
BRECKLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL

Report of: Executive Member for Growth

To: Local Plan Working Group – 11th August 2016

Author: Stephen Ottewell,  Director Capita Planning and Building Control

Subject: Interim Consultation of Preferred Sites and Settlement Boundaries

Purpose: The purpose of this report is to identify those matters requiring washing up 
following the recent round of LPWG across the district. 

Recommendation(s): 

That Local Plan Working Group considers the relevant evidence and endorse:

 The preferred and alternative sites for inclusion in the consultation document for Ashill, 
Dereham, Garboldisham, Mattishall, Old Buckenham and Shipdham 

 The final list of settlements to be identified within PD05A and therefore to have a 
settlement boundary 

 To consider suggested policy wording on Snetterton Heath, and provide feedback

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 A series of Local Plan Working Groups took place between 11th – 22nd July to help inform 
the preparation of an interim consultation document on site allocations and settlement 
boundaries, which is due for consultation in September this year.  

1.2 Much was resolved by Members during these sessions, including the following:

 Endorsed the changes to the list of local service centres (local service centres to 
have a housing allocation target)

 Endorsed a proposed growth split across the settlement hierarchy as follows:
o Key Settlements 50%
o Market Towns – 30%
o Local Service Centres 15%
o Rural Areas 5%

 Endorsed revised wording of PD 05 (Rural Areas)
 Endorsed many of the suggested preferred and alternative sites for inclusion 

within the consultation document
 Endorsed many of the suggestions relating to settlement boundaries

1.3 It is now necessary to revisit the small number of outstanding matters where further work 
has been required on matters arising during the sessions, so officers can have a clear 
mandate to conclude the work on the interim consultation document.

1.4 It is important to stress at the outset that agreement of the content of the interim 
consultation document is not the end of the debate – there will be an opportunity at the end 
of the consultation period for amendments to be made prior to the publication of the Local 
Plan.



PREFERRED AND ALTERNATIVE SITES

1.5 There was much debate regarding preferred and alternative sites during the session of 
LWPG, with the vast majority of the individual recommendations being able to be agreed at 
the time.  However, in a small number of instances, officers were invited to undertake 
further work and revert back to the LPWG.  The purpose of this report is to advise on that 
further work and any amendments to those recommendations originally presented.  

1.6 The Members of the LPWG resolved that in situation where insufficient sites could be found 
to achieve the targets that in the first instance further efforts should be undertaken to find 
alternative sites within that location, so as to seek to ensure that the individual growth 
targets in each Local Service Centre are achieved.  Officers were invited to revisit their site 
assessment work to see if this any of the sites submitted could be reassessed.  Where this 
still did not achieve the target, it was suggested that a further, targeted, call for sites 
exercise should take place during the formal consultation period in an attempt to find 
appropriate sites before the publication plan is finalised

1.7 In a situation where it is still not possible to achieve these individual targets within any 
particular Local Service Centre, then it will be necessary to reduce the targets in these 
locations and seek to make further provision elsewhere, potentially where there is strong 
local support for a level of development over and above that proposed in the interim 
consultation document.  

1.8 Old Buckenham.   Officers were initially unable to find sufficient suitable sites to meet the 
housing requirement advocated for Old Buckenham (50 dwellings).  In line with the 
approach advocated in 1.6 – officers have subsequently revisited the suitability of sites, 
however it has still not been possible to find sufficient sites to meet the interim allocation 
target and therefore it is suggested that a further targeted call for sites exercise occurs 
during the formal consultation period.  

1.9 Mattishall.  As above, officers were initially unable to find sufficient suitable sites to meet 
the requirement advocated.  In line with the approach advocated in 1.6 – officers have 
subsequently revisited the suitability of sites, however it has still not been possible to find 
sufficient sites to meet the interim allocation target and therefore it is suggested that a 
further targeted call for sites exercise occurs during the formal consultation period.

1.10 The LPWG requested that Officers looked at alternative options located to the south of Site 
LP[061]015. Further discussions have taken place with NCC highways, and they have re-
iterated objections to any further development along this street due to the inadequate 
junction at Mill Street/Church Plain. Due to these objections it is considered unreasonable 
to include sites in this area at this time because of the inability to provide appropriate 
mitigation.

1.11 Garboldisham.  Strong reservations were expressed regarding the preferred site 
selections, particular in relation to objections received from the County Council Highways.  
A further meeting has taken place with Norfolk County Council Highways on Monday 1st 
August which resulted in further clarifications required from County Council before they 
could report a final position. Further feedback from this meeting will be provided verbally at 
the LPWG, but at this stage 2 alternative preferred sites are shown to the south of the 
village with the previous preferred site removed.   

1.12 Dereham.  Officers have updated the plans for inclusion in the consultation document to 
reflect the feedback received at LPWG2.This has resulted in site LP[025]003 being revised 
to an alternative option, whilst sites LP[025]007, LP[025]011 and LP[025]029 are being 



recommended as preferred sites. Site LP[025]001 remains recommended as an alternative 
option. This site is a saved employment site, promoting it as a preferred site for residential 
development would adversely impact upon the town’s employment strategy.

1.13 Ashill.  A further pending application was identified during the sessions, which has now 
been included in the plan.  We are also aware of some concerns over the extent of 
development on the preferred site (so the scope of this has been reduced) and only 
frontage development may be appropriate

1.14 It is also necessary to consider, preferred and alternative sites for Shipdham.  Due to an 
administrative error the consideration of sites in Shipdham did not take place as originally 
planned.  The relevant plans are included to this paper to allow for scrutiny of these sites 
and the Parish Council have been invited to the wash up session.  

1.15 It is recommendation the Members endorsed the revised approach to preferred and 
alternative sites for Old Buckenham, Mattishall, Garboldisham, Dereham, Ashill and 
Shipdham for inclusion within the interim consultation 

SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES

1.16 Following the initial resolution to endorse the wording of revised PD 05 at the first working 
group in the series, much of the subsequent debate in the communities resolved about the 
availability (or otherwise) of local services and facilties.  This is a critical matter, on the 
basis that the availability of 3 services / facilities was the determining factor in whether or 
not a settlement would have a boundary.

1.17 Resolutions were provided for each of the settlements discussed through the series. Albeit, 
that in a number of instances this was subject to officer confirmation that the audit 
information provided could be legitimately amended.  We set out below the findings of 
those further investigations:

 Great Dunham – The village contains a primary school and village hall. There are 
no other services or facilities within the village and Great Dunham should therefore 
be designated as a PD05B settlement with no settlement boundary.

 Croxton – confirm that the village remains a PD05 part B settlement as it only 
contains a village hall and shop.  There are no significant employment opportunities 
within walking distance.

 Whissonsett – confirm no change and the settlement boundary is proposed for 
deletion under PD05B. The only services and facilities are the village hall which 
contains a post office two mornings a week.

 Colkirk – confirm no change to the assessment. The village has a primary school 
and community facilities in the form of a village hall and public house. On the basis 
that the village only contains 2 of the 5 criteria, the settlement boundary is proposed 
for deletion under PD05B.

 North Pickenham – The services audit for the village has been reviewed following 
the LPWG meeting, where it was mentioned that there was scope for development 
of a community centre which could incorporate a shop.  In relation to public 
transport, Norfolk County Council was actively attempting to change the rout of a 
bus service to pick up from North Pickenham.   It is recommended that the village is 
included within PD05B and the settlement boundary be deleted for the purposes of 
the consultation document, but this could be revised in the publication plan if there 
are further changes of circumstances

 Stow Bedon – Following the LPWG, the services audit for Stow Bedon has been 



reviewed. At the session, it was raised that the church was being renovated to 
include a community centre and that the village had a farm shop and that there were 
many self employed people in the community.  The assessment has shown that 
there is limited public transport within the village and the farm shop is located 
beyond reasonable walking distances (with no pavements) from the Mere Road 
settlement boundary – over 900m. It is therefore recommended that the village 
should be categorised under PD05B.  It is acknowledged that the Parish Council 
intends to provide further information, which in line with 1.4 of this report could lead 
to amendments prior to the finalisation of the Local Plan.

 Hockham – The village contains a primary school, public house and public 
transport. On the basis of meeting 3 of the 5 criteria it is proposed to retain the 
settlement boundary under PD05A.

 Shropham – The village contains a village hall, employment and public transport. It 
is proposed to retain the settlement boundary under PD05A

It is recommended that members endorse these changes and agree the final list of 
settlements to be included within PD05A as:

Beeston, Beetley, Carbrooke, Caston, Gressenhall, Griston, Hockham, Lyng, 
Mundford, North Lopham, Rocklands, Saham Toney, Shropham, Thompson, 
Weasenham

SNETTERTON HEATH

1.18 The spatial strategy for Snetterton Heath was subject to initial discussion at the 
Attleborough LPWG, where it was resolved that officers would seek to develop initial policy 
wording for potentially inclusion within the interim consultation.  

1.19 The Local Plan seeks to allocate 20 additional hectares of Employment land at Snetterton 
Heath in line with the findings of the Breckland Employment Growth Study. The two 
preferred sites LP[087]010 A and LP[087]009 provide a total of 28.82 hectares; however, in 
line with government guidance, a 20% reduction has been applied to convert from gross to 
net with a further 10% reduction applied to allow for appropriate landscape screening, 
layout and design, resulting in a total of 20 hectares net internal employment land from the 
two sites. 

1.20 Further to this, a change to the General Employment Area (GEA) is proposed by removing 
the landfill site from the GEA and reallocating this to the area to the north of site 
LP[087]011. This change seeks to reflect the existing uses on the GEA. The proposed area 
of landfill to be removed is 7.8ha and the extension proposed to the GEA, as shown on the 
map, is 11.1 hectares; however once the 20% gross to net multiplier and 10% landscaping 
multiplier have been applied this comes to 7.77ha. 

1.21 Proposed policy wording is attached as Appendix 3. This seeks to ensure that the Local 
Plan provides adequate support for comprehensive and coordinated development of 
Snetterton Heath.

2.0 OPTIONS

2.1 There are three options available for consideration:

Option 1: Members endorse the approach to all three elements – the revised preferred 



sites, the settlement boundaries and approach to Snetterton Heath
Option 2: Members provide support for some elements of the revised approach, but not all
Option 3: Members do not endorse the revised approach to any element

3.0 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION(S)

3.1 It is recommended that Local Plan Working Group endorse Option 1.  This will allow work to 
continue with the preparation of the interim preferred sites and boundaries consultation, 
which cannot be finalised with prior clarification on these key strategic matters.   Option 2 
and 3 are not recommended as they would delay the preparation of the Local Plan whilst 
those elements were subject to further revision.

4.0 EXPECTED BENEFITS

4.1 The expected benefit is that it would allow the Local Plan to progress.  

5.0 IMPLICATIONS

5.1 Carbon Footprint / Environmental Issues

5.1.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.2 Constitution & Legal

5.2.1 There are no direct legal risks resulting from the contents of this report; however Local 
Planning documents need to be prepared in accordance with the relevant Local Planning 
Regulations and Acts of Parliament, having regard to relevant considerations and case law.

5.3 Contracts

5.3.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.4 Corporate Priorities

5.4.1 This report aligns with and supports the following corporate priorities: 
 Supporting Breckland to develop and thrive; 
 Enabling effective planning and delivery of housing solutions to meet local needs.

5.5 Crime and Disorder 

5.5.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.6 Equality and Diversity / Human Rights

5.6.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.7 Financial 

5.7.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.8 Health & Wellbeing

5.8.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.



5.9 Risk Management 

5.9.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.10 Safeguarding

5.10.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.11 Staffing

5.11.1  It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.12 Stakeholders / Consultation / Timescales

5.12.1  The expected benefit is that it would allow the Local Plan to progress.  

6.0 WARDS/COMMUNITIES AFFECTED

6.1 All wards in Breckland are affected by the Local Plan. This report focuses on the following 
parishes Old Buckenham, Mattishall, Garboldisham, Dereham, Ashill, Shipdham, Great 
Dunham, Croxton, Whissonsett, Colkirk, North Pickenham, Stow Bedon, Hockham and 
Shropham.

7.0 ACRONYMS 

7.1 NPPF: National Planning Policy Framework
7.2 PPG: Planning Practice Guidance

Background papers:- See The Committee Report Guide

Lead Contact Officer
Name and Post: Steve Ottewell
Telephone Number:
Email: planningpolicyteam@breckland.gov.uk

Key Decision: No 

Exempt Decision: No 

This report refers to a Mandatory Service 

Appendices attached to this report: 
Appendix 1:
Appendix 2:
Appendix 3:

SITE ALLOCATION PLANS
UPDATED SETTLEMENT AUDIT
SNETTERTON HEATH POLICY WORDING

file:///G:/Committee/Committee/Report%20Guide/2014/THE%20COMMITTEE%20REPORT%20GUIDE_JUNE%202014.doc

