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BRECKLAND COUNCIL 
 

At a Meeting of the 
 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW PANEL 1 
 

Held on Tuesday, 6 May 2008 at 10.00 am in 
The Norfolk Room, Conference Suite, Elizabeth House, Dereham 

 
PRESENT  
Mr J.D. Rogers (Chairman) 
Mrs M.P. Chapman-Allen 
Mr R.P. Childerhouse 
Mr P.J. Duigan 
 

Mr K. Martin 
Mr I.A.C. Monson 
Mrs L.S. Turner 
 

 
Also Present  
Councillor E. Gould 
Mr M.A. Kiddle-Morris 
Mr J.P. Labouchere 
 

Mr A.C. Stasiak 
Mrs A.L. Steward 
 

 
In Attendance  
John Chinnery - Solicitor & Standards Consultant 
Paul Harris - Planning Policy Officer 
Sam Hubbard - Planning Policy Assistant 
Andrea Long - Environmental Planning Manager 
David Spencer - Principal Planning Policy Officer 
Elaine Wilkes - Senior Member Services Officer 
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19/08 MINUTES   

  

 The minutes of the meeting held on 11 March 2008 were confirmed as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
  

 

20/08 APOLOGIES   

  

 Apologies for absence were received from Mrs. P. Spencer, Mr. A. Joel, 
Lady Fisher and Mr. M. Broughton. 
  

 

21/08 DECLARATION OF INTEREST   

  

 The following declarations of personal interest were made: 
 

§ Mr. M. Kiddle-Morris – in relation to agenda item 7 (LDF Site 
Specifics Process) by virtue of the fact that he had made 
representations on a piece of land at Litcham. 

 
§ Mr. J.D. Rogers – As a member of the County Council Minerals and 

Waste Committee (Minute No. 15/08) and in relation to planning 
matters under the LDF process as Ward Member and landowner in 
Carbooke. 
 

§ Mr. R. Childerhouse – Personal and prejudicial interest as a 
landowner in regard to LDF matters relating to Weeting. 

 
The Solicitor and Standards Consultant was in attendance to answer any 
questions on the issue of declaration of interests in regard to the LDF site 
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specifics policies and proposals, details of which had been circulated 
separately to Members.  The matters for discussion today related only to 
the process of the same general interest to members and therefore were 
unlikely to involve any specific interest.  No questions were raised. 
  

22/08 NON-MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING   

  

 The following Members were in attendance: 
 

§ Councillor E. Gould 
§ Mr. M. Kiddle-Morris 
§ Mr. J.P. Labouchere 
§ Mr. A.C. Stasiak 
§ Mrs. A. Steward 

  

 

23/08 LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK: CORE STRATEGY AND 
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL POLICIES: PREFERRED OPTIONS 
CONSULTATION – SUMMARY OF RESPONSES (AGENDA ITEM 6)  

 

  

 The Planning Policy Assistant presented the report and summarised details 
of the representations received in response to the public consultation on the 
Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development 
Plan Document (DPD). 
 
Responses were generally supportive of the Strategy and DPD, although 
the report highlighted specific concerns which had been raised by 
consultees.  These related to: 
 

§ Spatial Strategy - The levels of planned new jobs for Attleborough 
and Thetford compared to the planned levels of new homes, and in 
regard to infrastructure capacity (particularly that for transport) in 
Attleborough. 
 

§ Spatial Strategy - Local Service Centre (LSC) candidatures relating 
to Great Ellingham (where there was opposition to its selection as 
an LSC for growth) and Bawdeswell and Old Buckenham (both of 
which were being promoted for selection as LSC for growth); other 
concerns related to the evidence base and selection criterion used 
for LSC status.  (In the case of Old Buckenham, it was noted that 
the Parish Council supported its designation as category 2 for 
service delivery.) 
 

§ Core Policies (paragraph 3.13) – as follows: 
 

- In regard to the housing calculations in Preferred Option CP1 
around the allowance for 3000 rural windfall dwellings.  A number 
of consultees were concerned about the delivery assumption of 
these dwellings and that they were factored into district housing 
targets.  There was also concern at the lack of clarity in the 
formulation of numbers. 
 

- Concerning the deliverability of the sites identified in the Urban 
Capacity Study.  A number of consultees had highlighted the 
importance of replacing the Urban Capacity Study with a Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment to inform housing numbers. 
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- A number of planning agents for the development industry 
highlighted that housing figures identified in Preferred Option CP1 
should be minimums. 
 

- With regard to Preferred Option CP4 around the ratio of job figures 
in Attleborough compared with housing growth, together with 
some concern about the location of Snetterton as a centre for 
employment growth given its distance from population centres. 
 

- A number of consultees also highlighted the need for further 
evidence base, including a district wide Water Cycle Study. 

 
§ Development Control Policies – in regard to: 

 
- The percentage (40%) of affordable housing in DC4, which was 
challenged by developers and planning agents, including a 
challenge by one consultee of the integrity and accuracy of 
Breckland’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 
 

- Concerns by planning agents and developers about the evidence 
supporting renewable energy provision on new developments, 
where it was felt that the 10% renewable energy target on 
developments was not viable. 
 

- A concern from some developers that it was unfair to expect 
developers to provide open space to a level which addresses past 
deficiencies. 

 
From the summary of comments received from the statutory consultees, 
GO-East had highlighted the need for more specific information in Preferred 
Option CP4 on how infrastructure would be delivered, including details of a 
tariff based approach and the need to determine local targets for the 
provision of renewable energy on new developments.  In addition, they 
highlighted that a number of the Development Control Policies mostly 
repeated national policy and guidance or overlapped and repeated what 
was said in some of the Core Policies.  They also identified a need to 
highlight the sequential testing in DC14 on flood risk and the findings of the 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. 
 
Norfolk County Council had given a very detailed response, as outlined in 
the report, the key points from which related to: 
 
- Spatial Strategy (Preferred Option SS1), supported in principle but 

concerns raised around the level of jobs planned in Attleborough 
compared to the number of homes and also in regard to the delivery of 
essential infrastructure in Attleborough.  They recommended that 
delivery mechanisms, including developer funding, were identified and 
assessed prior to submission. 
 

- Selection of Local Service Centres (LSC), in particular about the 
identification of Great Ellingham and Weeting as LSC for growth on the 
grounds that these villages did not have the appropriate amount of 
services to allow for growth.  The County Council also questioned the 
fact that Mattishall and North Elmham had not been identified for 
growth given their high level of local services.  The Council therefore 
recommended that more evidence should be required to justify LSC 
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selection. 
 

- The need to clarify housing numbers in Preferred Option CP1 under the 
Core Policies. 
 

- In regard to Development Control Policies, the lack of provision in 
Preferred Option DC3 for dealing with the scale of replacement 
dwellings, despite the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
supporting the protection of smaller units; that public transport 
infrastructure should be protected in Preferred Option DC21; and 
objecting to the parking standards outlined in DC23 as too prescriptive 
in favour of a reference, instead, to the Norfolk County Council’s 
parking standards document. 

 
From the responses received from Parish Councils, the following issues 
had been raised: 
 
- The comparison between jobs provision and new homes in 

Attleborough was questioned by a number of parish and town councils. 
 

- Great Ellingham did not wish to be classed as an LSC for growth on the 
grounds that it did not meet the criteria. 
 

- Shipdham favoured moderate growth and felt that the level of growth 
proposed in the document was too high. 
 

- Harling supported the strategy but was concerned about increased 
HGV traffic through the village as a consequence of development at 
Roudham. 
 

- Swaffham Town Council wished to see higher levels of growth 
(between 1600 and 2000 new homes and 750 to 1000 new jobs). 

 
A member drew attention to an error in the responses in Appendix A of the 
report and explained that certain of the responses given under Banham 
were, in fact, from Old Buckenham.  It was confirmed that this had since 
been rectified. 
 
All the comments received would be assessed by the officers and 
recommendations on any changes to preferred policies as a result of the 
representations would be presented to Members in due course. 
 
The Panel then discussed various issues highlighted in the report, from 
which the following points were noted in response to questions: 
 

o So far as the developers’ challenge to the housing survey was 
concerned, Norfolk Homes had commissioned a report as a rebuttal 
to the Council’s case.  However, officers were confident that the 
Council’s information was robust but the Strategic Housing Team 
had been asked to review this.  It was to be expected that 
developers would challenge such information.  However, the Council 
had developed its case in tandem with neighbouring authorities 
North Norfolk District Council and King’s Lynn and North Norfolk’s 
case had stood up well to a recent investigation. 
 

o North Elmham had revised their opinion about being an LSC and 
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now desired to be included as an LSC but without growth.  (Note - 
Mr. J.P. Labouchere declared a personal interest on this point as 
Ward Member for North Elmham.) 
 

o A member questioned the Environment Agency’s recommendation 
that for Preferred Option DC14 on flood risk to include  requirement 
for flood risk assessments on all developments over one hectare.  
He considered that flood risk applied to all development sites, 
whatever the area involved and that assessments should not be 
limited to sites over one hectare only.   
 
In this connection, another member asked whether the officers 
concurred with the Agency’s flood risk maps.  It was explained that 
the Council did use their flood risk scenario maps.  A Stage 1 flood 
risk assessment had been carried out and further work to update 
this to take account of new planning policy guidelines on climate 
change was being undertaken. 
 
So far as flood risk assessments of development sites were 
concerned, it was explained that the criteria affected all sites and 
was not limited by size or by the fact that an assessment had been 
carried out for a previous single dwelling development.  If a site was 
on a flood plain, a risk assessment could reasonably be requested 
and the Environment Agency would, in fact, be likely to insist on one 
in that respect.  Even a single dwelling development could have an 
impact either up or down stream. 
 

o Members welcomed the review of infrastructure proposals for 
Attleborough in the light of the concerns raised.  It was also 
suggested that all the towns and the villages they served should be 
reviewed in respect of employment growth. 
 

o A member welcomed the proposal for a water cycle study, 
particularly given the constraints affecting Dereham.  However, she 
drew attention to the issue of the capacity of schools provision in the 
town which still needed to be addressed. 
 

o It was remarked that the projected 3000 rural windfall dwellings 
would be likely to pose problems on a number of counts and while 
the 10% renewable energy provision on developments was 
laudable, the national policy, PPS22, was very vague in this respect. 
 
In response, it was explained that the projected windfall figure was 
extrapolated from current trends in housing delivery over the next 15 
years but was additional to the strategic housing target of 19,000 
dwellings. 
 
So far as the renewable energy target provision was concerned, the 
new national policy, PPS1 on Climate Change, would take 
precedence. 
 

o So far as the position on LSC selection in respect of Great 
Ellingham was concerned, it was explained that since the initial 
selection, circumstances affecting services in the village (in 
particular changes to bus services), the Parish had changed its 
opinion and now supported selection as an LSC for service 
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provision but not for growth. 
 

 A member queried whether, if Great Ellingham should not be 
included in the final selection of LSC candidates, this would result in 
a very small list of LSC. 
 
It was explained that from additional work carried out in regard to 
LSC selection, it became clear from the consultations that there 
were questions about the evidence base and employment numbers.  
Therefore, the officers wished to review the employment levels of 
the 13 candidate LSC villages. 
 
So far as the overall number of LSC candidates was concerned, the 
main issue was to assess in detail how each performed against the 
five key criteria - it was acknowledged that the criteria for medical 
facilities might not be met in all cases and therefore the Council 
would need to take a view on this issue.  Hence further 
consultations and reviews were being undertaken to ensure the 
Council’s evidence in support of the LSC candidates was robust.   
The review of LSC candidates was also aimed at ensuring that a 
consistent approach was adopted in the selection process. 
 
Several members made points that allowing for growth would help 
some villages meet LSC criteria, clustering an LSC area to include 
surrounding villages with services could support an LSC candidate 
to meet the criteria, as well as utilising Parish Appraisals to achieve 
a cluster of villages to support designation as an LSC.   
 
Attention was also drawn to the question of sustainability of villages, 
bearing in mind that over time some villages could lose one of the 
criteria (e.g. if a shop should close) or another village could gain a 
missing service enabling it to meet LSC criteria.  Another member 
commented that he was aware of one village where there was an 
existing planning permission for four shops and a medical centre but 
which did not appear to have been considered for LSC selection. 
 
It was also noted that even where a village met the five criteria, it 
need not necessarily be selected as an LSC if there were other 
factors that precluded the Council from advocating further growth in 
that location. 
 
The Environmental Planning Manager confirmed that thought was 
being given to all these issues, which reinforced the need for a 
flexible and pragmatic but also consistent approach to the selection 
process.  It was also explained that LSC criteria were set out in the 
Regional Spatial Strategy but were not prescribed as such.  
However, the Council needed to be able to articulate and evidence 
them in its policy. 

 
It was noted that, overall, none of the responses from the statutory 
consultees or developers had raised key issues of concern for the Council 
from which the Council could take some comfort. 
 
The summary of further actions set out in paragraph 3.45 of the report was 
noted.  So far as the commissioning of District wide infrastructure and water 
cycle studies was concerned, tender bids for these were due to be received 



Policy Development and Review Panel 1 
6 May 2008 

 
 

7 

 Action By 

that week. 
 
An additional action would be to take account of the new PPS on Climate 
Change. 
 
 RESOLVED that the report and the Panel’s comments be noted. 
  

24/08 LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SITE SPECIFICS PROCESS 
(AGENDA ITEM 7)  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Policy Officer presented the report, which updated 
Members on the anticipated programme for preparing the statutory Site 
Specifics Policies and Proposals Document (a Development Plan 
Document), together with more detailed consideration of the Issues and 
Options stage of that Plan preparation. 
 
It was noted that the site allocations for Thetford would be dealt with under 
the Thetford Area Action Plan. 
 
The report explained the background and purpose of the Site Specifics 
Policies and Proposals Document and to aid discussion, a topic paper 
“Definition of Settlement Boundaries” had been produced. 
 
Preparatory work to date had involved (i) the development of an evidence 
base as a result of the work on the Core Strategy; (ii) making an official call 
for sites to all landowners/developers to reaffirm their interest in the LDF 
process (and to confirm their proposed site boundaries, proposed land uses 
and consent for their site to go into the public domain).  (The call for sites 
ended on 30 April); and (iii) the preparation of the Sustainability Appraisal 
Scoping Report, which would present and analyse the baseline to inform 
the sustainability objectives and decision making criteria used to assess site 
specific policies and proposals.  This document was currently being 
consulted on. 
 
The next stages in the process required the Council to: 
 

§ Hold discussions at an early stage with developers, landowners and 
the community to identify and consider their site specific proposals; 
 

§ Consult on these proposals and assess alternative options (using 
sustainability appraisal) to produce the preferred options document; 
and 
 

§ Consult on the preferred options document and consider any 
alternative proposals submitted as representations. 

 
The first two bullet points above represented the “Issues and Options” stage 
of the plan production process and this was the stage the Council had 
reached.  At this early point in the Options stage, the process was largely 
unregulated, giving the authority some flexibility on how it engaged with key 
stakeholders.  The later stage of preferred options would be more 
prescribed in terms of when, how and for how long the Council could 
consult and would involve considerable work around the Sustainability 
Appraisal, Appropriate Assessment and transport impacts. 
 
It was explained that site allocation within the plan production process was 
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a positive identification of land for development.  Settlement boundaries 
were essentially policy tools, setting out where development would or could 
take place and protecting the surrounding countryside from encroaching 
development. 
 
Concerns over recent years had related to the form and character of 
development. 
 
The Site Specifics Policies and Proposals had to take account of national 
policies and the Core Strategy.  Sustainable location was one of the key 
criteria and responses to date were not opposed to the proposed criteria. 
 
The Issues and Options stage offered some flexibility to look at loosening or 
tightening settlement boundaries.  The official call for sites had identified 
650 sites applied for to date (equating to some 3,000 hectares or 90,000 
dwellings).  However, it was important that landowners’ expectations should 
be tempered and that parish communities should not be alarmed about 
these applications.  When sites were presented to parishes and 
communities for consultation, they would be categorised into those which 
were in conformity with the Core Strategy for consideration, potential other 
sites for confirmation and those not in conformity with the Core Strategy 
would be earmarked as proposed not to be taken forward. 
 
The timetable was as set out in Appendix D to the report.  The key 
milestones at this stage were: 
 

§ May 2008 – Distribute up to date base maps, Settlement Boundary 
Paper and Site Sustainability Criteria to Town and Parish Councils 
with a September deadline for comment. 
 

§ 3 June 2008 – Draft Issues and Options document for site specifics 
to be submitted to Panel 1. 
 

§ 24 June 2008 – Issues and Options document published for 
consultation with a September deadline.  Town and Parish Councils 
would be sent maps of their parish showing proposed sites / 
amendments to settlement boundary, again with a September 
deadline for comment. 

 
It was noted that the projected timetable was subject to no major issues 
arising and that the level of scrutiny required by the Council as set out in the 
timetable did not change.  If any such issues arose, then the timetable 
would be pushed back by approximately 10 weeks at each stage if it was 
considered appropriate to take the Issues and Options papers through a full 
Committee cycle. 
 
It was pointed out that public houses had been omitted from the list of 
defined key local facilities given in Appendices A and B of the report and 
that the lists of villages were incomplete.  It was confirmed that the details 
would be corrected. 
 
During discussion, members expressed particular concern to see a 
tightening up of settlement boundaries to protect garden land from 
development.  It was felt that this would help to retain the character of an 
area and was something that the public would support.  There was a 
concern, however, that Government policy on the designation of brown field 
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sites included garden land would pose difficulties on this issue. 
 
There was also a concern that trends over recent years in the development 
of garden land was leading to a reduction in the number of larger houses 
available and that houses were getting smaller.  There was a need, it was 
felt, to retain larger houses for families. 
 
Another member felt that it was not so much back land development which 
spoiled a street scene but rather infill developments.  In this regard, the 
importance of stronger design policies was highlighted as the means to help 
sustain the form and character of an area. 
 
A further view was expressed about the need to take account of the impact 
on wildlife from the loss of ancient hedgerows, trees etc. as a result of 
development of land taken from large historical gardens. 
 
The issue of sustainability in towns was also raised, since key facilities or 
services could still be some one and a half or two miles away from 
residential development.  
 
In response, it was explained that questions of access, proximity to services 
and impact on the landscape would all need to be taken into account in 
respect of all development sites. 
 
The officers undertook to let Ward Representatives have copies of the base 
maps for their Wards in advance of their issue to parishes to enable them to 
be in a position to respond to queries.   
 
 RESOLVED that the report be noted. 
  

25/08 THETFORD AREA ACTION PLAN TIMETABLE (AGENDA ITEM 8)   

  

 The Environmental Planning Manager presented the report, which updated 
Members on the anticipated programme for preparing the statutory Thetford 
Area Action Plan (a Development Plan Document), together with more 
detailed consideration of the Issues and Options stage of that Plan 
preparation. 
 
This Plan was to run parallel to that of the Site Specifics Plan and the draft 
Issues and Options Document would be presented to the next meeting of 
the Panel for consideration. 
 
In answer to a question, it was explained that the parish boundary concerns 
between Croxton and Brettenham and Thetford town was a separate issue 
to that of the town development under Thetford Growth Point.  The Thetford 
Area Action Plan was not seeking to change parish boundaries. 
 
The proposed timetable was subject to no major issues arising or that the 
level of scrutiny required by the Council as set out in the timetable did not 
change.  Any such issues would require the timetable to be pushed back by 
approximately 10 weeks at each stage if it was considered appropriate to 
take the Issues and Options papers through a full Committee cycle.   
 
The period for public consultation of the Issues and Options was likely to be 
extended to six weeks from late June. 
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 RESOLVED that the report be noted. 
  

26/08 STRATEGIC HOUSING LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT - UPDATE 
(AGENDA ITEM 9)  

 

  

 The Senior Planning Policy Officer presented the report and explained that 
the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment was an essential piece 
of the evidence base for the Local Development Framework required by 
national guidance, set out in Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing. The 
purpose of the assessment was to identify sites with potential for housing, 
assess that potential and predict when those sites were likely to be 
developed. A key process requirement of the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment was involving the private sector. In recognition of 
this key requirement a project steering group was formed comprising 
Council Officers and key private sector stakeholders. The first meeting of 
the Steering Group was held at Elizabeth House on the 11 April 2008. In 
accordance with the proposals reported to the Panel on the 11 March the 
report updated Members on the structure of the Steering Group, its 
operation and the comments upon it, and recommendations for the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment that were made at the 
inception meeting. 
 
In response to concerns of conflicts of interest of Steering Group members 
either as developers or as previous members of the Regional Planning 
panel, it was explained that individual sites would not be considered by the 
Steering Group but would be assessed by planning policy team officers and 
that Breckland would determine its Plan, not the Regional Planning panel.  
However, it was important that both the Council and developers had a clear 
understanding of each other’s views. 
 
A member questioned the reasoning for the inclusion of Flagship Housing 
Group on the Steering Group.  It was explained that this was at the 
suggestion of the strategic housing team.  A member suggested there might 
be a need for wider consultation as the matter progressed. 
 
A member drew attention to the likely impact on land availability from rising 
agricultural prices.  This point was acknowledged and was a key reason for 
the revision of the viability assessment outlined in the report. 
 
It was noted that it was intended to obtain independent surveyor advice on 
the revision of the viability assessment from within the Council’s existing 
resources.  If this was not possible, then it was agreed it could be difficult to 
find an independent surveyor externally who did not have any conflicts of 
interest in the timescale available. 
 
 RESOLVED that the report be noted. 
  

 

27/08 REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY SINGLE ISSUE REVIEW: PLANNING 
FOR GYPSY AND TRAVELLER ACCOMMODATION (AGENDA ITEM 10)  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Policy Officer presented the report on a proposed 
response to the consultation by the East of England Regional Assembly 
(EERA) on the issue of planning for gypsy and traveller accommodation in 
the East of England under the Single Issue Review of the Regional Spatial 
Strategy (RSS). 
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The Single Issue Review followed an issues and options consultation in 
May 2007.  EERA was intending to submit the Review to the Secretary of 
State at the end of this consultation and invited comment on a draft regional 
policy to distribute the need for additional gypsy and traveller pitches across 
the 54 local authorities in the East of England.   It had been estimated that 
an additional 1,187 permanent gypsy and traveller pitches were needed 
between 2006 and 2011 in the East of England.  It was proposed that 15 
pitches were provided in Breckland over the period 2006-11 and that 
beyond 2011 gypsy and traveller pitch provision was annually increased by 
3% based on the overall planned provision at 2011.  Breckland Council’s 
Local Development Framework would need to be prepared in conformity 
with the Regional Spatial Strategy.  Comments were being sought on the 
proposed regional planning approach to gypsy and traveller provision by 
16th May 2008.  
 
The regional planning policy proposed allocating 15 permanent pitches in 
Breckland for the period 2006-11, which was an increase of two pitches 
above the local evidence indicating a need for 13 pitches, and did not, in 
itself, warrant an objection being made. 
 
However, the Principal Planning Policy Officer explained that there was 
concern about the regional equalisation approach being taken by EERA.  
The proposed approach for neighbouring authorities appeared to be 
markedly contrary to Government policy contained in Planning Circular 
01/2006 which required provision to be made where there was a need.  It 
was proposed, therefore, to make an objection on that basis. 
 
On the question of joint working, the proposed regional policy allowed for 
joint working between authorities on assessing and planning for Gypsy and 
Traveller needs.  Furthermore, the policy allowed for re-distribution of 
provision across joint areas.  There was no objection in principle to this 
proposed methodology.  However, if the regional distribution did not match 
need, then this could be compounded further through localised re-
distribution.  This aspect of the policy reaffirmed the need to ensure that the 
proposed District distribution reflected the evidenced need.   
 
So far as the proposed annualised 3% increase for pitch provision from 
2011-2026 was concerned, it was noted that there was only a firm forecast 
of need for gypsy and traveller pitch provision to 2011.  The justification for 
a 3% annual increase thereafter was based on national evidence that there 
was a 3% annual compound growth rate for Gypsy and Traveller 
households.  Additionally, not planning to meet the requirements for Gypsy 
and Travellers beyond 2011 ran the risk of under-provision.  There was a 
caveat in the proposed policy that local planning authorities could use 
evidence from up to date local Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessments (GTAAs) as an alternative to an annual 3% increase and this 
approach was supported.  Clearly there would be a cost to the authority in 
doing such work but it would be useful in determining whether a further 21 
pitches were genuinely needed in Breckland between 2011 and 2026 and 
could be prepared jointly with other authorities.  
 
Members supported the view that provision should be based on evidenced 
need and also concurred with a joint working approach with neighbouring 
authorities, which offered greater flexibility in meeting evidenced need.   
 
On the latter point, it was noted that the planning policy team was working 
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closely with the strategic housing team and that cross-authority liaison was 
taking place to ensure that there was a clear understanding of each other’s 
needs. 
 
 RESOLVED that the report be noted and the proposed response on 

the proposed regional planning policy on gypsy and traveller 
accommodation is supported. 

  
28/08 WORK PROGRAMME (AGENDA ITEM 11)   

  

 It was confirmed that the following items would be submitted to the next 
meeting: 
 

§ LDF Site Specifics Issues and Options: Consultation Document 
§ Thetford Area Action Plan Issues and Options: Consultation 

Document 
  

 

29/08 NEXT MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 12)   

  

 Taking account of the items to be considered at the next meeting, it was 
likely that the meeting would extend into the afternoon and it was, therefore, 
agreed that a buffet lunch for members be provided.  It was also agreed 
that, if possible, the venue for the meeting be changed to the Anglia Room. 
  

 

 
 
The meeting closed at 12.26 pm 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


