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BRECKLAND COUNCIL

At a Meeting of the

LOCAL PLAN WORKING GROUP

Held on Wednesday, 14 December 2016 at 2.00 pm in
The Gallery Bar, Watton Sports Association, Dereham Rd, Watton, Thetford. IP25 6EZ

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

Mrs A M Webb

Also Present
Councillor M. Chapman-Allen
Mr P.D. Claussen
Mr P. R. W. Darby

Mr P.J. Duigan
Mr A.P. Joel
Mr M J Nairn

In Attendance
Phil Mileham - Strategic Planning Manager
Stephen Ottewell - Director Capita Planning & Building Control
Sarah Robertson - Senior Planning Policy Officer*
Suzanne Jones - Interim Executive Director 

Commercialisation and s151 Officer
Tim Mills - Executive Manager Growth
Julie Britton - Democratic Services Officer

Action By
62/16 INTRODUCTIONS 

The Chairman advised that this meeting would be where the Members 
of the Local Plan Working Group would have the opportunity to assess 
the comments made from the consultation responses and public 
speaking would also be accommodated.  An additional meeting would 
be arranged to consider the final version of the Local Plan prior to it 
being submitted to the Planning Inspectorate. Both statutory consultees 
and members of the public have had the opportunity during the 
consultation process to submit their comments and a further opportunity 
would be had in the early summer 2017 following submission. 

Following introductions the meeting commenced.
63/16 MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1) 

The Minutes of the meeting held on 11 August 2016 were agreed as a 
correct record.

64/16 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 2) 

Councillor Mark Robinson.

65/16 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (AGENDA ITEM 3) 

None.
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66/16 URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 4) 

None.

67/16 NON MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING (AGENDA 
ITEM 5) 

Councillors Marion Chapman-Allen, Paul Claussen, Paul Darby, Phillip 
Duigan, Adrian Joel and Mike Nairn.

68/16 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (IF ANY) (AGENDA ITEM 6) 

None.

69/16 DUTY TO COOPERATE (STANDING ITEM) (AGENDA ITEM 7) 

Phil Mileham, the Strategic Planning Manager provided Members with a 
brief update on the Duty to Cooperate.  Meetings had taken place with 
Forest Heath District Council and Historic England to discuss the 
preferred sites and settlement boundaries consultation responses 
document.  Work was still on-going in relation to the Norfolk Strategic 
Framework document and the next Member meeting had been arranged 
in February 2017.

70/16 BRECKLAND GYPSY AND TRAVELLER ACCOMMODATION 
ASSESSMENT (AGENDA ITEM 8) 

Stephen Ottewell, the Director of Planning & Building Control (Capita), 
presented the updated Breckland Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment report.

On 31 August 2015, the Government published the Planning Policy for 
Traveller Sites (PPTS) and introduced an amendment to the definition of 
Gypsy and Traveller for planning purposes.  The PPTS required local 
authorities to undertake this assessment to determine whether 
households living on sites, encampments and in bricks and mortar fell 
within the new definition of a gypsy, traveller or travelling show- person.  
Only if they fell within this new definition would their housing needs 
need to be assessed separately from the wider population.  The key 
change was that persons who had ceased to travel permanently for 
work purposes no longer fell under the planning definition of a 
“Traveller” and as the Planning and Housing Act 2016 repealed the 
previous statutory definition included in the Housing Act 2004, the PPTS 
was now the sole definition.

A Study had been commissioned and had been overseen by the 
Housing Strategy and Planning Policy Team and work commenced in 
the summer of 2016 with the final report being completed in October 
2016.  A copy of the complete Study had been attached at Appendix A 
to the report and a summary of the findings could be found at section 3.

The key findings had highlighted the additional need for gypsy and 
traveller pitches in Breckland between 2016 and 2036.

The Chairman had already spoken with the Officers concerned and it 
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had been agreed that this and other evidence would be open for 
comment along with the publication of the draft Plan later in 2017.

Referring to the ‘transit’ requirements, unauthorised encampments, 
Councillor Duigan pointed out that these unofficial sites caused a great 
deal of upset to local residents and asked if the Council had any 
solution to these issues.  The Chairman advised that this would be 
discussed in a different forum and suggested that this matter be brought 
to the attention with the appropriate Officers of the Council.  The 
Director of Planning & Building Control (Capita) explained that the Local 
Plan ‘door’ needed to be left open so that these matters could be 
responded to accordingly.  In response to a question about when Mill 
Farm had been visited, Members were asked to refer to Appendix C of 
the report.  Councillor Claussen felt that this assessment required 
further debate as well as a closer dialogue with the travelling 
community.  The Chairman assured Members that this would be looked 
at again in due course.  Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen wanted to know 
what the Director of Planning & Building Control (Capita) meant by 
leaving the Local Plan ‘door’ open.  It was confirmed that this meant that 
the nature of the policies within the Local Plan had to allow for additional 
work to be achieved to address any issues not addressed in the Local 
Plan itself; the Council had to make a commitment that the need relating 
to provision would be met.

RESOLVED that the contents of the Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment (GTAA) be noted and published on the Council’s website.

71/16 LOCAL PLAN PREFERRED SITE OPTIONS AND SETTLEMENT 
BOUNDARIES CONSULTATION RESPONSES AND PROGRESS 
REPORT (AGENDA ITEM 9) 

The Director of Planning & Building Control (Capita) presented the 
report.  A presentation was also provided.

The third consultation on the Local Plan had taken place over a 6 week 
period from 19th September to 31 October 2016.  During the 
consultation over 1,100 comments had been received on the interim 
consultation document and a further 28 comments on the 
accompanying Sustainability Appraisal.  The majority of comments had 
focused on the housing distribution and allocation, the approach to rural 
areas and the settlements of Dereham, Garboldisham, Mattishall and 
Yaxham. A summary of the comments and Officers responses had been 
attached at Appendix A of the report.  The strongest objections received 
had been in relation to Dereham particularly in relation to the Transport 
Study, Swanton Morley, as a Local Service Centre, had requested 
additional development subject to certain conditions and Ashill Parish 
Council had not objected to being classified as a Local Service Centre 
(LSC) but were seeking an alternative allocation of sites to the ones 
proposed.  As far as Beetley and Hockham were concerned further sites 
had been identified within the Settlement Boundary which they had 
asked to be included.

Members were asked to focus on the points being raised and how to 
shape the way forward in relation to the key issues.
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In response to a concern, Members were informed that Officers were 
confident that the updated Water Cycle Study would be available in a 
timely fashion to inform the publication of the Local Plan.  

Councillor Marion Chapman-Allen once again highlighted the fact how 
bitterly disappointed Garboldisham Parish Council had been in being 
designated as a LSC as the parish, as stated on a number of occasions,  
did not meet the necessary criteria.  Over 70 residents had attended a 
meeting in the village and over 50 had submitted comments but 
nowhere within the consultation did she recall a question asking 
whether villages wanted to become a LSC and she asked the Working 
Group to re-consider the designation.

Councillor Joel queried the figures for the housing numbers in Old 
Buckenham as the arbitrary figure of 50 homes (a one size fits all figure) 
should not be applied in this case.

Councillor Claussen mentioned Yaxham and its proposed LSC status; 
there had been a huge amount of public interest which Officers had not 
listened as the criteria had not been corrected.  This, in his opinion, 
seemed to be just a ‘tick box’ exercise and was totally unjustified and 
unfair for Yaxham.  The Chairman assured Members that the questions 
had been asked and Yaxham did comply with the necessary criteria.  
Referring to the school, Tim Mills, the Executive Manager for Growth 
pointed out that Norfolk County Council’s view was that there was 
adequate capacity at the school in Yaxham. Members asked that this be 
put in writing.  Ian Martin representative for Yaxham’s Neighbourhood 
Plan pointed out that Norfolk County Council was not the admissions 
authority for the school, the Church was.  He also mentioned the 
housing numbers for the village and the fact that, in his view, the 
distance between Clint Green and Yaxham made for two different 
settlements and therefore felt the village did not meet the LSC 
requirements.

Councillor Duigan thought it would have been useful to have someone 
from Norfolk County Council present to explain the figures.

A number of concerns were raised and Members were assured that all 
concerns/issues would be considered and that Officers would continue 
to work on the documents accordingly as part of an updated Local 
Service Centre topic paper. The Chairman said that he would be 
content to receive emails on these subject matters.  The Director of 
Planning & Building Control confirmed that it was the purpose of the 
consultation report to summarise the responses received rather than to 
consider any potential amendments to the document.

On the matter of housing numbers in Dereham, Councillor Duigan drew 
attention to page 15 of the Appendix in relation to the evidence 
mentioned for the revised housing calculations and asked if this 
evidence could be referenced. He also mentioned the development 
along the A11 corridor and asked if Officers should be looking at 
different sites rather than just in Thetford.  Councillor Sam Chapman-
Allen understood the concerns but reminded Members of the significant 
utility challenges that the Council faced along this particular route which 
was not just Breckland specific. 
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Tony Needham, Clerk to Dereham Town Council did have problems 
with how the consultation responses had been interpreted in relation to 
distribution and the change of balance in housing.  The Economic 
Development Strategy was focused along the A11 corridor but no 
evidence had been provided as to why the extra housing was being 
allocated in Dereham. He did not object to the extra growth in the town 
but objected to what he called ‘bad’ growth and felt that the town should 
be looked upon the same as Thetford in a more strategic view as there 
was no evidence to support this extra allocation and felt that this should 
be plan led and not development led.  The Director of Planning & 
Building Control (Capita) advised that, in essence, the strategy did allow 
for a focus on the A11 corridor via a focus on Thetford and Attleborough 
but he would make sure that the message in relation to the A11 came 
across in future documents regarding the concerns around further 
development in smaller settlements within that corridor as opposed to 
market towns.. 

Councillor Claussen mentioned the Transport Study and felt that as it 
had been altered so late in the process it had not included those 
settlements that would be severely affected by the increase in 
development and would now have a huge impact not only in Yaxham 
and Mattishall but also in the villages of Westfield and Shipdham.  The 
Chairman asked if Dereham Town Council was pressing County to carry 
out a further traffic survey.  Councillor Duigan pointed out that County 
Councillors were aware of these issues but as far as he was aware 
were doing nothing.  The Executive Manager for Growth stated that 
Officers were formally writing to Norfolk County Council to establish 
whether the Transport Plan was adequate for the purposes of the Local 
Plan in its consideration of the intended growth. The Clerk to Dereham 
Town Council felt that the relevant Officers together with the Officers 
from County needed to discuss these issues as a matter of urgency.

Roger Atterwill, the Clerk to Swanton Morley Parish Council pointed out 
that if Breckland Council had implemented the Community Infrastructure 
Levy (CIL) it would have had a bigger pot of money to do a great deal 
more and mentioned the fact that parishes with Neighbourhood Plans 
were entitled to 25%.  He also mentioned the school admissions in 
Swanton Morley and that there was plenty of land to expand.  He also 
alluded to the fact that the village was willing to receive more housing 
and felt that the latest allocation of 85 dwellings was not enough.  The 
Parish did not want the recommended alternative sites but wanted 
others instead as long as the road could be widened.  Another matter in 
the village was the recently announced closure of the Barracks.  The 
Parish Council was looking to put 5 year review dates in its 
Neighbourhood Plan but at the backend of the 20 year plan 250 
dwellings would become available.  In response to the first question, the 
Strategic Planning Manager advised that a CIL had to be based on 
evidence at the time and as the regulations had changed considerably, 
a fresh look would be taken as to whether a new CIL was required when 
the Local Plan viability assessment had concluded.  He pointed out that 
there would still likely be significant funding gaps and such a levy would 
not solve all the infrastructure delivery problems.  As far as the 
‘recommended’ alternative sites were concerned, these would be 
removed at the next stage of the process.  In response to the latter, the 

Action By



Local Plan Working Group
14 December 2016

6

Executive Manager for Growth stated that the purpose of a 
Neighbourhood Plan was for communities to develop and Breckland 
Council would support Swanton Morley in taking these issues in relation 
to the barracks forward.  As far as the extra allocation of housing was 
concerned, Members were informed that a methodology had been 
applied in the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plans provided flexibility 
that would allow this to happen as it was all about proportionality.  
Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen felt that this would provide reassurance 
the amount of weight a Neighbourhood Plan would have going forward.

Councillor Claussen raised concerns about the Gladman site in 
Mattishall that had been reduced from 80 dwellings to 65.

Mr Mark Mendham, a Dereham resident, asked why the River Tud had 
not been included in the maps and felt that it would be impossible for 
the public to make a judgement on any development if the key features 
had been removed.  The Director of Planning & Building Control 
(Capita) assured Members that at the final stage there would be a 
Policies Map that would accompany the written policies highlighting all 
the constraints and the way forward was to provide that information 
when the Council reached the publication stage then there would be 
further opportunity to comment.  The Chairman reminded all in 
attendance that such constraints would also be considered in any 
planning application.

Mr Atterwill assumed that the Settlement Boundary in Swanton Morley 
would be drawn around the preferred (purple) sites on the revised map 
and asked if the village would be protected against development outside 
of the Settlement Boundary. The Director of Planning & Building Control 
confirmed that boundaries would be amended via the Local Plan to 
include new allocations. Members were informed that this revised 
boundary would then be a matter for the Planning Committee once the 
Local Plan was finalised and having regard to material considerations at 
the time.

Referring to the presentation and the allocated sites in Old Buckenham 
it was noted that the Parish Council had made comments about site 
number 014 being suitable instead of 006.  The Chairman suggested 
that this information be put in writing as site 014 was not shown on the 
map.

The sites with strategic objections where it was uncertain that identified 
issues could be resolved were discussed and included the sites in 
Litcham, Mattishall, Necton and North Elmham.  Councillor Sam 
Chapman-Allen asked if these sites were considered to be definitely 
unsuitable and whether the suitable sites had been endorsed.  The 
Director of Planning & Building Control (Capita) advised that Members 
needed to come to a view on the validity of the objections on the 
unsuitable sites.  Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen then pointed out that 
he was not a Highways expert therefore a steer from Officers was 
needed and further work was required.  The Strategic Planning 
Manager explained that a position to have that conversation with the 
communities involved was needed.  Another issue that must be 
considered was the risk of flooding. Members agreed for Officers to go 
away and challenge these four specific areas and not to pursue those 

Action By



Local Plan Working Group
14 December 2016

7

sites that had a particular risk of flooding.  It was agreed that Officers 
would meet with those Parish Councils where no sites were accordingly 
proposed to look at any new proposals and those where issues had 
emerged with the sites identified in early January.

The approach to rural areas in relation to PD05A and PD05B was also 
discussed and the key issues were identified.  These included, the 
clarification of local support, social local need, 5%/10% growth, 5/3 unit 
limit, the closely knit cluster of 10 or more dwellings, the definition of the 
settlements that PD05B applied to and the wording in relation to ‘infill’ 
and ‘rounding off’.  The Chairman felt that the 5/3 unit limit was low but 
was, in his opinion, the right figure but a future council might want to re-
visit these figures when due for review.  Referring to the ‘cluster’ he 
preferred not to have a figure included. Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen 
thought that all the above played a very important part in this policy 
document going forward and further work from Officers was required for 
consideration by Members.

Councillor Joel pointed out that New Buckenham should have its 
Settlement Boundary removed and be classified under PD05B.

It was agreed that Officers would provide revised wording for PD05 to 
reflect the feedback received and report back to the Local Plan Working 
Group accordingly.

The content of the report was otherwise noted.

72/16 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT 2015/2016 (AGENDA ITEM 10) 

The Director of Planning & Building Control (Capita) presented the 
report and explained the requirements and highlighted the key findings.  
The recommendation requested Members agreement to publish the 
Annual Monitoring Report on the Council’s website.

Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen thought that the document was a very 
interesting read.

It was noted that page 21 of the document would be updated prior to 
publication.  In response to a concern, Officers agreed to look into the 
reason why Solar Farm in Kenninghall had not been included in the 
document.

RESOLVED that the contents of the report be noted and the Annual 
Monitoring Report be published on the Council’s website.

The Chairman thanked all the Officers involved for attending the 
meeting and for preparing all the documentation.

The meeting closed at 4.50 pm

CHAIRMAN
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