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BRECKLAND COUNCIL

At a Meeting of the

LOCAL PLAN WORKING GROUP

Held on Friday, 16 June 2017 at 10.00 am in
Anglia Room, The Conference Suite, Dereham

PRESENT
Mr S.G. Bambridge (Chairman)
Mr S. H. Chapman-Allen

Mr M. S. Robinson
Mrs A. M. Webb

Also Present
Mr K. Martin
Mr P.J. Duigan
Mr A.P. Joel
Councillor M. Chapman-Allen
Mr P.D. Claussen
Mr P. R. W. Darby

Mr P. M. M. Dimoglou
Mrs S.M. Matthews
Mr F.J. Sharpe
Mr N.C. Wilkin
Mr P. S. Wilkinson
Mr K.S. Gilbert

In Attendance
James Mann - Planning Policy Officer
Stephen Ottewell - Director Capita Planning & Building Control
Sarah Robertson - Senior Planning Policy Officer*
Julie Britton - Democratic Services Officer
Phil Mileham - Strategic Planning Manager
Tim Mills - Executive Manager Growth
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34/17 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 1) 

None.

35/17 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (AGENDA ITEM 2) 

None.

36/17 URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 3) 

None.

37/17 NON MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 
4) 

Councillors M. Chapman-Allen, S. Matthews, P. Claussen, P. Darby, P. 
Dimoglou, P. Duigan, K. Gilbert, A. Joel, K. Martin, F. Sharpe, N. Wilkin and 
P. Wilkinson.

38/17 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (IF ANY) (AGENDA ITEM 5) 

The order of the meeting was explained.  Public speaking would be limited 
to 3 minutes.

Public Document Pack
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39/17 BRECKLAND LOCAL PLAN PRE-SUBMISSION  - KEY ISSUES 
(AGENDA ITEM 6) 

There were a number of documents that supported the Local Plan; the first 
of which was the Design Policy which was presented by Sarah Robertson, 
the Senior Planning Policy Officer (Capita).

A presentation was provided (see attached).

Design Policies

Further work had been carried out since the Cabinet meeting on 25 April 
2017, where at the request of Members, a design build specification had 
been included within the Local Plan.  Full versions of these policies were 
highlighted at Appendix A of the report.  Two separate design policies would 
now be included in the Local Plan; GEN02 Promoting High Quality Design 
would be a strategic policy and would be included at the beginning of the 
Plan emphasising the importance of high quality design in all development 
within Breckland.  The second, the Development Management Design 
Policy, now included additional requirements in relation to highway safety, 
parking and refuse, recycling and servicing facilities.  The Local Plan 
allowed for a supplementary planning document to be prepared. 

Councillor Martin pointed out that developers were already taking Breckland 
Council’s views on board as he had been very impressed with the design of 
both residential and commercial properties being built in Attleborough.

Councillor Claussen asked if the Design Policy would have enough ‘teeth’ at 
the Planning Committee meetings for Members to be able to refuse 
applications on design.  The Chairman said that this was his intention and it 
would have ‘teeth’ as it formed part of the Local Plan.  

Councillor Wilkin, the Chairman of the Planning Committee hoped that these 
Policies would help with some of the challenges that Members of the 
Committee faced. 

In response to a question as to whether there would be further information to 
come, the Chairman advised that there was but not this year as there was 
no completion date as yet.

The following settlements representing key outstanding issues were 
discussed:

Watton

Sarah Robertson presented.

During the preferred sites allocation, no preferred site had been included 
within Watton due to the Planning Inquiry on Mallard Road which was only 
now being heard this week.  It was therefore necessary to identify further 
sites to accommodate 175 dwellings within the town.  The four alternative 
sites had been re-visited, two of which were considered to be unsuitable as 
one was in multiple ownership and the other, located to the south of 
Wayland Academy, was not considered to be a reasonable alternative 
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option and was being recommended for removal due to part of the site 
falling within the Stone Curlew buffer zone. Following further consultation 
with the Town Council, it was proposed that two new sites be brought 
forward (a combined site and a completely separate site). LP(104)008 land 
off Saham Road in combination with LP(104)019 land off Sharman Avenue 
for 160 dwellings and LP(104)015 land north of Norwich Road for 40+ 
dwellings plus a Care Home; however, according to the Water Cycle Study a 
number of improvements would have to be made to alleviate surface water 
flooding.  

Councillor Gilbert, a Ward Representative for Watton, said that there would 
be a great deal of opposition locally to the number of dwellings but the town 
had to accept the allocation.  He pointed out that in his submission to the 
Planning Appeal he had mentioned this Local Plan Working Group meeting 
and the two preferred new sites and had been surprised that two of the 
Officers involved were not aware that this meeting was taking place.  The 
Inspector himself had asked to see sight of the agenda papers as he felt that 
it was important to take these sites into consideration and had also asked to 
see sight of the comments and decisions from this meeting.  

Advice was sought from the Officers.

Stephen Ottewell, the Director of Planning & Building Control said that he 
would be happy to provide the Inspector with the relevant information.

RECOMMEND to Cabinet that the following sites be allocated for 
development:

 LP(104)008 – land off Saham Road in combination with LP(104)019 
land off Sharman Avenue for 160 dwellings; and

 LP(104)015 – land north of Norwich Road.

Banham

Sarah Robertson presented.

Appendix C of the report set out the approach to allocations within Banham, 
a Local Service Centre village.  A further 42 dwellings had been allocated 
over the course of the Local Plan period.

Site LP(003)003 – land south of Greyhound Lane - had many constraints 
including surface water flooding and access issues and therefore Banham 
had been left without a ‘preferred’ site.  During the Preferred Sites and 
Settlement Boundaries consultation a further call for sites had been issued 
due to insufficient reasonable sites being put forward to meet the housing 
requirement and new sites had been submitted LP(003)009 and 
LP(003)012. No meetings had been held with the Parish Council but views 
had been submitted.

Site LP(003)009 comprised a parcel of designated open space and the latter 
LP(003)012 which was in the same ownership as LP(003)003 was 
agricultural land at the north end of the village adjacent to Gaymer Close; 
further open space would now be required.
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Three sites were now coming forward which was more land than required.  
The remaining alternative options, site LP(003)004 – land south of Heath 
Road and  LP(003)005 – land adjacent to Hillcrest, Mill Road had been 
deemed unsuitable for development.

Councillor Joel, the Ward Representative for Banham thanked the Officers 
for all the work they had done in the village but following a recent email from 
the Parish Council a number of concerns had been raised in relation to the 
new sites (009 and 012).  The Parish Council also felt that site LP(003)003 
could be allocated as the replacement open space with a requirement that 
the developers of the other remaining sites contribute towards car parking, 
drainage and recreation.

The Parish Clerk, Geraldine Sayers, made reference to all sites in the report 
in relation to Banham and also raised a number of concerns particularly with 
regard to the lack of consultation with the Parish Council.  

Another parishioner also highlighted concerns about the lack of 
infrastructure in the village in relation to the Doctors surgeries being full to 
capacity, the lack of spaces in the schools and the lack of businesses in 
Banham.  The Chairman advised that all these particular issues had been 
dealt with at earlier meetings but all would have another chance to raise 
these issues when the planning applications were submitted.

Councillor Joel felt that the extra traffic that would be generated by these 
new sites would not be ideal for the elderly residents. The Chairman said 
that advice had already been sought from the Highways Department on 
these matters.

Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen understood all the concerns and asked the 
Parish Council if they knew of any further sites in Banham that could be put 
forward.  Members were informed of 3 brownfield sites that had already 
been put forward by the Parish Council but had been discounted. Stephen 
Ottewell, the Director of Planning & Building Control (Capita) knew of these 
sites and reminded Members that the landowners themselves had to submit 
them accordingly.

Councillor Webb found the lack of consultation with the Parish Council very 
disappointing and felt that the new sites being put forward should not have 
been included.  Councillor Joel pointed out that the landowner of site 
LP(003)005 was quite amicable to accommodate all of the allocation for 
Banham.  With this in mind, the Chairman asked Officers for comments on 
this particular site.  Sarah Robertson, the Senior Planning Policy Officer 
explained that the site lied to the north of Banham and had been 
recommended as an alternative option but had been ruled out due to impact 
upon the historic environment based on its gateway location and impact 
upon a listed building adjacent to the site.

Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen asked for Banham to be deferred until later 
in the meeting to enable the Officers to establish that due process had been 
followed on the three brownfield sites that the Parish Council had submitted. 

Following the deferment, Sarah Robertson, the Senior Planning Policy 
Officer confirmed that the three brownfield sites had not been submitted 
through the Local Plan process but through an objection to a planning 
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application and therefore it could not be confirmed that the land owner was 
willing to put forward these sites.  In response to the Chairman, it was 
clarified that these sites could not be considered as the land owners had not 
made any submissions.

RECOMMEND to Cabinet that:

 LP(003)009 and LP(003)012 – land adjacent to Gaymer Close be 
recommended for allocation of a residential development of 42 
dwellings in addition to the allocation of site LP(003)003 – land 
south of Greyhound Lane for 0.75ha of open space; and

 Sites LP(003)009 and LP(003)012 be considered as the preferred 
options for residential development on the basis of assessment in 
the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and further investigation of site 
constraints.  The combination of these three sites offered the 
opportunity to provide a comprehensive development which ensured 
the provision of enhanced open space within the centre of Banham.

Mattishall

James Mann, Planning Policy Officer (Capita) presented the report.

Mattishall originally had two preferred sites and two alternative sites but 
following further investigations and a number of sequential tests it was found 
that the only reasonable site within the settlement was LP(061)019  - land 
west of Rayners Farm.  Members were informed; however, that a planning 
application on this site had been deferred by Members at the recent 
Planning Committee meeting held earlier in the week on 12 June 2017.

A number of concerns were raised in relation to the current allocation and 
the planning applications that were coming through the system that were 
being approved.   The Chairman clarified that the total allocation for 
Mattishall was 42 dwellings which was over and above all planning 
applications that had been granted.  Richard Stephenson representing 
Mattishall Neighbourhood Planning Working Group (NPWG) asked if this 
figure included the 22 outline permissions.  Members were informed that the 
previous allocation was 105 and all planning permissions allowed had been 
netted off thus reducing the allocation. Richard Turner from Mattishall Parish 
Council was slightly concerned as he thought that all sites were going to be 
re-considered at this meeting.  If Mattishall was going to end up with one site 
he wanted proof that this was the only site available.  Mr Stephenson 
reminded Members that 30 residents from Mattishall had attended the 
Planning Committee meeting and all had been completely against 
LP(061)019 being developed.   George Freeman MP had also been involved 
as this had not been the first time that this particular application had been 
through the Planning Committee process with the Officers recommendations 
being both for approval and refusal.  Mr Stephenson then listed and 
summarised the unresolved issues to this application from the Planning 
Committee meeting. He reminded Members of the previous sites that had 
been considered at earlier Local Plan Working Group meetings such as sites 
011, 014 and 018 which had been rejected although they were nearer to 
services than site 019 but had been scored negatively due to access issues 
and flood risk.  The Chairman advised that any evidence of flood risk on site 
019 should be brought to the notice of the lead Flood Authority.
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Councillor Dimoglou, a Ward Representative, could not understand why this 
particular site, the Gladman site 019 kept coming forward and felt that the 
reduced allocation could be built organically by building 2 or 3 a year over a 
25 year period.  He reminded Members of the many meetings that had been 
had with Mattishall who were all totally against this preferred site and felt 
that it should be removed.

Councillor Claussen, also a Ward Representative for Mattishall, pointed out 
that the original application was one of refusal but that was prior to the 
Council having its 5 year housing land supply.  This site had a great deal of 
history and if developed would damage the countryside and was more than 
800 metres away from services.  There was also a history of flooding on the 
site, pre Norfolk County Council records, of which photographic evidence 
was available and felt that computer modelling could not be classed as 
evidence.  He was very disturbed as no dialogue had been had with the 
Elected Members about this preferred site. 

Mr Stephenson questioned the flooding authority’s knowledge.  Councillor 
Claussen stated that George Freeman MP had given a commitment to the 
Parish Council that this site would be called into the Secretary of State if 
approved.  Members were informed that the Council had recently responded 
to the MP in question.  The Chairman felt that the sites in Mattishall were all 
very different and proposed that none of the sites in Mattishall be included in 
this Local Plan and be moved to a criteria based policy.

The proposal was seconded.

RECOMMEND to Cabinet that no sites in Mattishall be included in the Local 
Plan and that Mattishall be moved to a criteria based policy.

Necton

Stephen Ottewell advised that the recommendations were different to those 
included in the agenda pack and would be explained as further information 
had been received.

Necton was a Local Service Centre village which had been allocated a 
further 75 dwellings over the course of the Local Plan period.

James Mann the Senior Planning Policy Officer presented the report.  

There were three preferred sites and three alternative sites as presented 
within the most recent consultation and the allocation had since been 
reduced to 72 due to recent completions.

The first of the preferred sites LP(067)007 – land off Hale Road.  This site 
was considered to be an unreasonable option due to surface water flooding.

The second LP(067)010 – land off North Pickenham Road.  Following a 
Historic Characterisation Study, the number of dwellings that the site could 
contain had been reduced from 40 to 20 dwellings; this was considered to 
be unviable.

LP(067)011 – land between North Pickenham Road and Masons Drive.  
This land was still considered to be a preferred site but due to a Tree 
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Preservation Order on land at the western edge of the site the developable 
area had been reduced to 15 dwellings.

LP (067)003 – land off Brackenwoods.  One of the alternative sites, would 
not be included in the Local Plan due to the large amount of Tree 
Preservations Orders on the site.

LP(067)004 – land to the north of School Road. Objections had been 
received in relation to this alternative site due to surface water flooding; this 
site was now considered to be unreasonable.

LP(067)005 – land to the east of Brackenwoods. Regular consultation had 
been had with the Parish Council in relation to this site following objections 
received.  The land had been considered to be reasonable site but following 
publication of the Local Plan Working Group agenda, the Parish Council had 
since highlighted a number of access issues; however, further consultation 
with the Parish Council had not, as yet, taken place; therefore, this site was 
now considered unreasonable.

As a consequence, sites LP(067)010 and LP(067)011 would now come 
forward for 55 dwellings which was short of the 72 target; however, the 
remainder could be met through a criteria based policy.

Gabrielle Joyce, the Parish Clerk for Necton reported that a great deal of 
work had been carried out behind the scenes between Officers and the 
Parish Council and the Parish Council was very pleased that site 005 had 
now been removed and accepted the figures being put forward.  For 
clarification, the meaning of a criteria based policy was explained.  The 
Chairman said that he would ensure that Breckland Council included criteria 
in the Local Plan for large towns and villages rather than having to comply 
with National Policy.

Ian Reilly from Lanpro on behalf of the landowners of site 010 had noted the 
comments from Historic England but requested that the wording be changed 
accordingly as the site could accommodate 40 dwellings as well as the non-
designated heritage assets.  The Parish Clerk agreed with the 
aforementioned comments as Necton already had four untidy heritage asset 
sites in the village and this site, if restricted, would become the 5th.

Councillor Wilkin, the Ward Representative and the Chairman of Breckland 
Council’s Planning Committee, pointed out that there were two sites in the 
village that were still being debated but that debate was not for this meeting.  
He mentioned an exhibition that he had recently attended that had many 
photographs of the village from years gone by and felt that Necton had 
changed beyond recognition.  He complimented the Parish Council for all 
their hard work and for finding solutions to the many issues in the village.  
He also congratulated the Officers for this revision and the recommendation 
being put forward.

The Chairman said that he had always been grateful for the input from 
parishes as it was very important that all had taken part and felt that 
Breckland Council had an excellent Plan.

RECOMMEND to Cabinet that:
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1. the number of dwellings on site LP(067)010 be increased to 
approximately 40 dwellings – this would strike a balance between the 
viability concerns raised by the agent whilst ensuring that the non-
designated heritage assets could be retained; 

2. site LP(067)005 be removed due to access issues; and

3. continue to consider LP(067)011 as a preferred site for 15 dwellings.  
This approach would allow Necton to almost meet the housing target 
of 72; the remaining 17 could be met through the criteria based 
policy.

Rashes Green, Dereham

A site adjacent to Rashes Green with access from Westfield Road was 
previously included in the Local Plan as a saved employment allocation.  
This site had been the subject of a planning application and Appeal for 
residential development of 100 dwellings.  This application had been 
dismissed on Appeal solely on the basis of failing to secure affordable 
housing provision.  The Council was currently reviewing the Appeal decision; 
however, a further planning application for residential development on the 
site had since been submitted and was being determined for approval as the 
loss of the employment allocation from Rashes Green was not considered to 
be a constraint to the overall employment strategy for Breckland.

Tim Mills, the Executive Manager for Growth & Prosperity, stated that the 
land in question had always been considered as an important employment 
site and he would not want to make a commitment at this time; therefore, it 
was being recommended that this site should not have a designation in the 
Local Plan. 

Councillor Duigan was pleased that Capita was looking at the potential 
problems of Dereham as it was becoming a dormitory town for Norwich.  
Rashes Green already had access issues and with the duelling of the A47 in 
the next few years Dereham needed employment land.  The Executive 
Manager for Growth & Prosperity pointed out that the Employment Study for 
Dereham was under review and the Council was actively looking for other 
employment allocations and was working with Dereham Town Council in its 
long term ambitions to help the town develop in the right way as part of a 
process that followed the Local Plan.

The Chairman supported the aforementioned views.  

In response to a question about the number of empty units on the industrial 
estate, Members were informed that Rashes Green was very well occupied 
but the Planning Inspector had not accepted this evidence and this was the 
reason that Capita was revisiting this decision again as it was very clear that 
there was a high level of demand.

The report was otherwise noted.

Stephen Ottewell then highlighted the remaining supporting documents and 
the work that was being carried out by the Capita Team (see presentation).  
All were working very hard so that everything contained in the Local Plan 
made sense.  There would also be a series of policies and maps showing 
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the constraints.

The Chairman reminded everyone that the Local Plan Working Group would 
be meeting again in future but this was the end of one period of the Local 
Plan.  He thanked everyone for all their hard work during this difficult 
process.  This had been a long while coming and he was looking forward to 
the first meeting of the Overview & Scrutiny Commission on 6th July followed 
by the Cabinet and Full Council meetings prior to the Local Plan document 
being submitted to the Planning Inspectorate.

The meeting closed at 12.15 pm

CHAIRMAN
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Agenda 
1. Design Policies 

 
2. Land Allocations - Watton 

 
3. Land Allocations - Banham 

 
4. Land Allocations - Mattishall 

 
5. Land Allocations – Necton 

 
6. Rashes Green, Dereham 

 
7. Supporting documents 
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Design 
Additional focus on design in the Local Plan: 
• Strategic Policy - GEN02 Promoting High Quality Design.  

– This has been included as a strategic policy at the start of the plan emphasising the 
importance of high quality design in all development within Breckland. 

 

• Detailed Policy – COM 01 Design 
– The development management design policy has been updated, building on comments 

made by the development management team. It now includes additional requirements 
in relation to highway safety, parking and refuse, recycling and servicing facilities.   

 

• Commitment to producing a supplementary planning document (SPD)on 
design in policy GEN 02. 

– Opportunity for a member workshop to help steer the direction and content of the 
Design SPD 

12



Discussion Topic - Watton 
• Preferred Sites and Settlement Boundaries Publication – no allocations in 

Watton pending the results of the planning inquiry into the 177 dwellings 
located on land off Mallard Road.  
 

• This inquiry is due to commence on 13th June and the decision is unlikely 
to be issued prior to the pre-submission publication document being 
formalised.  
 

• It is therefore necessary to identify further sites to meet the housing 
requirement within Watton. 
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Discussion Topic - Watton 
 

 
• Preferred Sites and 

Settlement Boundaries 
Publication – 4 sites 
submitted for 
consideration 

• One further site 
submitted during the 
consultation – LP[104]019 
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Discussion Topic - Watton 

 
 

Following  detailed assessment, the following reasonable alternative options are 
now considered unreasonable: 

 
• LP[104]001 Land off Norwich Road - the site was not deliverable as it was in 3 

separate ownerships, one of whom had not expressed intention to sell. The 
remaining area was not accessible, and viability was queried as 2/3 houses 
would have to be demolished to form the access to the site.  
 

• LP[104]017 Land to the south of Wayland Academy- this site was highlighted in 
the HRA as being recommended for removal on the basis that part of the site 
falls within the buffer for Stone Curlews.  
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Discussion Topic - Watton 
 

 
Consultation with Watton Town Council  
 
• At a meeting with the Town Council the members present accepted that the officers were 

seeking to allocate 175 houses in Watton and Council informally supported all three 
remaining reasonable alternative options LP[104]008 and LP[104]019 and LP[104]015  if 
these were required to meet the identified housing need. However, they had not had the 
opportunity to share this with the full Parish Council at this stage and therefore offered 
informal views. 

• The Policy Team was not aware of the potential opportunity for a care home on site 
LP[104]015 at that point in time and therefore the Town Council did not have an opportunity 
to form a view on this proposal.  

• Watton Town Council stated that they wished to submit a further site for housing which is 
currently designated open space. They suggested the sale of the site could be used to fund 
alterative/improved provision at Watton Sports Hall. The Town Council were advised that the 
loss of open space would be a determining factor in the assessment of the site for housing. 
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Discussion Topic - Watton 

 
 

LP[104]019 was submitted during the 
Preferred Sites and Settlement 
Boundaries Consultation.  
 
The new site enables the site 
LP[104]008 to be developed alongside 
this.  
 
These sites have been identified as 
reasonable options for housing 
development in the SA and through 
additional research by the Policy 
Team. The landowners of both sites 
have agreed in principle to the 
proposition of a link road between the 
two sites, subject to detail 
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Discussion Topic - Watton 

 
 

LP[104]015 Land North of Norwich 
Road 
 
This site has been identified as a 
reasonable option for housing 
development in the SA and through 
additional research by the Policy 
Team. The deliverability of the site has 
been confirmed through the response 
to requests for further information 
regarding the sites, to aid the Policy 
Team in evidence gathering to inform 
the site selection process. The agent 
outlined that there was market 
interest for a care home in this 
location. 
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Discussion Topic - Watton 

 
 

Proposed allocation LP[104]008 & 
LP[104]019 for 160 dwellings 
 
Proposed allocation LP[104]019 for 45 
dwellings and a 45 bed care home 
 
• Total proposed allocations for 

Watton 205 dwellings and 64 bed 
care home 

• all three sites are required to meet 
the minimum housing target for 
Watton in the Local Plan 

• no overriding infrastructure 
constraints that would prevent 
delivery of all three sites 

• allocation of the care home helps 
to meet the need for a wider 
choice of accommodation for older 
people  
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Discussion Topic - Banham 
 

 
• Preferred Sites and 

Settlement Boundaries 
Publication – 1 preferred 
allocation, 2 reasonable 
alternative sites. 
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Discussion Topic - Banham 
• Preferred Sites and Settlement Boundaries Publication – Site LP[003]003 

selected as preferred option for 15 dwellings.  
 

• Two reasonable alternatives selected, but not preferred on basis of impact 
on the historic environment (both LP[003]004 and LP[003]005) and loss of 
remaining gap on Heath Road (LP[003]004) 
 

• Remaining submitted sites were mostly unsuitable on highways grounds 
 

• Unable to allocate the full housing target for 55 dwellings in Banham. 
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Discussion Topic - Banham 
• Following further detailed assessment, and the submission of further 

sites, an alternative preferred option for Banham is proposed which meets 
the housing requirement (now 42 dwellings). 
 

• Former preferred site LP]003]003 Land south of Greyhound Lane is subject 
to a number of constraints including a combination of flood risk, access 
issues and impact on the historic environment limits the number of 
dwellings that could be provided on site and may limit the ability to create 
new development to address all these issues, or may render development 
unviable.  
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Discussion Topic - Banham 
 

 
Consultation with Banham Parish Council  
 
• The parish council expressed in writing their objection to development on sites LP[003]009 

and LP[003]012 Land adjacent to Gaymer Close due to the impact during construction and 
occupation of additional housing on the residents of Wayland Way and Gaymer Close, in 
addition to the impact on Banham’s infrastructure.  

• They expressed support for development of site LP[003]005 Land adjacent to Hillcrest, Mill 
Road and noted that the boundary could be extended for 55 dwellings.  

• The parish council further objected to the use of preferred site LP(003)003 for open space 
due to surface water flooding and the potential for vehicles parking adjacent to the site.  

• Whilst a consensus could not be reached with the parish council, it is hoped that some of the 
recommended policy requirements relating to the site including the requirement to address 
surface flood risk and make the play space available for use all year would help alleviate some 
concerns. 
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Discussion Topic - Banham 

 
 

LP[003]009 and LP[003]012 Land 
adjacent to Gaymer Close 
provide the opportunity to 
provide a comprehensive 
development for 42 dwellings 
and are preferred on the basis of 
assessment in the SA and 
further investigation of site 
constraints 
 
Site LP[003]003 Land South of 
Greyhound Lane could provide 
alternative, better quality open 
space provision of the same size 
as LP[003]009, with a policy 
requirement to ensure it is 
useable all year. 
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Discussion Topic - Mattishall 

 
 

Preferred Site Options and 
Settlement Boundaries 
Consultation 
 
–2 preferred options:  
LP[061]019 and LP[061]015 
 
– 2 alternative options: 
LP[061]025 and LP[061]022  

 
Previous consultation we were 
seeking 105 
 
Current target is 42  
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Discussion Topic - Mattishall 

 
 

Following further evidence including the Historic Characterisation Assessment and 
the Sequential Test, the Policy Team have re-assessed the preferred sites and  
reasonable alternatives. 
 
Previous Preferred Option: 
 
• LP[061]015 Malthouse Buildings, Norwich Road (10 dwellings) - During the 

consultation Historic England objected to the allocation of this site due to 
impact upon the historic environment. The Historic Characterisation 
Assessment recommends that the site should not be allocated for residential 
development for the following reasons: 

• Impact upon designated historic assets in the immediate vicinity, including 
the close proximity to the Grade I listed Church 

• The impact upon the non-designated barn on site 
• The impact upon the conservation area. 
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Discussion Topic - Mattishall 

 
 

Following  detailed assessment, the following options are now considered 
unreasonable: 
 
• LP[061]022 (0.27 ha) Land off Rayners Way - The sequential test has shown that 

approximately 90% of the site is subject to 1 in 1000 with a small area of the 
boundary of the site subject to 1 in 100 year flood event. Due to the level of 
flood risk on the site, it is considered that the site should be considered 
unreasonable for allocation through the Local Plan.  
 

• LP[061]025 (0.71 ha) Land south of Dereham Road - The sequential test has 
shown that approximately 25% of the site is subject to 1 in 1000 with a small 
area of the site subject to 1 in 100 year flood event. Due to the size of the site 
and due to the surface water flooding being located along the northern extent 
of the site it is considered that the level of flood risk restricts the ability to be 
able to develop the site. 
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Discussion Topic – Mattishall 
 

 
Unreasonable sites  
• LP[061]001, 002, 003, 011, 012, 014, 016, 017, 018, 020: “Not suitable for allocation.  The 

road is inadequate for additional traffic and the junction from Mill Street/Church Plain onto 
Norwich Road has limited visibility and is unsuitable for additional vehicular access.” Norfolk 
County Council Highways September 2016 Technical Note  

 
• LP[061]004 :”Not suitable for allocation.  Planning permission has previously been refused on 

inadequate access grounds. The Highway Authority would object to this site in being in the 
Local Plan.”   Norfolk County Council Highways September 2016 Technical Note 

 
• LP[061]006, 008 & 024: “Not suitable for allocation. Remote from the settlement. The 

Highway Authority would object to this site in being in the Local Plan.” Norfolk County Council 
Highways September 2016 Technical Note 
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Discussion Topic – Mattishall 
 

 
Unreasonable sites  
• LP[061]021 & 010: “Not suitable for allocation. Thynne's Lane is narrow and inadequate. The 

Highway Authority would object to this site in being in the local plan.” Norfolk County Council 
Highways September 2016 Technical Note 

 
• LP[061]023 & 026: “Not suitable for allocation. No suitable access identified. The Highway 

Authority would object to this site in being in the local plan” Norfolk County Council Highways 
September 2016 Technical Note 
 

• LP[061]007 and 009 are distant from the existing settlement boundary with no pedestrian 
route to the settlement. 
 

• The majority of the site LP[061]013 has planning permission (3PL/2014/1067/F – 4 
bungalows. The site was therefore not considered in the site selection process.  
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Discussion Topic - Mattishall 
It is the opinion of planning officers 
that site LP[061]019 remains the most 
suitable site for development. This 
would provide for the need for 
Mattishall over the plan period to 
2036.  
 
The most recent planning application 
seeks to address the issues raised 
through the first planning application 
regarding issues around flood risk and 
character and landscape scale. This is 
yet to be determined.  
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Discussion Topic - Necton 

 
 

Preferred Site Options and 
Settlement Boundary 
Publication – 3 preferred 
options, 3 reasonable 
alternative options 
 
At preferred directions the 
target was 75  
 
The current target is 72 
based on completions and 
commitments. This figure 
includes the planning 
applications cited by 
Necton Parish Council.  
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Discussion Topic - Necton 

 
 

Following further evidence including the Historic Characterisation Assessment and 
the Sequential Test, the Policy Team have re-assessed the preferred options and 
reasonable alternatives:  
 
 
• LP[067]007 Land off Hale Road - Objections to the development of the site from 

the LLFA due to surface water flooding.  Site was discussed at LPWG as part of 
the Sequential Test for surface water flooding and it was agreed that the site 
should now be considered to be an unreasonable option. 

 
• LP[067]011 Land between North Pickenham Road and Masons Drive - Land to 

the western edge of the site is covered by a tree preservation order, which 
reduces the developable area of the site. The Parish Council agree to the 
retention of the site as a preferred site.  
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Discussion Topic - Necton 

 
 

Following  detailed assessment, the following reasonable alternative options are 
now considered unreasonable: 
 
• LP[067]003 Land off Brackenwoods - Site was not considered to be a preferred 

option due to the number of TPO trees located on the site. No further evidence 
since the autumn consultation. 
 

• LP[067]004 Land to the north of School Road - Objections to the development 
of the site from the LLFA due to surface water flooding.  Site was discussed at 
LPWG as part of the Sequential Test  for surface water flooding and it was 
agreed that the site should now be considered to be an unreasonable option. 
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Discussion Topic – Necton 
 

 
Consultation with Necton Parish Council  
 
• Through discussions with the parish council they have consistently indicated that they would 

not like to see site LP[067]005 allocated within the Local Plan. The parish council have stated 
that Ramms Lane is a designated quiet lane, and significant work has been undertaken to 
enhance the lane as a circular walk within the parish. 
 

• The parish council suggested reconsideration of unreasonable options, specifically site 
LP[067]008 Land off St Andrews Lane. This was previously considered to be unreasonable 
due to distance from services and facilities, impact upon the wider landscape and also the 
requirement for noise attenuation measures. Further information on surface water flooding 
has been made available, which indicates that this site is at risk and as such does not pass a 
sequential test. 
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Discussion Topic – Necton Proposed 
Allocation: LP[067]010 

• The site was previously considered for 20 dwelling 
during the Preferred Site Options and Settlement 
Boundaries Consultation.  

 
• Historic England raised concerns over the proposed 

allocation due to the lack of evidence around the 
historic environment.  

 
• Historic Character Study 2017 highlighted the need 

to retain the non-designated heritage assets.  
 
• Recent viability work carried out on the current 

planning application indicates that development for 
20 dwellings would not viable. Development of 
approx. 40 dwellings would be viable with the 
retention of the non-designated heritage assets.  

 
• This would be of a density around 25dph and would 

be in keeping with the surrounding density (south 
of North Pickenham Road = 25dph)  
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Discussion Topic – Necton Proposed 
Allocation: LP[067]005 

Preferred Sites and Settlement Boundaries: Reasonable 
alternative due to the open views to the east and the 
potential impact upon Ramm’s Lane which is a designated 
quiet lane. There were also issues around surface water 
flooding.  
 
Publication of this LPWG agenda: The site size had been 
reduced to mitigate against the impact of flood risk. At this 
time the numbers were required due to a lower number 
proposed on the LP[067]010 
 
Following the publication of the agenda: Parish council 
submitted information regarding access to the site. Viability 
information came to light on LP[067]010.  
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Discussion Topic – Necton Proposed 
Allocation 

Officer’s recommendation:  
• Increase the number of dwellings on site 

LP[067]010 to approximately 40 dwellings 
as this would strike a balance between 
the viability concerns raised by the agent, 
whilst ensuring that the non-designated 
heritage assets could be retains.  

• Remove site LP[067]005 due to the issue 
of access.  

• LP[067]011 continue to consider the site 
as a preferred site for 15 dwellings.  

 
This approach would allow Necton to almost 
meet the housing target of 72 
 
The remaining 17 could be met through the 
criteria based policy.  
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Rashes Green, Dereham 
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Rashes Green, Dereham 
• Land adjacent to Rashes Green with access from Westfield Road was 

previously included within the Local Plan as a Saved Employment 
allocation. 
 

• The site has been the subject of a planning application and appeal for 
residential development of 100 dwellings. The application was dismissed 
on appeal solely on the basis of failing to secure affordable housing 
provision. The Council is currently reviewing this appeal decision.  
 

•  A further planning application for residential development on the site has 
now been submitted and is being determined.  
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Rashes Green, Dereham 
• Employment provision across Breckland within the Local Plan is set out at 

a higher level than the baseline requirement within the Employment 
Growth Study 2013.  

 
• Therefore the loss of the employment allocation from Rashes Green is not 

considered to be a constraint to the overall employment strategy within 
the Local Plan. 
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Supporting Documents  
• Site Selection topic paper (Pre-Submission Publication) 
• Local Service Centre Topic paper (Pre-Submission Publication) 
• Housing topic paper (Pre-Submission Publication) 
• Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Pre-Submission Publication) 
• Sustainability Appraisal (Pre-Submission Publication) 
• HRA study (Overview and Scrutiny) 
• Policies maps (Overview and Scrutiny) 
• Administrative tweaks to the plan (Overview and Scrutiny) 
• Duty to co-operate letters (Overview and Scrutiny)   
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Mattishall – all sites 
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Mattishall – Surface water flooding 
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