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BRECKLAND COUNCIL 
 

At a Meeting of the 
 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW PANEL 1 
 

Held on Tuesday, 3 June 2008 at 10.00 am in 
The Anglia Room, Conference Suite, Elizabeth House, Dereham 

 
PRESENT  
Mr J.D. Rogers (Chairman) 
Mr R.P. Childerhouse 
Mr A.P. Joel (Vice-Chairman) 
 

Mr I.A.C. Monson 
Mrs P.A. Spencer 
Mrs L.S. Turner 
 

 
Also Present  
Mr W.P. Borrett 
Councillor Claire Bowes 
Mr A.J. Byrne 
Mr J.P. Cowen 
Councillor E. Gould 
Mrs S.R. Howard-Alpe 
Mrs D.K.R. Irving 
 

Mr R. Kemp 
Mr M.A. Kiddle-Morris 
Mr J.P. Labouchere 
Mr J.W. Nunn 
Mr B. Rose 
Mrs A.L. Steward 
 

 
In Attendance  
Mark Broughton - Scrutiny Officer 
Jonathan Blathwayt - Planning Graduate 
John Chinnery - Solicitor & Standards Consultant 
Paul Harris - Senior Planning Policy Officer 
Sam Hubbard - Planning Policy Assistant 
Richard Kay - Principal Planning Officer (Growth Point) 
Andrea Long - Environmental Planning Manager 
Phil Mileham - Senior Planning Policy Officer 
David Spencer - Principal Planning Policy Officer 
Elaine Wilkes - Senior Member Services Officer 
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30/08 MINUTES   

  

 A correction was made to minute 21/08 to record the under-mentioned 
declaration of interest, subject to which the minutes of the meeting held on 
6 May 2008 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the 
Chairman. 
 

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

  

 

31/08 APOLOGIES   

  

 Apologies for absence were received from Mrs. M.P. Chapman-Allen, Mr. 
P.J. Duigan, Mr. K. Martin and Mrs. P. Quadling. 
  

 

32/08 DECLARATION OF INTEREST   

  

 The following declarations were made: 
 

1. Mr. W.P. Borrett – Personal and prejudicial interest in regard to LDF 
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matters relating to North Elmham as landowner and a family 
member has land submitted under the LDF. 

2. Mr. A.P. Joel – Personal interest in regard to LDF matters as a 
member of Old Buckenham Parish Council and has a friend and 
knows others who have submitted applications under the LDF. 

3. Mrs. L. Turner – Personal interest in LDF matters as member of 
Dereham Town Council. 

4. Mrs. D. Irving - Personal interest in LDF matters as member of 
Dereham Town Council. 

5. Mrs. P. Spencer - Personal interest in LDF matters as member of 
Thetford Town Council. 

6. Mr. J.W. Nunn – Personal and prejudicial interest as landowner in 
regard to LDF site specifics matters in North Lopham. 

7. Mr. P. Cowen – Personal interest in matters relating to the LDF as 
an architect in practice and with a personal and prejudicial interest in 
regard to site specifics matters in relation to six villages within his 
ward and as a consequence of his business. 

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

9. Mr. B. Rose – Personal interest in relation to LDF matters within his 
Ward of Two Rivers. 

10. Mr. I.A.C. Monson – Personal and prejudicial interest in relation to 
LDF site specifics relating to Oxborough. 

11. Councillor C. Bowes – Personal interest in regard to LDF and site 
specific matters relating to Watton, Saham Toney and Hilborough. 

12. Mr. M. Kiddle-Morris – Personal interest in regard to LDF matters 
relating to his Launditch Ward. 

13. Mr. R. Kemp – Personal and prejudicial interest in regard to LDF 
matters relating to East Harling. 

14. Mr. J.P. Labouchere – Personal interest in regard to LDF matters 
relating to North Elmham and Hermitage ward generally. 

15. Mr. J.D. Rogers – Personal and prejudicial interest in regard to LDF 
and site specifics matters as landowner in Carbrooke and with 
knowledge of other people who have submitted applications under 
the LDF. 

  
33/08 NON-MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING   

  

 The following members were in attendance: 
 
Mr W.P. Borrett  
Councillor Claire Bowes 
Mr A.J. Byrne 
Mr J.P. Cowen 
Councillor E. Gould 
Mrs S.R. Howard-Alpe 
Mrs D.K.R. Irving  
 

Mr R. Kemp 
Mr M.A. Kiddle-Morris 
Mr J.P. Labouchere 
Mr. J.W. Nunn 
Mr B. Rose  
Mrs A.L. Steward 
 

  

 

34/08 LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK: SITE SPECIFICS POLICIES 
AND PROPOSALS DOCUMENT - CONSULTATION DRAFT (AGENDA 
ITEM 6)  

 

  

 The report was introduced by the Environmental Planning Manager and 
presented by the Principal Planning Policy Officer, Senior Planning Policy 
Officer and Planning Policy Assistant. 
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The draft consultation on Site Specifics Issues and Options was the first key 
stage in the process of producing the Site Specifics Development Plan 
document which ultimately would be incorporated within the suite of other 
strategy and policy documents to form the Local Development Framework 
(LDF).  Together with the associated Thetford Area Action Plan in the 
following item, the document would identify the allocations of land needed 
to deliver the strategic growth for homes and employment and associated 
services and infrastructure in Breckland over the life of the LDF to 2026. 
  
The Site Specifics process involved distinct reviews of site allocations and 
settlement boundaries.   Site allocation was aimed towards a positive 
identification of land for developments of five or more houses.  The review 
of settlement boundaries offered some flexibility to look at loosening or 
tightening settlement boundaries and was essentially a policy tool setting 
out where development would or could take place. 
 
The Council had relative flexibility in how it presented the first public 
consultation stage.  The assistance of town and parish councils was being 
enlisted to help roll out the consultation to the wider community and 
stakeholders and a programme of question and answer sessions with town 
and parish councils had commenced on 19 May and was due to run until 
the end of July (see appendix B of the report for details).   
 
The consultation document identified those sites that had been submitted to 
the Council for consideration as part of the LDF in response to the official 
call for sites.  The call for sites had resulted in 650 applications being 
submitted. This was a similar approach to that which had been undertaken 
by a number of authorities and the recent Norfolk Minerals and Waste LDF.  
However, to enable a balanced approach to be taken and avoid the sort of 
undue public concern which had affected the consultation on the Norfolk 
Minerals and Waste LDF, the application sites in the draft Site Specifics 
consultation document had been categorised into three broad groups, 
namely: conforming; non-conforming; and unreasonable.  This preliminary 
assessment had been made using the Breckland LDF Core Strategy.  
 
Conforming sites were defined as those suitably located to deliver 
allocations in named locations for growth and where sites had been put 
forward within existing settlement boundaries.  Non-conforming sites were 
those located in potential locations for growth if the Core Strategy was 
amended or where there were issues, such as flood risk, with a site which 
was in a settlement for growth.  Unreasonable sites were those which could 
not sustainably deliver the Strategy by way of significant allocations and 
were mainly those sites in villages and hamlets.  It was possible that some 
of the sites within this category could be addressed through amendments to 
settlement boundaries; however, there was no certainty that their inclusion 
within a settlement boundary would result in development. 
 
The first stage public consultation period would run from late June to 17 
September.  Responses from the consultation would be collated and 
reported through Panel 1 and used to inform the site selection process as 
the Authority reduced the 650 sites to the number of sustainable sites 
required to deliver the Core Strategy.  It was expected that the consultation 
would no doubt elicit additional sites which would be separately notified to 
town and parish councils and be subject to public consultation. 
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Sites would be assessed against normal planning criteria, as well as 
conformity with the Core Strategy and Policies and other national and 
regional policies and sustainability appraisal. 
 
A concern was raised that this approach effectively produced a presumption 
against development of any kind in the vast majority of the rural villages in 
the district.   
 
It was confirmed that, in terms of the Core Strategy, there would be an 
emphasis on positive allocations for development in the towns and local 
service centres.  However, so far as the rural villages were concerned, the 
Core Strategy and Policies did allow for affordable housing development 
and amendments to settlement boundaries but, consistent with national 
policies, high levels of development in rural villages was not endorsed in the 
Core Strategy.  (The Core Strategy, however, was still in progress and had 
not yet been finally determined.) 
 
Members felt there should be some allowance for development in those 
villages which supported it.  In response, it was explained that Core Policy 1 
on housing did identify that some 3000 rural windfall housing in the smaller 
villages was likely to come forward over the LDF period.  The figures given 
in table 9.1 on page 12 of the consultation document indicated the 
approximate land requirements to deal with the regional housing target.  
The 3000 rural windfall figure would come from miscellaneous applications 
and any changes to settlement boundaries that might be made. 
 
Members also questioned the apparent lack of specific reference to jobs 
and employment in the rural areas and felt that identifying land for job 
creation was a crucial element for sustainable living in the villages to enable 
people to live and work locally. 
 
It was explained that the Core Strategy did present a positive policy 
framework around the rural economy.  The majority of the applications 
currently submitted were for residential development but a small number of 
applicants had indicated they were amenable to alternative uses and these 
were highlighted in the document.  However, there would still be an active 
search for employment sites to ensure balance which would be reflected in 
proposed amendments by the time the preferred options stage was 
reached.  The sites presented in the document were just those as submitted 
to the Council.  The assessment process would give an indication of if and 
where there was a need to search for more sites. 
 
It was clarified that the regional housing target for the district from 2001 to 
2026 was some 19,000 homes.  Of this figure, some 7000 had already 
been delivered or had planning permission, which left a strategic figure of 
12,000 to plan for through the Core Strategy.  Added to that strategic 
number should be added the rural windfall allowance of 3000 developments 
projected to take place, giving an overall housing figure of some 22,000 
over the period 2001 - 2026.   
 
A member asked how public concerns about how infrastructure needs (e.g. 
schools, sewerage, transport, etc.) to match those housing numbers would 
be met.  It was stated that while service providers looked for certainty of 
location of development before making provision, key providers were aware 
of the strategic housing figures through the Core Strategy consultations and 
other meetings.   
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The point was also made that the broader issues could not be taken further 
forward until the present consultation process had been undertaken and it 
was the results of this consultation which would ultimately give shape to 
preferred options.  It was stressed that no decisions had been taken at this 
stage. 
 
Members concluded that it would be helpful to insert an explanatory 
statement to table 9.1 on page 12 of the document to explain the issue of 
the rural windfall housing allowance. 
 
A member raised an issue that sites shown as being within a current 
settlement boundary (i.e. conforming sites) could potentially be re-classified 
as non-conforming if a settlement boundary was changed resulting in their 
falling outside the boundary.  He felt this would have an impact on the 
debate surrounding the determination of settlement boundaries in small 
villages. 
 
It was advised that the consultation process offered the opportunity to 
consider whether or not settlement boundaries should be amended and it 
was therefore possible that ultimately a site might be affected by any 
change to a settlement boundary.  However, Core Policy 13 relating to 
sustainability criteria would be relevant to this issue. 
 
A fear was expressed that if the Council adhered rigidly to the 
Government’s sustainability criteria the impact in Breckland would be to 
stifle any growth in its rural communities, with the result that none could be 
considered sustainable other than those few towns earmarked for 
significant growth. 
 
There was support amongst some members for the idea of grouping 
villages to create sustainable clusters. 
 
The Environmental Planning Manager responded that these were the types 
of issues covered in the options and questions around settlement 
boundaries contained in Section 13 of the consultation document and were 
the questions being put to parish councils to seek their views. 
 
The intention within the process was to translate the national definitions on 
sustainability into the local context and to use what opportunities there were 
to draw out the relationships and functions between the towns and villages 
to ensure services were protected and to support appropriate scales of 
growth.  It was reiterated that the Core Strategy preferred options did allow 
for small developments and growth in the rural areas but large scale growth 
would be difficult to achieve. 
 
The point was also made that some of the local service centres had been 
uneasy about being identified for growth, so that the picture around the 
district remained very varied on this question. 
 
The key was the need to be able to make sustainability work for Breckland 
and to safeguard the villages but in this respect, it had to be recognised that 
developments of ten houses in villages would not result in their obtaining 
key services such as a post office or a school.   
 
It was explained that the use of a blanket definition on sustainability had 
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been purposefully avoided specifically to take account of the rural nature of 
the district and the differences that existed between varying parts of the 
district.  The issues centred on communities and the levels of service and 
the economic, social and environmental aspects of that needed to underpin 
existing services. 
 
It was acknowledged that settlement boundaries would be a trigger to the 
determination of planning applications and was one of the issues being 
discussed as part of the visits to town and parish councils.  It was also 
pointed out that settlement boundaries related to open market housing and 
that affordable or special need housing were considered separately. 
 
So far as the question of the classification of unreasonable sites was 
concerned (bearing in mind that the initial assessment of all application 
sites was based on what would enable a positive release of land to meet 
the Core Strategy), sites were defined as unreasonable if they fell within the 
criteria as set out in Section 11 (paragraph 11.3 on page 132) of the 
consultation document. 
 
It was important to note, however, that of the 370 sites in this category, 38 
had been indicated by the applicants as exception sites for affordable 
housing to meet local need. 
 
At this stage, therefore, while sites were classified as unreasonable on 
strategic grounds, they could still be considered at a later stage in the 
consultation and assessment process for development for other, 
exceptional reasons. 
 
Other land requirements, including open space and retail and town centre 
sites, were also covered in the consultation document on which views were 
being sought as there would be a need to accommodate requirements in 
these areas which were not currently supported by the existing applications. 
 
In answer to a question, it was confirmed that the 2006 Retail Study had 
been updated in 2007 and that it also took into account Thetford Growth 
Point status. 
 
It was also confirmed that a review of the Council’s car parks was already 
taking place and that car park provision was one of the areas to be covered 
as part of the consultation process and further assessment of sites.  
 
Returning to the issue of the review of settlement boundaries, members felt 
that the wording in Option 1 should be amended to give a presumption in 
favour of the status quo.  As currently worded, the presumption appeared to 
be that a settlement boundary should be removed unless there was 
evidence to the contrary. 
 
A member spoke on the need to consider the needs of people in villages 
who wished to “down-size” their residence in that village but were not able 
to do so as, although they could afford to do so, there was insufficient open 
market development provision within their village.  The member also made 
the point that many villages did not conform to the criteria of having two key 
facilities but often their existing sustainability related more to the way they 
related to their surrounding service centres and towns than to the policy 
criteria.   He felt the question should be asked why villages with less than 
two facilities should be considered unsustainable.  Everyone in a rural area 
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needed to drive, no matter what the distance, to access services because 
of the lack of public transport.  Given that 51% of the population of the 
district lived in the rural villages and the nature of those communities, a 
“one size fits all” approach to sustainability could not be adopted.  He 
suggested the key to sustainability in the rural villages was what they 
needed to support themselves and if that came from their relationship to the 
market town or service centres, then he felt that this should be supported. 
 
Members supported the proposal that the wording in Option 1 on settlement 
boundaries should be reworded to give a presumption in favour of the 
status quo. 
 
Finally, details of the arrangements for the conduct of the consultation were 
given.  The consultation would be fully circulated in both paper format and 
on-line and through meetings with town and parish councils, as mentioned 
previously. 
 
 RESOLVED that, subject to the under-mentioned recommended 

amendments, this Panel endorses Site Specifics Policies and 
Proposals consultation document for publication, subject to any final 
minor editing by the Planning Policy Team in liaison with the 
Executive Member:  

 
(1) insert an explanatory statement to table 9.1 on page 12 of the 

document to explain the issue of the rural windfall housing 
allowance; and 
 

(2) the wording in Option 1 on settlement boundaries (Section 13) 
should be reworded to give a presumption in favour of the status 
quo. 

  
35/08 LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK: THETFORD AREA ACTION 

PLAN: ISSUES AND OPTIONS CONSULTATION DOCUMENT (AGENDA 
ITEM 7)  

 

  

 An introduction was given by the Environmental Planning Manager and the 
report was presented by the Principal Planning Officer (Thetford Growth 
Point). 
 
It was explained that the Thetford Area Action Plan (TAAP) Issues and 
Options consultation was to run in tandem with the Breckland Site Specifics 
consultation and would form one of the Development Plan Documents for 
Breckland District.  The consultation was proposed to be launched in the 
week commencing 23 June 2008 and would run for a period of six weeks, 
ending in the first week of August. 
 
The TAAP was concerned with the specific regeneration and growth issues 
for Thetford as a whole.   
 
The consultation and assessment processes were the same as for the 
preceding item. 
 
In addition to the consultation document as presented, a simpler, leaflet 
version was also being prepared for distribution to every household in the 
town, which would set out the questions as contained in the main 
document. 
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A member expressed the hope that developers would engage sufficiently to 
offer the town a more affordable and viable town centre, bearing in mind 
that many independent shops had closed due to high rents. 
 
Another member felt that the plans did not currently appear to be very 
ambitious and it was to be hoped that the consultation process would draw 
that out.  He felt the town was in need of good facilities, such as shopping 
mall, department store, cinema etc. to make it a vibrant place, for which the 
right developers were needed. 
 
It was stated that the purpose of the consultation stage was to enable 
answers to be drawn from the results of the consultation so that more 
defined proposals could be considered at the preferred options stage in 
January 2009. 
 
It was acknowledged that this would be a very challenging process to 
ensure that people engaged in the process.  However, there was a lot of 
developer interest already and key stakeholders were involved. 
 
It was noted that some of the questions in the draft consultation were to be 
either deleted where it was felt they offered nothing to the debate (e.g. Q16 
on Community Facilities) or reworded to give a more positive approach (e.g. 
Q12 on New Schools). 
 
So far as infrastructure funding was concerned (Q25), it was explained that 
Thetford offered a unique opportunity to get views on the question of a 
single tariff or set fee on every house or other development, which was 
something the Government was presently considering. 
 
Quality of design was acknowledged as an essential issue for the town and 
assistance in this work was being provided by the Government through the 
Commission for the Architectural and Built Environment to develop the 
policies which would be incorporated into the document as it progressed.  
The intention was to produce a design code that would set out the key 
principles to be followed and the public would be involved in defining that 
code, which would feed into the policy and be used as a control tool. 
 
It was noted that, in response to local feedback, a number of presentational 
ideas were being looked at to assist the consultation processes as they 
went forward so that the public could feel fully engaged in the process.  Part 
of this engagement included schools. 
 
The issue of green infrastructure and public consultation was being dealt 
with in more detail separately, building upon the Thetford Green 
Infrastructure study of 2007. 
 
Work was also ongoing to look at other external or match-funding 
opportunities to enable the emerging proposals for Thetford to be delivered. 
 
 RESOLVED that the Panel endorses the Thetford Area Action Plan 

Issues and Options consultation document for publication, subject to 
any final editing by the Growth Point Team. 
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36/08 WORK PROGRAMME (AGENDA ITEM 8)   

  

 It was anticipated that there would be a report on responses to the LDF 
Core Strategy for the next meeting. 
 
The remaining two items as listed for the next meeting remained to be 
confirmed.  
 

 

37/08 NEXT MEETING   

  

 The arrangements for the next meeting on 15 July 2008 were noted. 
  

 

 
 
The meeting closed at 1.55 pm 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


