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BRECKLAND COUNCIL

At a Meeting of the

LOCAL PLAN WORKING GROUP

Held on Monday, 11 July 2016 at 9.30 am in
The Large Court, The Guildhall, Thetford

PRESENT
Mr C G Carter (Chairman)
Mr S.G. Bambridge

Mr S H Chapman-Allen
Mr M. S. Robinson

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

Mr D M Crawford
Mr J Newton

In Attendance
James Mann - Planning Policy Officer (Capita)
Phil Mileham - Strategic Planning Manager
Tim Mills - Executive Manager Growth
Martin Pendlebury - Principal Policy Planner (Capita)
Simon Wood - Interim Business Manager (Capita)
Helen McAleer - Senior Democratic Services Officer
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10/16 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 1) 

None.

11/16 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (AGENDA ITEM 2) 

No declarations were made.

12/16 URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 3) 

None.

13/16 NON MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING (AGENDA 
ITEM 4) 

Councillors Borrett, M Chapman-Allen, Claussen, Crawford and Newton 
were in attendance.

14/16 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (AGENDA ITEM 5) 

The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked if there were 
any particular issues which members of the audience wished to have 
addressed.

Mr Atterwill (Chairman, Swanton Morley Parish Council) asked about the 
changes to the Housing Allocations.  His query would be addressed under 
Agenda Item 6.
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Mr Kybird (Thetford Town Councillor) asked about the Settlement 
Boundary for Thetford.  He was advised that there was no change apart 
from the Sustainable Urban Extension being included within the boundary.

Ms Wright (Mundford Parish Councillor) asked for an explanation of the 
cut-off for the five qualifying Local Service Centre criteria.  Her query would 
be addressed under Agenda Item 6.

15/16 LOCATIONAL STRATEGY, LEVEL AND LOCATION OF GROWTH AND 
RURAL AREAS (AGENDA ITEM 6) 

Steve Ottewell (SO), Operations Director, Capita presented the report 
which proposed a revised approach to policies regarding:

 locational strategy (PD03), 
 the level and location of growth (PD04); and 
 the approach to rural areas (PD05).  

Officers had been asked to carry out further work on those three areas of 
the document, prior to the next stage which would be to consult on interim 
sites and Settlement Boundaries in September.  

Locational Strategy
Originally 22 Local Service Centres (LSC) had been proposed, but 
following previous consultation and Member steer it was now proposed 
that only those villages which met all five qualifying criteria (listed at 
paragraph 1.6 of the report) should be designated as LSC.

The consequence of that re-assessment was that Ashill would become a 
LSC and Beetley, Hockham, Mundford and Saham Toney would be 
removed from the list.

Councillor Claussen asked if Yaxham would have the chance to make 
comments at the meeting on Friday 15 July, and it was confirmed that they 
would.

Ms Weight (Mundford Parish Council) noted that Mundford had been 
judged to have no employment but she thought the data was based on out 
of date figures.   She listed several enterprises in the village which offered 
employment opportunities and asked if the qualifying criteria included 
walking distance to the workplace. 

Mr Poulter (Chairman, Brettenham & Kilverstone Parish Council) also 
asked about the criteria for employment.

The Chairman asked if the criteria were based on the percentage of 
employment opportunities to the number of residents.

SO said that no specific calculation was applied.  Where it said ‘none’ for 
employment it meant that the opportunities were not significant enough to 
satisfy the criteria rather than there being no employment whatsoever.  The 
acceptable walking distance to primary schools was deemed to be 
800metres and it would probably be the same for employment however 
that could be open to debate.
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Mr Poulter noted that Kilverstone had a high ratio of employment 
opportunities to the number of residents and a Tesco supermarket, but that 
information was not included in the service and facilities audit at Appendix 
1 to the report.

Mr Andrew (Croxton Parish Council) said the information was also incorrect 
for Croxton as it had a Post Office, a bus service and some rural (farming) 
employment.

Ms Weight suggested that account should be taken of how far a village 
was from a train station, as that had a bearing on the number of 
employment opportunities.

Councillor M Chapman-Allen asked about Garboldisham, which had been 
identified as a LSC.  She wanted confirmation that it would retain its 
Settlement Boundary and that no development would be allowed outside of 
that boundary.  

SO confirmed that each LSC would receive a housing allocation and the 
Settlement Boundary would be revised to incorporate any allocation(s).

The Chairman thanked everyone for their input.  Employment had been a 
common theme and Officers were still in the process of updating the audit 
information.  More up to date information should be available at future 
meetings. He had noted the points that had been raised.

Level and Location of Growth
Further work on housing numbers had been carried out and had 
demonstrated that the Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUE) within Thetford 
and Attleborough were not expected to be delivered in their entirety within 
the Local Plan period.  Therefore, it had been necessary to identify some 
additional housing allocations in later years of the plan.  The proposed 
allocation percentages were set out at paragraph 1.16 of the report.

Ms Le Bon (Clerk to Swanton Morley Parish Council) was concerned that 
the figures for Swanton Morley were unrealistic.  

SO explained that they were illustrative only and could be discussed in 
more detail.

Mr Atterwill was worried that the plan would be out of date by the time it 
was adopted and that there would still be a five year housing land supply 
shortage, meaning that all towns and parishes would be vulnerable to 
development.  He felt it was too simplistic to give a percentage allocation 
across the board and that ‘one size fits all’ was not a practical or realistic 
approach.

SO advised that the numbers set out were deliverable over the plan period, 
so although Swanton Morley had been nominally allocated six houses per 
year that did not mean separate sites of six houses each.  It could be one 
site delivering the whole allocation over the plan period.  The trajectory 
would need to be further updated once Members had expressed their 
preference on sites.

Applying a standard percentage allocation gave a starting point for the 
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consultation and there was scope to adjust the numbers.

With regard to the five year housing land supply the key delivery issues 
were set out on page 28 (Appendix 3 to the report).  The trajectories were 
based on the entire target and did not include windfall sites.  SO had 
confidence they would be delivered.

Rural Areas

The Chairman informed the meeting that Members had made clear that 
they wanted a robust policy for development in rural areas.

SO said that the proposal was to split PD05 into two parts; A and B.  
PD05a applied to settlements that met three out of five of the service 
facilities identified in paragraph 1.6 of the report.  Those villages could 
have development within their revised Settlement Boundary and 
appropriate development immediately adjacent to the Settlement Boundary 
of no more than five where it does not result in cumulative housing growth 
of more than 10% of the existing number of dwellings over the plan period.  
Other key policy requirements would still apply.

PD05b would apply to the smaller villages that had two or fewer of the 
service facilities identified in paragraph 1.6 of the report.  Those villages 
would have no Settlement Boundary, but small amounts of development 
could be permitted if they had local support and met other criteria.

The changes to PD05A would affect 15 settlements.  If the requirement 
was lowered, to having two or more qualifying facilities, that would increase 
the number of settlements to 32.

Mr Andrew said that the Croxton criteria were wrong and the Parish 
Council wanted to retain the Settlement Boundary.  He was advised that 
Settlement Boundaries would be discussed under Agenda Item 7.

In response to a question from Councillor Borrett it was noted that the 
villages proposed to retain their Settlement Boundary were listed on Page 
35.  It was also confirmed that for those villages future development would 
be determined under PD05A.  It was proposed that the remainder of 
villages would have their Settlement Boundaries deleted and any future 
development would be determined under PD05B.
Councillor Borrett pointed out that under Policy PD05B parishes would 
have more control over future development, despite not having a 
Settlement Boundary, because local support would be a key issue.

Mr Andrew asked about the National Guidance referred to in the final bullet 
point on page 37 and he was advised that in the National Planning Policy 
Framework there were provisions for rural business and diversification, etc.  
There was also National Planning Policy Guidance to be considered.  More 
information could be included in the text for clarification.

There being no further questions, the Chairman advised Members that only 
two of the recommendations would be moved.  Recommendation 1 
concerning the changes to LSC and Recommendation 3 concerning 
allocation levels would be moved at the meeting on Friday 22 July in 
Attleborough, when the views of the public had been heard at all of the 
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meetings.

RESOLVED that:

1) the proposed housing growth split be endorsed as follows:

 Key Settlements - 50%
 Market Towns – 30%
 Local Service Centres – 15%
 Rural Areas – 5%

2) the revised wording of PD05 as included within Appendix 4 of 
the report be endorsed.

The other recommendations were noted, but not endorsed at this stage.

16/16 SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES AND PREFERRED SITES (AGENDA 
ITEM 7) 

Steve Ottewell (SO), Operations Director, Capita presented the report and 
noted that the criteria based approach for the Settlement Boundary review 
was set out at paragraph 1.10 of the report.

Councillor Bambridge was concerned that representatives from some 
parishes to be discussed were not present, but would be attending a future 
meeting.  He asked if consideration of their Settlement Boundaries could 
be deferred.

Councillor S Chapman-Allen clarified that all Clerks and Chairmen of 
Parish Councils had been notified of the information that would be 
discussed.

The Chairman asked Members to note the recommendation and said there 
was no need to endorse the approach before considering individual 
parishes.

AGREED to note the proposed approach to the settlement boundary 
review as the basis for the forthcoming discussions at the Local Plan 
Working Group sessions, where feedback would be invited on the 
settlement boundary review document.

Councillor Borrett noted that the Group had already discussed the issues.  
Previously the removal of the Settlement Boundary meant there could be 
no development, but as part of the new process future development would 
be based on Policy PD05A and PD05B.  He therefore expected the 
proposals to be supported unless specific issues were raised.

Councillor Bambridge agreed on the basis of PD05A and B, but if that 
Policy was not adopted he suggested that Settlement Boundaries should 
be restored. 

Proposals for the following parish settlement boundaries were then 
discussed.

Cockley Cley – Limited opportunities for further development inside the 
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Settlement Boundary.  Land all within the Stone Curlew Settlement 
Boundary. No objections received from the Ward Representative or parish 
councillors. 
Agreed, to endorse the proposed deletion of the Settlement 
Boundary.

Gooderstone – No objections received from the Ward Representative or 
parish councillors.
Agreed, to endorse the proposed deletion of the Settlement 
Boundary.

Ickburgh - No objections received from the Ward Representative or parish 
councillors.
Agreed, to endorse the proposed deletion of the Settlement 
Boundary.

Mundford – Identified as having three services, therefore falling under 
PD05A.  No objections received from the Ward Representative or parish 
councillors.
Agreed, to endorse the proposed retention of the Settlement 
Boundary.

Weeting – classed as a Local Service Centre.  No housing allocation 
proposed due to Environmental constraints.

Croxton – It was proposed to remove the Settlement Boundary.
Mr Andrew (Croxton Parish Council) reiterated that the criteria were 
inaccurate and the Parish Council wanted to retain the Settlement 
Boundary as it was.  They were against all development.  The area was 
rural farm land and should be left that way.  That view had been supported 
by the Inspector at a Planning Appeal in 2010.  The village had a school, a 
Post Office, a community village hall with playing field, a bus service and 
two farm employment areas.

SO asked if the bus service was sufficient to enable people to get to and 
from work.  Mr Andrew said that people could walk to the employment 
places.  He was not sure of the details of the bus service but said that it 
accessed Watton and Thetford, five days a week.

Councillor Borrett felt that parish councils had not been given enough 
information to make an informed decision about keeping their Settlement 
Boundaries.  They did not have all the details of PD05 and did not realise 
that they would have more say about future development if they agreed to 
get rid of their Settlement Boundary.

The Chairman thought that more work was needed on the audit criteria and 
he agreed that parishes had not yet received enough information, but they 
would do so when the formal consultation took place.  

Councillor S Chapman-Allen said that the formal consultation would give 
parishes the opportunity to point out inaccuracies in the audit information 
and when all their comments had been received there would be a chance 
for further discussion.  

Ms Weight (Mundford Parish Council) asked if any consideration would be 
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taken if a parish was preparing a Neighbourhood Plan.

Mr Andrew pointed out that Neighbourhood Plans were not site specific 
and that Policy PD05 had not been tested which was why they wanted to 
retain their Settlement Boundary.

Mr Poulter (Chairman, Brettenham & Kilverstone Parish Council) said that 
Croxton and Brettenahm and Kilverstone were preparing a joint 
Neighbourhood Plan which specifically excluded the Thetford Sustainable 
Urban Extension (SUE).  He asked how that would be addressed.

Phil Mileham (PM), Planning Policy Manager explained that the 
Neighbourhood Plan process was different to the Council’s policy process.  
Settlement Boundaries were a policy tool which did not necessarily follow 
parish boundaries.  He sighted other examples in the district where a 
single settlement boundary covered parts of multiple parishes (ie Dereham 
and part of Scarning).

Members agreed that Croxton should be given the opportunity to provide 
information on its public transport facilities.  If they qualified the village 
would meet three criteria, and would retain its Settlement Boundary under 
Policy PD05A.  However, in the meantime, the proposal to remove the 
Settlement Boundary could be endorsed.

Martin Pendlebury (MP) Director of Planning & Business Manager clarified 
that the discussions today were only part of the process preparing the 
Local Plan for formal consultation which would take place later in the year.

SO confirmed that Parish councils and members of the public would have 
the opportunity to comment on the document during six weeks of formal 
consultation.

Agreed, to endorse the proposed removal of the Settlement 
Boundary.

Thetford – Would contribute to the housing target.  Settlement Boundary to 
be retained.

Mr Kybird (Thetford Town Council) said that Thetford had been identified 
as a key centre for development for 15 years, but no houses had been 
delivered.

SO said that a lot of progress had been made and he was confident that 
the housing delivery rates would be achieved.

The Chairman asked the Thetford Town Councillors present if they were 
happy with the proposals and they confirmed that they were.  

A question was raised about feedback from a recent consultation on 
changes to the Thetford Area Action Plan (TAAP) but PM advised that the 
forthcoming consultation was only about preferred sites.  He indicated that 
the saving and rolling forward of any of the TAAP policies would be 
addressed in the final publication stage of the Local Plan process.

The proposals for Thetford were noted.
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Councillor Chapman-Allen asked about Arlington Way, part of which fell 
within the Settlement Boundary for Thetford although it was not part of that 
Parish.  Mr Andrew noted that the same applied to Hill House Lane in 
Croxton, part of which was also within the Thetford Settlement Boundary.  
Where a Settlement Boundary remained for one of the Key Settlements or 
a Market Town (ie Thetford), PD05 would not apply to those settlements as 
they would have their own policies. 

It was explained that the Settlement Boundary was a policy tool that 
addressed each place, rather than the parish boundaries.  If the Settlement 
Boundary for Croxton was removed PD05b would apply to those areas 
within the parish away from the Settlement Boundary.

Members then considered the selection of preferred development sites 
based on the criteria listed at paragraph 1.18 of the report.

SO explained that consultation had been carried out and officers had done 
work on site assessments for the emerging site options.

Mr Edge (Chairman, Harling Parish Council) was concerned at the lack of 
information on improvements to infrastructure.  In Harling 80 houses were 
being built.  The school was already at capacity with no plans to extend.  
The Surgery had 8,000 patients on its books.  The sewers had been built in 
1965 and the village had doubled in size since then.  If the proposals were 
supported what additional infrastructure would there be?

SO said the key emphasis was to determine where development was likely 
to take place so that consultation with the statutory providers of 
infrastructure could take place and they could give a clear steer on what 
was under pressure and what policy requirements were needed to allow 
development to come forward.

Harling
Replacement maps had been issued in the supplement to the Agenda.  
The first map showed the sites put forward during the consultation and the 
second map showed the preferred and an alternative site.  

The preferred site had capacity for 106 houses.  As the proposed 
allocation was for 85 it would allow a lower density development.  The 
alternative site was significantly smaller.

Councillor S Chapman-Allen noted that the preferred site was adjacent to a 
site with planning permission subject to a S106 legal agreement.  He 
asked what opportunity the parish would have to comment on that 
agreement.

Simon Wood (SW) Interim Business Manager, Capita explained that parish 
councils would not normally be involved in the S106 legal process.  They 
had their chance to comment during the planning application process.

Mr Edge said that the village had only received two small contributions 
from S106’s during all the development in Harling.  They always asked for 
affordable housing but did not get any.
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Councillor S Chapman-Allen asked how the LPWG could ensure that 
parishes had a voice in what was developed and what infrastructure was 
provided.

SW explained that planning applications had to be assessed in accordance 
with the Local Plan.  As long as evidence of need was provided 
requirements could be considered.

Mr Poulter was concerned that there was no provision for Primary Care in 
the SUE and the same applied to Harling.

SW said that the issue with the SUE was that the Primary Health Trust had 
not responded.  He agreed it was important that the Local Plan process 
engaged with them and that they engaged in the planning application 
process. 

SO pointed out that the formal consultation gave the opportunity to raise 
concerns.  The key issue was to pick the right locations for growth.

Councillor S Chapman-Allen noted that the preferred site for Harling would 
put all the growth in one location which would pass the threshold for 
affordable housing and other contributions.

SW agreed and said that the threshold for affordable housing had 
increased recently so a quantum of development was needed to trigger 
that requirement and it also gave economies of scale.

RESOLVED 

(1) to endorse the approach to the selection of preferred sites 
as the basis for the forthcoming discussions at the Local 
Plan Working Group sessions, where feedback would be 
invited on the preferred sites identified.

(2) to endorse the identification of the preferred site within 
Harling.

17/16 NEXT MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 8) 

The arrangements for the next meeting were noted.

The meeting closed at 12.00 pm

CHAIRMAN
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