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BRECKLAND COUNCIL

At a Meeting of the

LOCAL PLAN WORKING GROUP

Held on Tuesday, 19 April 2016 at 2.00 pm in
Norfolk Room, The Conference Suite, Dereham

PRESENT
Mr C G Carter (Chairman)
Mr M. S. Robinson

Mr S H Chapman-Allen

Also Present
Mr S.G. Bambridge
Mr W.P. Borrett
Councillor M. Chapman-Allen
Mr P.D. Claussen

Mr P.J. Duigan
Mr K. Martin
Mr N.C. Wilkin
Mr P S Wilkinson

In Attendance
Neil Campbell - Planning Policy Manager *
Helen McAleer - Senior Democratic Services Officer
Phil Mileham - Strategic Planning Manager
Tim Mills - Executive Manager Growth
Martin Pendlebury - Director of Planning & Business Manager *
Sarah Robertson - Planning Policy Officer *

* Capita for Breckland Council

Action By

1/16 MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1) 

The Minutes of the meeting held on 29 September 2015 were confirmed 
as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.

2/16 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 2) 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Turner.

Councillor Joel (not a member of the Working Group, but a regular 
attendee) also sent apologies.

3/16 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (AGENDA ITEM 3) 

No declarations were made.

4/16 URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 4) 

None.
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5/16 NON MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING (AGENDA 
ITEM 5) 

Councillors Bambridge, Borrett, M Chapman-Allen, Claussen, Duigan, 
Martin, Wilkin and Wilkinson were in attendance.

6/16 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (AGENDA ITEM 6) 

The Chairman explained that the main purpose of the meeting was to 
receive a presentation and to provide Officers with a steer on key 
issues. 

7/16 DUTY TO COOPERATE (AGENDA ITEM 7) 

The Strategic Planning Manager gave a short update.  

He and the Planning Policy Manager had attended the Duty to Co-
operate Forum and given a short presentation to the Group providing an 
overview of strategic issues which included housing numbers, spatial 
strategy, transport, cross boundary and environmental issues.  They 
were participating in the preparation of a Strategic Framework 
document.  The Housing Group was looking at numbers in the wider 
Central Norfolk Housing Market Area (CNHMA).  Other work was being 
done by the Infrastructure Sub-Group which the Director of Planning & 
Business Manager had attended.

Councillor Duigan noted that Thetford was not in the CNHMA and asked 
if the duty to co-operate extended to other areas.

The Strategic Planning Manager referred back to the presentation given 
to the Group by the Consultants that had provided the Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment.  It had been explained then that the housing 
market area would be matched to administrative boundaries, so 
Thetford was included in the CNHMA.  He confirmed that the Duty to 
Co-operate Forum included representatives from Suffolk County Council 
and West Suffolk Council which enabled cross-boundary consideration 
of issues.

8/16 LOCAL PLAN PREFERRED DIRECTIONS CONSULTATION 
RESPONSES AND PROGRESS REPORT (AGENDA ITEM 8) 

The following members of the public were in attendance to comment on 
this item:

Representatives from Yaxham 
Mr Lowings
Mr Martin
Mrs Oechsle
Representatives from Swanton Morley 
Mr Atterwill
Ms Le Bon

The Planning Policy Manager gave a presentation providing the 
background and an overview of the next stage of the process before 
giving a summary of the findings from the consultation responses and 
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setting out the Officer recommendations.

The consultation on the preferred sites for allocation and the Settlement 
Boundary proposals should be ready in July aiming for pre-submission 
publication in October and submission in January 2017.  Timings after 
that would be up to the Planning Inspectorate but it was hoped that the 
Examination in Public would take place in time for the document to be 
formally published in August 2017.

Members supported a suggestion to hold Local Plan Working Group 
(LPWG) meetings at other venues in the District to encourage public 
participation.

Councillor Duigan asked that Parish Councils be given plenty of warning 
of the preferred sites consultation as many of them did not hold 
meetings in August and the Clerks might need time to arrange special 
meetings to discuss the documents.

Councillor Wilkin suggested that the five Market Towns be used as hub 
venues for the satellite villages for LPWG meetings in the District, with 
the caveat that villages were notified which venue they should attend to 
avoid any confusion.

The Chairman summarised the following action points:

 Details of venues in the District 
 Early notification to Clerks
 Appendices available electronically

The Planning Policy Manager then presented the results of the 
consultation.  Over 1,500 comments had been received on the policy 
elements of the plan.  

Each Policy was then discussed and the officer recommendations were 
explained.

PD02 – Development Requirements
Recommendations: 

 To work on the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
 To retain the housing target although it might need to be 

amended in future
 To report back to the LPWG on any suggested amendments

Mr Atterwill explained that Swanton Morley was progressing with their 
Neighbourhood Plan.  Two pieces of land were available and a 
landowner had been asked to put forward another piece.  Employment 
land was also being put forward.  All the proposals were supported by 
residents.  He asked if those wishes would be respected and taken on 
board.

The Planning Policy Manager advised that all comments would be 
considered and everyone would be able to see what sites were 
available and time would be given for consultation.

The Director of Planning & Business Manager noted that at the 
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Examination in Public, Developers would be able to ask questions.  
They wanted a higher housing allocation, so the Council needed to 
provide a robust stance and to be able to show that it had followed the 
same transparent process in every case.

Councillor Bambridge said that parishes needed assurance that the 
number of houses already granted planning permission would be 
included in their allocation.  Three of the Local Service Centre (LSC) 
villages in his Ward already had more houses approved or being built 
than their proposed allocation.  They were concerned that they would be 
considered for more.

He was advised that a note was being kept of the number of 
completions, etc. and the fine detail of allocation numbers had not yet 
been confirmed.  There was scope on the distribution of housing 
numbers.

The Director of Planning & Business Manager said it was too early to 
give reassurance.  Numbers would be refined much closer to the 
submission date.

Councillor Borrett noted that although Developers thought the housing 
numbers were too low, Members felt that they were too high.  A lot of 
big planning applications were being received due to the Council’s lack 
of a five year housing land supply.  If a village agreed to a specific 
allocation of housing would the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development still apply?

The Local Plan would establish a five year housing supply once 
adopted.  However, it was confirmed that if delivery was slow or the 
Council in future did not have a five year housing land supply then the 
position would remain the same.

Councillor Wilkinson asked if that would apply to villages with a 
Neighbourhood Plan (NP) and he was advised that NPs would have to 
be in line with the Local Plan but none had been adopted yet.

Ms Le Bon asked if the villages that were preparing a NP could be 
prioritised to save them wasting time and money consulting on their 
preferred sites which might not align with those in the Local Plan.

The Planning Policy Manager said that they would try to work with such 
villages but the Local Plan was a huge amount of work and it was not 
possible to consult individual villages separately but they would hold 
LPWG meetings in specific areas.

Councillor Claussen thought that people needed more certainty and 
should not just be told that the Council was ‘working on an Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan’.  Officers agreed that that had been a strong theme in the 
consultation responses.

Councillor Duigan was worried that if the housing figures were 
predicated on delivery from the Thetford Sustainable Urban Extension it 
could cause problems as it looked unlikely that houses would come 
forward in the next couple of years.  He was advised that officers were 
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working hard with developers to ensure delivery in Thetford.

Policy PDO 3 – Locational Strategy
Recommendations: 

 To review the housing topic paper to reassess the designation of 
LSCs

 To report back to the LPWG on any suggested amendments

Concerns had been raised about designation of some LSCs and 
Councillor Bambridge asked for Hockering to be added to the list for 
review (at their request).

It was confirmed that if the LSC designation was removed from a village 
its housing allocation would also be removed and it would be classified 
in the next tier down in the settlement hierarchy.  That would mean that 
the housing allocation would be redistributed between the remaining 
LSC villages or might be allocated to the Market Towns.  Officers would 
make suggestions at the next meeting. 

Councillor S Chapman-Allen asked Officers to take on board the fact 
that lots of Members were concerned about the allocation of large 
numbers of houses to rural villages.

Mr Atterwill suggested that smaller villages should also be allocated a 
small amount of development to ‘spread the load’.  However, the 
Planning Policy Manager said that the criteria based approach satisfied 
the growth requirement in small villages.  The introduction of allocations 
to small villages would create a significant amount of work.

Mrs Oeschel asked which LSC villages would be reviewed and was 
informed that they would all be looked at.  She suggested that details 
about LSCs should be checked with the parishes as the current topic 
paper was very out of date.

Councillor Borrett knew that Bawdeswell did not want to be a LSC as it 
would attract more development.  He suggested that villages needed 
more information about the knock-on effects of being a LSC.

Mr Martin asked if rural villages with a Settlement Boundary would still 
be OK for organic growth.  Yaxham had had 24 new dwellings in the last 
few years and would soon use up its allocation.  There should be some 
form of allowance in the Plan for that.

The Director of Planning & Business Manager said that such organic 
development was known as windfall sites and there was an allowance in 
the Plan for that, but Mr Martin said that he did not want windfall sites to 
be in addition to the allocation.

Councillor M Chapman-Allen noted that the only comments about 
Garboldisham were from the parish council as the public had believed 
the sites put forward there had already been found to be undeliverable.

Policy PD04 – Level and Location of Growth
Recommendations:

 Following review of LSCs, distribution to be reviewed if changes 
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approved 
 To report back to the LPWG on any suggested amendments

Councillor Claussen asked what NCC objected to and was advised that 
they wanted the numbers allocated to the Market Towns to be 
reconsidered and some towns to receive higher allocations than others.  
They were presently distributed evenly.

Policy PD05 – Rural Areas
Recommendations:

 To review the Policy wording to provide more certainty for 
residents/developers.

 To review Policy E06 to refine developer 
contributions/infrastructure delivery as required

 To report back to the LPWG on any suggested amendments

The Planning Policy Manager explained that a number of comments 
had been received about the policy wording and it would be refreshed to 
make it clearer.  The policy set out the criteria for development in rural 
villages where it was considered preferable to have development within 
the Settlement Boundary but then all other areas would be treated the 
same.

Councillor Borrett fully supported the proposal to clarify the wording as 
he did not think that people fully understood that there would be growth 
in villages without a Settlement Boundary and Members had fought to 
have that included.

Policies PD06 – Economic Development and PD07 – Town Centre & 
Retail Strategy
Recommendations:

 Policy PD06 would be reviewed when there was more certainty 
of how the Snetterton power supply demands could be met

 To report back to the LPWG on any suggested amendments

The Chairman noted that some Councillors had specific concerns about 
Snetterton and he was glad it would be coming back to the LPWG.

The Director of Planning & Business Manager said that he and the 
Executive Manager for Growth and Prosperity and the Inward 
Investment Manager had met with landowners of Snetterton Heath and 
discussed local distribution of electricity if a power supply could be 
made available to the site.  A lot of work had been done to resolve the 
problems as it was a key site for growth on the Technology corridor.

Councillor S Chapman-Allen thought it was right to refer to it as a 
‘Technology’ corridor and said it was important for the right 
infrastructure to be available for that type of technology.

Policies PD08 – Affordable Housing and PD09 – Provision for Gypsies, 
Travellers and travelling showpeople
Recommendations:

 To note that the Whole Plan Viability Assessment remains in 
progress which will report on the viability of the whole Plan and 
the viability of the affordable housing % in particular (Study due 

Action By



Local Plan Working Group
19 April 2016

7

May/June)
 To commission a new gypsy and traveller needs assessment to 

establish the need for pitches in light of the amended definition 
in the National Planning Policy for Travellers

 To report back to the LPWG on the findings of the studies and 
on any suggested amendments that may arise

The Executive Manager for Growth and Prosperity advised Members 
that the Housing Bill was progressing through the House and until the 
final version was available it was difficult to make progress.  He asked 
Members to bear that in mind.

Councillor Borrett asked if there would be a provision to allocate 
affordable housing to local residents and he was advised that the 
tenancy policy would be reviewed in line with the new Housing Bill and 
suggestions would be presented to the LPWG.

Councillor Claussen hoped for a good quality study and it was 
confirmed that a new procurement exercise was being carried out to find 
a suitable provider.

Councillor S Chapman-Allen asked for the preferred routes of travellers 
to be considered when allocating sites as it was important to provide 
sites where they were needed.  He was advised that there were no sites 
coming forward, but his comments were noted.

Councillor Bambridge wondered if the problem could be solved by 
regularising Temporary sites which currently did not count against the 
allocation.  

The Director of Planning & Business Manager explained that due to a 
change in the definition of a traveller, many occupants of Temporary 
sites would be considered permanent residents.  The study would 
establish the need and then a more informed choice on the provision of 
sites could be made.

Councillor Borrett pointed out that though some residents of Temporary 
sites were now deemed to be permanent residents the planning 
permission only allowed temporary residence.

The Strategic Planning Manager advised that in the Gypsy & Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) need was calculated having 
regard to temporary permissions expiring during the first five year period 
which added to the requirement.  A new study of need was required 
following the introduction of the Government’s new definition of Traveller 
for the purposes of planning.

Councillor Wilkinson noted that Traveller’s sites should be sustainable 
and within walking distance of facilities, which was a big issue.

Area Strategies
Recommendations:

 To note the ongoing work of Officers and Developers in early 
masterplanning in liaison with key stakeholders.
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Development Management Policies
Recommendations:

 To wait for the outcome of the evidence based studies and the 
Housing Bill and then report back to the LPWG with suggested 
amendments to the pre-submission version of the Plan.

Councillor Borrett highlighted the need for the Council to have its own, 
robust definition of sustainability.  He did not want the criteria to prevent 
development and he was assured that nothing in the Policies would 
contradict PD05.

With regard to Flood Risk, Councillor Claussen asked that the Policy 
gave the opportunity to consider local knowledge and evidence of 
flooding.  He also suggested that the Lead Local Flood Authority should 
be invited to comment as well as the Environment Agency.

Emerging Site Options
Recommendations:

 To report back to the LPWG with a updated topic paper on LSCs 
and a revised spatial strategy

 To seek agreement on the approach to the assessment of sites; 
and then

 To draft the interim consultation document.

114 new sites had been put forward and 900 comments had been 
received.  There seemed to be enough land for allocations in all of the 
settlements.

Councillor M Chapman-Allen asked when Members would see details of 
the new sites put forward.  It was hoped that they would be ready for 
presentation to the LPWG in July.

Councillor Claussen asked if there would be consultation on the new 
sites and it was confirmed that there would.  All sites and the Officer’s 
assessment of them would be presented to the LPWG and Members 
would be invited to comment.

Councillor Borrett asked if there could be a hierarchy of sites in a 
village/town or if there could be a suggested order of development.  
However, Officers felt that it was unlikely that the Inspector would 
support that without very strong reasons.

Mr Martin noted that Yaxham which had about 360 dwellings had the 
potential for 500 new dwellings on sites put forward.  He asked if sites 
could be excluded because their allocation had been met.  

It was confirmed that only the relevant number of sites would be 
selected to meet the allocation.  The whole District had seen more sites 
put forward than the housing allocations required.

Mr Atterwill said that Swanton Morley had identified two preferred sites 
during consultation on their Neighbourhood Plan and were carrying out 
a full sustainability appraisal on those sites.  They had agreed with the 
proposed allocation number and they wanted to engage with developers 
to see what could be achieved but were now in limbo until the Council 
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had assessed any other sites put forward.  He asked when they would 
be able to progress.

The Planning Policy Manager said that communication was key as the 
Council did not want any parishes to waste money.  It was confirmed 
that Swanton Morley’s NP consultant was in dialogue with the Council.

Councillor Borrett asked for it to be made clear to the parishes that it 
was a good thing that more sites were available than needed as it gave 
the opportunity for choice.

Councillor Bambridge raised the point that areas outside Settlement 
Boundaries did need housing and economic development and asked for 
consideration of a Policy in the Plan to cover such things as the 
conversion of farm buildings and start-up businesses in in rural areas.  It 
was confirmed that there were criteria in the document to allow that kind 
of development.

The Chairman thanked the Officers for their presentation and report and 
the LPWG Members confirmed that they were happy that they had 
provided the requested steer to the Officers.

9/16 NEXT MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 9) 

The Strategic Planning Manager said there was a significant amount of 
work for Members of the LPWG over the coming months and he would 
ask the team to provide a series of dates and key issues to be 
considered at each meeting.  The date of the next meeting would be 
confirmed.

The meeting closed at 4.00 pm

CHAIRMAN
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