/3501  ‰ 
Representation.: On the negative side, site 147 is:  · outside the existing physical limits for building purposes and amounts to 'backfilling;'  · 
access would require significant enhancement,  · and, in view, of the number of small developments approved and awaiting/in the process of 
construction within Blundeston, (site 006 -10 affordable homes: land adjacent to the Pippins - 6 houses: Walton Garage site - 12/14 houses), 
further developments, large or small, would far exceed local requirements within the currency of the proposed Local Development Framework 
Plan.  Site Appraisal Summary Table   A number of assessments show site 147 in a far more favourable light than it merits.  · At best, 
objectives 1 merit a "minor negative" grading  · Objectives 5 and 13 merit a "major negative" grading.  · Objective 7 warrants no more than a 
"minor positive" grading.  · A "neutral" grading is more appropriate in respect of objectives 17 and 18  · Objective 19 merits an "uncertain" 
grading.   However, it is noted that site 147 would have a less adverse impact on the environment and character of the village than sites 004, 
005 and 007.   In the event of a site being required to meet predicted future needs within the parish boundary, site 147 is infinitely more suitable 
for a small scale development, including affordable housing, than 004, 005 and 007. However, first priority should be given to the development 
of site 006 to its full potential, ie an additional 5 houses.    
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148 - Land at Bell Farm, Carlton Colville 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3795 © 
Representation.: Major improvement works through whole catchment, therefore strategy required to identify infrastructure requirements.   
 
Respondent.: GRAHAM AND SUE BERGIN - BER/037/3558  Â 
Representation.: 148 151   Surely these proposals can't be serious? Anyone who travels by road in the Oulton Broad/South Lowestoft area 
knows these roads need more homes like Custer needed more Indians. Even were other main roads to be built, e.g. the notorious proposal to 
replace the "dangerous" Bamby bends, the existing routes to Lowestoft and Beccles would suffer worse congestion than now.   Who is going to 
buy these homes? The housing market is on the point of what will be the worst slump since 1990. These proposals are outrageous from 
transport infrastructure and environmental viewpoints and must be refused.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3525  ¡ 
Representation.: The area is too wet to be built on because of flooding; the objections remained about flooding and infrastructure that had 
been put forward for the smaller site proposed here in the first consultation period. It was also considered that the road system here is 
inadequate, questions were asked about where access would be, and that if it was from The Street then this would be inadequate. Schools, 
doctors and dentists were already full up.    It was commented that with regard to drainage that Bell Farm was situated at the lowest point in 
Carlton Colville, drainage is poor and drains would not be able to take any more surface water and the sewage system is forty years old.   The 
question was asked as to why this site had scored points as being a beneficial site for development and, on the planning officer explaining that 
this was because the site was relatively close to shops, roads and existing settlement, comments were strongly made that there was no benefit 
in having 548 homes in the centre of the village with no infrastructure or drainage.    As mentioned in the introduction there was heated 
opposition to discussing sites for housing and so sites were then looked at where proposals were for uses other than housing.   
 
Respondent.: NORMAN CASTLETON - CAS/256/3324  Ù 
Representation.: 546 houses on Greenfield site. I think the urban spread of Lowestoft has gone far enough. I disagree with further large 
developments on Greenfield sites because of environmental reasons and also for the lack of existing services, infrastructure and jobs in the 
area.   
 
Respondent.: MR G DANN - DAN/294/3400  % 
Representation.: Low lying and drains surface water from adjacent Bloodmoor area. Historically prone to flooding near Bell Farm. 
Questionable access to Carlton Street.   
 
Respondent.: SALLY DANN - DAN/717/3389  � 
Representation.: The worst of the suggested sites are too wet and no access.   
 

 2



Representations on the Site Specific Allocations – Lowestoft Area – Further Issues and Options 

Respondent.: ENGLISH HERITAGE - ENG/1034/3670 2 
Representation.: Site 148 sits to the east of a scheduled ancient monument and consideration needs to be given to the preservation of the 
setting of this.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3605 ñ 
Representation.: Offsite mains reinforcements will be required to supply this development further study will be required to establish the exact 
amount.   
 
Respondent.: MR S E EXALL - EXA/689/3345  î 
Representation.: The Site Appraisal Summaries are puzzling since for Site Nrs 148 to 152 inclusive and Site Nr 180, with few exceptions there 
appear to be no major or minor positives cited by the District Council except in six rather vague objectives   1. To improve the health of the 
population overall ;  5. To improve access to key services for all sectors of the population;   7. To meet the housing requirements of the whole 
community;   12. To reduce waste;  13. To reduce the effects of traffic on the environment;  21. To encourage efficient patterns of movement in 
support of economic growth.   
 
Respondent.: NIGEL GILHAM - GIL/960/3299  À 
Representation.: Access to this site would be difficult to achieve safely for current residents and the low lying south easterly fringe of this site 
is a natural drainage area and development would almost certainly cause a serious change to water table levels contributing to a higher risk of 
serious flooding.   
 
Respondent.: CAROLINE GREGORY - GRE/986/3411  0 
Representation.: To build more houses in this area would create more congestion and difficulty in schooling, doctors and dentists. The 
development opposite Bell Farm created a flooding problems as this was built on a local pond. Also affected would be wildlife. This is 
greenfield.   
 
Respondent.: MR B HOLMES - HOL/995/3429  B 
Representation.: Land is subject to flooding. Carlton Colville has had more than it's fair share of development and any more will destroy what 
is left of the village.   
 
Respondent.: MR PAUL JACOB - JAC/969/3334  ã 
Representation.: The farmland suggested at Bell Farm Carlton Colville for 548 homes. I have lived near to this site nearly all my life and have 
seen these fields flooded on many occasions, mainly near to the rear of houses at Carlton Cross and Carlton Square. There is a pond in the 
middle of the suggested site which drains into a ditch at the rear of Carlton Cross etc. This ditch links up to Kirkley Fen and takes a lot of water 
away from the Rushmere Road end of Carlton Colville. Building all these houses on this land will cause major problems with drainage. 
Problems like this happened when houses were built on the old Mardle site near the Bell pub. Never known to flood before it was built on. Also 
a number of houses all along the street have water wells at the rear. I have been told they used to supply homes before the mains were 
installed. Another problem is road access. The Street is not capable of taking much more.   
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Respondent.: MR LEACH - LEA/417/3680  < 
Representation.: Bell Farm; seems a logical continuation of existing building line. Providing all utilities / services / hedgerows can be 
maintained and improved, as localised flooding along The Street has been a big problem up to now, impacting on the existing sewage 
infrastructure that is in place now.   
 
Respondent.: JOHN H MARTIN - MAR/006/3431  D 
Representation.: I must object to this proposed site on the grounds that infrastructure in the village i.e. roads and drainage could not support it.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS P & S NORFOLK - NOR/720/3462  c 
Representation.: Greenbelt. Do not extend beyond current curtilage of town. (548 dwellings - roads inadequate).   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3589 á 
Representation.: Impact on open countryside.  
 
Respondent.: B R REEVE - REE/973/3343  ì 
Representation.: The most obvious site for building - although drainage is a concern.   
 
Respondent.: JULIAN ROGERS - ROG/423/3736  n 
Representation.: The land immediately to the East of Bell farm and directly behind the existing houses in The Street, Carlton Colville remains 
one of the few areas of natural grazing in the area. Building on this Greenfield area would have a negative impact in four ways.   Firstly, the 
grazing land in particular to the east (and west) of Bell farm form a part of the local distinctiveness and quality of the landscape with historical 
links to the Mardle (now covered by housing) and the ancient moat to the west of Bell Farm. Building on the pasture land would not conserve or 
enhance this distinctiveness.     Secondly, building on the pasture land does not conserve or enhance biodiversity. Since it would, in part, 
destroy a scarce environment in this part of Carlton Colville.   Thirdly, the low lying pasture land immediately behind The Street close to Bell 
Farm provides a natural soakaway for the water as it drains from the fields down towards The Street and Kirkley Stream. Building on this area 
would destroy a natural feature that helps alleviate the well known drainage issues in this area of Carlton Colville village.     Fourthly, Carlton 
Colville village has managed to maintain its distinctiveness and sense of community despite the high levels of housing that have been built in 
the remainder of the parish. Building on site 148 would not conserve or enhance this distinctiveness and would not improve the quality of 
people living in the village and would degrade the sense of community, identity and welfare.   
 
Respondent.: RSPB - RSP/1017/3492 � 
Representation.: The scale of housing suggested for site 148 could give rise to additional recreational and disturbance pressures on the 
adjacent SPA and National Park.   
 
Respondent.: JULIAN WALKER - WAL/914/3157  4 
Representation.: (Part): at risk of local flooding (not shown on EA map).   
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Respondent.: WAVENEY GREEN PARTY - WAV/418/3692  H 
Representation.: Inappropriate greenfield development.    
 
 
149 - Land at Chapel Road, Carlton Colville 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3796 ª 
Representation.: Major improvement works through whole catchment, therefore strategy required to identify infrastructure requirements.   
 
Respondent.: ANONYMOUS 05 - ANO/938/3235  ‚ 
Representation.: I feel there should be a ban on housing development to the south of Beccles Road and the west of Chapel Road, Church 
Lane, Hall Road and Rushmere Road. Flooding of particularly Hall Road, Rushmere Road and the street at Carlton Colville is frequent and can 
only be worsened if more houses are built.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3528  ¤ 
Representation.: The question was raised about a possible corridor for a road through this site as this had been a proposal in the past years 
by Suffolk County Council.    Opinion was strongly expressed by the public that sites should not be built on to the detriment of later 
infrastructure.    It was also mentioned that there was great difficulty for pedestrians in crossing the roundabout at Beccles Road/Chapel Road, 
that there were no pavements or dropped kerbs here, and that current pedestrian access is inadequate in the area of Chapel Road and would 
be made worse by extra traffic and housing.   
 
Respondent.: MR G DANN - DAN/294/3401  & 
Representation.: Has been looked upon as destined to carry Carlton Colville bypass continuation to Barnby.   
 
Respondent.: SALLY DANN - DAN/717/3391  � 
Representation.: The obvious place for a road extension to be build from Castleton Way.   
 
Respondent.: EAST ANGLIA TRANSPORT MUSEUM - EAS/875/3678  : 
Representation.: Our understanding had been that this land was set aside for the future construction of the Barnby Bends relief road which, if 
it ever comes about, would be a highly beneficial addition to the local road network. In this context, its proposed use for `Employment or 
Affordable Housing' is undesirable.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3606 ò 
Representation.: Although there is no problem with a supply of water to this site, major trunk mains cross this site which are protected by 
easements, therefore, further discussion will be required prior to any development being allowed on this site.   
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Respondent.: MR S E EXALL - EXA/689/3349  ò 
Representation.: The Site Appraisal Summaries are puzzling since for Site Nrs 148 to 152 inclusive and Site Nr 180, with few exceptions there 
appear to be no major or minor positives cited by the District Council except in six rather vague objectives   1. To improve the health of the 
population overall ;  5. To improve access to key services for all sectors of the population;   7. To meet the housing requirements of the whole 
community;   12. To reduce waste;  13. To reduce the effects of traffic on the environment;  21. To encourage efficient patterns of movement in 
support of economic growth.    Site Nr 149 is unacceptable as it stands opposite the Western end of the Carlton Colville By-Pass. Any further 
building here will prevent a linear link between the Carlton Colville By-Pass and any future relief road for the Barnby Bends on the existing A 
146.   
 
Respondent.: MR B HOLMES - HOL/995/3425  > 
Representation.: The present infrastructure would not support any of the proposed sites in the village itself.   
 
Respondent.: MR LEACH - LEA/417/3681  = 
Representation.: What has happened to the corridor for the Nth Cove/Carlton Bypass link road, which should join at Castleton Avenue. Is this 
an oversight or clever excuse for no further action on this road development (this needs to be a unmovable condition on any development 
here). Also leaves No room for any expansion for and to the water reservoir or works. As any new house will need a constant supply of water 
just like those already built.   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3590 â 
Representation.: 149 150 151   Could provide sustainable development because of scale proposed by providing infrastructure and 
improvements to road system on the A146, but will impact on open countryside, although not of any particular landscape merit.   
 
Respondent.: B R REEVE - REE/973/3340  é 
Representation.: Road improvements only ie Barnby bypass.   
 
Respondent.: RSPB - RSP/1017/3493 ‚ 
Representation.: This site is located close to the Broads Authority boundary and could impact upon the Broadland designated site, in 
particular Barnby Broad & Marshes SSSI and Oulton Broad SSSI, both which fall within the Broadland SPA.   The RSPB believes that an 
appropriate assessment will need to be undertaken to ensure there would be no adverse impacts on the designated areas resulting from 
development on this site. This is in accordance with Article 6 of the Habitats Directive and Regulations 48, 49 and 53 of the Conservation 
(Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (the 'Habitats Regulations'). These state that any plan or project which is likely to have a significant 
effect on a European site, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, should be the subject of an 'appropriate assessment' 
of the implications for the site in view of the site's conservation objectives.    
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150 - Land off Chapel Road, Carlton Colville 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3797 « 
Representation.: Museum Extension - flows expected to be minimal, therefore OK.   
 
Respondent.: ANONYMOUS 05 - ANO/938/3236  ƒ 
Representation.: I feel there should be a ban on housing development to the south of Beccles Road and the west of Chapel Road, Church 
Lane, Hall Road and Rushmere Road. Flooding of particularly Hall Road, Rushmere Road and the street at Carlton Colville is frequent and can 
only be worsened if more houses are built.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3526  ¢ 
Representation.: It was considered by the general public that this would be a good idea if provision for adequate parking at the museum was 
included.   
 
Respondent.: MR G DANN - DAN/294/3402  ' 
Representation.: Happy to see this proposed museum extension. Expansion of an existing amenity which has no access implications as the 
museum has park and ride facilities at peak times. Largely screened by existing woodland and development.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3607 ó 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to this site.   
 
Respondent.: MR S E EXALL - EXA/689/3346  ï 
Representation.: The Site Appraisal Summaries are puzzling since for Site Nrs 148 to 152 inclusive and Site Nr 180, with few exceptions there 
appear to be no major or minor positives cited by the District Council except in six rather vague objectives   1. To improve the health of the 
population overall ;  5. To improve access to key services for all sectors of the population;   7. To meet the housing requirements of the whole 
community;   12. To reduce waste;  13. To reduce the effects of traffic on the environment;  21. To encourage efficient patterns of movement in 
support of economic growth.   
 
Respondent.: MR R FARROW - FAR/632/3396  ! 
Representation.: No objection to museum extension as long as parking requirements are met.   
 
Respondent.: MRS G FARROW - FAR/982/3398  # 
Representation.: I have no objection to the transport museum being extended providing there is ample room for parking.   
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Respondent.: IRENE FENSOME - FEN/721/3370  � 
Representation.: I think the extension would improve the area, but great thought needs to be given to sufficient parking space which will not 
snare up other traffic using the roads locally.   
 
Respondent.: MR B HOLMES - HOL/995/3426  ? 
Representation.: The present infrastructure would not support any of the proposed sites in the village itself.   
 
Respondent.: MR LEACH - LEA/417/3682  > 
Representation.: A good sized plot for the Museum, to enable this to expand, and possibly extra employment and longer opening throughout 
the year.   
 
Respondent.: JOHN H MARTIN - MAR/006/3433  F 
Representation.: 150 151 152   These sites are almost large enough to form a new town. Carlton Colville does not need a development of this 
size to add to the already massive expansion that has already taken place.   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3591 ã 
Representation.: 149 150 151   Could provide sustainable development because of scale proposed by providing infrastructure and 
improvements to road system on the A146, but will impact on open countryside, although not of any particular landscape merit.   
 
Respondent.: B R REEVE - REE/973/3342  ë 
Representation.: The museum has a high enough pollution factor as it stands without making it bigger. We should be looking to improve air 
quality not pollute it further.   
 
Respondent.: RIGHT TO RIDE NETWORK - RIG/701/3247  Ž 
Representation.: I would be comfortable with the proposed museum extension at Canton Colville even though it would be on a Greenfield site. 
It is something of intelligent cultural interest and considering the nature of the locality it does not strike me it would damage the environment.   
 
Respondent.: RSPB - RSP/1017/3494 ƒ 
Representation.: This site is located close to the Broads Authority boundary and could impact upon the Broadland designated site, in 
particular Barnby Broad & Marshes SSSI and Oulton Broad SSSI, both which fall within the Broadland SPA.   The RSPB believes that an 
appropriate assessment will need to be undertaken to ensure there would be no adverse impacts on the designated areas resulting from 
development on this site. This is in accordance with Article 6 of the Habitats Directive and Regulations 48, 49 and 53 of the Conservation 
(Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (the 'Habitats Regulations'). These state that any plan or project which is likely to have a significant 
effect on a European site, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, should be the subject of an 'appropriate assessment' 
of the implications for the site in view of the site's conservation objectives.    
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151 - Oakes Farm, Wood Lane, Carlton Colville 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3798 ¬ 
Representation.: Major improvement works through whole catchment, therefore strategy required to identify infrastructure requirements.   
 
Respondent.: ANONYMOUS 05 - ANO/938/3237  „ 
Representation.: I feel there should be a ban on housing development to the south of Beccles Road and the west of Chapel Road, Church 
Lane, Hall Road and Rushmere Road. Flooding of particularly Hall Road, Rushmere Road and the street at Carlton Colville is frequent and can 
only be worsened if more houses are built.   
 
Respondent.: BARNBY PARISH COUNCIL - BAR/510/3380  � 
Representation.: Any development here must respect road improvement lines for the later phase of the Carlton Colville / Barnby bends 
bypass.   
 
Respondent.: GRAHAM AND SUE BERGIN - BER/037/3559  Ã 
Representation.: 148 151   Surely these proposals can't be serious? Anyone who travels by road in the Oulton Broad/South Lowestoft area 
knows these roads need more homes like Custer needed more Indians. Even were other main roads to be built, e.g. the notorious proposal to 
replace the "dangerous" Bamby bends, the existing routes to Lowestoft and Beccles would suffer worse congestion than now.   Who is going to 
buy these homes? The housing market is on the point of what will be the worst slump since 1990. These proposals are outrageous from 
transport infrastructure and environmental viewpoints and must be refused.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS C J CAPPS - CAP/636/3191  V 
Representation.: Viewing the map and density of population, area 151 seems far more appropriate than 180.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3529  ¥ 
Representation.: Comments were made that no more houses should be built in Carlton Colville. Specific to this site it was strongly pointed out 
that this area was close to the Barnby Bends and houses should not be built here until the road had been improved.    Comments were strongly 
expressed that Chapel Road is a boundary to greenbelt land and building on this site would set a precedent for building as far as Worlingham.    
The point was suggested by a member of the public that part of the site could be for community buildings such as doctors and dentists and that 
previous landowners had suggested they would contribute towards the new road. It was commented that much of this land is not in Carlton 
Colville but that it does have an influence on Carlton Colville's infrastructure.   
 
Respondent.: NORMAN CASTLETON - CAS/256/3325  Ú 
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Representation.: 2092 houses on a Greenfield site. I think the urban spread of Lowestoft has gone far enough. I disagree with further large 
developments on Greenfield sites because of environmental reasons and also for the lack of existing services, infrastructure and jobs in the 
area.   
 
Respondent.: MR G DANN - DAN/294/3403  ( 
Representation.: Violent intrusions of housing outside existing village building line. Unwelcome linear expansion westwards, blighting use of 
land for Carlton Colville bypass completion to Barnby. A146 too busy a carriageway to accept vast amount of traffic from 2092 homes requiring 
access to A146.   
 
Respondent.: SALLY DANN - DAN/717/3390  � 
Representation.: With 2000 dwellings so possibly 4000 cars coming onto the busy Beccles Road (off land needed to iron out Barnby Bends).   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3609 õ 
Representation.: Major trunk mains cross this site which are protected by easements, therefore, further discussion will be required prior to any 
development being allowed on this site. Substantial offsite mains reinforcements will be required to supply this development further study will 
be required to establish the exact amount.   
 
Respondent.: MR S E EXALL - EXA/689/3348  ñ 
Representation.: The Site Appraisal Summaries are puzzling since for Site Nrs 148 to 152 inclusive and Site Nr 180, with few exceptions there 
appear to be no major or minor positives cited by the District Council except in six rather vague objectives   1. To improve the health of the 
population overall ;  5. To improve access to key services for all sectors of the population;   7. To meet the housing requirements of the whole 
community;   12. To reduce waste;  13. To reduce the effects of traffic on the environment;  21. To encourage efficient patterns of movement in 
support of economic growth.   Site Nr 151 is seen as unacceptable because it sets a precedent for a ribbon development of Carlton Colville 
along the A146 towards Worlingham. The area of country in Site Nr 151 should be preserved as part of the amenity countryside surrounding 
the village of Carlton Colville. Granting planning permission on Site Nr 151 would set a dangerous precedent leading to further ribbon 
development towards a link-up with Site Nr 163 in Barnby on the other side of the A 146 as well as later infill and backfill Southwards in the 
direction of Mutford and Gisleham.    Site Nr 151 is unacceptable because the District and County Councils have failed to demonstrate in the 
past and present that they are able to methodically provide adequate conditions for; and subsequently enforce within a reasonable period; 
basic provisions for pedestrian safety where a site adjoins a major road such as the A146.   Site Nr 151 is also unacceptable as the stretch of 
the A146 which the site adjoins forms part of the A146 known as the "Barnby Bends" which owing to the winding nature of the road, poor 
visibility, speeding drivers and motorcyclists remains a major accident spot.   Between 1st June and 31st August 2007 the A146 has had to be 
entirely closed at Carlton Colville on at least two occasions by the Suffolk County Constabulary owing to road traffic accidents. Major traffic 
diversions have resulted through Mutford to rejoin the A146 -it North Cove. The public authorities are well aware of the problem and have to 
date indicated the future solution will be a Barnby Bends By- Pass; but then, as so often happens with neglected infrastructure projects in North 
East Suffolk, proceeded to put an indefinite time target on the project owing to a lack of funds.   Adding further housing and business premises 
will make the road safety problem worse by :   (a) increasing the number of vehicle movements through a known accident black spot where the 
speed limit is not sufficiently rigorously enforced;   (b) increasing the hazard at other near-by road safety problem areas where the public 
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authorities have proved ineffective; particularly on the A146 between the adjacent Marsh Lane and Hollow Grove and along the nearby Carlton 
Colville By-Pass where the second traffic light controlled Castleton Crossing has been unreasonably delayed and is now seriously overdue due 
to enforcement failures by the authorities;   (c) compromising the route of a future relief road to avoid the Barnby Bends if and when the central 
and local authorities to whom our taxes are paid finally provide the funds. In this connection;   (d) providing temptation for interested parties to 
"spin" Site Nr 151 as a solution to the delayed Barnby Bends relief road by having it built but without the public funds that should be used; and 
instead using "planning gain" with all the problems of delayed enforcement and delayed delivery until after the houses and other traffic 
generating premises have already been built - which will therefore still exacerbate the safety problems on an extremely dangerous road.    Site 
Nr 151 is stated to include "Open Space" as part of its uses. Whilst one can see the benefit to the residents of any new houses built on Site Nr 
151; it would be a curious "outpost" in relation to the rest of the residents in Carlton Colville where their search for access to open space would 
tend to take them in the opposite direction towards the heart of the village.    Returning to Site Nr 151 it would appear that the majority of people 
that might use the planned "Open Space" could well actually travel from beyond the village and those movements would add to existing 
concerns about traffic volumes passing along the A146 and Castleton Avenue.   
 
Respondent.: CAROLINE GREGORY - GRE/986/3410  / 
Representation.: This type of suggested development of greenfield site would cause problems with an already struggling infrastructure. There 
is no guaranteed employment. Units are already vacant at both Ellough and north and south Lowestoft industrial estate which could be either 
used for employment or development i.e. zephyr cams has stood empty on Pakefield roundabout A12 for at least 5 years. For a builder to 
suggest that if allowed to development would pay towards bypass sounds very much like bribery to me.   
 
Respondent.: MR B HOLMES - HOL/995/3427  @ 
Representation.: Oak Farm is the most suitable for road access and improvements to A146.   
 
Respondent.: HOPKINS HOMES LTD - HOP/339/3723  a 
Representation.: Development of this site would result in significant incursion into the surrounding countryside.  We therefore consider that the 
sites should be considered to have a major negative impact in terms of conservation and enhancement of local landscapes and townscapes.  
To this end, the sites should not be taken forward into the Council's Site Specific Allocations Preferred Options Document.   
 
Respondent.: MR PAUL JACOB - JAC/969/3336  å 
Representation.: If more new homes are needed the best place if any in Carlton Colville would be to continue along the A146 Beccles Road 
corridor. At least the traffic access would be better linked directly to the main A146. Roundabouts and would have to be in place not T-
junctions. The traffic could flow much better heading towards Beccles, Norwich or into Lowestoft via new relief road.   
 
Respondent.: STUART LAMB - LAM/715/3143  & 
Representation.: This massive westwards extension of Carlton is wholly unacceptable.  The green band between Beccles and Lowestoft is 
being eroded at an alarming rate.  I was under the impression that Waveney had already come under criticism nationally for large mindless 
developments.  Developments such as 151 won't improve that image.   
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Respondent.: MR LEACH - LEA/417/3683  ? 
Representation.: No Allowance seen for the Bypass in any part of the site. As previously mentioned this must be a Condition of any new 
buildings here. Needs to be 100% reassured that existing Hedges and Trees and Drainage ditches (Which have wild Primroses that grow along 
the banks) are to be kept and or improved as we all have seen that parts of these fields do flood frequently after heavy rain, especially site 151 
part A, adj to Beccles Rd. And that all Services can cope with additional capacity required not only on site but all the way throughout the 
system.   
 
Respondent.: MRS R A LEEDHAM - LEE/210/3375   
Representation.: I wish to strongly object to this site being considered for development. These Greenfield sites are totally unsuitable for such a 
large housing development. The proposed site would be an eyesore and out of keeping with the edge of the village which is predominately 
bungalows.   
 
Respondent.: JOHN H MARTIN - MAR/006/3434  G 
Representation.: 150 151 152   These sites are almost large enough to form a new town. Carlton Colville does not need a development of this 
size to add to the already massive expansion that has already taken place.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS P & S NORFOLK - NOR/720/3459  ` 
Representation.: Do not develop greenbelt - 2,000+ dwellings = large village. It would reduce strategic gap between Carlton Colville and 
Barnby. Roads unsuitable for large increase in volume of traffic to Oulton Broad (Beccles Road) and west towards Beccles and Norwich. 
Infrastructure? Character? Need for huge development. It would put Mutford Big Wood at risk.   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3592 ä 
Representation.: 149 150 151   Could provide sustainable development because of scale proposed by providing infrastructure and 
improvements to road system on the A146, but will impact on open countryside, although not of any particular landscape merit.   
 
Respondent.: B R REEVE - REE/973/3339  è 
Representation.: These sites should never be even considered for development / buildings of any description. Road improvements only. All 
are susceptible to flooding.    151 part B   Pond filled in - now Eades Farm Road / Wood Lane continually floods.    151 Part C   Ditches filled. 
Now floods.    All above should stay green belt.   
 
Respondent.: IAN REID - REI/342/3732  j 
Representation.: These sites are far too large for development - this sort of development would create a large nucleus moving outward from 
Carlton Colville with significant. The farmland which would be lost would significantly alter the mien of the landscape in this area between 
Carlton Colville and the villages of Barnby and North Cove.   
 
Respondent.: RSPB - RSP/1017/3491 € 
Representation.: The scale of housing suggested for site 151 (parts A, B and C) could give rise to additional recreational and disturbance 
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pressures on the adjacent SPA and National Park. This site is located close to the Broads Authority boundary and could impact upon the 
Broadland designated site, in particular Barnby Broad & Marshes SSSI and Oulton Broad SSSI, both which fall within the Broadland SPA.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS D E SMITH - SMI/1048/3749 { 
Representation.: We would also like to comment in respect of all three parts of Site 151 (Oakes Farm, Wood Lane, Carlton Colville).  
Development of this site would result in significant incursion into the surrounding countryside.  We therefore consider that the sites should be 
considered to have a major negative impact in terms of conservation and enhancement of local landscapes and townscapes.  To this end, the 
sites should not be taken forward into the Council's Site Specific Allocations Preferred Options Document.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS J SMITH - SMI/907/3601  í 
Representation.: We would also like to comment in respect of all three parts of Site 151 (Oakes Farm, Wood Lane, Carlton Colville). 
Development of this site would result in significant incursion into the surrounding countryside. We therefore consider that the sites should be 
considered to have a major negative impact in terms of conservation and enhancement of local landscapes and townscapes. To this end, the 
sites should not be taken forward into the Council's Site Specific Allocations Preferred Options Document.   
 
Respondent.: WAVENEY GREEN PARTY - WAV/418/3691  G 
Representation.: Inappropriate greenfield development.    
 
 
152 - Land at Carlton Manor Holiday Park, Carlton Colville 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3799 - 
Representation.: Major improvement works through whole catchment, therefore strategy required to identify infrastructure requirements.   
 
Respondent.: ANONYMOUS 05 - ANO/938/3238  … 
Representation.: I feel there should be a ban on housing development to the south of Beccles Road and the west of Chapel Road, Church 
Lane, Hall Road and Rushmere Road. Flooding of particularly Hall Road, Rushmere Road and the street at Carlton Colville is frequent and can 
only be worsened if more houses are built.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS S R BARNES - BAR/954/3295  ¼ 
Representation.: I am very concerned you have put forward a proposal to build 97 houses on the Carlton Manor caravan park. The holiday 
park has only been open four years and I own a holiday static van on the site worth £50,000. I have my van for sale and had a buyer interested 
but in view of your proposal it looks like I will now lose the sale and have no chance of selling in the future. If you do build on this site I would 
like to know what form of compensation would you be giving the owners of some very expensive holiday homes, many of which are lived in 10 
½ months of the year.    All these extra houses to be build - what about Oulton Broad congestion. It is severe now. Thousands more homes will 
create gridlock.   
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Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3527  £ 
Representation.: Residents at Carlton Manor Holiday Park raised concerns about being displaced from their homes. They said they would like 
the site to be left as it is as they have put their retirement funds into living there. Caravans costing £60,000 will be worth nothing if the site is 
developed for housing. They strongly felt that planners should be reminded that they gave permission for the site as a caravan park. They said 
that they would not be able to afford to live elsewhere as their homes would have depreciated in value and the site offered affordable housing 
for them.    Residents here went on to say that they had each received a letter from the owner indicating that he is not interested in building on 
the site.   
 
Respondent.: MR G DANN - DAN/294/3404  ) 
Representation.: Much of this site is already devoted to holiday park residences. Proposed 97 would demand regular daily access for approx 
97 vehicles onto Chapel Road. This is already one of the most dangerous stretches of road in Carlton Colville.   
 
Respondent.: EAST ANGLIA TRANSPORT MUSEUM - EAS/875/3679  ; 
Representation.: We note that the coloured area on the map includes not only the holiday park but also the land occupied by Carlton Manor 
hotel. Whilst we are not against the principle of housing development in the area generally, we are perturbed at the proposal to construct 97 
residences on this particular site on a density of 30 to the acre. This means that many of the new houses would inevitably abut our Museum's 
southern boundary and the woodland projection through which our trams operate. It is an unavoidable fact that, during operational times, our 
trams and trains are noisy. We view with great concern the current problems that the Parkhill Hotel is having through the occupants of recently 
constructed houses wishing to disrupt its old established business on the grounds of noise, as we feel that the same thing could occur with us. 
Just as the Parkhill depends on its wedding receptions for its financial survival, so we depend upon running our preserved vehicles to attract 
visitors, from which the whole district benefits directly or indirectly. Whilst the current caravan park has presented no problem for us, its density 
is not great and most of its residents are not there for much of the time; the situation could be vastly different if high density permanent housing 
were to be built. On these grounds, we object the construction of permanent housing on the site.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3610 ö 
Representation.: Offsite reinforcement mains may be required to supply this development further study will be required to establish the exact 
amount. Otherwise no foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: MR S E EXALL - EXA/689/3347  ð 
Representation.: The Site Appraisal Summaries are puzzling since for Site Nrs 148 to 152 inclusive and Site Nr 180, with few exceptions there 
appear to be no major or minor positives cited by the District Council except in six rather vague objectives   1. To improve the health of the 
population overall ;  5. To improve access to key services for all sectors of the population;   7. To meet the housing requirements of the whole 
community;   12. To reduce waste;  13. To reduce the effects of traffic on the environment;  21. To encourage efficient patterns of movement in 
support of economic growth.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS GRAHAM - GRA/955/3296  ½ 
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Representation.: We have been on Carlton Manor Holiday Park for three years.    We make full use of the site from 1st March until 15th 
January, also with the understanding from the management that we can stay for at least 10 years.    We have heard that this site could be sold 
for housing, leaving us high and dry, and we would like to be assured that we are secured for at least that period.    Remaining empty pads are 
still being sold, with new caravans and people arriving regularly, and now growing concern as to what could happen.   
 
Respondent.: CAROLINE GREGORY - GRE/986/3412  1 
Representation.: If this is to replace the holiday park / static vans then number intended is too high for current infrastructure in the local areas. 
A smaller number would be reasonable.   
 
Respondent.: MR B HOLMES - HOL/995/3428  A 
Representation.: To give notice to these holiday home owners would lead to substantial loss of investment as other sites do not allow second 
hand caravans on their sites, so the present statics valued at up to £60,000 would be almost zero value.   
 
Respondent.: MRS I HOPKINS AND MR D ROWLAND - HOP/946/3267  ¡ 
Representation.: My partner and I have recently moved to the area so we cannot comment on other sites for development, but we live on 
Carlton Colville caravan park. My partner and I put what money we had together and bought a new caravan and had it sited March 07. At that 
that time we were told it would be long term, and we live here 10 ½ months of the year. This is our home - we have no other, and we fear that 
our only home will be taken away from us. We love Carlton Colville and the broads and would live to continue living here.   
 
Respondent.: MRS J HOWARD - HOW/944/3263  � 
Representation.: I wish to bring to your attention and those making a bid for this land. That as one of the caravan owners we do however 
spend 46weeks of the year living in our vans, rather than holiday. Yes there are a few which are holiday vans, but I would say a good half if not 
more of the vans are lived in to there full allowed weeks. We do have to vacate the site for 6 weeks hence the non-residential status. But for 
myself and a good few others these vans are their only home. We are not rich people with two abodes, as some may think. We are already a 
community within Carlton Colville, doing our bit fro local businesses and amenities, some of us even work locally. What point to destroy one 
community for them to build another. We are of the age in most cases of semi retirement and pose no problem to anyone. What would happen 
to use, what about compensation, re-housing, moving vans. No local site could take up to 60 vans. Some of us have invested all we have to 
live here. Could we not be sold as a business rather than land with the ground rent we pay as well as gas, electricity etc. Please I beg you to 
reconsider your proposal.   
 
Respondent.: MR LEACH - LEA/417/3684  @ 
Representation.: Bad Choice. Is this yet another site where existing trees and Ancient hedgerows are to be removed.  Is this as well as or 
instead of the Mobile Homes Site already in place?  What about the access road to the site where is it safe to put one (Nowhere as close to 
sharp bend and footpath which is used by lots of people on foot going to the primary school) presumably it will not be allowed to share access 
with Carlton Manor.   
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Respondent.: MRS R A LEEDHAM - LEE/210/3376   
Representation.: I wish to strongly object to this site being considered for development. This site is totally unsuitable for such a large housing 
development. Saturation point has already been reached at Carlton Manor with the present Oaks development. The proposed site would be an 
eyesore and out of keeping with the edge of the village which is predominately bungalows.   
 
Respondent.: JOHN H MARTIN - MAR/006/3432  E 
Representation.: The proposal to development Carlton Manor has been put forward before, and been refused on each occasion, there are 
many trees in this location with TPOs on them for this site to be development.    150 151 152   These sites are almost large enough to form a 
new town. Carlton Colville does not need a development of this size to add to the already massive expansion that has already taken place.   
 
Respondent.: B R REEVE - REE/973/3341  ê 
Representation.: Already spoilt park land (caravan park).   
 
Respondent.: MRS C I RIVERS-SCOOT AND MR B P RIVERS-SCOTT - RIV/947/3268  ¢ 
Representation.: My husband and I would like to object to the planned building on the Carlton Manor holiday park.    We moved on the site in 
November and expected to spend some years here.    It cost just under £60,000 for our static caravan and to have a veranda fitted and now it 
seems we may lose everything.    A member of the public who is contemplating buying a caravan here was informed only yesterday (by another 
member of the public) that these homes were being planned. As you can imagine, it came as a great shock as the management, MAP Holiday 
Homes are in fact, still busy selling caravans to the unsuspecting public. I am retired and although my husband is working at the moment, he 
has had cancer and has lost a lot of money by being off work - all our retirement money is tied up in this site.    Personal feelings aside, Carlton 
Colville is a lovely place to live, but is being spoilt by the amount of housing going up - where will all the children go to school?   
 
Respondent.: RSPB - RSP/1017/3495 „ 
Representation.: This site is located close to the Broads Authority boundary and could impact upon the Broadland designated site, in 
particular Barnby Broad & Marshes SSSI and Oulton Broad SSSI, both which fall within the Broadland SPA.   The RSPB believes that an 
appropriate assessment will need to be undertaken to ensure there would be no adverse impacts on the designated areas resulting from 
development on this site. This is in accordance with Article 6 of the Habitats Directive and Regulations 48, 49 and 53 of the Conservation 
(Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (the 'Habitats Regulations'). These state that any plan or project which is likely to have a significant 
effect on a European site, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, should be the subject of an 'appropriate assessment' 
of the implications for the site in view of the site's conservation objectives.    
 
 
153 - Church Farm, Land north of Corton 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3801 ¯ 
Representation.: Improvements to downstream foul pumping station required.   
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Respondent.: NORMAN CASTLETON - CAS/256/3326  Û 
Representation.: 135 houses on a Greenfield site. This is a nice rural landscape which will be ruined if built on and I also disagree with more 
urban spread and building on Greenfield sites. The area is not well served by transport links or other services.   
 
Respondent.: CORTON PARISH COUNCIL - COR/009/3508  � 
Representation.: Please note that these remarks refer specifically to the designated area of land north of the village and adjacent to Church 
Lane, not to the smaller plot on Blundeston Road.   - No objection in principle, but a number of points need to be made.  - Housing development 
on this site would represent a major physical and visual intrusion into present open countryside - part of the so-called "strategic gap" between 
the built-up areas of Lowestoft and of Hopton-Gorleston-Gt.Yarmouth.  - A development of this size would dramatically increase the size of the 
village in terms of extent and population.  - There is the danger of creating an "outlier", which lacks true physical integration with the existing 
village.  - Considerable extra demands would be placed on the local infrastructure, including the village school.  - Access/egress would need to 
be very carefully managed and Church Lane greatly improved to cope with the extra traffic generated.  - The site is close to Anglia Water's 
WWTC.  - The "hundred year line" established by the official Shoreline Management Plan might lead to "mortgage blight" of the kind currently 
experienced by people living on Corton Street.  - Careful thought would need to be given with regard to density, overall layout and architectural 
design.  - The question of affordable housing (especially for local young people) would need to be addressed, as would the matter of social 
balance.   
 
Respondent.: ENGLISH HERITAGE - ENG/1034/3669 1 
Representation.: Site 153 falls just to the south of the II* listed Church of St Bartholomew.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3611 ÷ 
Representation.: Offsite reinforcement mains may be required to supply this development further study will be required to establish the exact 
amount. Otherwise no foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: JOHN ETTERIDGE - ETT/913/3151  . 
Representation.: 153 & 164 - I think development in either of these two areas would be a bad idea due to access problems into the town of 
Beccles. Banham road is already over burdened with parked cars and would be made even more dangerous for children and the disabled 
(Such as myself) with another 300+ houses worth of cars just 'nipping into town'. Drainage is also a problem as demonstarted with the recent 
rain and building here could very well have an adverse affect on existing properties.   
 
Respondent.: HIGHWAYS AGENCY - HIG/414/3204  c 
Representation.: It is likely that this site could result in a material increase in traffic at the A12 junctions in the vicinity of Corton.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS P & S NORFOLK - NOR/720/3460  a 
Representation.: Not on greenbelt / countryside. Road winding and narrow. Not suitable for 135 dwellings. Use for industrial craft workshops 
or indoor soft play / indoor climbing wall / family and tourist centre. Not warehouse or factory.   
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Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3586 Þ 
Representation.: Too large and will encroach into Strategic Gap (Policy ENV5 in Waveney Adopted Local Plan) between Hopton and Corton.   
 
Respondent.: RIGHT TO RIDE NETWORK - RIG/701/3248  � 
Representation.: There is a proposal for a Greenfield site at Corton for either housing or employment/tourism. With regard 
employment/tourism, I would want more specific details about what was being proposed but I do not object per se.   
 
Respondent.: JULIAN WALKER - WAL/914/3155  2 
Representation.: Site appears to be just outside erosion risk zone to 2105, but is it a sustainable site due to this risk... the prediction of the rate 
of erosion may in time be found to be underestimated / should an area be developed that is predicted to erode after 100 years??    
 
 
154 - North of Blundeston Road, Corton 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3802 ° 
Representation.: Downstream network improvements required.   
 
Respondent.: BLUNDESTON AND FLIXTON PARISH COUNCIL - BLU/087/3515  — 
Representation.: Development of a large number of houses on this site would have an adverse effect on the traffic volumes using this road. 
This road is used by Blundeston residents for access to the A12 Lowestoft. It is already extremely difficult to get on to the Al2 at this junction 
and any increase in housing density in this area would only exacerbate this problem.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3612 ø 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: HIGHWAYS AGENCY - HIG/414/3199  ^ 
Representation.: 147, 154, 178, 156 and 157   These sites in isolation are unlikely to have a material increase in traffic at the A12 junctions. 
However, the cumulative impact of these, and other sites proposed in earlier issues and options consultations, is likely to give rise to material 
increases in the use of junctions.   
 
Respondent.: BRIAN JONES - JON/977/3371  � 
Representation.: Land North of Blundeston Road - Council has specifically stated that the Northern Approach to Lowestoft shopuld remain 
green belt and has protected the rural aspect from development. The area is rich in wild life and birds and should remain predominately farm 
land.   
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Respondent.: MR & MRS P & S NORFOLK - NOR/720/3461  b 
Representation.: Not on greenbelt / countryside.   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3566 Ê 
Representation.: We have been instructed by Mr K Yeaman to progress his land bid for residential development in connection with the site 
identified as 154 in the "Site Specific Allocations Further Issues and Options July 2007" consultation process. In order to promote for 
consideration at the next stage of the LDF process ie. the Preferred Options.   This report is in response to a second stage in considering the 
issues and options in identifying suitable sites for residential development through the LDF process.   The following section gives consideration 
to other sites indicated in the document, in comparison to site 154.   It is acknowledged that some sites identified relate to the market towns in 
the Waveney District and it is sensible that some of these sites (and possibly others presently unidentified) that will come forward in the 
interests of sustainability. It is unlikely that such developments would have a direct bearing on the merits of the Site 154 given the relative 
locations. It is also recognised that the focus for growth will be concentrated on Lowestoft and its immediate hinterland.   Given the above and 
the unusual constraints which apply to Lowestoft, ie. the Broads Authority to the west and the North Sea to the east, it is assumed that the 
pattern of development will be distributed on a north south axis.   On the basis of this assumption the report concentrates in the main on the 
merits or otherwise of sites in the North Lowestoft area (ie. north of Lake Lothing) and surrounding villages with some reference to South 
Lowestoft and Carlton Colville where considered appropriate.   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3595 ç 
Representation.: The land is presently undeveloped. It will provide up to 47 dwellings (based on LPA estimate) on 4.5 hectares but this figure 
could be reduced if necessary. Although greenfield and in open countryside it is well related to the established pattern of development on 
Blundeston Road to the west, immediately adjacent to a dwelling and its rear garden. It is also close to the protected corridor of Phase 5 of the 
Northern Spine Road which could form a natural barrier to the development site. A roundabout is included to the immediate east of the site as 
part of this corridor which will facilitate much easier access to the main village of Corton from this site thus strengthening the relationship 
between the two. The appropriate level of development could be reduced to accommodate generous landscaping and allow appropriate 
screening to mitigate against impact on the surroundings. The site could, if necessary, also greatly assist with regard to helping alleviate the 
existing pressure on much needed affordable housing within the area thus according with the spirit of PPG7 Sustainable Development in Rural 
Areas.   The site is close to good public transport links on the A12. It is reasonably close to a large Tescos Supermarket at Leisure Way, sports 
facilities at Gunton Rugby Club and Corton playing fields and a range of good facilities within the main village of Corton to the east which could 
be further consolidated with the proposed road system as referred to above.   CONCLUSION   Although not within the physical limits of 
Lowestoft Site 154 is considered to be well related to the urban area, public transport and facilities and services. With an element of affordable 
housing it could be reasonably considered as a relatively sustainable location certainly in relation to some of the other sites put forward in line 
with the general principles of PPS3. The site itself does not impinge on the strategic gap to the north of Lowestoft and does not affect land of 
any protected status.   In order to help deliver the Local Planning Authorities target of 5800 homes in Waveney between 2001 and 2021, this 
site could be developed without any material impact on countryside of any protected status. Furthermore, in coming to this view, it is recognised 
that because of the limited opportunities for brownfield development relating to Lowestoft and severe constraints imposed on such areas as 
Lake Lothing through flooding and other viability and infrastructure issues, there is likely to be pressure to develop greenfield sites such as Site 
154, a site which has no such constraints. However it is also acknowledged that the area around Lake Lothing is identified for a considerable 

 19



Representations on the Site Specific Allocations – Lowestoft Area – Further Issues and Options 

amount of housing (up to 1400) as indicated in the Lake Lothing Area Action Plan. However, assuming that the flooding issues can be 
addressed and that development will go ahead, therefore reducing pressure for larger greenfield development elsewhere, smaller sites such as 
Site 154 could also help deliver the Housing land supply target mentioned above, whilst creating a balanced mix of sites.   Given the above, it is 
considered that this site is preferable to many of the other options put forward and therefore it is requested that this site be taken forward 
through the Local Development Framework programme and identified within the Preferred Options stage of the process.   
 
Respondent.: MR J E SIMMONS - SIM/449/3503  ‹ 
Representation.: A development of this size, comprising 1.56 hectares, alongside the `ribbon' housing of Blundeston road would have a 
significant impact on the area. Furthermore, being on the fringe of both the existing Blundeston and Corton communities may militate against 
social integration.   The Site Appraisal Summary accurately reflects the uncertainty of this site for housing allocation.   In conclusion, site option 
154 does not meet the acceptable criteria for "larger villages" - small scale housing developments within the physical limits, priority being given 
to the provision of affordable housing - and should not be incorporated in the Local Development Framework.    
 
 
155 - The Bungalow, The Avenue, Kessingland 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3810 ¸ 
Representation.: Capital scheme required to downstream system.   
 
Respondent.: BIDWELLS - BID/919/3304  Å 
Representation.: I write further to your current consultation regarding additional sites put forward for consideration. I have previously submitted 
representations in support of the allocation of site 020 in Kessingland (the former Ashley Garden Centre site), on behalf of Cripps 
Developments Ltd.   We note that a further site has been put forward in Kessingland, notably site 155, known as The Bungalow, The Avenue, 
Kessingland. This is just under 1 hectare and lies between two other sites which have been suggested. The combined area of the three sites is 
almost 16 hectares, which at a minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare would accommodate at least 480 dwellings. This scale of 
development would be totally inappropriate for a village the size of Kessingland and would be out of scale in relation to the level of facilities and 
public infrastructure provided in the village.   Whereas site 155 is classified as brown field because it is a residential property, the two adjoining 
sites are green field, and a combined development utilising this amount of green field land would be contrary to the sequential approach of 
using brown field land as first priority, as required by PPS3. It is not clear how access would be obtained to site 155 in isolation, without 
involving the adjoining land.   The site is close to the A12, and residential development would be affected by traffic noise. This would mitigate 
against the provision of a healthy environment, and we therefore disagree with your assessment in the Site Appraisal Summary table that 
development would have a positive effect on the health of the population.   Finally, we note that the table gives a positive score to compliance 
with the settlement strategy as set out in the preferred option Core Strategy. The site we have put forward (site 020) has no score within this 
category. We see no reason for a difference between the sites in this respect and request that the table for site 020 is amended to give a 
positive score against this criterion similarly to that for site 155.   
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Respondent.: ANNE AND BARRY BURDEN - BUR/033/3479  t 
Representation.: The Bungalow, The Avenue, Kessingland   A small building in a large and beautiful garden.    There is limited access to 
Kessingland High Street shared with a public footpath - not wide enough for a vehicle to pass another. The only other access is via Heritage 
Green via phase 3 and over a public footpath. There are already 37+66 houses in phases 1 and 2 with a possible 30 in phase 3. A further 30 
from this proposed site would mean 160 odd houses served by a cul-de-sac which is only 5.5 metres wide with a double bend at the junction 
with Kessingland High Street. Delivery vehicles often use the footpath to pass each other now and parked vehicles are an added problem.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3613 ù 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: KESSINGLAND PARISH COUNCIL - KES/683/3757  ƒ 
Representation.: The site numbered 155 described as " land at The Avenue Kessingland" which is an area of .99 hectares has been identified 
as a probable site for 30 dwellings. This site will extend the Heritage Green site further along the A12 by-pass and is simply unacceptable as a 
development site. 30 more dwellings will mean approx. 60  - 100 extra people in the village, some with young children.   There is no 
infrastructure in place to support this proposed site and Kessingland Parish Council would formally oppose this site being included in any WDC 
plans for the future.   
 
Respondent.: KESSINGLAND PARISH COUNCIL - KES/942/3257  — 
Representation.: This site just extends the existing Heritage Green Site alondside the A12 by-pass.This site is shown to provide 30 houses 
when will somebody at WDC realise that in Kessingland we haven't got the infrastructure in place to support any more housing. This suggests 
that someone wants to enhance their retirement fund and the rest of the village doesn't matter. I am fed up as Parish Council Chairman 
continually telling WDC about problems that exist in the village. With the coming of devolved powers is this just a case of get in now, because if 
planning does gets devolved is some form , there would be no further development.   
 
Respondent.: MRS J LAWSON - LAW/569/3182  M 
Representation.: Waveney District Council are fully aware of the problems facing the village of Kessingland. Flooding problems are now 
widely acknowledged and the need for a radical overhaul of the entire system is essential before even one more house is added to the 
problem.    The village lacks the infrastructure to support the current population, with matters getting worse, not better.    My previous 
comments stand.    
 
 
156 - Paddock east of The Street 1, Lound 
 
Respondent.: ENGLISH HERITAGE - ENG/1034/3672 4 
Representation.: Site 156 may affect the setting of the grade II* Church of St John the Baptist, Lound.   
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Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3615 û 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: HIGHWAYS AGENCY - HIG/414/3201  ` 
Representation.: 147, 154, 178, 156 and 157   These sites in isolation are unlikely to have a material increase in traffic at the A12 junctions. 
However, the cumulative impact of these, and other sites proposed in earlier issues and options consultations, is likely to give rise to material 
increases in the use of junctions.   
 
Respondent.: MR CHRISTOPHER JAMES - JAM/623/3205  d 
Representation.: These sites should not be considered for development.  Lound does not have the infrastructure to support such housing 
developments, The roads are totally inadequate and the sewerage system is working to capacity and sometimes fails in bad weather. We have 
no primary school and no post office. Further development in the Street area, particularly in front of the Church, would certainly threaten the 
rural appearence of Lound and would set a pecident for development in other areas of the village. In our most recent Village Appraisal, well 
over 90% of the parishoners were against housing development in Lound and in particular on this land in front of the Church.   
 
Respondent.: MATTHEW & MICHAELA JARY - JAR/412/3712  Y 
Representation.: Lound, land to the east of the Street 1 & 2   I believe the land mentioned above should be developed in a sympathetic 
manner along with other developments along the length of the Street such as the land opposite the pond and at The Manor.  Lound is 
struggling to survive as a community, and to ensure it remains sustainable some development should be allowed.  Amenities such as the shop 
and Post Office have already closed due to the decay of the community and the lack of investment in the village.  This should not be allowed to 
expand to the Pub, the Church, the Community Centre, the Green, the Bowls Club, etc.   I note that the above two sites are graded as 
Greenbelt countryside, which is a ridiculous categorisation of that that is wholly within the village bounds.  If these sites were developed and 
carefully planned, then the Street would be enhanced, not left with two large untidy areas in the middle, as at present.  They should be treated 
as in-fill and used the villages best advantage.   
 
Respondent.: LOUND PARISH COUNCIL - LOU/1050/3753 � 
Representation.: Lound Parish Council is against development on these sites for the following reasons: Lound lacks the infrastructure (e.g. 
sewerage, adequate roads and schools for all ages) required to support a housing development. The lack of facilities such as a Post Office and 
Village Shop should also be considered. Any additional development would threaten the rural nature of Lound and it is felt that no sites in 
Lound fill the criteria to make development desirable. There are also limited employment opportunities in Lound (the main industry being 
agricultural/horticultural). It should also be noted that two previous village appraisals were against additional development.    
 
 
157 - Paddock east of The Street 2, Lound 
 
Respondent.: ENGLISH HERITAGE - ENG/1034/3673 5 
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Representation.: Site 157 may also affect the setting of the Church of St John the Baptist.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3616 ü 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: HIGHWAYS AGENCY - HIG/414/3202  a 
Representation.: 147, 154, 178, 156 and 157   These sites in isolation are unlikely to have a material increase in traffic at the A12 junctions. 
However, the cumulative impact of these, and other sites proposed in earlier issues and options consultations, is likely to give rise to material 
increases in the use of junctions.   
 
Respondent.: MR CHRISTOPHER JAMES - JAM/623/3206  e 
Representation.: These sites should not be considered for development.  Lound does not have the infrastructure to support such housing 
developments, The roads are totally inadequate and the sewerage system is working to capacity and sometimes fails in bad weather. We have 
no primary school and no post office. Further development in the Street area, particularly in front of the Church, would certainly threaten the 
rural appearence of Lound and would set a pecident for development in other areas of the village. In our most recent Village Appraisal, well 
over 90% of the parishoners were against housing development in Lound and in particular on this land in front of the Church.   
 
Respondent.: MATTHEW & MICHAELA JARY - JAR/412/3713  Z 
Representation.: Lound, land to the east of the Street 1 & 2   I believe the land mentioned above should be developed in a sympathetic 
manner along with other developments along the length of the Street such as the land opposite the pond and at The Manor.  Lound is 
struggling to survive as a community, and to ensure it remains sustainable some development should be allowed.  Amenities such as the shop 
and Post Office have already closed due to the decay of the community and the lack of investment in the village.  This should not be allowed to 
expand to the Pub, the Church, the Community Centre, the Green, the Bowls Club, etc.   I note that the above two sites are graded as 
Greenbelt countryside, which is a ridiculous categorisation of that that is wholly within the village bounds.  If these sites were developed and 
carefully planned, then the Street would be enhanced, not left with two large untidy areas in the middle, as at present.  They should be treated 
as in-fill and used the villages best advantage.   
 
Respondent.: LOUND PARISH COUNCIL - LOU/1050/3754 € 
Representation.: Lound Parish Council is against development on these sites for the following reasons: Lound lacks the infrastructure (e.g. 
sewerage, adequate roads and schools for all ages) required to support a housing development. The lack of facilities such as a Post Office and 
Village Shop should also be considered. Any additional development would threaten the rural nature of Lound and it is felt that no sites in 
Lound fill the criteria to make development desirable. There are also limited employment opportunities in Lound (the main industry being 
agricultural/horticultural). It should also be noted that two previous village appraisals were against additional development.    
 

 23



Representations on the Site Specific Allocations – Lowestoft Area – Further Issues and Options 

 
158 - CEFAS Labratory, Pakefield Road, Lowestoft 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3812 º 
Representation.: Foul flows should prove no more than existing flows (brownfield), therefore OK on this basis.   
 
Respondent.: NORMAN CASTLETON - CAS/256/3327  Ü 
Representation.: 38 houses. Such a prominent site on the coastal edge needs careful and sensitive development. If it is to be used for 
housing (which I would question) then something of architectural merit needs to be considered i.e. not the usual mundane lack- lustre new 
house building design we see all over the Waveney area.   
 
Respondent.: DIAL - DIA/059/3270  ¤ 
Representation.: Still feel the CEFAS laboratory would make a wonderful site for a new town hall - right on the sunshine coast - the most 
easterly town hall in Britain!   
 
Respondent.: ENGLISH HERITAGE - ENG/1034/3671 3 
Representation.: Site 158, identified as the most sustainable option, is adjacent to the conservation area and any development here could 
have an impact on the setting of this. The design of this scheme would need to be carefully considered.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3617 ý 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS P & S NORFOLK - NOR/720/3463  d 
Representation.: Brownfield so yes to development but use for towns benefit. Increase seaside parking and make seafront amenity to 
encourage tourism. Have indoor family centre = soft play area / climbing walls and equipment / circus skills area / activities for families indoors.   
 
Respondent.: OLDMAN HOMES - OLD/066/3641  � 
Representation.: Conversion of exiting buildings within town centres has over many years created small communities and saved some of our 
local heritage, which as we all know is very limited. There are still many buildings worthy of this and CEFAS is a prime example and its 
refurbishment / conversion into apartments should be encouraged.   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3593 å 
Representation.: Brownfield site is therefore sustainable.    
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159 - Land at end of Princes Walk, Lowestoft 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3813 » 
Representation.: Capacity available.   
 
Respondent.: ASSOCIATED BRITISH PORTS - ASS/504/3196  [ 
Representation.: In respect of the additional suggested housing sites we note that site no.159 (Princes Walk) is in close proximity to 
operational land forming part of Lowestoft Port. Whilst not wishing to object to the suggested housing site. Clearly, the promoter and the 
Council should satisfy themselves that the amenities of future residents would not be adversely affected by the proximity of an operational port 
to a potential housing site. It would not be reasonable for existing established businesses, such as ABP, to be held responsible for any 
complaints made by future residents due to the lawful activities of established port-related affecting residential amenities.   
 
Respondent.: NORMAN CASTLETON - CAS/256/3328  Ý 
Representation.: 14 houses on Greenfield site. This land near an important Lowestoft park and recreational area should, in my opinion, remain 
undeveloped.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3618 þ 
Representation.: Offsite mains will be required to supply this development. Otherwise no foreseeable problem with supply to the stated 
estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3587 ß 
Representation.: Isolated site with access problems which will impact on woodland area of public amenity value.   
 
Respondent.: JULIAN WALKER - WAL/914/3156  3 
Representation.: Edge of flood risk area.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS K WINK - WIN/399/3725  c 
Representation.: I wish to oppose the allocation of this land for housing or any other use other than open space. Specific responses to the 
Sustainability Appraisal Objectives are: -   1. This land is greenfield and effectively open space that although privately owned is used by a large 
number of people for walking and therefore contributes towards the health of the population.   8. Access to this area via Princes Walk will have 
a negative effect on the other residents because the road parallel to Normanston Drive cannot handle an increase in traffic as it is single lane. 
Loss of this open space will have a negative affect on the quality and character of the area.   9. Removal of woodland will have a negative 
affect on air quality.   14. Removal of woodland contributes to climate change. It releases CO2 into the environment and the trees lost can no 
longer absorb it.   15. This area acts as a soak away for water and floods regularly. This land is also on a flood plain as indicated on the 
Environment Agency web site and its ability to absorb water will therefore reduce the effects of flooding. Houses built here would not only 
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remove this facility but would be susceptible to flooding themselves.   16. This is one of the few woodland areas within the town and includes 
oak and chestnut trees. It provides an environment for wildlife that then moves along the green corridors to visit other areas of the town. The 
green corridors are not in themselves able to support some of the wildlife that uses these woods which include deer, foxes, jays and 
woodpeckers. Removal of the woods would have a major negative affect on biodiversity.    18. This area is district within the town as open 
space and woodland which separates the commercial North Quay area from local housing. Building housing here will have a negative impact 
on the distinctiveness of this area which has already suffered because of the new commercial units and the building of Peto Way.    
 
 
160 - Allotment field, Somerleyton 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3818 À 
Representation.: Improvements to downstream foul pumping station required.   
 
Respondent.: ENGLISH HERITAGE - ENG/1034/3674 6 
Representation.: Site 160 is adjacent to the part of the conservation area comprising The Green, which is made up entirely of grade Il listed 
buildings. It could also have an impact on the setting of the II* registered park, Somerleyton Park.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3620 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of Dwellings.    
 
 
161 - Common paddock, Somerleyton 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3819 Á 
Representation.: Improvements to downstream foul pumping station required.   
 
Respondent.: ENGLISH HERITAGE - ENG/1034/3675 7 
Representation.: Site 161 would be very intrusive on the II* registered Somerleyton Park, and would include a corner of the conservation area.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3621 � 
Representation.: Offsite mains will be required to supply this development. Otherwise no foreseeable problem with supply to the stated 
estimated number of dwellings.    
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162 - Mill Farm Yard and Paddock, Somerleyton 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3820 Â 
Representation.: Improvements to downstream foul pumping station required.   
 
Respondent.: ENGLISH HERITAGE - ENG/1034/3676 8 
Representation.: Site 162 could be more easily accommodated than the previous two, although it is within the conservation area and might 
still have an effect on the Park.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3622 � 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of Dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: W G HOOK - HOO/1060/3826 È 
Representation.: I would like to draw your attention to the fact that the majority of land and buildings that the Somerleyton Estate has put into 
the Local Development Framework's Planning Policy is an integral part of a thriving and sustainable business. I am the tenant of Mill Farm and 
have a full 1986 Agricultural Tenancy.    Obviously I am totally opposed to building here, especially as the buildings are used for my cows 
during calving and are winter quarters for my 400 strong herd, which also graze an extensive area of marshland within the Environmentally 
Sensitive Area (ESA) scheme during the summer months. I have made every effort to make this farm eco-friendly with bats and owls in the 
barn, newts, frogs and toads in the pond and snakes on the meadows. This site is an oasis for wildlife.    Apart from the points highlighted 
above any building would be more damaging to the environment as there is no significant employment located within the village, hence more 
cars would be travelling into the towns. Yes, there is currently a train and bus service of sorts used by very few people, but building more 
houses will not mean more people using them, they will still travel by road, this can be seen by the exodus of cars from the village every 
morning!   
 
Respondent.: D & A HUTCHINSON - HUT/1068/3836 Ò 
Representation.: Both my husband and I are disturbed to hear about the possibility of relocating Mill Farm. As far as we know, Somerleyton is 
unique for many miles in having a working farm in the middle of the village. Nowadays when so much modern life is divorced from contact with 
nature it is good to see mothers holding up their children to see cows with their newborn calves over the hedge - also tourists too love it.    Mill 
Farm has an abundance of wildlife in and around its buildings - to name but a few - owls, bats, newts, frogs, snakes. It would be a tragedy if this 
area were to be 'tidied up' and build over.    The disruption that the Hook family would be put to is unacceptable in or opinion - especially as 
their family has been there so long.    Everyone knows that there is increasing pressure to build many more houses everywhere - but surely 
existing businesses / farms and fragile unusual venues should be treated with great sensitivity.    
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175 - Land to north of Hall Lane, Oulton 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3814 ¼ 
Representation.: As previous, i.e significant improvements within network.   
 
Respondent.: ENVIRONMENT AGENCY - ENV/674/3538  ® 
Representation.: These sites lie within Source Protection Zone 3 of our Groundwater Protection Policy. Any pollutants entering the 
groundwater below this site could contaminate the public water drinking supply. The time taken for contamination in the water to be abstracted 
is estimated to be more than 400 days.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3619 ÿ 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS P & S NORFOLK - NOR/720/3458  _ 
Representation.: Greenfield rural. Any development would close strategic gap and would then spread east so no longer rural. It will increase 
negative effects of traffic on environment.   
 
Respondent.: OULTON PARISH COUNCIL - OUL/306/3737  o 
Representation.: This site should remain Greenfield. Development here would have a negative impact on the rural character of this area of 
Oulton. As the Woods Meadow development has now been given approval there is certainly no need for any further housing in Oulton.   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3588 à 
Representation.: Isolated site.   
 
Respondent.: MR D STRANKS - STR/611/3164  ; 
Representation.: I would object to the site being developed on land to the north of Hall Lane, Oulton as this would impact on the country view 
from my own home and decrease the enjoyment of it.   
 
Respondent.: SUFFOLK WILDLIFE TRUST - SUF/308/3774  ” 
Representation.: 3 ponds of unknown quality are shown on boundaries of site. These should be assessed. Site is bordered by trees/hedgerow 
which also need assessment.    
 
 
178 - Land adjacent to site 025, Back Lane, Lound 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3811 ¹ 
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Representation.: Improvements to downstream foul pumping station required.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3614 ú 
Representation.: Offsite mains will be required to supply this development further study will be required to establish the exact amount. 
Otherwise no foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: HIGHWAYS AGENCY - HIG/414/3200  _ 
Representation.: 147, 154, 178, 156 and 157   These sites in isolation are unlikely to have a material increase in traffic at the A12 junctions. 
However, the cumulative impact of these, and other sites proposed in earlier issues and options consultations, is likely to give rise to material 
increases in the use of junctions.   
 
Respondent.: MR CHRISTOPHER JAMES - JAM/623/3207  f 
Representation.: I am very much against this site being allocated for future development for the reasons I gave earlier in the year re. site 025. 
Some years back a planning enquiry decided against development here and it would be very wrong to overturn that decision now. Lound does 
not have the infrastructure to support a housing development such as this, The roads are totally inadequate and the sewerage system is 
working to capacity and sometimes fails in bad weather. We have no primary school and no post office. A development on this scale would 
certainly threaten the rural nature of Lound and would set a pecident for development in other areas of the village. In our most recent Village 
Appraisal, well over 90% of the parishoners were against housing development in Lound. Elder Farm could, in the right hands, easily become a 
viable holding again and the farmyard used for what it was intended.   
 
Respondent.: LOUND PARISH COUNCIL - LOU/1050/3755 � 
Representation.: Lound Parish Council is against development on this site for the grounds of an inadequate sewerage system and poor 
access roads.  Also, a housing development of any size would be detrimental to the rural nature of Lound. The area around Back Lane is also 
at risk from flooding when sudden, heavy storms occur (the like of which are becoming more common). It should also be noted that a previous 
planning application on Back Lane was turned down by a tribunal. In addition  there are limited employment opportunities in Lound and a lack 
of infrastructure and facilities (e.g. no Post Office or Village Shop, or schools for all ages). It should also be noted that two  previous village 
appraisals  were against additional development.  It is considered that any additional development would threaten the rural nature of Lound and 
it is felt that  no sites in Lound fill the criteria to make development desirable.   
 
Respondent.: SUFFOLK WILDLIFE TRUST - SUF/308/3777  — 
Representation.: Part existing buildings and grassland - probably garden/paddock.    
 
 
180 - Land to rear of 314 Beccles Road, Carlton Colville 
 
Respondent.: ANGLIAN WATER - ANG/1056/3800 ® 
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Representation.: No plans provided, however envisaged significant improvement works required as all previous sites.   
 
Respondent.: MR CLIVE RICHARD BURRELL - BUR/203/3218  q 
Representation.: (1)  Map ref 180. This is not new development and was included in land West of Beccles Road on the first document.   (2) 
Map ref 180  page 5. I quote " Land to the rear of 314 Beccles Road, Housing, 31 homes, edge of town G/B"  this is completely wrong and 
should read "Land to the rear of 288 through to 314 Beccles Road, and it is a complete GREENFIELD site.   (3) Can you tell me why land 
behind 314A and 316 has not been included and what is the future plans for this land?  
 
Respondent.: MR CLIVE RICHARD BURRELL - BUR/203/3373   
Representation.: Land is green belt. Land is special landscape area. Access to Beccles Road would be an accident black spot, as is Hollow 
Grove Way (7 cars in August 07). Development in Carlton Colville has been far too great already. This application has devalued all the 
properties from 288-316 Beccles Road. The sewage system is now overloaded in general. Where are the jobs for these people. Where are the 
new medical centres. Where are the roads and parking in town? Where is the third crossing? Let's get the structure of Waveney right first then 
we can develop.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS C J CAPPS - CAP/636/3190  U 
Representation.: Approx 4 ½ years ago land to the left of 314 was put forward as possible access to land at rear. This was refused on the 
grounds that it was too close to Hollow Grove Way and would possibly result in traffic interruption.    Just this Sunday 5th August a road traffic 
accident occurred along Beccles Road, close to Hollow Grove Way highlighting the fact that this busy and dangerous road. Putting more 
properties on the proposed site would add to traffic congestion would impede traffic flow, on one of the busiest parts of Beccles Road which in 
my opinion would be irresponsible.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3530  ¦ 
Representation.: Before this site could be discussed the members of the public were voicing the opinion again that they had nothing more to 
add to existing comments; they were beginning to leave the building and the meeting was brought to a close.   
 
Respondent.: MR G DANN - DAN/294/3405  * 
Representation.: Questionable access to busy Beccles Road.   
 
Respondent.: ESSEX & SUFFOLK WATER - ESS/1030/3608 ô 
Representation.: No foreseeable problem with supply to the stated estimated number of dwellings.   
 
Respondent.: MR S E EXALL - EXA/689/3350  ó 
Representation.: The Site Appraisal Summaries are puzzling since for Site Nrs 148 to 152 inclusive and Site Nr 180, with few exceptions there 
appear to be no major or minor positives cited by the District Council except in six rather vague objectives   1. To improve the health of the 
population overall ;  5. To improve access to key services for all sectors of the population;   7. To meet the housing requirements of the whole 
community;   12. To reduce waste;  13. To reduce the effects of traffic on the environment;  21. To encourage efficient patterns of movement in 
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support of economic growth.    There is a further road safety problem with Site Nr 180 which will also exit onto the A146 (the main Nowich to 
Lowestoft road) near its junction with Hollow Grove Way, thereby increasing the safety hazards at a busy road junction which later leads into 
Ashburnham Way (for local shops, a community hall, a pillar box, a doctor's surgery etc) and on to Blood Moor. Despite the steady growth of 
housing in the area the Highways Authority has neglected to provide any zebra or traffic light pedestrian crossings (the nearest two being 
Oulton Broad South Railway Station and Worlingham). Since the housing on Site Nr 180 will generate pedestrian traffic across the A 146; an 
adequate pedestrian crossing would have to be built first.   In the case of Site Nr 180 there are at present beautiful landscape views across 
open country towards the marshes and the River Waveney. The only previous development on that side of the A146 is historical ribbon 
development with character, a historical petrol service station site and a handful of modern houses. It is the easy access to the open 
countryside views around the edges of Carlton Colville that is one of its charms. Site Nr 180 is also extremely close to the Broads Authority 
Area and the National Park.   
 
Respondent.: CAROL HOWARD - HOW/387/3281  ® 
Representation.: I don't think they should be allowed to build on the field joining 314 Beccles Road as it is a flooded area. This would spoil the 
nature reserve and golf course as we have a lot of trouble with the estates now. Beccles Road cannot accept all the traffic now and doctors, 
dentists and hospital cannot cope with the people in Lowestoft. The sewers cannot take it as well as Beccles Road get very flooded. Please 
don't spoil what country is left of Carlton Colville.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS T JOHNSON - JOH/134/3394   
Representation.: We oppose this site because of the amount of traffic already along this piece of road. At times I wait a few minutes to get out 
of our driveway. Also another road almost opposite the Hollow Grove Way junction is another danger as since last Christmas there have been 
several accidents including a 5 car incident and the road having to be closed. With a disabled person in the house it is a hazard along this piece 
of road now.    Again it will certainly take away a lot of our privacy for which we bought our house in the first place being told that nothing would 
even be built to the back of us. This would take quite a lot of value off our property. We are concerned at the amount of traffic as we though that 
more would use the new road - but it's getting worse every year. The speed at 30mph does not work very week wither as most are going much 
faster, especially motorbikes.    We are strongly against this suggestion.   
 
Respondent.: MR LEACH - LEA/417/3685  A 
Representation.: I find assessment that this is a greenfield site & brownfield site difficult to accept as far as I am aware this site has been used 
only for agricultural/market gardening or to stable horses. Where is the access to the new site to be, as I cannot see any place for one.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS P & S NORFOLK - NOR/720/3457  ^ 
Representation.: Greenfield / brownfield. Do not develop here - back of present dwellings. Allow this to become part of wildlife / golf course. Is 
liable to flood as low lying. Increased traffic onto A146 and is close to road used as main run to Carlton Colville on opposite side.   
 
Respondent.: MRS PATRICIA OLDMAN - OLD/390/3378  � 
Representation.: I am very concerned about the proposed building behind 314 Beccles Road of 31 houses. This area covers the back of 12 
properties. This is appalling.    For a start a road out on to the Beccles Road would be no more than about 75yards from a major junction and 
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more cars on a now congested road is not acceptable. We often have to wait to get out of our gate up to 4-5minutes. The new road has done 
nothing to ease the traffic going to Oulton Broad and we still have to contend with queues. We don't need any more houses or cars on Beccles 
Road. We have enough bother with the estate (ghetto) opposite and putting more of the same out my back doesn't bear thinking about. I don't 
want to live on an estate. Also the nature reserve will suffer and we need to safeguard these areas.   
 
Respondent.: MR RAY OLDMAN - OLD/393/3374   
Representation.: Regarding the proposed building of 31 houses directly behind my property in Beccles Road, it beggars belief the thought of 
another road junction 75yards from Hollow Grove Way which is busy enough as it is. The road is at saturation point now with queues to Oulton 
Broad frequently as far as us now. Besides that issue the thought of another estate directly behind us like the ghetto we've got in from of us 
does not bear thinking about.   
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3594 æ 
Representation.: A comparable site in relation to main settlement as Site 154.   
 
Respondent.: RSPB - RSP/1017/3496 … 
Representation.: This site is located close to the Broads Authority boundary and could impact upon the Broadland designated site, in 
particular Barnby Broad & Marshes SSSI and Oulton Broad SSSI, both which fall within the Broadland SPA.   The RSPB believes that an 
appropriate assessment will need to be undertaken to ensure there would be no adverse impacts on the designated areas resulting from 
development on this site. This is in accordance with Article 6 of the Habitats Directive and Regulations 48, 49 and 53 of the Conservation 
(Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (the 'Habitats Regulations'). These state that any plan or project which is likely to have a significant 
effect on a European site, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, should be the subject of an 'appropriate assessment' 
of the implications for the site in view of the site's conservation objectives.   
 
Respondent.: MALCOLM SMITH - SMI/597/3367  � 
Representation.: My wife and I are strongly against the proposal to build some 31 homes to the rear of our bungalow. We bought the 
bungalow ten years ago with the knowledge that the fields behind us have a special landscape area environmental 2 category (page 14 and 15 
of the Waveney Local Plan). The proposed access road will be through the land of 314 which is 50yards from Hollow Grove Way of which there 
has already been lots of accidents. A give car pile up 2 weeks ago and another one last weekend, so this access road would only increase the 
already bad situation. We all have soak aways to the rear of our property so we could get flooded with building behind us. This field is next to 
horses grazing, the golf course and next to the wildlife bird sanctuary.   
 
Respondent.: SUFFOLK WILDLIFE TRUST - SUF/308/3779  ™ 
Representation.: May be a hedgerow behind houses, otherwise arable.   
 
Respondent.: J TAYLOR - TAY/199/3212  k 
Representation.: With regard to the new LDP When we moved into his house, we thought how nice it was to see trees and fields we were then 
subjected to loud music all day long so that we could not sit in our own garden, it took nearly two years to get it stopped, we then had one you 
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of sitting on the patio, then on the other side we suddenly get a large dog run with two massive dogs, sometimes the smell is quite 
overpowering so once again we cannot sit on our patio, as l said in my last letter the traffic on this road has got so" fast and heavy" at times it 
takes some five 'to ten minuets to get out of the drive, last week we had yet another smash with five cars , so once again I stress the point of 
more cars on this piece of road, you will also take away my view of the only small amount of greenery we have left around us,, I think you 
maybe taking more notice of the poor farmer who would much rather sell his land than grow food, perhaps this is happening all over, before 
long his country will be buying all our food from other countries and we will be hull of unmarried others and illegal immigrants, for us oldies it is 
a shame that all we worked for over FORTY FOUR years has been thrown out of the window by councils giving all the layabouts houses to live 
in, so I am begging you not to let this land behind 314 Beccles Road be used for houses or any thing but growing food.   
 
Respondent.: JOHN YOUNGS - YOU/937/3234  � 
Representation.: I live at 314A Beccles Road. When I brought my land 5 years ago, I was informed that nothing would be build behind my plot 
for 30years.    I was very surprised to be told that 314 Beccles Road was proposed to be demolished and a road installed with a number of 
houses built on the land at the rear of 314. Please note that I was told a road junction so close to Hollow Grove Way was out of the question.    
Also please note that there have been a lot of accidents at this road junction, the last being on Sunday 5th August involving 5 cars.    Also 
please note that the main sewer outside my home gets blocked _ times a year. I will strongly object to this proposal.    
 
 
Blundeston - Further Issues and Options - Miscellaneous 
 
Respondent.: PEECOCK SHORT - PEE/1029/3567 Ë 
Representation.: Sites 4 - 7. Although Blundeston is considered a sustainable location, this would appear to be partially on the basis of its 
proximity to Lowestoft, and although it has a reasonable range of facilities the scale of potential development is likely to put a strain on the 
village.   
 
Respondent.: MR J E SIMMONS - SIM/449/3500  ˆ 
Representation.: In noting that there is no need to repeat comments made during the previous consultation period, attention is drawn to the 
observations recorded on my response form dated 29 January 2007, reference SIM/449 as regards sites 004, 005, 006 and 007, many of which 
are relevant to the additional site option 147.   However, on re-reading my original submission, the penultimate and concluding paragraphs on 
page 3 contain confused references to sites 005 and 006. The paragraphs should read as follows:- (amended references are underlined)   
Against this background, the need for smaller (two bedroom) affordable housing was included in the Blundeston and Flixton Parish Plan. This 
need to provide a better housing mix resulted in site 006 being offered and planning permission obtained for 10 affordable homes. It is 
understood this development would comprise seven dwellings for shared equity sale and three for rent. It is unclear whether this provision 
would cater for the needs of those elderly couples who wish to downsize. In any event, there is merit in developing site 006 to its potential with 
the inclusion of a small number of larger dwellings, ie a better housing mix. Concentrating affordable housing solely on an edge of village site 
may not achieve a level of social integration evident elsewhere in the village.   IN CONCLUSION, IN VIEW OF THE NEED FOR A MORE 
REALISTIC HOUSING MIX IN BLUNDESTON, THERE IS MERIT IN INCORPORATING SITE 006 AS A SPECIFIC SITE ALLOCATION FOR 
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DEVELOPMENT AS OUTLINED ABOVE. WHEREAS SITE 006 MEETS THE "SITE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS IN THE LOWESTOFT 
AREA, (SMALL-SCALE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PARTICULARLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING)," SITES 004,005 AND 007 DO NOT.   
 
Respondent.: RONNIE SOCRATOUS - SOC/588/3148  + 
Representation.: I'm not against any infill; for instance the buildings planned to be built where Walton Road garage is in Blundeston Street - I 
see nothing wrong with that; but do oppose the proposed building on fields, especially where when we get alot of rain the roads get flooded as 
they have just recently.    I believe there are also plans to build on the fields across the road from blundeston primary school that would be a bit 
of a disaster as the drainage in that area is not at all good. That's without all the other problems of shops, play areas, transport and schools.    
I'm sure these problems are not just confined to blundeston in this day and age its surely time to think ahead for our grandchildren - do we want 
them to grow up in a concrete jungle? Just think back 20 years and compare the amount of green areas that weve lost.    Its not to late to put a 
stop to all this but its in your hands.   
 
 
Carlton Colville - Further Issues and Options - Miscellaneous 
 
Respondent.: MRS T BALKHAM - BAL/967/3332  á 
Representation.: No more building of houses etc in Carlton Colville. Over the last three years we have been saturated with housing estates. 
This affects our roads with more traffic and also our other worry is sewerage and possible flooding. The village cannot accommodate any 
further additions.   
 
Respondent.: BARBARA BEEVOR - BEE/934/3219  r 
Representation.: I understand there is to be a meeting at Carlton Colville next week and unfortunately I am away.   I feel very strongly that 
there has already been a meeting (numbers attending astounded all) and a vote was taken which was overwhelming was in favour of NO 
FURTHER LARGE SCALE DEVELOPMENT in Carlton Colville.   We were told that although officers from the Town Hall had been invitied, no-
one bothered to come!   Will anyone be there this time?  What is the point of meetings when the voice of the residents seems to be ignored and 
plans will probably go ahead anyway?   The feelings at the meeting were very strong and people gave, in my opinion, sound reasons for no 
further large-scale development, i.e. school places, doctors, dentist, chemist, post office, and above all a third crossing to help with the volume 
of traffic already on our roads.  Add more, and more time taken, more angry motorists, more polution etc. etc.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3524    
Representation.: A meeting was held by Carlton Colville Parish Council on 28 August 2007 to discuss further options with residents of Carlton 
Colville and to receive their comments. About 200 people attended the meeting and gave their views. There was a range of ages and people 
came from all parts of Carlton Colville. A copy of the names and addresses and age ranges given by some of those who attended is attached.   
Most of the further sites proposed were looked at in some detail but the members of the public made it clear at the start of the meeting that they 
considered they had already expressed their opinion at the previous meeting in February 2007 and the opinion was still that that there should 
be no more building of houses in Carlton Colville. Please see previous response from meeting of 24 February. Members of the public were 
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losing patience with going over old ground and strongly and loudly made clear that what they had said before applied to all of the additional 
suggested developments. After the discussion of the site at Bell Farm there was heated opposition to discussing any sites which were for 
housing as the general consensus was no more houses. Councillor Hart at that point suggested looking at sites where proposals were for uses 
other than housing and so not all of the sites were looked at in detail.    General comments   Comments were strongly and loudly expressed 
that at the previous meeting in February it had been unanimously decided that no more houses were wanted in Carlton Colville and that Carlton 
Colville had reached saturation point with a large increase of houses and a lack of drainage and infrastructure and employment and the 
removal of the character of area.   The point was made by the public that at certain times of the day it takes 1.5 hours for an ambulance to 
reach Carton Colville and that this is a health and safety matter.   Questions were strongly and loudly raised as to why Carlton Colville was to 
be considered for more houses when it had already received more than its quota of building over the past years, having trebled in size in the 
past twenty years and with an infrastructure that had reached saturation point.   It was strongly emphasized that developers should look 
elsewhere in the future as there had already been such a large percentage increase in the number of houses in Carton Colville.   It was 
considered that empty houses should be made use of in Waveney instead of more houses being built in Carlton Colville.   It was commented 
that under The Local Development Framework relatively more sites were being proposed for Carlton Colville than in other areas and this might 
lead to relatively more houses being considered for building in Carlton Colville. This was considered to be unjust for Carlton Colville.   Opinion 
was strongly expressed by the public that sites should not be built on to the detriment of later infrastructure.   The questions were asked as to 
who the independent planning inspector would be and how he would be selected as he obviously had an important role. The request was made 
that this response be sent to him.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3531  § 
Representation.: The conclusion from the public was that all the opinions expressed in the first response should be added to this response.    
The public strongly and loudly made clear that what they had said before applied to all of the additional suggested developments.    The opinion 
was still that that there should be no more building of houses in Carlton Colville.  It was strongly emphasized that developers should look 
elsewhere in the future as there had already been such a large percentage increase in the number of houses in Carton Colville.    It was 
considered that empty houses should be made use of in Waveney instead of more houses being built in Carlton Colville.    It was strongly felt 
that Carlton Colville had reached saturation point with a large increase of houses and lack of drainage and infrastructure, employment and 
removal of character of area.    Opinion was strongly expressed by the public that sites should not be built on to the detriment of later 
infrastructure.    The opinion was that boundaries to green belt land should be maintained.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3532  ¨ 
Representation.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL  MINUTES OF MEETING 28 AUGUST 2007  Minutes of the Extraordinary Parish 
Council Meeting held on 28 August at 7.30 pm at Carlton Colville Community Centre, Hall Road, Carlton Colville. This was held in order to 
discuss The Local Development Framework (LDF) with residents of Carlton Colville and to receive their comments about the further issues and 
options suggested for consideration in the second consultation period.   Present were Parish Councillors Mrs Gayle Hart, (Chairman), Mr Terry 
Fleet, (ViceChairman), Mrs Ivy Bryant, Mrs Julie Hall, Mr Paul Light, Mr Dave Norton, Mr Phil Plant, Mrs Margaret Hooper. In attendance were 
Waveney District Council Officers Mr Martin Plane and Mrs Sara Nicholls. A large number of the public, about 200 people in total, attended   
Before the meeting opened the Chairman, Cllr Gayle Hart, gave a fire safety briefing.   The meeting was opened at 7.30 pm by the Chairman of 
the Parish Council, Cllr Gayle Hart, who introduced the members of the Parish Council and the Waveney District Council officers. She thanked 
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the members of the public for attending and described the agenda for the evening, explaining that Mrs Sara Nicholls would go through the LDF 
process and that then the areas suggested as options would be considered individually. She explained that the public's comments would be 
recorded by the clerk and that this would form a response to the Waveney District Council Planning Policy Team.   Waveney District Council 
Officer Mrs Sarah Nicholls introduced the LDF Process which had replaced the old planning system explaining that this was now more flexible 
and by involving the public from the start could address objections. Issues and Options would be looked at within the process and by 2008 the 
District Council would be able to set out the options it considered should be taken forward. She explained that details of the process could be 
found on the Waveney District Council website or from the Planning Policy Department.  She explained that final decisions on developments 
are examined by an independent inspector.  She explained that he would apply nine tests of soundness. His report would be binding. The Plan 
would be adopted in 2009.  She explained that at the present stage of the LDF within Waveney 3000 comments had been received from the 
public and during the first consultation period 150 sites had already been suggested for development with another 30 sites suggested during 
the second consultation period. Not all sites would be used.   Chairman Gayle Hart thanked Mrs Nicholls and reiterated that the second stage 
proposals put forward by planners and developers were now being looked at and the meeting had been held so that the public's comments 
could be made about uses for the sites. The suggested format was to look at each site individually.   Discussion then took place on individual 
sites as follows:   Site 148- Land at Bell Farm- Suggested Use - Housing - 548 homes   This led immediately to a general discussion about 
infrastructure. Comments were made that at the previous meeting in February it had unanimously been decided that no more houses were 
wanted in Carlton Colville and that Carlton Colville had reached saturation point with large increase of houses and lack of drainage and 
infrastructure and removal of character of area.   Comments specific to Bell Farm were raised as follows:  The area is too wet to be built on 
because of flooding; objections remained about flooding and infrastructure that had been put forward for the smaller area here in the first 
consultation period. The road system here is inadequate, questions were asked about where access would be, and if it was from The Street 
that this would be inadequate. Schools were already full up.   Mrs Nicholls explained that not all the sites would be required and that although 
core strategy had identified Lowestoft as a main area in Waveney with a number of houses required of 5800, about 3000 houses would already 
have been built by the end of 2007. This would leave 290 houses a year to be built over the next 15 years. Of these 3000 houses 1400 would 
likely be in the urban regeneration area of Lake Lothing.   Questions were loudly raised as to why Carlton Colville was to be considered for 
more houses when it had already received more than its quota of building over the past years and infrastructure had reached saturation point.   
Mr Plane explained that anybody could put forward potential sites and that nothing had been decided in Carlton Colville and that maybe there 
would be none built on in Carton Colville.   Comments were loudly raised from the floor that infrastructure and employment was necessary 
before any more development took place. The point was raised that at certain times of the day it takes 1.5 hours for an ambulance to reach 
Carton Colville.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3533  © 
Representation.: It was commented that with regard to drainage Bell Farm was situated at the lowest point in Carlton Colville, drainage is poor 
and drains would not be able to take any more surface water and the sewage system is forty years old.  The question was asked as to why this 
site had scored points as being a beneficial site for development and Mrs Nicholls explained that this was because the site was relatively close 
to shops and roads and existing settlement. Comments were strongly made that there was no benefit in having 548 homes in the centre of the 
village with no infrastructure or drainage.   Further comments were made that at the previous meeting it was unanimously agreed that no more 
houses should be built in Carton Colville and this was now being reiterated and it was now strongly emphasized that developers should look 
elsewhere in the future as there had already been such a large percentage increase in the number of houses in Carton Colville and the 
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infrastructure could not cope.   There was heated opposition to discussing sites for housing as the general consensus was no more houses.   
Councillor Hart suggested looking at sites where proposals were for uses other than housing.    Site 150- Land off Chapel Road - Suggested 
Use- Museum extension   It was considered by the general public that this would be a good idea if provision for adequate parking at the 
museum was included.   Questions were then raised about Site 152   Site 152 - Land at Carlton Manor Holiday Park - Housing - 97 - homes   
Residents at Carlton Manor Holiday Park raised concerns about being displaced. They said they would like the site to be left as it is as they 
have put their retirement funds into living there. Caravans costing E60,000 will be worth nothing if the site is developed for housing. They 
strongly felt that planners should be reminded that they gave permission for the site as a caravan park. They would not be able to live 
elsewhere and the site offered affordable housing for them.  Residents here went on to say that they had each received a letter from the owner 
indicating that he is not interested in building on the site.   The question was asked as to whom the independent planning inspector would be as 
he obviously had an important role, and how he would be selected.  Mr Plane explained that the inspector would be appointed by the 
government agency Go East. He repeated that there would be nine tests of soundness. He explained that there would be no question of 3000 
houses being built in Carlton Colville and that who owned what land had no bearing on decisions, what was taken into account were factors 
such as flooding.    Site 149 - Land at Chapel Road - Employment or Affordable Housing - 27 homes   Mrs Nicholls explained that there were 
no exact plans for employment; if it took place it would probably consist of light offices. Affordable housing was a consideration.   Discussion 
digressed to the triangle at the roundabout; it was pointed out that this was not the area under discussion.   The question was raised about a 
possible corridor for a road through this site which had been a proposal in the past years by Suffolk County Council. Mr Plane explained that at 
best Suffolk County Council would only be able to develop one road scheme in the next five years and it would not protect corridors of land for 
future infrastructure if there was no immediate likelihood of a road scheme taking place. Suffolk County Council would however comment on 
areas and its affect on any future road schemes and if it wanted to build a road here in the future it would say so.   The question was asked as 
to whether a builder could "buy planning permission "by agreeing to build a road through an area.  Mr Plane advised that this would not be the 
case.   Opinion was strongly expressed by the public that sites should not be built on to the detriment of later infrastructure.   It was also 
mentioned that there was great difficulty for pedestrians in crossing the roundabout at Beccles Road/Chapel Road, there were no pavements or 
dropped kerbs, that current pedestrian access is inadequate in the area of Chapel Road and would be made worse by extra traffic and housing.   
Site 151 - Oakes farm, Wood Lane - Mixed use - housing, leisure, and commercial and public amenities and open space - up to 2092 homes   
Councillor Hart pointed out that the area had been split into three sites and that it appeared that 151 A had been suggested for housing, 151B 
for recreation and 151C for light industrial  Comments were made that no more houses should be built in Carlton Colville. Specific to this site it 
was strongly pointed out that this area was close to the Barnby Bends and houses should not be built here until the road had been improved.   
 
Respondent.: CARLTON COLVILLE PARISH COUNCIL - CAR/844/3534  ª 
Representation.: Comments were strongly expressed that Chapel Road is a boundary to green belt land and building on this site would set a 
precedent for building as far as Worlingham.  The point was suggested, from the floor, that part of the site could be for community buildings 
such as doctors and dentists and that previous landowners had suggested they would contribute towards the new road. It was commented that 
much of this land is not in Carlton Colville but that it does have an influence on Carlton Colville's infrastructure.   The following general 
comments were again strongly made:  No more building of houses until the infrastructure is developed Comments should be sent to the 
inspector.  Empty houses should be made use of in Waveney before more houses are built.  If there were relatively more sites proposed for 
Carlton Colville than other areas then this might lead to relatively more houses being built in Carlton Colville and this did not seem right.   
Members of the public were beginning to leave and so Cllr Hart proposed bringing the meeting to a close.   Cllr Hart advised that the comments 
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made at the meeting would be forwarded to the Waveney District Planning Policy Department.  She thanked all for coming and thanked Mr 
Plane and Mrs Nicholls for coming along to speak at the meeting.   There being no further business, the meeting ended at 9.10 pm  
 
Respondent.: MR G DANN - DAN/294/3399  $ 
Representation.: Your map is still not updated to shown areas of housing adjacent to Castleton Avenue and Beccles Road / Hollow Lane 
which are completed or in hand. Misleading as it suggests that Carlton Colville is well-endowed with open spaces / undeveloped areas.    I 
would reiterate my comments on my response form (Dec 06). The sentiments of local residents attendees at local meetings prior to the Feb 
2007 and that held on 28th August 2007 were that the explosive development of the village should go no further. Also that adequate provision 
of essential community and physical infrastructure should be made at the time of any development.    My views on sites under construction 
leave me disinclined to welcome them as potential housing developments. All represent intrusion outside the current building lines into green 
areas.   
 
Respondent.: SALLY DANN - DAN/717/3388  � 
Representation.: Having attended the recent Parish Council meeting about possible new home building sites in Carlton Colville, my feelings 
have not changed since the first meeting. We have already had many hundreds of homes built in Carlton Colville in the past few years. We do 
not have the infrastructure or facilities for any more. Too much of our countryside has already been concreted over and we have ceased to be a 
village.   
 
Respondent.: MR S E EXALL - EXA/689/3354  ÷ 
Representation.: It is unfortunate that the additional Site Allocations make no allowance for additional employment in or around Carlton 
Colville but simply add lots of housing. Lowestoft has lost its historic industries and has yet to replace them with a modern commercial trading 
structure. Where will the new residents travel to work to earn the money to pay the mortgages or rent for these hundreds of new homes in 
Carlton Colville? Carlton Colville is already at a disadvantage by being something of a "dormitory" for places as far afield as Norwich.   
 
Respondent.: MR R FARROW - FAR/632/3395    
Representation.: I feel we have had enough building in Carlton Colville because the infrastructure cannot cope with any more. We have 
almost lost our village status over the years. Enough is enough.   
 
Respondent.: MRS G FARROW - FAR/982/3397  " 
Representation.: I feel there should be no more houses built in Carlton Colville. We have had our share. All planning permission for these sites 
should be rejected.   
 
Respondent.: MRS D J GASSON - GAS/985/3409  . 
Representation.: No more houses until the roads are sorted. The sewerage needs updating, as when you go past the old post office, the smell 
is very strong of sewerage. The paths to both schools are very poor and it is nearly impossible to drive up past Gisleham Middle School when 
they are going to and coming from school. An accident waiting to happen.    The extension to the transport museum is a good ideas as long as 
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they can enlarge the car park. It is a good holiday attraction and may help to put this part of the country on the map.    Please no more 
suggested sites until the problems have been sorted.   
 
Respondent.: NIGEL GILHAM - GIL/960/3298  ¿ 
Representation.: My overall view of further housing development in Carlton Colville is that it would destroy what is left of the village identity.    
Although not as tangible as other criteria used in development strategies, village identity and quality of life factors are most important. 
Disruption of quality of life impacts directly on the social stability of any community which can lead to other problems including crime and a 
downturn in economic sustainability.    I am in favour of controlled development which I would suggest should include bringing back into use 
previously occupied land whether it be originally / historically residential or industrial.   
 
Respondent.: HIGHWAYS AGENCY - HIG/414/3203  b 
Representation.: Being geographically remote from the trunk road network none of the sites are likely to have a major impact on the network. 
However, again the cumulative impact of these and other sites proposed in earlier issues and options consultations, is likely to give rise to a 
material increase.   
 
Respondent.: MR PAUL JACOB - JAC/969/3335  ä 
Representation.: Most families now have at least 2 cars per household. The public transport never runs at suitable times for people going to 
work. Mainly shift workers, weekend working times. The village has lost most of its shops including its post office, so people have to travel out 
of the village more often. Also local services are at breaking point. Try getting a doctors or dentist appointment. More local services need to be 
in place before any more homes are built in the area.   
 
Respondent.: MR LEACH - LEA/417/3688  D 
Representation.: In all these sites I see no allowances for extra schools, doctors, dentists, police stations, fire stations to allow these to cope, 
these services can hardly cope with what is already built. In my opinion no plans should be able to be passed without the impact on these 
services are not taken into account.   
 
Respondent.: MRS R A LEEDHAM - LEE/210/3377   
Representation.: 1. The huge population increase to a small village will put intolerable pressure on existing roads - there are already regularly 
queues back to Tesco Express Garage on Beccles Road when driving to Oulton Broad and the infamous Barnby Bends surely cannot support 
thousands of more regular cars - surely this will mean more accidents.   2. The local schools have no more room and in any case more cars 
through the old village will put children's lives at risk. Only recently there was an accident involving a motorbike and car in the village - an 
increase in traffic is not suited for the smaller roads in the village.   3. With such a huge area being considered for building the Council must 
take on board the very real possibility of flooding - already the village had big flooding problems when the Mardle site was built on and cost 
considerable money to rectify.   
 
Respondent.: ALAN MOLTINO - MOL/845/3208  g 
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Representation.: In respect of the proposals for Carlton Colville in particular and Waveney in general, I note the virtual absence of any 
mention of traffic problems, provision of schools, doctors surgeries, dentists and there is only a very unspecified community facilities proposal. 
Although the Development Plan Document is in the early stages, these are matters which I feel the public would like answers to know, as you 
surely already have ideas of the lines on which you wish to proceed.    No mention has been made of flood plains and even if there are no 
problems in this area and that the proposed building plans would not cause any, in view of recent events it would be comforting to be officially 
told so!    There is still no specific information as to whether there will be provision of new homes for local people and first time purchasers at 
reasonable prices, and will any council housing be built?   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS K OGSTON - OGS/627/3266    
Representation.: Land suggested for future development - I am particular concerned about possible further housing being built in Carlton 
Colville. In recent years a huge number of new homes have been built in Carlton Colville trebeling the population over two decades. 
Unfortunately improvements to the infastructure have not kept pace and are inadequate for the number of houses now let alone more. Constant 
development in this area has ruined the village which is now no more than a housing suburb of Lowestoft.    I strongly believe Carlton Colville 
has 'done it bit' and should now be left to adjust to its present housing stock. As a resident of Carlton Colville living next to a site being 
considered for nearly 550 houses I am obviously particularly concerned how this continual consideration and uncertainty is affecting the value 
of my property and how any building will have a serious impact on mine and my wifes lives. At the moment we enjoy views across open fields 
(the reason we purchased the property in the first place) if building these houses at Bell Farm were to go ahead we would wish to move, 
however with building going on for possibly years and the decrease in our propertys value this may prove impossible. We feel we are being 
hounded out by inconsiderate planning options that cause stress and uncertainty.  The very existence of Carlton Colville as we know it is under 
threat of being swamped by suburban type housing and simply becoming a huge housing estate with poor facilities and no character.   We 
hope our opinions will be taken into consideration.   
 
Respondent.: MR RAY OLDMAN - OLD/393/3372    
Representation.: I feel very strongly on the subject with all the development of the Beccles Road over the last few years. The only space we 
have left is the land which a lot of the proposed building is earmarked for.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS PAGE - PAG/850/3385  � 
Representation.: Have looked through and have no major comments that won't have already been raised - specifically re volume in Carlton 
Colville and the need for supporting infrastructure services to accompany such large scale development.   
 
Respondent.: B R REEVE - REE/973/3344  í 
Representation.: Our roads in Carlton Colville are often grid locked already - we do not need more houses. We do need a better road and 
bridge system.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS R SMITH - SMI/849/3415  4 
Representation.: The Council has passed greenfield sites for building in Carlton Colville for the last 50years to my knowledge and the village 
has grown beyond a joke. This has got to stop. Carlton will soon have to apply for town status.    One week in August 2007 we had 5 power 
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cuts. A spokesperson told me that the fuse in the sub station keeps blowing due to insufficient power in the cable to meet demand.    If more 
houses are built the water supply will be insufficient. There is only the same amount of water on this planet at any one time and it all comes 
from rain in the first place. The more houses that are build the more rain water goes to waste, instead of falling onto fields and soaking into the 
soil and getting into the water table and then being available to make use of as domestic water. So I think you would have to pipe water from 
elsewhere. This would cost many millions, also all land owners en route would have to agree.    A plant could be built on the coast but not 
anywhere near Sizewell. We don't want to glow as we drink!    We have problems in Carlton Colville now with existing sewage, new pipes 
would need to be laid and a pumping station build and other pumping stations capacity increased.    More shops would have to be built. A 
doctors surgery, a pharmacy all in the old village of Carlton.    I know you have been told by Westminster that more housing has to be build, this 
is not the first daft idea to come out of Westminster and will not be the last. What is wrong with building these houses on Ellough airfield? In 
Norfolk they could build on Coltishall airfield.    Where I live was a greenfield until 1965. The land at Bell Farm floods. Please leave Carlton 
Colville alone, we have had more than our share of development over the years.   
 
Respondent.: ALICE AND CHRIS SMITH - SMI/968/3333  â 
Representation.: As a resident of Carlton Colville for 30years and seeing the growth over the last 15-20years making the population over 
7000, I feel we have done enough for local development!    The local infrastructure cannot support further development on this scale.   
 
Respondent.: M & J TITSHALL - TIT/962/3303  Ä 
Representation.: I am against any further housing being developed in or around Carlton village simply because it is becoming anything other 
than a village.    As stated at this and the previous meeting the general infrastructure cannot sustain further housing and the traffic that 
accompanies such development. What is the point of having rural areas if all planners and builders see is an opportunity to make money? 
There would be no advantage to the village of Carlton Colville if any more properties were built, quite the opposite, more houses = more people 
= more traffic = more pollution = worse environment to live in.    If any of the proposed sites in this or previous documents offend the eye 
instead of housing some sort of parkland or recreational use would benefit the community much more.     
 
 
Carlton Colville - Further Issues and Options - Additional Suggested Sites 
 
Respondent.: D B HOWES - HOW/024/3253  ” 
Representation.: I have in mind the following sites which I think could be developed all in no Flood Risk areas.   Carlton Colville  1 Four Acres. 
The council admits the front is Brown Field but I feel the whole site is as it has been a Commercial Caravan Site for over Twenty Five years. 
The developer is prepared to build Affordable Houses.    2 Hall Road. The site to the north of Four Acres on the west side of Hall Road. The 
developer is prepared to give land to the Community Centre. To improve the frontage and widen Hall Road, also, provide Affordable Houses. 
Hall Road does need improving parked cars make it a one lane road. It is overgrown and is the local Fly Tipping Site. By combining both sites it 
would I feel improve the area.   
 
Respondent.: MR DOUGLAS FREDERICK KEMP - KEM/952/3286  ³ 
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Representation.: With reference to the Waveney Local Development Framework, I would like to bring your attention to the availability and use 
of brownfield sites not specifically mentioned in the documentation.    I would refer you to the caravan site at Carlton Colville (Four Acres), part 
of which you accept as brownfield. In addition the land between the above site and the community centre on the Mutford Road (to the west of 
Hall Road) appears ripe for development.    
 
 
Kessingland - Further Issues and Options – Miscellaneous 
 
Respondent.: MRS MARGARET MILLARD - MIL/096/3142  % 
Representation.: I can only comment on the Kessingland plans - the area in which I live - my views are the same as I expressed last time ie 
Kessingland CANNOT support anymore houses. We have just lost the only butcher in the village and are left with 2 corner shops, a pet shop, a 
tanning shop??, a chemist, and now only one of our two original post offices.The one school is very small and the school is desparate for the 
new library to be built so that the room used (in the schoo) can become a classroom. THE SEWERAGE cannot cope - we already live with "The 
Kessingland Pong" during the warmer weather. The bus service - altho' better than it was - is still only average. We have a large number of 
pensioners who no longer drive and are reliant on the "bus" - We still have double deckers and coach type buses on our one and only route 
VERY FEW low floor buses come to Kessingland.   On the whole plan - it looks to me as though you are giving in to Labour and turning the 
whole of the country into one large housing estate.  We elect YOU our local councillors to carry out our wishes - stand up for us for goodness 
sake. We will remember when the  next elections come round.   
 
 
Lowestoft - Further Issues and Options - Additional Suggested Sites 
 
Respondent.: MARK THOMPSON - THO/1071/3839 Õ 
Representation.: I write regarding the new 15 year development plan for the Waveney District. Can I suggest one further site for residential 
development rather than taking in greenfield sites? I refer to the former Pakefield Rifle Range which I understand is 51 acres in area. This 
former military firing range is undoubtedly a brownfield site and ripe for development. Land other than greenfield land is in short supply around 
Lowestoft and I understand that it is Government policy to develop brownfield sites first. Other than residential development, the Pakefield 
range would surely be suitable for leisure uses or for chalets and residential transportable bungalows.   
 
 
Lowestoft - Further Issues and Options - Miscellaneous 
 
Respondent.: R BROWN - BRO/994/3424  = 
Representation.: The traffic going through the heart of Lowestoft must be diverted away. It spoils the town and prevents any real regeneration. 
Compare Sheringham (traffic kept out of town centre) with Cromer (traffic flows through town centre). Sheringham is the most attractive, most 
shop trade, most prosperous as people are not put off by the traffic noise, danger and fumes.    There must never be a third crossing near the 
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eastern bascule bridge because it will be an enormous high-rise concrete monstrosity that will look so ugly and be such an eyesore that it will 
kill off tourism and depress the locals.   
 
Respondent.: MRS R CARROLL - CAR/915/3158  5 
Representation.: Thank you for detail of Waveney Local Development Framework, ref DR/CC/LDF4.3/5.3(gen) I have read it with interest but I 
am not very pleased with it. The suggested sites, I know the sites have not been approved yet. I think it's good about the cemetery's but why oh 
why all these houses. 18 proposals for housing in Lowestoft why do we need all these houses?? No mention of HOSPITAL, SCHOOLS, 
DOCTERS, DENTISTS, these places are over crowded now more and more houses are going to put pressure on these amenities. It will mean 
more and more traffic on the local roads, it's bad enough now trying to get through Oulton Broads and even with the new roads Lowestoft is still 
bad. I hardly go into Lowestoft now it's quicker to go to Gorleston or Yarmouth and People living South of the bridge find it quicker to go to 
Beccles. Come on Waveney get your priorities correct stop building all these houses and get some of the things built we really need. 
HOSPITAL DOCTORS DENTISTS SCHOOLS and help the pensioners, we never hear anything being done for them.   
 
Respondent.: D B HOWES - HOW/024/3252  “ 
Representation.: My one fear about 1st East is that everything is being concentrated on their six areas and the rest of the Lowestoft area 
being neglected. Also, I cannot see many of their schemes coming to fruition. They seem to be ideas of people who do not know the area and 
they come here objecting to everything outside their areas. Also, they have caused a lot of concern in the Business Community. I cannot see 
much Regeneration, as yet, more like Degeneration as firms and investors are hanging back.    I am against 106 Agreements paying for the 
Third River Crossing, the Beaman report suggests that new Bridges and other main improvements to the access infrastructure will need Public 
Funding. This is Governments duty to fund not 106 money which is for improvements within the community.   
 
Respondent.: MS M B POWELL - POW/1011/3488 } 
Representation.: Why this obsession with housing? The Government has set impossible targets and must be told Lowestoft and Oulton Broad 
have passed saturation point. 400 homes have just been permitted at Woods Meadow, some 90homes are pending at Oswald's boatyard, with 
a huge block of housing 7 storeys high, totally out of keeping among such low lying existing buildings. You keep silent about that development 
pending at the Pegasus boatyard site. All its traffic will have to enter Bridge Road right beside the railway crossing gates. It should be a major 
feature of your plans for Oulton Broad.    What we desperately need is more jobs, more industry, to top these new occupants becoming a heavy 
financial burden on Waveney, either as retired folk who will increasing need hospitals and doctors, or as unemployed persons needing social 
benefits.    For years many people have looked outside the town for employment. Considerable numbers travel daily to Norwich, Beccles or 
Yarmouth in spite of the expense. One young friend of mine travels daily to Eye - 45 minutes by bus. It took me over half hour to get from the 
roundabout at the top of Cotmer Road down to the traffic lights and over Mutford bridge. And some unfortunate folk have to do this every 
weekday, there and back.    Just think of the fumes they are inhaling. A friend living in Brundall stopped going to Norwich. You could smell the 
fumes as you approached, he said.    Visitors object to the time spent in the traffic jams, will soon be deciding there are other beaches, other 
broads easier to reach.    For all these reasons, it would be madness to develop the land north of Hall Lane, Oulton. Dunston and Woods 
Meadow are quite enough for that area. Once again it would all drain into Gorleston Road and mingle with all the heavy traffic to Salvesons and 
even heavier traffic going right through to Beccles Road or Rackham's Corner in the other direction.    Many drivers just refuse to negotiate the 
bottleneck from the level crossing to Mutford bridge. They are increasingly using the unsuitable narrow, twisting roads to the west as rat runs. 
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Very heavy use now.    The railway bridge at Prospect Road / Borrow Road is beginning to get cracks in its walls. It was built well over 
100years ago to take horses and coaches.    The vast population increase is bound to affect hospitals, in spite of their assurances. Already, 
there are shortages of nurses and beds, delays and cancellations of operations, seeing specialists. Doctors are already heavily overworked. 
Traffic jams already put heavy strains on ambulances and doctors visiting their patients.    How can the water companies say they can cope 
when 30years ago, they were worrying about supplementing local supplies with water from the river Trent which would harm more rare water 
creatures in the upper reaches of Norfolk rivers like the Bure.    We are fast running out of landfill sites.    Land west of Cucumber Lane, 
Ellough, is a greenfield site on the edge of a very beautiful area of countryside. Further applications will follow.    Corton already has more then 
its fair share of housing, stretching right through from Oulton to the Yarmouth Road near Tesco.    Carlton Colville, too, has seen an enormous, 
very recent, increase in housing. Much more and it will join up with Barnby, Ellough and Worlingham. Very little open land between Carlton and 
Beccles.    Burnt Hill Lane is unsuitable for a cemetery as its so close to housing and mainly approachable through Bridge and Beccles Roads 
traffic jams. Pleasurewood Farm is so close to Pleasurewood Hills, known universally as the place to take children for a day's entertainment. 
Rather a macabre suggestion.    Lowestoft, until after world war 2 was a small, close knit community, probably not much bigger than Beccles. 
Its old established families have long, communal memories. It could cause much distress to reuse the older burial land of Kirkley and 
Normanston cemeteries.    Bungay cemetery used to be like an alpine meadow. The air was filled with their honey scent and the buzz of bees. 
At my request, the former parks superintendent, Mr Sid Rounce, used to delay cutting until next years seed had set. But I think the practice 
stopped after his retirement. The last time I saw it, it was a poor relic of its former glory. Could this simple solution be revived?     You state that 
there is room for a supermarket in Oulton Broad. No, most unsuitable in such a small area. It would take businesses from the thriving and well 
stocked cop-op and ruin Ivy Farm and Dairy, which used to be run by at least 3 generations of the Jones family.    Supermarkets have ruined so 
many small shops in Lowestoft and caused the closure of most of our petrol stations.    I was delighted to see your environmental objectives. 
They must be enforced in all the larger developments. I hope Waveney will lead the way in Suffolk to adopt Merton's Rule, which has been 
steadily adopted throughout the country since 2003.   
 
Respondent.: MS M B POWELL - POW/1011/3489 ~ 
Representation.: Something needs to be done to make the A12 of more use. I cross it regularly from Kirkley Park Road into Kensington Road 
and it always seems deserted. 2 or 3 years ago I often waited several minutes to cross that little part of the A12, as traffic was queued right 
down to the former tram terminus. No doubt, its bottleneck is at the Bascule Bridge, so cars and heavy traffic seem to use Tom Crisp Way and 
Beccles Road instead, encountering one bottleneck at the Bascule Bridge, whereas Beccles Road leads to 2 bottlenecks.    We were promised 
a 3rd river crossing long before world war 2 and it seems most unlikely that the great grandchildren f the present generation will ever see it 
built.    Would it cost anything like so much to build a 3rd bridge right beside the Bascule Bridge, where it need not be more than 30ft long? The 
approach roads to it could be widened over a matter of time, as funds become available. 4 lanes of traffic could considerable ease the burden 
at busy times.   
 
Respondent.: RSPB - RSP/1017/3497 † 
Representation.: We recognise that there are growth targets to be met for the Lowestoft area, however caution needs to be taken when 
pushing forward sites that could impact upon Broadland Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar 
Site.   
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Respondent.: MR D STRANKS - STR/611/3165  < 
Representation.: I find the objections raised to the proposed large housing area off Sands Lane somewhat difficult to understand. The area 
has been earmarked certainly since I have lived in Lowestoft (18 years), and I am sure that when people bought houses on Dunston Drive they 
would have known this.    It is said that local traffic infrastructure would be difficult to achieve - surely it is easier to upgrade roads to one major 
development than split the required housing allocation and bolt on many sites all over town on farmland stretching the existing roads 
everywhere.    Another concern is that to build on the area off Sands Lane would be a more natural infill between Dunston Drive, Sands Lane 
and Camps Heath without going over the natural boundary of Hall Lane.    In my employment I travel around Lowestoft daily and ask that the 
many brownfield areas that exist are redeveloped long before resorting to unspoilt farmland all around Lowestoft.    I would much rather see 
only brownfield sites developed but if green areas must be used then please consider the area mentioned off Sands Lane before some of the 
sites listed in the previous document.   
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS M TERRY - TER/693/3565  É 
Representation.: We consider it essential, as a general principle, to re-develop all available brown-field sites before consideration is given to 
using green-field sites. Of course, this will not be popular with the large developers, who much prefer to build on flat un-polluted green-field 
sites, but they should be persuaded to concentrate on brown-field sites in the best interests of the community as a whole.   There is surely a 
need to steer new developments towards preserving, or where possible, re-creating separate identities for the constituent parts of Waveney, eg 
Oulton Broad, Carlton Colville, etc, so as to counteract the tendency toward a featureless urban sprawl.   There should be a block on overly-
large, uniformly-styled, overly-dense and generally inappropriate developments, such as has been allowed to occur in the general area of south 
and southwest Lowestoft, where a rural or semi-rural nature should have been maintained.   Before further significant developments are 
planned, detailed consideration needs to be given to important issues such as:  a) Traffic congestion. The daily situation through Oulton Broad 
and the Lowestoft bridge is extremely bad, and the A146 to Norwich is severely overcrowded at peak times, without adding thousands of more 
traffic movements.  b) Provision of local jobs (or is accepted that the area becomes a dormitory town for Norwich).  c) Avoidance of flood risk.  
d) Provision of medical facilities and other essential amenities.   There seems to be some potential conflict between the government's demands 
for thousands of new homes in the area and their prediction for future production of crops for bio-fuels. It's of course obvious, but it must be 
remembered that productive, or potentially productive agricultural land used for housing is land lost for good. In this specific regard, we notice 
with alarm that two farms in Carlton Colville (Bell and Oakes) are being proposed for development.   May we finish by making a plea, where 
new development is inevitable, to make it a condition that better and more extensive planting of trees is to be carried out, compared with what 
has generally been done hitherto, and the means for their future protection and maintenance is assured.   
 
Respondent.: MRS M TURNER - TUR/916/3159  6 
Representation.: For housing in Lowestoft as long as facilities are included on the site e.g. doctors surgery etc most places seem correct.   
 
 
Oulton - Further Issues and Options - Additional Suggested Sites 
 
Respondent.: MR & MRS EDWARDS - EDW/945/3264  ž 
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Representation.: We write on this occasion following the receipt of your correspondence dated 26th July 2007 and our subsequent 
conversation regarding our Client's land in Hall Lane, Oulton with your colleague Caroline Clamp.    The arose given the Authority's intention to 
seek comment on site `175' which is immediately adjacent to our Client's site and included in the Site Specific Allocations document which 
accompanied your letter. You may be aware that we submitted a not insubstantial objection to the revised draft local plan in 2003, a copy of 
which we also enclose for your further information one again (see file). This objection was against the continuing inclusion of our Client's land 
outside development area, despite the residential development to three sides of this area in Hall Lane, an anomaly which has no rationale.    
Obviously it would prima facie, appear that the Authority may now be reaching a similar conclusion given the decision to include site 175 in the 
said consultation document. Accordingly and on your colleague's advice, we have presented a plan showing the relationship of the two sites 
(our Client's site edged in red) and we are assured that you would take this additional site into consideration for allocation for residential 
development given the proximity to 175.    Could we therefore ask that you consider this carefully and respond to us with the results of the 
consultation and the Council's decision in due course.  
 
Respondent.: D B HOWES - HOW/024/3254  • 
Representation.: Lothing Land Hospital. The site within the curtilage of the former Lothingland Hospital, the Oulton Workhouse and the Oulton 
Isolation Hospital.   Land at rear of Northfield Close. This adjoins the previous site, and was also part of the Lothingland Hospital Site it has 
access to the main road and would not need access to Union Lane. This site was known as Pest House Piece and it had an incinerater on it as 
it adjoined the Isolation Hospital. During the Second World War these sites were a Military Camp and later a Prisoner of War Camp. The 
Government defines Hospitals and Military Camps as Brown Field Sites within their curtilage. I hope W.D.C. agrees with the Government. 
Building on these sites, it would make W.D.C.s figures on Low Cost Affordable Housing, Brown Field Sites and Homeless people look a lot 
better than they do at present.    These sites unlike the First East ones are Flood Risk free, and as Beaman  says "a scheme that does not go 
ahead will contribute nothing". Finally if Planning Applications were easier to obtain in Lowestoft and Yarmouth we would not need an Urban 
Regeneration Company -- we could Regenerate ourselves like we did in the Post War years. Both Towns were prosperous then, now Planning 
Applications like Woods Meadow taking Only fifteen years to date. It seems both Councils Policy is to hang things out. Big Mistake!   
 
Respondent.: MR DOUGLAS FREDERICK KEMP - KEM/952/3287  ´ 
Representation.: With reference to the Waveney Local Development Framework, I would like to bring your attention to the availability and use 
of brownfield sites not specifically mentioned in the documentation.   There is a significant area (about 16 acres) to the rear of the ex-
Lothingland hospital which extends and has access to the Gorleston Road. This was not previously considered for development for some 
unknown reason. However the need for such brownfield land with the availability of an access direct from the Gorleston Road to the whole of 
the site makes it a clear candidate for housing development especially since the recent and proposed road developments in the area 
(completion of the new bypass) reduced through traffic in the village.   
 
Respondent.: A STANNARD - STA/931/3213  l 
Representation.: A plan is enclosed showing the extent of the Old Rectory at Camps Heath shown edged in red. This property is owned jointly 
by my husband and me and is hereinafter referred to as "the Property".   1. We have previously written to you (as did our predecessors) in 
connection with the possible residential development of the paddock at the front of the Property. We have hatched this area black on the 
enclosed plan. We would be grateful if you would please consider its inclusion in the next Local Development Framework which is, we believe, 
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currently being finalised.   2. We do not know if you know the Property at all. From a planning point of view the Property has the benefit of being 
totally secluded. Development on it would not have any visual impact at all on the adjoining properties, as the whole property is bounded by 
large established trees which would provide an effective screen for any residential development.   3. The Property has the benefit of two access 
routes onto the public highway. There is an existing entrance onto Sands Lane across the paddock area and the original drive leads to the track 
which runs from St Michaels Church down onto the adopted highway at Camps Heath. We have consistently used both accesses during our 
period of ownership of the Property.   4. The site is situated on the edged of Oulton Broad and therefore has the benefit of being on established 
public transport routes where infrastructure is already well established. As such therefore we consider it would be a "green site" to develop.   5. 
The existing dwelling house is itself surrounded by mature hedges. Development of the paddock would not therefore adversely affect the Old 
Rectory itself which is well screened by the established trees and hedges. The garden arrangements would not need to be altered either. There 
is a natural boundary around garden land of approximately 1 acre which would need to be retained with the existing house.   6. The Property 
stands high. It is not subject to flooding and or flood related issues.   7. It is our view that some gentle development on the paddock would be 
appropriate and consistent with the Local Authority's planning policies, as we understand them. We do not think high density housing would be 
suitable. However we are open to your suggestion on this.    Naturally if it would help we would be happy to arrange a site inspection meeting to 
show you around the Property. Alternatively if there is information that you need to consider with this letter at this stage we will endeavour to 
provide it.   
 
Respondent.: MRS S WITTHAMES - WIT/1020/3509 ‘ 
Representation.: We wish to put forward for consideration a brownfield site of approximately seven and a half acres situated to the north of 
Hall Lane, Oulton, midway between Laurel Farm and Wood Lane Camps Heath. The suggested use would be for housing. The site is owned in 
parts by Mr M & T Read, Mrs J Edwards and Mrs S Witthames.    
 
 
Somerleyton - Further Issues and Options - Miscellaneous 
 
Respondent.: NICKY MATHERS - MAT/1065/3832 Î 
Representation.: After attending local meetings and looking at relevant web sites we wish to express our support for the building of a small 
number of environmentally friendly low density dwellings in the village. We believe that this would help maintain the character of the village 
particularly if it enabled young families to live here.    
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