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BRECKLAND COUNCIL

At a Meeting of the

LOCAL PLAN WORKING GROUP

Held on Wednesday, 27 May 2015 at 10.00 am in
Norfolk Room, The Conference Suite, Dereham

PRESENT
Mr T R Carter Mrs L.S. Turner

Also Present
Mr R. Atterwill
Mr C G Carter
Mr S H Chapman-Allen
Councillor M. Chapman-Allen

Mr P.J. Duigan
Mr A.P. Joel
Mr K. Martin
Mr F.J. Sharpe

In Attendance
Mr Roger Atterwill - Chairman of Swanton Morley Parish 

Council
Julie Britton - Senior Democratic Services Officer
Feng Li - Senior Planning Policy Officer (Capita for 

Breckland Council)
Phil Mileham - Deputy Planning Manager
Sarah Robertson - Planning Policy Officer (Capita for 

Breckland Council)
Iain Withington - Planning Policy Team Leader (Capita for 

Breckland Council)
Simon Wood - Interim Business Manager (Capita)

Action 
By

Chairman

Vice-Chairman in the Chair.

19/15 MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1) 

The Minutes of the meeting held on 20 March 2015 were agreed as a 
correct record.
 

20/15 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 2) 

An apology for absence was received from the Chairman for the reason 
that he was on other Council business.
  

21/15 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (AGENDA ITEM 3) 

None.
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22/15 URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 4) 

None.
 

23/15 NON MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING (AGENDA 
ITEM 5) 

Councillors M Chapman-Allen, S Chapman-Allen, P Duigan, C Carter, A 
Joel, K Martin and F Sharpe.

Mr Roger Atterwill, the Chairman of Swanton Morley Parish Council, 
was also in attendance.
 

24/15 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (IF ANY) (ITEM 6) 

None.
 

25/15 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANS (STANDING ITEM) (AGENDA ITEM 7) 

The Deputy Planning Manager provided Members with an update on the 
progress of Neighbourhood Plans for Croxton, Brettenham & 
Kilverstone, Kenninghall, Mattishall and Attleborough.  

As far as Attleborough was concerned, he had been in contact with the 
Attleborough Neighbourhood Plan Team and an update would be 
provided at the next Local Plan Working Group meeting.

An expression of interest had been received from Swanton Morley 
Parish Council.  It was explained that further information had been 
requested from the Parish in order to enable the notification process to 
commence and that this was expected imminently.

The recent changes to delegations would make the process of agreeing 
the Pan area much quicker.

Councillor Martin advised that Attleborough’s Neighbourhood Plan had 
come to a standstill and the reasons for this were explained.

Roger Atterwill asked if there had been any progress on the 
appointment of the Neighbourhood Plan Officer. Members were 
informed that the post would be advertised in the next few weeks. 
Referring to the expression of interest, Mr Atterwill advised that he had 
found the information required very tedious and he intended to attend 
these LPWG meetings in future to provide feedback from a Parish 
Council perspective.  
 

26/15 DUTY TO COOPERATE (STANDING ITEM) (AGENDA ITEM 8) 

The Deputy Planning Manager advised that a County wide Duty to 
Cooperate Forum had been set up to discuss strategic planning issues.  
This Forum had not met since the last LPWG.  The next meeting was on 
9 July 2015; therefore, a more detailed update would be provided next 
time.
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27/15 OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT (AGENDA ITEM 9) 

A short presentation was provided informing Members of the findings of 
the Open Space Study.  The full report had been included in the agenda 
pack together with the Open Space Assessment 2015 at Appendix A 
and the updated parish schedule at Appendix B. These would also be 
published on the Council’s web site in due course. 

The Senior Planning Policy Officer provided the Group with a detailed 
overview on the methodology and findings of the Open Space 
Assessment so that the findings and recommendations could be used to 
develop relevant policies and provide evidence base to support the 
preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

The study sought to evaluate the quantity, quality and accessibility of 
open space and recreational land provision in Breckland and 
recommend standards and effective mechanisms in order for 
appropriate open space provision to be secured so that future needs 
could be met.  The study involved five key stages, which included:

 Step 1 - Identifying local needs through reviewing the 
implication of existing strategies, existing policies/provision 
standards and consulting with local communities;

 Step 2 - Audit local provision of both children’s play and outdoor 
sports pitches;  

 Step 3 - Setting provision standards and determining quality, 
quantity and accessibility standards;

 Step 4 - Application of Provision Standards to identify 
deficiencies or surplus in terms of accessibility, quality and 
quantity;

 Step 5 - Applying and testing the effectiveness of the current 
policy to provide options and recommendations for the future 
provision of open space across the district. 

The process had also integrated other important elements, such as 
assessing potential Local Green Space as highlighted at section 1.8 of 
the report, and providing a mechanism for off-site developer 
contributions in accordance with the provision standard. 

The study had identified a total of 792 sites within the Breckland District 
which met the PPG17 typology criteria (which was still considered 
relevant in the absence of new guidance from the NPPF). This was an 
increase in the number of sites from 513 in the 2007 survey and 534 in 
the subsequent 2010 update, through a thorough identification process 
which involved a comprehensive desktop review and parish 
consultation. A Parish Schedule has been produced to record all open 
space provision across the district and as a result of the review, see 
Appendix B.

Breckland currently used the National Playing Field Association’s 
(NPFA, now known as Field in Trust) six acre standard, which 
recommended the provision of 2.4 hectares (6 acres) of open space per 
1,000 population which comprised of 0.8 hectares of children’s play and 
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1.6 hectares of outdoor sports pitches. 

Applying the Field in Trust (FIT) guidance and reflecting the rural nature 
of Breckland - the study had recommended a provision of 1.76 ha 
outdoor sports and 0.8 children’s play per 1,000 population. This 
constituted 2.56 hectares of open space provision per 1,000 population. 

The assessment of open space provision had been based on three key 
criteria: quantity, quality and accessibility. 

In terms of quantity, based on 2012 sub-national population projections, 
there would be a need for approximately 393 ha of total play space to 
the year 2037. Currently, with the exception of the Parish of Lexham, 
every Parish across the District was deficient in children’s play space, 
whilst 30% of the Parishes in Breckland met the FIT outdoor sports 
standard. It also revealed that 70% of the parishes in the District did not 
meet the identified benchmarking standard of 2.56 ha per 1,000 
population. 

The five market towns of Attleborough, Thetford, Dereham, Swaffham 
and Watton had the largest deficiencies in total playing space compared 
to the Field in Trust (FIT) standard. The five market towns also had an 
average or above average score in terms of quality, despite having a 
deficiency in the amount of space.

The analysis had revealed that 80% of dwellings in the district were 
within 1.2km of an outdoor sports facility. 

A map highlighting the deficiencies with the exception of Lexham was 
displayed.

A detailed summary was provided and the recommendations based on 
the three criteria, quantity, quality and accessibility were explained.

The following questions, concerns were raised:

 What had been the level of correspondence with parishes in 
relation to play equipment as most believed that their equipment 
was up-to-date.

As part of the study, consultation had been had with all parish 
councils so that up-to-date information could be provided.  This 
information would be fed into the Local Plan Policy at the next 
stage where Members would be able to make further comment.

 Field in Trust (FIT) – does this cover a particular age range as it 
seems to be a ‘one size fits all’.  Also, what is this FIT standard?

The Local Plan is a general policy and there are limitations but 
there has to be a starting point. Age limits had not been set and 
flexibility had been provided.  This policy was about quantity.  
Pages 63 & 64 of Appendix B informs the policy and evidence 
has been provided.
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 Where did this data come from?

ROSPA standards were used and the assessments were carried 
out by the Planning Policy Team.

 Parking for play areas, is it counted separately or part as open 
space.

Parking is considered as part of the open space provision.

 The majority of play areas were initiated some time ago and 
taking a snap shot is not getting the whole picture.  Officers 
should talk to the parishioners as local people are aware of what 
is needed and what is best for their parish.

 Was this survey/study carried out in an objective manner as 
Brettenham had no children provision?

All parish councils had been asked to respond to this study.  A 
questionnaire was provided together with a map that identified 
all open space in their area and whether any new areas should 
be added.

 Many play areas/provisions in Breckland are owned by private 
enterprises.  Was this study carried just on Breckland owned 
land/open space?

 Parishes rely on contributions from developers for open 
space/play provision, will this study change this?

This study has addressed this issue and is a huge challenge to 
district councils as all have to accord to policy.

 Lexham should not be used as a bench mark as most of the land 
is privately owned including the play area.

 Breckland Council do not have a CIL which makes it difficult and 
very complicated.  Parishes need to be aware of what their 
needs are and how they can be met.

 22 hectares of green in a particular parish which is very 
overgrown and cannot be used as open space.  Had this been 
included in the survey?

This green would be classified as amenity open space.

 In Garboldisham there is only one piece of land that has come 
forward for 5 dwellings.  Is this process asking parishes to 
produce a document that may not be relevant to them?

Parish councils need to bear in mind their deficiencies – it’s like 
a shopping list and all parishes should be doing this.

In response to the above concerns, the Senior Planning Policy Officer 
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was unsure whether Members had been aware of the email sent to all 
parish councils by Mike Brennan, the Operations and Contract Manager 
asking for specific requests as to what was needed in their 
communities.  The Chairman raised concerns as she had not seen sight 
of this email and felt that all Ward Members should have been included 
in this correspondence.  She asked if this email could be re-sent as 
some villages had one parish clerk that covered many parishes and on 
occasion such information was not forthcoming.  Councillor Duigan had 
not seen the said email either and asked what the timescales were for 
this work.  He pointed out that Dereham Town Council was going to 
carry out a study/survey of its play areas itself but had put this work off 
until after the Election.  He also felt that parishes/towns needed to have 
some idea of where developments were going to take place.

Mr Atterwill concurred with the above comments and urged the Officers 
to ensure that Ward Representatives were included in such 
correspondence.  He was very concerned about how this policy was 
going forward and asked what had happened to Localism.  He felt that a 
Local Plan was needed with sub-plans and local people should be 
involved through the whole process.  This seemed, in his opinion, to be 
a very ‘top down’ policy and he would have preferred parishes to drive 
this forward rather than policy.

The Deputy Planning Manager explained that all the email was trying to 
do was to ask Parish Councils to give thought to developing projects in 
their area to assist the Council when seeking planning obligations with 
developers.  There was not a fixed timescale for such projects to be 
submitted but what the Council was aiming for was to come up with a 
defensible position going forward to defend any proposals for open 
space sought through the development management process.    The 
Interim Business Manager pointed out that he had spent a great deal of 
time at Planning Inquiries and in order to meet CIL regulations, 
evidence base is absolutely crucial and this work was a starting point 
and there had to be a connection between planning policy and what the 
parishes wanted as well as being in correlation with S106 Agreements. 

The Chairman felt that Ward Members could not be an influence if not 
included in any such correspondence.

The Planning Policy Team Leader stated that if parishes could not 
demonstrate the need a policy could not be created.  How the monies 
could be spent was a different matter altogether and he felt that the 
debate was deviating from what the report was trying to achieve.

It was agreed that Ward Members would be forwarded the recent 
correspondence to Parish Councils regarding open space projects, and 
that they would be included in all Parish Council correspondence in 
future.

It was RESOLVED that the findings and recommendations of this study 
be used as evidence base to support the preparation of the emerging 
Local Plan.
 

PM/
Planning 
Policy 
Team

Action 
By



Local Plan Working Group
27 May 2015

7

28/15 LOCAL SERVICE CENTRES TOPIC PAPER (AGENDA ITEM 10) 

The Planning Policy Officer presented the report.  Members were 
reminded that Local Service Centres (LSCs) had been discussed at the 
previous meeting in March 2015. Through the Core Strategy, 14 Local 
Service Centres had been designated, four of which received a housing 
allocation. The remaining 10 had been designated for service protection 
and enhancement.

The Local Plan had the opportunity to review Local Service Centres and 
a topic paper had been provided at appendix A (starting at page 140 of 
the agenda pack). The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
allowed a greater degree of flexibility to define LSCs; however, any 
allocation needed to be considered in the context of the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development.

At the last Local Plan Working Group (LPWG) the way in which service 
centres had been defined was discussed. LSCs were previously defined 
based on a population of over 1000 and access to five services and 
facilities:

 School
 Employment Opportunity
 Community Facility
 Shop/Post Office
 Public Transport

There had been support for this approach through the Issues and 
Options consultation with the removal of the population threshold. The 
last LPWG also requested consideration of health facilities and access 
to services and facilities located over Breckland’s borders. These had 
both been considered within the topic paper. 

In relation to health – there were limited doctors’ surgeries within rural 
parishes. Nine out of 107 rural parishes include a doctor’s surgery each 
serving a very large area. The optimum patient size is 1,800 patients 
per full time GP. This was larger than the majority of villages. Details 
have been provided by NHS England looking into capacity of existing 
surgeries, through the issues and options consultation and also the cost 
of expansion.

In relation to access to services and facilities outside of the District, the 
work had focused around appropriate walking distances and taken into 
account guidance from the Institute of Highways and Transport. This 
sets the walking distance at 1,200m. It had also considered the ability to 
protect services and facilities from change of use.

The 14 LSCs which were designated previously had been 
recommended to be maintained as such. In addition, another 8 villages 
have been recommended for designation. This included Great 
Hockham; whilst it does not contain all the services and facilities to be 
classified as a service centre, the village had requested further growth 
and extensions to their settlement boundary through the Local Plan. The 
village already had a primary school, community facilities and public 
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transport; however, only limited employment opportunities existed and it 
had no shop. Buses operated to Thetford and Watton which offered 
employment and shopping.

The Planning Policy Officer advised that she intended to send this 
information to Parish Councils and Ward Members following this 
meeting for verification.

The Chairman pointed out that on page 145 of the document it showed 
that Scarning did not have a community facility; this was incorrect.

Councillor Carter pointed out that Saham Toney had been listed as 
having a shop which again was incorrect and advised that the Parish 
Council did not believe that Saham Toney should be classed as a 
Service Centre village.  Members were informed that Saham Toney did 
not meet all the criteria but it was in relation to Watton.  Through 
sending this information out, all these issues would be moved forward.

Councillor Duigan did not like the service centre methodology; this 
information, in his opinion, was just a snap shot and had not taken into 
account the fact that a shop could be opened tomorrow in one of the 
villages yet another could be closed.  He also felt that all development 
had been concentrated in the towns and would prefer villages to be 
stimulated and encouraged to become service centres.  In response, 
the Planning Policy Team Leader explained that the Team had taken on 
board Members wishes at the last meeting of more rural development 
and the definition of how service centres should be classified had been 
revisited.  An indicative spread sheet of what this could look like had 
also been presented at that time.  All of these processes would 
eventually feed into one another and when it all came together, the 
Team together with the LPWG would be in a position to review what that 
would look like on the ground.  There was still a considerable amount of 
factors to take into account.

Councillor Chapman-Allen highlighted the comment made by 
Garboldisham in relation to criteria.  The Parish Council believed that 
this was a tunnelled view.  There was only one business in the village 
and there was not any public transport to Norwich, Diss or Thetford.  As 
far as the education was concerned, East Harling still had further growth 
to come and the school was already full to capacity as was 
Garboldisham.  This was a difficult situation to be in as education did 
not receive any monies until the houses were built.  The Planning Policy 
Officer advised that all information in relation to existing employment in 
parishes had been looked at via the Anglia Revenues Partnership in 
respect of business rate payments; all these concerns had already been 
taken into account.  With regard to the schools, the Planning Policy 
Team was in consultation with Norfolk County Council and an update of 
provision and capacity was being provided.

Councillor Joel felt that the quality and quantity of public transport 
should be looked at too.  The schools in his area were also full to 
capacity and education, health and transport were all just tick boxes but 
in the real world it did not work.

SR/IW

SR/IW
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The Chairman mentioned the Board that she attended which was 
looking at health issues in the area and in Norfolk as a whole.  
Transport issues would be looked at but it was a big piece of work.

Councillor Duigan asked if someone from the education department 
could be invited to a future meeting to come and explain capacity issues 
and their predictions and how they actually work their figures.  Members 
were informed that the purpose of planning was to allow everyone else 
to plan and try and address all these issues – everything was plan led 
and all would eventually use the Local Plan. 

Mr Atterwill was pleased that there was so much local knowledge at 
these meetings.  However, as a Service Centre village he could not 
remember being asked about transport issues.  He felt it would have 
been better to send out a little more detail of local issues to these 
service centres in relation to health, transport and education gathering a 
good piece of local evidence to help shape the Local Plan.  Members 
were informed that this would happen later on in the year what the 
Team did not want to happen was to consult parishes on little bits of 
consultation. The Group was reminded that the Local Plan was still in 
draft.

The Chairman suggested a village appraisal.

It was agreed that an officer from the Education department would be 
invited to a future meeting.

RESOLVED that subject to the aforementioned factual changes, the 
content of the report be noted and further views on the emerging 
approach to Local Service Centres be considered in the next round of 
consultation on the Local Plan.
  

IW

29/15 LOCAL PLAN SITE ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY (AGENDA ITEM 
11) 

The Planning Policy Team Leader presented the report.  The report had 
been included on page 209 of the agenda pack with the topic paper 
detailing the approach starting on page 216.

As part of the Local Plan process the Council had received 519 potential 
sites for assessment. The approach proposed to the assessment of 
these sites had been detailed in the topic paper. This topic paper would 
be used as part of the evidence base and was designed to be 
transparent.

Planning guidance tells us that the assessments should identify all sites 
(and broad locations) regardless of the amount of development needed. 
This would then enable an identification of sites and locations suitable 
for the required development and enable a consistent basis for 
comparison between sites based on evidence and evaluation.

The broad stages of the work done thus far and the proposed 
methodology had been set out in the topic paper appended and had 
been designed to be based on national planning principles, be 
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transparent, be consistent and enable unsustainable sites to be filtered 
out. 

In terms of residential the proposed methodology followed that 
advocated in the NPPF and planning practice guidance which 
advocates that Local Planning Authorities should prepare a Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA).

It had been proposed that the 2014 SHLAA update be updated further 
to include all the new sites submitted from last year and through the 
Issues and Options consultation which could be supported by the 
emerging settlement strategy which Members provided a steer on at the 
March 2015 meeting. This process had already started.   The original 
SHLAA only focussed on the Core Strategy, the new approach was to 
therefore widen it to include the emerging settlements which was 
discussed in March and have just previously updated this Group in the 
previous agenda item. 

Updating the SHLAA provides the maximum deliverable/developable 
housing within existing urban areas and the amount of development 
required outside of the existing settlement boundaries if the housing 
target was to be met. This target had not yet been set so there was an 
element of iteration involved in the entire process. 

The SHLAA approach was to use a site threshold of 0.1 ha and above 
within and or adjacent to appropriate settlements. This was a lower 
threshold than that proposed in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 
Page 225 of Appendix 1, states that sites of 0.25 ha and above should 
be assessed, though appropriate plan makers may wish to consider 
alternative thresholds. The smaller threshold was considered 
appropriate not only for consistency reasons but also reflects the rural 
nature and potentially allowing policy considerations to align with 
potential community aspirations. 

Work was still on going in this area and so far 274 sites had been 
identified that could be suitable for development. The intention was that 
these sites would then go through further appraisals as reasonable 
alternatives. This included informal consultation with stakeholders such 
as utilities, education and highways as well as site visits/desktop 
analysis and Sustainability appraisals.  Site appraisals would be 
detailed on a site proforma which considers such items as, site 
description, current use, environmental value, agricultural quality, flood 
risk, landscape, biodiversity, heritage, access, planning permissions, 
scope for alternative use, amenity and access to utilities etc. 

The sites would then be assessed against the target and informed by 
the Site Assessment so that choices can be made. 

Key exclusions will be those sites in open countryside – i.e outside 
policy 

 Those sites not available. 
 Those which would have a negative impact on protected sites/ 

heritage
 Those which were in flood zone 3 
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As the process was iterative and clearly evolving in terms of hierarchy 
and the setting of a housing target the intention was to keep under 
review any allocated numbers   (informed by capacity, water cycle, 
SFRA etc – clearly running ahead of evidence).  
If at any stage Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN) could not be met 
then the spatial distribution would have to be reviewed and/or the site 
selection criteria in the first instance. 

The Council also had a legal duty to plan for all sectors of the 
community and gypsy and travellers were no exception.  Just recently, 
Maldon District Council’s Local Plan had just been found unsound 
because its provision for gypsies and travellers had not met the OAN.

The proposed approach was to consult in the Issues & Options stage 
and it had been proposed to build on the 8 criteria put forward which 
had been generally supported  (proximity to services, access, previously 
used land, visual impact, infrastructure, flood risk, landscape 
designations and access to services such as health). The process of 
reviewing temporary permissions (in line with criteria) was also 
generally supported and the intention was to undertake an easement of 
these.
 
Members were reminded that the Gypsies and Travellers 
Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) suggested that a significant 
proportion of accommodating need in the first 5 years could be met 
through regularising temporary existing sites. With only two sites being 
put forward it had been recommended that this was an appropriate 
methodology at this stage; however, no assurance could be given as to 
whether the Council would be in a position to fulfil the full identified 
need.

In terms of open space – the open space study reviewed the 
requirements of Local Green Space (LGS) designation and set out 
requirements for identifying LGS.  It was not proposed to deviate from 
this. 

Also, in terms of open space any new sites that have been put forward 
would be designated if they had significant quality and value as sports 
facilities, parks, gardens, green corridors, amenity spaces, play areas, 
allotments, or cemeteries.

As far as employment was concerned, again the approach here would 
be to put forward in the Issues and Options. It had been proposed that 
employment sites should be of a scale in keeping with surroundings, not 
detract from residential amenity or not harm character/landscape etc. 

The NPPF tells us to adopt a similar approach to residential sites so the 
proposed approach here would be no different (i.e use proforma and 
Site Assessment to inform options/ alternatives).

Through the allocations it was proposed to review the existing sites 
where the employment growth study identified an oversupply and new 
sites put forward in order to align the employment with the proactive 
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economic vision of the district.

Emerging evidence such as the A11 Growth Corridor study would also 
be used to inform this Site Assessment methodology.

Councillor Duigan stated that if he was a land agent or developer he 
would be aiming to ‘slip in’ an application now and asked if this 
document provided the Council with any defence.  The Planning Policy 
Team Leader explained that this document would be going out to public 
consultation and comments on the assessment process would be 
welcomed.  There would be challenges and he would not be surprised 
if, during this process, sites were put forward; however, the document 
would get stronger as the process progressed and it would eventually 
become more definitive.

The Deputy Planning Manager advised that this document was simply a 
methodology ending up with a ‘beauty parade’ of sites for the Local 
Plan, and that overall, more sites were likely to be available than would 
be required to allocate.  The Planning Policy Team Leader pointed out 
that when it came to the allocations, the Team would also be looking at 
completions and commitments.

Councillor Martin referred to the GTAA and mentioned the existing sites 
in Attleborough that he felt could be expanded.

Councillor Carter mentioned the gypsy and traveller sites that he had 
visited with Councillor Gould which were quite large and, in his opinion, 
could be halved.  He asked if this methodology had been considered.  
Members were informed that there was a standard size but it was 
dependent on who managed the site.  The Team would be visiting 
individual sites in due course.

Councillor Joel asked if Norfolk County Council had a dedicated Gypsy 
& Traveller Liaison Officer.  The Planning Policy Team Leader said that 
he had already been in touch with the said Officer who was a font of all 
knowledge and all relevant information had been collated.

Mr Atterwill asked if there was a timescale for parishes for this land 
coming forward as he was concerned about Swanton Morley’s 
Neighbourhood Plan.  Members were informed that the intention was to 
carry out the site assessments then the information would be brought 
back to this Group.  Anyone preparing a Neighbourhood Plan would 
have to work with the Planning Policy Team who would assist with the 
methodology to make the Plans sound - it would be a process of joint 
working.  Mr Atterwill felt that his question had not been answered in 
relation to the timescale.  He would be very happy to work with the 
Team but under the Localism Act it should be about local peoples’ 
wishes. 

Members were informed that the timescale would be 
November/December 2015.  Swanton Morley would end up with a 
housing target but a discussion would need to be had.  

It was agreed that the Deputy Planning Manager would discuss matters PM
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further with Mr Atterwill following this meeting.

Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen felt that Neighbourhood Plans should 
ideally follow after the Local Plan.  The Planning Policy Team Leader 
pointed out that Neighbourhood Plans had the opportunity to influence 
the Local Plan.

RESOLVED that the proposed methodology be agreed and be used to 
support the assessment of sites to go forward to the forthcoming 
consultation on the Local Plan.
 

The meeting closed at 12.05 pm  CHAIRMAN
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