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BRECKLAND COUNCIL

At a Meeting of the

LOCAL PLAN WORKING GROUP

Held on Tuesday, 12 July 2016 at 9.30 am in
Swaffham Community Centre, The Dickens Room, Campingland, Swaffham

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

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

Also Present
Councillor M. Chapman-Allen
Mr P R W Darby
Mrs S.M. Matthews

Mr N.C. Wilkin
Mr P S Wilkinson

In Attendance
Julie Britton - Senior Democratic Services Officer
Stephen Ottewell - Director Capita Planning & Building Control

Action By
18/16 INTRODUCTIONS 

Following introductions the meeting commenced.

19/16 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 1) 

None.

20/16 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (AGENDA ITEM 2) 

No declarations were made.

21/16 URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 3) 

None.

22/16 NON MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING (AGENDA 
ITEM 4) 

Councillors Marion Chapman-Allen, Shirley Matthews, Paul Darby, Nigel 
Wilkin and Peter Wilkinson.

23/16 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (AGENDA ITEM 5) 

Many parishioners were in attendance and the Chairman was pleased by 
the excellent representation.

He explained that this Working Group meeting was just an information 
gathering exercise and that the Local Plan would be subject to a second 
full round of consultation in September 2016.  He pointed out that at the 
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previous meeting held in Thetford on 11 July, it had been agreed that the 
proposed housing growth split be endorsed as follows:

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

Additionally, the list of Local Service Centres and the proposed level of 
allocations for these had not been moved and agreed.  

24/16 PREFERRED SITES (AGENDA ITEM 6) 

Steve Ottewell (SO), Operations Director, Capita who would be presenting 
the selection of preferred sites and settlement boundary reviews, again 
reminded the parishioners of the further round of consultation in 
September following approval at the Cabinet meeting at the end of August 
2016.  Formal consultation provided the opportunity to raise concerns but 
the key issue was to pick the right locations for growth. 

Attention was drawn to the process and criteria at section 1.18 of the 
document published on 4 July and circulated to all present as requested.

 (a) Litcham  

Sites for Litcham had been narrowed down to two, one preferred and one 
alternative.  The preferred site was adjacent to the settlement boundary 
and was of high quality agricultural land.  Further consultation would be 
had on this site due to the number of constraints including a highways 
issue.  

The alternative site was of grade 2 agricultural land.

No representatives for Litcham were in attendance; however, Councillor 
Bambridge pointed out that the southern entrance to that site was a 
Northern Distributor Road (NDR) ‘rat run’ and should be taken into 
account.

AGREED that the preferred site for Litcham be endorsed subject to 
further consultation.

 (b) Narborough  

An interim allocation of 40 dwellings had been suggested.  The preferred 
site was situated on land to the West of Chalk Lane.  The constraints 
were highlighted which included Highways response of road widening 
and the installation of a pedestrian footway.

Councillor Wilkinson pointed out that the land to the East could possibly 
come forward in the future.  The site put forward was from a plan that 
had been included at the time of the LDF (Local Development 
Framework).  

Councillor Wilkin felt that the emphasis should be put on the 
improvement to the highway in conjunction with any development coming 
forward as this was a very busy piece of road.
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AGREED that the preferred site be endorsed.

 (c) Necton  

Necton Parish Council had provided the meeting with a very 
comprehensive report which would be given due consideration.

Necton had been given a revised interim allocation of 75 units. Four 
alternative sites had been identified, one of which had been categorised 
as the preferred site.  The current land use was explained.  No objections 
had been received from Norfolk County Council Highways Department.

The alternative sites identified had a number of planning constraints; one 
was heavily wooded and the smallest of the three was classed as 
greenfield.  NCC had not raised any objections.

The Ward Member, Councillor Wilkin raised concerns as according to the 
plan, half of the alternative site LP(067)003 passed through LP(067)005 
and felt that the map was very confusing.  It was noted that the line on 
the map had been drawn incorrectly.

A Parish Council representative stated that two sites were different to the 
ones that had been consulted on earlier in the year.

Another Parish Council representative hoped that everyone had read the 
Clerk’s comprehensive report.  The Parish Council felt that Breckland 
Council was not acting in Necton’s best interest.  Ramms Lane had not 
been identified as a preferred site in the earlier consultation but now it 
had and the Parish Council would unequivocally defend that land as it 
had identified others. He urged Members to listen to the Parish Council 
as they were the views expressed by local residents. The lack of S106 
monies was also mentioned.

SO pointed out that the purpose of these sessions was to make a note of 
all concerns raised and take on board further suggestions and all would 
be included in the document for the second round of consultation in 
September.  The alternative sites would be looked at again so that the 
comments made could be understood.

Councillor Wilkin stated that when the first consultation took place in the 
Village Hall earlier in the year it had been one of the best turnouts he had 
ever seen and it showed the depth of concern in the village.  Necton had 
been susceptible to a great deal of development in the early 60s and 70s 
and had had another surge of development in the 80s and now the 
junction at the A47 was considered to be one of the worst in Breckland.  
Without any improvement to the junction any further development would 
only add to the problem.  Necton was not saying no to development but 
stealing lumps of agricultural land would not help the farm workers and 
would harm employment.  During the Labour led government many 
gardens had been lost to development and had made a total mess of the 
village.  He urged Breckland Council to listen to the community and go 
back to the drawing board if necessary. 

The Chairman asked SO about S106 monies.  It was noted that this 
matter would be looked into.

SO
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A resident of Necton concurred with the views of Cllr Wilkin and agreed 
that the sites in question were all in the wrong area and pointed out that 
the land was classed as prime agricultural land and not grade 3 and 
more open spaces were required.  He felt that these developments 
outside the settlement boundary would completely ruin the village.  The 
access to Ramms Lane was terribly restricted and Ketts Hill did not have 
a footpath.  He also urged Members to listen to the residents of Necton.

Councillor Wilkin felt that with all the comments received, site LP 
(067)004 should be taken out completely as the land was abounded by 
the church.

Councillor Marion Chapman-Allen felt that whatever the grade of the 
agricultural land it did not make it excusable to become land for 
development.

The Chairman asked the Working Group Members and the Officers if it 
was worth going through the Parish Council’s report or to go through the 
sites individually.  Councillor Wilkin felt that further work was required as 
the documentation, in his opinion was seriously flawed.  SO advised that 
the comments and concerns put forward would be taken on board and 
taken through to the second round of consultation.

Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen agreed, this work could be carried out as 
a desk top exercise, as long as the Chairman of the Parish Council 
worked closely with Planning Officers over the next few weeks.

Councillor Robinson felt that other sites marked in blue on the second 
Necton map should be looked at as this would scatter development in the 
village.

AGREED to defer subject to further discussion.

SO

SO

SO

 (d) Sporle  

Sporle had an interim allocation of 35 dwellings.  A small number of 
representations had been received.  The preferred site was classed as 
greenfield land and was bounded by existing development to the North.  
Norfolk County Council Highways had raised no objections.  The 
alternative site was also greenfield land and had agricultural land to the 
North.  Norfolk County Council Highways had stated that visibility 
improvements to this site would be required.   

The Village Hall location was questioned.

Councillor Wilkinson pointed out that the road structure was very poor.

The Chairman of Sporle Parish Council did not have any problem with 
the preferred site but was concerned about the seven sites highlighted in 
blue that the Parish Council had known nothing about and had not seen 
sight of at the meeting earlier in the year.  He raised concerns in relation 
to the amount of traffic using the one small road through the village to 
avoid the A47 junction.  The footpaths were not up to standard and he 
was very wary of what could happen if LP(067)004 was developed.  He 
asked if the any of the other sites would be coming forward in future.  SO 
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explained the process and stated that if the preferred site was developed 
it would see Necton through until 2036. 

It was pointed out that site no. 004 was grazing land not agricultural land.  
Councillor Bambridge said that if this land was classed as permanent 
pasture then it should be protected for biodiversity reasons.

Councillor Wilkin highlighted the fact that site no. 004 was slightly 
elevated and could cause drainage issues.  The land opposite site no. 
005 was currently being developed which he felt was a planning gain for 
the village.

AGREED that the preferred site (005) be endorsed.

 (e) Swaffham  

Swaffham had been allocated 750 dwellings.  The five preferred sites 
were highlighted.  006, 010, 009, 013 and 018 all had outline planning 
permission subject to S106 Agreements; therefore, with regard to the 
target all the above planning permissions would fulfil the requirement for 
site allocations in Swaffham until 2036.  There was a risk however, that 
other sites could still come forward.  Councillor Darby a Ward Member 
for Swaffham was concerned about potential flooding issues. He also 
raised concerns about the state of the road structure in the town and 
asked if Swaffham could have a traffic survey carried out as Dereham 
recently had.  Other concerns raised included the pollution levels in the 
town which would have a bearing on future development.  Councillor 
Bambridge pointed out that pollution was already being monitored on a 
continuous basis.  Councillor Matthews felt that the beauty of having all 
these houses built on the preferred sites was that the traffic would be 
alleviated to a certain extent.

AGREED that the preferred sites be endorsed.

SO

25/16 SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES - PLEASE REFER TO SETTLEMENT 
BOUNDARIES AND PREFERRED SITES REPORT AS MENTIONED AT 
THE BEGINNING OF THE AGENDA (AGENDA ITEM 7) 

SO said that Policy PD05 had been split 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 (published on 4 July 2016).  Those 
villages could have development within their revised Settlement Boundary 
and appropriate development immediately adjacent to the Settlement 
Boundary or no more than five, or not more than 10% of the existing 
number of dwellings.  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 published on 4 
July 2016.  Those villages would have no Settlement Boundary, but small 
amounts of development could be permitted if they had local support.

Councillor Borrett had asked Councillor Marion Chapman-Allen to raise 
again what he had highlighted at the Thetford meeting the previous day.  
He was concerned that Parish Councils and local communities would not 
understand the changes proposed by Policy PD05 and had asked it to be 
made clear that the Local Plan Working Group had agreed to use the new 
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process within Policy PD05 for determining future development in rural 
areas. Parish representatives should be asked if the information on the five 
criteria was correct so that it could be determined which part of Policy 
PD05 applied to their village.  He also felt that it should be explained that if 
three or more criteria were met Policy PD05a would apply and the 
Settlement Boundary would be retained, and if two or less criteria were met 
Policy PD05b would apply and the Settlement Boundary would be deleted.  
Councillor Marion Chapman-Allen emphasised to the Parish Councils who 
were in attendance the importance of checking the criteria of Policy PD05a 
and b. 

A representative from Beachamwell was unclear whether parishes had 
been informed of PD05 and was not clear as to why these changes were 
now being proposed. He felt that the proposal seemed very prescriptive 
and there was no mention of ‘rounding off’ as there had been in the 
previous policy. 

In response, the Chairman advised that Breckland Council had been 
developing the policy over the last six months and said that Policy PD05 
would be subject to a second round of consultation.

Councillor Bambridge felt that an (a) and a (b) to the Policy PD05 was 
needed in Breckland to protect rural communities.  For those Parish 
Councils who were present at the meeting, Councillor Marion Chapman-
Allen emphasised the importance of checking the criteria of Policy PD05 
(a) and (b).

A Parish Council representative asked what defined an employment area 
in a rural area as in most villages it would be mainly agricultural use.  SO 
explained that the information was contained in the audit and advised that 
planning would consider the amount of jobs generated by such uses.

It was noted that there were not any maps for Swaffham, Narborough, 
Sporle, Holme Hale, Necton and Gt Dunham the Chairman advised that 
the reason for this was because where settlements are classified as Local 
Service Centres there boundary changes would be limited to the 
incorporate of those sites identified as preferred within the settlement 
boundary.  For small rural settlements these were also included even 
where they didn’t have a settlement boundary, to allow for suitable 
representation at the meetings.

Beeston
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.

Weasenham
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.

Tittleshall
No objections received from the Ward Representative or Parish 
Councillors.

SO

SO
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Agreed, to endorse the proposed deletion of the Settlement Boundary 
in line with Policy PD05B.

Mileham
No objections received from the Ward Representative or Parish 
Councillors.
Agreed, to endorse the proposed deletion of the Settlement Boundary 
in line with Policy PD05B.

Stanfield
No objections received from the Ward Representative or Parish 
Councillors.
Agreed, to endorse the proposed deletion of the Settlement Boundary 
in line with Policy PD05B.

Whissonsett
A representative from Whissonsett wanted the settlement boundary to be 
retained to enable the opportunity to review the audit as he had not seen it.  
There was employment in the village and there was a Post Office in the 
Village Hall that operated 2 days a week which served other hamlets in the 
area.  If the settlement boundary was removed there would be no leeway 
for future development in the parish.  Councillor Bambridge explained that 
losing the settlement boundary would give the village more freedom and 
would allow for small scale developments in line with Policy PD05B.  It was 
agreed that Whissonsett should be given the opportunity to provide 
information on the criteria required.  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.

It was confirmed that Parish councils and members of the public would 
have the opportunity to comment on the document during six weeks of 
formal consultation.  The parishioners of Whissonsett were urged to 
contact the Ward Representative and the Planning Policy Officers to voice 
their concerns and to submit further information.
Agreed, to endorse the proposed removal of the Settlement Boundary 
in line with Policy PD05B subject to further information being 
received as mentioned above.

Colkirk
Parish Council representatives were in attendance and advised that the 
information contained in the first paragraph of the document was incorrect 
as the public house had re-opened.  According to the audit Colkirk only 
met 2 criteria whereas following the consultation undertaken earlier in the 
year the village had 3.  The Parish Councillors had not been privy to any 
conversation with the Ward Representative and up until today had not 
seen sight of the audit document. Colkirk would like to see its settlement 
boundary retained. SO felt that Colkirk was in the same position as 
Whissonsett, further discussion was required.
Agreed, to endorse the proposed removal of the Settlement Boundary 
in line with Policy PD05B subject to further information being 
received.

Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen apologised for the lack of feedback from 
certain Ward Representatives.  There was a requirement for the audit 
document to be accurate and he urged all the parishes involved to liaise 

SO

SO

SO

SO

SO

SO

SO

SO
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with the Planning Policy Officers and again with their Ward 
Representatives as the Working Group had been convened to work with all 
communities and take their concerns and any suggestions on board.  The 
audit document could then be updated in time for further consultation in 
September.

The Chairman thanked everyone for attending the meeting.

26/16 NEXT MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 8) 

The arrangements for the next meeting on Friday, 15 July 2016 at 9.30am 
in Dereham were noted.

The meeting closed at 11.30 am

CHAIRMAN
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