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BRECKLAND COUNCIL 

At a JOINT MEETING of  

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW PANELS 1 AND 3 
 

Held on Tuesday, 6 March 2007 at 2.00 pm 
The Anglia Room, The Conference Suite, Dereham 

 
PRESENT  

Panel 1 Members Panel 3 Members 
Mr P Cowen (Chairman) Mr R Kybird (Chairman) 
Mr P Duigan (Vice-Chairman) Mrs L Goreham 
Mr A Joel Mrs S Howard-Alpe (Vice-Chairman) 
Mr R Key Mr J Labouchere 
Mr J Rogers Mr T Lamb 
Mrs P Spencer Mr B Rose 
 Mr F Sharpe 

 

Also present  

Mr A Stasiak - Executive Member 
 

In attendance  

Anita Brennan - Strategic Housing Manager 
Julie Britton - Committee Officer 
James Campbell - Planning Policy Officer 
Paul Cason - Principal Housing Officer 
Andrea Long - Environmental Planning Manager 
David Spencer - Principal Planning Policy Officer 
Ian Vargeson - Democratic Services Manager 
Lee Webster - Enabling Projects Officer 

 
  

- The Chairman of Policy Development & Review Panel 1,  Mr 
Phillip Cowen, in the Chair - 

Action by 

19/07 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 1)  

 Apologies for absence were received from Messrs S Askew, K Martin 
and I Monson. 

 

20/07 DECLARATION OF INTEREST (AGENDA ITEM 3)  

 Mr P Cowen declared a personal but non-prejudicial interest in 
Agenda item 5.  The interest related to him being an architect. 

 

 Mr R Kybird declared a personal but non-prejudicial interest in Agenda 
item 5. The nature of his interest related to him being a builder and 
advising his clients accordingly. 
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21/07 BRECKLAND LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK – (AGENDA 
ITEM 5) 

 

 a) Introduction  

  The Strategic Housing Manager set out the reasons for the 
 commissioning of the Housing Market Study.  The Housing 
 Needs Assessment undertaken in 2002 had concluded that there 
 was a need in Breckland for 600 additional units of affordable 
 housing per year.  With this figure in mind the Researchers had 
 now suggested that developers should provide 40% of affordable 
 housing instead of 30% on all new planning applications.  This, 
 combined with lowering the threshold numbers, would make a 
 significant dent in the affordable housing need.  It had further 
 been suggested that development of such sites be provided
 outside settlement boundaries of villages and towns. 

 

  The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2007) (SHMA) was 
 presented to Members in three parts.  The first part being a 
 presentation from Dr Fordham of Fordham Associates followed 
 by the two reports highlighted at (c) and (d) below.  

 

 b) Presentation  

  The Chairman thanked Dr Richard Fordham, of Fordham 
 Associates, for attending the meeting. 

 

  Paper copies of the presentation were circulated; the presentation 
 would also be made available on the Extranet. 

 

  Dr Fordham welcomed the opportunity to explain in detail the 
 definition of each slide contained in the presentation (attached to 
 these Minutes as an appendix).  

 

  Breckland Council had now received a SHMA, which would 
 inform future strategic housing policy in Breckland including the 
 housing elements of the policy framework in the Local 
 Development Framework (LDF).  The  SHMA for the Rural East 
 Anglia Partnership (REAP) covered Breckland, King’s Lynn and 
 North Norfolk Districts.  Individual Housing Needs Surveys (HNS) 
 for each District underpinned the overall sub-regional Housing 
 Market Assessment.   This was the first SHMA for Breckland and 
 would supersede the HNS produced in 2002.   

 

  It was explained that property market forces and land supply  
 were in a constant state of flux and inevitably therefore, 
 assessments of viability would change over relatively short 
 periods of time.  Accordingly, Official Government Guidance 
 required Authorities to produce its data to include all areas and all 
 tenures, and to allow for such variations to be included. 

 

  Dr Fordham reminded Members that PPS3 was revolutionary as 
 it would allow authorities a greater degree of flexibility in 
 determining different housing types and numbers throughout the 
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 District. 

  Dr Fordham explained how the final targets had been derived and 
 how in viability terms the provision of 40% of affordable housing 
 was considered more impracticable rather than the further 
 suggested 45%.  He concluded by saying that the evidence found 
 from this study supported the needs of Breckland. 

 

  Following the presentation, Dr Fordham responded to Members 
 questions and concerns as follows: 

 

 • Could the Council request that out of every two dwellings 
built one should be affordable? 

 

 Developers frequently asked for sites of two or three units to avoid the 
affordable housing threshold.  There was no reason at all that this 
Council could not request one affordable dwelling in two.  However, 
the policy might not be effective.  This could succeed if the one in two 
was an intermediate dwelling. 

 

 • Had the survey taken into account the restoration of empty 
dwellings? 

 

 The survey had not included vacant dwellings, as it was known that 
Breckland had not many of these properties. 

 

 • The average household income within Breckland was 
considered to be less than the rest of the country.  This was 
why it was difficult for young people to get on the housing 
ladder.  How had the financial capacity figures been derived? 

 

 All the figures listed in the Financial Capability slide had been based 
on a household income. 

 

 • Would the Government be releasing vast amounts of money 
to enable all these affordable dwellings to be built if the 40% 
threshold was agreed? 

 

 It was already a Government requirement that anyone who built ten 
dwellings or more had to contribute a sum towards affordable housing. 

 

 • Would it affect land values?  

 In 1991 the Government had decreed that all new developments had 
to provide an element of affordable housing which would then affect 
the cost of the land.  For example, the land owner had nothing to gain 
as the cost of the land to the developer would be reduced depending 
on the number of affordable housing units built.   

 

 • The viability index seems to work on nil marginal costs.  
Would that discourage landowners to put forward their land? 

 

 Landowners would want to sell their land sooner rather than later if the 
prospect of land values, in time, were to decrease. 
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 • Would roads and schools etc attract planning gains?  

 Sites of 80 dwellings or more attracted planning gains for roads and 
schools etc, was based on a tariff policy. 

 

 The Strategic Housing Manager felt that there should be more 
information provided on special needs cases in Breckland.  She knew 
that there was an extreme shortage of three bed housing for people 
with physical disabilities. 

 

 In response to a Member’s question, the Strategic Housing Manager 
advised that Audit Inspectors had criticised the current 30% affordable 
housing target as it was felt to be insufficient.  Therefore, it was 
extremely important to support the suggested 40% target.  

 

 Members noted that the total figure of 1,180 on the ‘Balancing the 
Housing Market’ slide was based on an annual figure. 

 

 The Chairman asked about the designated housing numbers for 
Breckland and what would remain for the rest of the District after 
Thetford’s quota of affordable housing had been taken out of the 
equation. In response to this concern, Dr Fordham advised that there 
were two ways around this problem; firstly, Breckland Council could 
build more than the current predicted target figure of 965 affordable 
housing units per year to address the supply and demand issues; or 
secondly, instead of building the number of allocated affordable 
dwellings just in the Thetford area, Breckland Council could spread 
them out around the District.  

 

 The Chairman thanked Dr Fordham for his time and for his informative 
presentation. 

 

 c) Rural East Anglia Partnership – Housing Market Assessment 
(2007) and Breckland Housing Needs Survey (2007) 

 

  The Rural East Anglia Partnership – Housing Market Assessment 
 (2007) and Breckland Housing Needs Survey (2007 (second 
 draft) was circulated at the meeting. 

 

  Members’ attention was drawn to paragraphs 6 and 7 of the 
 report. 

 

  Paragraph 6 provided Members with the assessment of 
 affordable housing need in Breckland.  The gross need for 
 affordable housing in Breckland over the next five years was 
 1,532 per annum.  Allowing for social re-lets and new builds, the 
 net affordable housing requirement was 965 units per year.  This 
 compared to the annual requirement of 600 units identified in the 
 previous 2002 Housing Needs Survey undertaken in 2002.  The 
 965 units a year equated to 743 social rented units (via 
 Registered Social Landlord) and 222 intermediate need units 
 (shared equity).   

 



Policy Development and Review Panels 1 & 3 
6 March 2007 

 

  Paragraph 7 provided Members with the policy implications.  
 Based on the evidence  from the Housing Need Survey an 
 affordable housing target of either 40% or 45% had been 
 recommended.  40% required 2,412 new market dwellings per 
 year.  In the last ten years Breckland had only been able to 
 achieve a figure of 855.  45% was considered to be a step too far, 
 where 40% provided a pragmatic option. 

 

  The timetable for the LDF required that a set of detailed draft 
 affordable housing policies were to be formally agreed in June 
 2007 for consultation during the summer.  There would be an 
 opportunity to refine the policy after consultation before 
 submitting the Strategy and Policies document of the LDF at the 
 end of 2007. 

 

  The policy implications of the Assessment would be deliberated 
 through the Policy Development and Review Panel 1. 

 

  As far as exception sites were concerned, the Principal Planning 
 Policy Officer felt that this specific policy should remain in the 
 LDF. 

 

  The report was noted.  

 d) Affordable Housing Thresholds Site Viability Study – January 
2007 

 

  The Affordable Housing Threshold Site Viability Study was the 
 first of its kind to have been produced in Norfolk.  It supported a 
 policy approach of lower thresholds and demonstrated that 40% 
 on sites of three or more was viable, particularly in the rural 
 areas, with viability becoming more achievable on sites of five or 
 more in the towns.  Officers had advised that a new indicative 
 threshold of three units across the District should be examined 
 through the LDF process as the basis for policy development. 

 

  Table 1 on page 8 of the report illustrated residual values.  With a 
 40% affordable housing contribution there remained a positive 
 value across all sites of 3, 5, 10, 15 and 80 dwellings.  At 45% 
 negative values start to emerge on small sites of five dwellings or 
 less. 

 

  It had been proposed that a number of options should be 
 explored as part of the consultation on the LDF (programmed for 
 March and July 2007). 

 

  Option1 – introduce blanket thresholds seeking 40% affordable 
 housing on sites of 3 or more houses across the District. 

 

  Option 2 – introduce blanket thresholds seeking 45% affordable 
 housing on sites of 10 or more across the District. 

 

  Option 3 – introduce a policy requiring either 40% or 45% on all 
 sites over 15 dwellings with a sliding scale policy for smaller sites 
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 of 3 dwellings up to 15 dwellings (using table 7.3 on page 27 of 
 Appendix A of the report). 

  A Member felt disappointed that there was not an option to 
 remain as we were.  In response, the Chairman advised that the 
 Officers had given their views as to why there was a need to 
 increase the thresholds, all options must be explored.  The 
 research that had been carried out had been fairly 
 comprehensive; however, in the Chairman’s opinion, a further 
 option should be added to take into account empty property 
 numbers. 

 

  A Member asked whether planning applications being submitted 
 during the time frame between the end of the Local Plan and the 
 beginning of the LDF would be working on the new percentage 
 threshold or the former.  In response, the Principal Planning 
 Officer advised that from 1 April 2007, PPS3 would supersede 
 what was defined in the current Local Plan; however, in the 
 meantime, the Council would continue to work with the 30% 
 threshold. 

 

  Another Member felt that the three options available should 
 include a preference of whether affordable housing should be 
 built on greenfield or brownfield sites. 

 

  Another suggestion put forward was that there should be further 
 properties built for the elderly particularly in Attleborough.  The 
 Executive Member said that PPS3 should address this as the 
 Council would now be able to direct the developer to that 
 particular  need. 

 

  The Chairman advised that PPS3 had, indeed, provided the 
 Council with greater powers but, in his opinion, the Council, 
 should not be too prescriptive.  He felt that there was  a two and 
 three bed property shortage but further felt that larger  properties
 should continue to be built as the people who purchased them 
 would bring the wealth to the District.  The Council had to strike a 
 balance, at this present time Breckland had been building too 
 many of the wrong houses in the wrong places.  A Member 
 agreed with these comments, he said the Council could build as 
 many two bed houses as it liked and they would be filled, but the 
 wealth would not be brought with them. 

 

  The Chairman urged Officers to do what they could to bring 
 empty houses back into use.  The Strategic Housing Manager 
 advised that it was not as easy as Members thought.  Empty 
 dwellings were spread across the district; unlike Great Yarmouth 
 that had rows of empty terraces on its doorstep. 

 

  The report was noted.  

 The Chairman requested that a letter be sent to Dr Fordham thanking 
him for his attendance. 

Committee Officer 
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The meeting closed at 3.30pm 

CHAIRMAN 
 


