
BRECKLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL

Report of: Executive Member for Growth

To: Local Plan Working Group 14.12.16

Author: Jemma March, Principal Planning Officer

Subject: Local Plan Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Consultation 
Responses and Progress Report

Purpose: The purpose of this report is to update Members on comments received during
the Interim consultation and implications for the preparation of the Local Plan.

Recommendation(s): It is recommended that Members consider the content of this report, and through 
discussion, provide a steer on implications for the preparation of the Local Plan.

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 The third consultation on the Local Plan took place over a 6 week period from 19th September to 31st 
October. The Interim Consultation focused on the proposed sites for allocation and proposed 
settlement policies and did not seek views on core policies, development management policies or 
policies for Thetford and Attleborough which were presented in the Preferred Directions document. 
The next and final ‘submission’ version of the document will incorporate all these elements.

1.2 During the consultation 1171 comments were received on the Interim Consultation 
document and a further 28 comments on the accompanying Sustainability Appraisal. This 
represents a high response rate, albeit slightly lower than the previous consultation to 
which 1,586 responses were received. The majority of comments were focused on the 
housing distribution and allocations, approach to rural areas and the settlements of 
Dereham, Garboldisham, Mattishall and Yaxham. The full consultation responses can be 
seen on the consultation portal.

1.3 A summary of the comments and officer responses is contained in Appendix A. This will form part 
of the appendix to the Local Plan Consultation Report that is required to be published later in the 
process. The following sections outline the headline responses to the interim consultation and the 
recommended approach going forward. The report has been structured to mirror the structure of the 
consultation document.

Overarching representations

1.4 The consultation received a good level of response from Duty to Cooperate bodies, 
including Historic England, Environment Agency, Natural England, Norfolk County Council 
and adjoining District Councils. Key plan wide topics raised by these groups include:

Consultee Comment
Environment 
Agency

Provide a detailed representation however present no objection to the 
plan. Specific comments have been provided at a site specific level.

Natural England No objection. The report gives sufficient consideration to the effects of 
development on designated sites, biodiversity, landscape and soils. The 
majority of allocated sites are situated in less environmentally sensitive 
areas and where sites have been allocated within more sensitive areas, 
such as within the Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA) 1500m 
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constraints zone, these proposals have already been discussed with 
Natural England and appropriate mitigation agreed

Historic 
England

Objection in principle to the evidence base – “raise significant concern 
that site allocations cannot be considered sound within or adjacent to 
Conservation Areas where this distinctive character has not been 
identified and defined

RSPB Seeks revision of the stone curlew buffer used in the HRA
West Suffolk Seeks revision to HRA to ensure methodology corresponds to the Forest 

Heath methodology.
Anglian Water No objection - Provides an assessment of the available capacity at the 

Water Recycling Centres (WRC) and the foul sewerage network for each 
of the proposed sites in the document

1.5 Recommended approach to address overarching issues

1.6 The majority of duty to co-operate bodies raised no objections to the plan and focused on 
providing additional wording for policies. Officers will ensure that detailed representations 
made by statutory bodies are considered and policies are refined in line with their advice 
and guidance.  

1.7 The final version of the HRA accompanying the submission version of the plan will address 
issues identified by the RSPB and West Suffolk in line with the duty to cooperate and to 
avoid issues being raised at examination. 

1.8 Comments from the EA and Anglian Water focus on individual sites and areas. The SFRA 
and WCS will be updated to ensure that the cumulative impact of development on drainage, 
foul sewerage and flood risk is understood and addressed in the Plan.

1.9 In addition, further evidence will be produced to understand the significance of the historic 
environment in Breckland to ensure that allocations will not have a negative impact on 
features of interest or Conservation Areas. An initial meeting has been held with Historic 
England to outline the scope of the work. A further Topic Paper will be produced which will 
set out the context for each allocation regarding the historic environment covering 
archaeology, conservation areas, listed buildings and non-designated heritage assets. 

Housing distribution and phasing

1.10 The revised district wide housing distribution was consulted on as part of the preferred sites 
and settlement boundaries. This retains the focus of new development on the key towns of 
Attleborough and Thetford, albeit with a lower level of growth than previously proposed. 
The market towns of Dereham, Swaffham and Watton would see a higher proportion of 
growth than previously consulted on through the preferred directions. The local services 
centres would see the same level of growth as a whole, however this would be re-
distributed between them and the rural areas would receive 5% of the growth. 

1.11 A broad range of responses were received to this question, with support to the distribution 
from Norfolk County Council, some landowners and members of the public. Objections to 
the revised distribution predominantly focused around the increased level of growth in the 
markets towns and the over reliance on the sustainable urban extensions deliver growth 
without consideration of other land in Attleborough and Thetford. Particular concerns were 
raised by Dereham Town Council about the increased growth levels proposed in the town. 

1.12 Detailed comments were provided by agents promoting a number of sites around 
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Attleborough and by the Shadwell Estate in Thetford suggesting that the revised housing 
distribution did not reflect the status of the Key Settlements as the most sustainable 
locations for growth. Due to the reduction of housing that could be delivered on the SUE’s 
in the plan period, infrastructure constraints and uncertainty over delivery, they contend 
further sites should be allocated to meet the 5 year supply. A number of agents also 
objected to the proposed phasing strategy which restricts certain sites from development 
until year 2021. 

1.13 Four settlements were changed from Local Service Centres to PD05A settlements in the 
Plan based on a review of the service audit; Beetley, Hockham, Mundford and Saham 
Toney. There were no objections from Parish Councils or residents to these changes, 
however both Beetley P.C. and Hockham P.C. have specific undeveloped sites wish they 
seek to be included in the development boundary. Ashill was upgraded from PD05A to 
Local Service Centre status based on the service audit. Ashill P.C did not object but sought 
an alternative allocation to the one proposed.

1.14 The designation of local service centre villages and the allocation of sites in these villages 
received significant numbers of comments. The greatest level of objection to the proposed 
distribution was received from Bawdeswell, Garboldisham and Yaxham. Each village is 
newly proposed as a local service centre through this Local Plan, and the objections seek 
the removal of the designation. 

1.15 The main issues raised in the consultation by consultees in Bawdeswell, Garboldisham and 
Yaxham are detailed below:

Bawdeswell Objects to Local Service Centre designation 
No public transport service to medical facilities, few local employment 
opportunities/sole traders, school is at capacity, no public transport outside 
working hours, drainage issues, Post office only open 2 mornings a week, 
highways issues.

Garboldisham Objects to Local Service Centre designation
The bus service is operated by Suffolk County Council and does not go into 
Norfolk. Only runs once daily.
There is no employment in Garboldisham.

Yaxham Objects to Local Service Centre designation
lacks: village shop, pub and doctor's surgery, no post office
small junior school which is currently fully subscribed with no ability to expand, 
Clint Green and Yaxham should be considered separate villages and services 
are not within walking distance.
No employment, just self employed e.g farmers.

1.16 Of all Local Service Centre settlements, Swanton Morley P.C were the only Parish Council 
to request additional development. They state ‘the allocation of 85 dwellings for Swanton 
Morley in the Local Plan is not sufficient and does not bear any relationship to the needs of 
Swanton Morley.  Breckland Council should review each settlement and agree on a 
housing figure for each settlement and not have a 'one size fits all' percentage figure for 
local service centres’.

1.17 Recommended approach to the housing distribution and phasing

1.18 It is recommended that the Council continues with the broad approach to housing 
distribution proposed in the interim consultation, as this reflects the spatial strategy and 
settlement hierarchy and has received no objection from statutory consultees. However, 
members should further consider the implications of the delayed delivery of the SUE’s and 
the representations for alternative sites which can contribute to the 5 year supply, 
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particularly in Attleborough.  

1.19 Some revisions may be required to a small number of allocations due to issues raised 
during the consultation (identified in the next section). Examples of issues include: having a 
negative impact on the historic environment, objections on highways grounds or surface 
water flooding issues. For the most part, identified issues can be addressed through the 
final policy wording through the use of specific policy criteria and conditions. Where issues 
cannot be resolved, it is advisable not to allocate the site and to select an alternative option. 
This may result in slight changes to the distribution of development in settlements where 
there are no reasonable alternative sites. Additional sites have been submitted which will 
require further assessment (see section 1.35). Additionally the request by Swanton Morley 
for additional allocations should be considered.

1.20 It is also recommended that the Council continue to develop supporting information and the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to demonstrate the deliverability of the SUE’s and that 
officers reconsider the phasing strategy to determine whether it is possible to enforce a 
later commencement date in settlements which have received a high level of growth 
recently.

Settlement specific representations

1.21 Detail of all responses received for each settlement is provided in Appendix A. The 
following table provides a summary of the key issues identified within each of the market 
towns and local service centres where an allocation is proposed.

Settlement Comment Parish/Town Council Summary

Dereham Total: 138 Comments by 61 consultees
An additional 19 comments were also 
received for Dereham within the 
introduction section of the document

Proposed sites generated significant 
levels of responses. Issues raised 
included:

 Infrastructure capacity – 
particularly in regards to 
schools being overcapacity, 
GPs unable to take more 
patients, sewerage system 
needing significant upgrades.

 Level of housing proposed for 
the town and the 

 Dereham transport study – 
scope of the study is too 
limited, missing key junctions 
and also surveys not occurring 
at the busiest times of day or 
the weekend.

Raises a number of objections to the 
consultation, including:
- Overall concern with the housing 
target for the District as set within the 
SHMA. 
- The town council disagree with the 
revised housing trajectory and the 
increase in development in Dereham.

- Disputes the findings of the transport 
study.

Swaffham Total: 32 comments from 12 
consultees
A number of comments have raised 
concern regarding infrastructure 

If Swaffham is to have an increase 
then there should be a corresponding 
increase in employment and 
infrastructure investment. 
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provision within the town.
Watton Total:  33 Comments from  22 

consultees
Representations have included that the 
lack of further allocations to be 
unsound. Watton is a sustainable 
location for development, and the 
council should review the housing 
target for the town. Other 
representations have also raised 
concern infrastructure provision within 
the town.

Pleased that no preferred options are 
identified within the town. Would not 
like to see the housing number 
increase or be exceeded over the plan 
period. Would like to see the 
alternative options listed as 
unreasonable

Ashill Total: 11 comments by 5 consultees
Parish council would like to see other 
sites designated as the preferred 
option. Only one public comment was 
received.

Seek for the site opposite the School 
in Watton Road at junction of Church 
Street owned by the Parish Council to 
be allocated for 20 dwellings. In 
addition to a number of brownfield 
sites due to come forward this should 
meet the housing need in Ashill.

Banham Total:  9 comments from 4 consultees
Limited comments were received on the 
preferred, alternative and unreasonable 
sites within Banham. Historic England 
have raised concerns regarding the 
assessment for the preferred site.

Object to preferred site as 50% in 
flood zone, from the NW is a single 
track with a blind bend and from 
the SE a narrow road, with 
potential traffic congestion and 
hazard and insufficient access 
Object to alternative 004 as all water 
from Heath Road ditches and the field 
behind the site drain into the site and 
pond – risk of flooding but support 
005.

Bawdeswell Total: 17 consultees made 31 
comments
10 objections to designation of 
Bawdeswell as a Local Service Centre 
including Parish Council, 1 support

Object to designation of Bawdeswell 
as a Local Service Centre.

 The criteria used to assess the 
suitability of villages to be 
designated as LSC’s is 
incomplete.

 The analysis of Bawdeswell is 
inaccurate

 Bawdeswell has already 
fulfilled quote for housing 
development

 Object to alternatives 
LP(004)005 and LP(004)006

Garboldisha
m

Total: 66 comments from 36 
consultees
Representations object to the 
designation of the village as a Local 
Service Centre

Object to the designation of 
Garboldisham as a Local Service 
Centre based on the failure to meet 
the criteria. Agree the use of sites 
LP[031]004 and LP[31]005 for 
development, preferably ribbon. 
Would like to see the remainder put 
on brownfield sites.
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Great 
Ellingham

Total: 28 comments from 11 
consultees
Representations are predominantly 
from statutory consultees. Specific 
comments relating to the alternative 
option which has been allowed at 
appeal.

Supports site LP[037]019 and 
LP[037]015. Does not support 
LP[037]020 and does not want to see 
further development to the north of the 
B1077.

Harling Total: 19 comments from 10 
consultees
Parish Council agree with the site 
assessments. Additional comments 
received on the unreasonable sites.

Support the preferred site LP[042]001

Hockering Total: 13 comments were received 
from 7 consultees
Representations received were 
predominantly from statutory 
consultees. Overall support for the 
preferred option.

Queries list of businesses used to 
determine LSC status for Hockering.
Majority support for preferred site, 
however endorse NCC comments 
with regard to flood risk mitigation on 
the site.

Kenninghall Total: 26 comments from 5 consultees
Majority of responses were from 
statutory consultees. Support for the 
preferred sites from the parish council.

Agrees with Breckland's selection of 
the 'preferred sites' LP(051) 003 and 
LP(051) 008

Litcham Total: 31 comments from 19 
consultees
Mixed responses to the preferred site 
with support from the parish council, 
however objections have also been 
received from local residents and the 
highways authority.

Support the assessment of LP[054]5A 
and B. If the number of dwellings is in 
excess of 25, provide funding and 
land for a play area and also if 
agreement could be reached with the 
landowner an area for parking for the 
Primary School and maybe land to 
construct in the future a new village 
hall

Mattishall Total: 102 comments from 35 
consultees
Parish Council support housing number 
for village, however concerns are raised 
regarding preferred site LP[061]019. 
Significant public comments have also 
been received on this site.

Support the designation as a Local 
Service Centre and accepts the 
minimum housing target for the 
village. Would like to see sites of less 
than 12 dwellings, and small sites 
deemed unreasonable should be 
reviewed. Do not support preferred 
site LP[061]019

Narborough Total: 6 comments were made by 5 
consultees
No objections to the preferred site.

No comments received.

Necton Total:  38 Comments from 10 
consultees.
Necton Parish Council support the 
preferred site allocations. Historic 
England have raised significant 
concerns regarding site LP[067]010 
and undesignated heritage assets.

Support the preferred sites and agree 
with the assessment of Ramms Lane 
as unsuitable for access.

North 
Elmham

Total:  38 comments from 15 
consultees
The parish council and members of the 
public have raised objections to the 
revised housing numbers proposed for 

Major concerns about the proposed 
increase to an additional 91 dwellings 
over the plan period to 2036. The 
parish council have raised a number 
of concerns regarding LP[070]008, 
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the village, as they are contrary to the 
parish survey which had been carried 
out previously. Particular public concern 
regarding site LP[070]008

particularly due to the highways on 
Eastgate Street

Old 
Buckenham

Total: 34 Comments from 22 
consultees
Objections raised to site LP[074]006 
including from the parish council. 
Concern regarding housing levels 
within the village

Objects to the level of development 
proposed for the village and doesn’t 
think a ‘one size fits all’ approach is 
appropriate.

Shipdham Total:  18 Comments from 12 
consultees.
Support was received for the preferred 
sites from members of the public. Site 
representations have been received on 
unreasonable sites within the village 
seeking further review of land.

No comments received 

Sporle Total:  16 comments from 7 consultees
The majority of comments are from 
statutory consultees. Comments from 
the public have queried the designation 
as a local service centre

Any  building works should include 
provisions for water management as 
the area is known for flooding and that

Swanton 
Morley

Total:  19 comments from 11 
consultees
Support for the preferred option from 
the parish council, landowner and 3 
members of the public

Would like to see an increase in 
housing numbers for the village. 
Support site LP[098]013 as the 
preferred option, and also support 
LP[098]014 and LP[098]016 as the 
alternative options

Yaxham Total:  82 comments by 69 consultees
46 members of the public dispute the 
Local Service Centre status designation 
of Yaxham including the Parish Council 
and Neighbourhood Plan Group

Object to the designation of Yaxham 
as a Local Service Centre.

 Dispute level of service 
provision within the village

 Separation between the 
villages which make up 
Yaxham parish means that a 
number of services and 
facilities are outside of a 
recognised walking distance.

 Question the level of growth 
proposed for the village, 
stating that it is significantly 
beyond 10%.

 Object to preferred site 
LP[113]007 and alternative 
LP[113]009

1.22 Recommended approach to settlements

1.23 It is recommended that officers review comments when refining the policy for allocations to 
ensure that any issues of clarity or errors are addressed and that the proposed policy 
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addresses any site specific issues. As previously stated, some revisions or an alternative 
allocation may be required due to issues raised during the consultation, where these cannot 
be resolved through further work or policy wording. 

1.24 Sites with strategic objections where it is uncertain that identified issues can be resolved 
are listed in the table below:

Settlement Site Ref. Summary of issues
Litcham LP(054)005B 

land to the 
north of 
Litcham Hall
20 dwellings

Objections from Norfolk County Council (and members of the 
public) to the access to the preferred site.
Objection from Historic England due to impact on the 
conservation area and the listed building  Litcham Hall 

Mattishall LP(061)015 
Malthouse 
Buildings, 
Norwich Road
10 dwellings

Objection from Historic England due to prominent position 
adjacent to the listed church and within the Conservation Area 
and there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate that 
development will not harm the historic environment.
Objection from Norfolk County Council LLFA – significant risk 
of flooding from local flood sources

Necton LP(067)007 
Land off Hale 
Road 30 
dwellings

Objection from Norfolk County Council LLFA – significant risk 
of flooding from local flood sources

Necton LP(067)010 
Land off North 
Pickenham 
Road. 20 
dwellings

Objection from Historic England due to loss of undesignated 
heritage assets – Erne Farm Farmhouse and Barn

North 
Elmham

LP(070)008 
Land to the 
south of 
Eastgate 
Street. 40 
dwellings

Objections from Norfolk County to the access to the preferred 
site.
Historic England note significant concerns due to impact on the 
historic environment. 

Approach to Rural Areas

1.25 The consultation document set out a revised policy on the approach to the rural areas. 
Members will recall that this detailed policy set dual level approach to the rural areas 
dependent on whether they retained a settlement boundary.  The representations showed 
that there was general support for a criterion based policy which enables limited growth in 
rural areas. However, the policy PD05A & B as currently drafted is not clear to most 
respondents. A number of the respondents seek clarification on the wording of the policy; in 
particular concern was raised around the criteria for local support and whether this could be 
upheld at appeal. The other key area of concern was the level of growth associated with the 
policy, particularly whether the 10% and 5% limits, applied to the settlement or parish and 
the implications for parishes which may have already exceeded this target. Norfolk County 
Council disagreed that plots should be limited to either 5 or 3 dwellings.

1.26 Within the responses some agents/landowners sought reclassification of villages in order to 
promote sites, some respondents sought reclassification of villages to protect village from 
development (most consistently for New Buckenham)
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1.27 Recommended approach to rural areas

1.28 It is recommended that the policy PD05A and PD05B is redrafted to ensure it is clear, 
justified and effective. It is suggested to retain the overall policy approach but to make 
some modifications to the policies for clarity and to reconsider how the policy will be 
implemented. 

1.29 The detailed summary of comments on PD05A and PD05B is contained in the appendix to 
this report. The table below lists the main issues raised by consultees and proposed 
recommendations for consideration.

Issue Commentary Recommendation
Clarify 
‘local 
support’

Some support received for the criterion but 
generally queried by the public, some parish 
councils and agents with regard to how local 
support can be defined and measured. Concern 
that it is subjective, problematic to apply at 
planning application stage or to uphold at appeal 
and could lead to refusal of otherwise sustainable 
sites for housing. 

Consider removing reference 
to ‘local support’ in the policy 
or explicitly define what is 
meant by ‘local support’ 

Clarify 
‘social 
local need’

The criterion specifies there must be ‘an identified 
economic or local social need’. Query whether the 
latter restricts development to affordable housing 
only. Query why this only applies to PD05A and 
not PD05B.

Original version of the policy 
only applied this criterion to 
settlements without 
boundaries. Define terms 
explicitly and retain in PD05B 
only.

Clarify 
5%/10% 
growth

Some support received for growth limits but query 
whether this applied to the settlement or the 
parish, how many settlements have already 
exceeded this growth limit, how this information is 
updated and published, how this applies to 
smaller settlements adjacent to larger growth 
areas, need for flexibility in the figures, and how 
this relates to the 150 houses for rural areas 
figure.

Justify 5/3 
unit limit

Whilst there is some support for limits, Norfolk 
County Council disagree stating that the amount 
of housing should take into account individual site 
and settlement characteristics and other factors 
and that limits will restrict the provision of 
affordable housing in rural areas.

Clarify 
‘closely 
knit cluster 
of 10 or 
more 
dwellings’

Some respondents queried the definition of a 
cluster and whether this excludes linear 
development. Some felt this description was too 
restrictive and some settlements would not have 
areas which matched this description. 

Consider removing the 
reference to 10 dwellings or 
adding ‘approximately’

Define the 
settlement
s PD05B 
applies to

No additions were suggested to the list of 
settlements in PD05B. A few respondents sought 
to include the list of settlements in the policy for 
clarity.

Include list of settlements in 
PD05B

‘infill’ and 
‘rounding 
off’

Rounding off only applies to PD05A Consistently apply wording to 
both A and B
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Settlement Boundaries 

1.30 Of the smaller settlements classified under PD05A, the highest level of objection was 
received against having a settlement boundary for New Buckenham (14 respondents). The 
highest number of comments were received for Hockham (33). The response was split over 
whether to support the Councils approach or Hockham Parish Councils revised boundary. 
A few landowners reasserted support for inclusion of their sites in the settlement boundary.

1.31 In response to the question “Are there any areas adjacent to the boundaries which – in line 
with PD05A – should be included?” which applied to all PD05A villages; 16 landowners 
made representations for their land to be included with the boundaries. Most 
representations justified inclusion against the PD05 policy but many were much larger in 
scale than the draft policy would allow, some had been previously assessed and therefore 
have reference numbers and some were for PD05B settlements which do not have a 
settlement boundary. All land put forward for inclusion in the development boundary or 
submitted for reassessment are listed below:

Settlement Consultee Site name Hierarchy
Beeston Gary Rowland Land to the south of Syers Lane PD05A
Beetley Beetley Parish 

Council
Seeks addition of Site LP(007)003 for 28 houses 
and tightening the boundary along the south side 
of Elmham Road.

PD05A

Caston P Hall Land immediately to the south of Caston Primary 
School 0.3ha

PD05A

Colkirk Diocese of 
Norwich

LP(020)002 Land off Market Hill, Colkirk. 1.4ha 
for 45 dwellings

PD05B

Colkirk Breckland 
Bridge Ltd.

Land at Whissonet Road, Colkirk 0.95 ha PD05B

Gooderstone Wai-kit 
Cheung

Crow Hall Farm site 24ha PD05B

Gressenhall Norfolk County 
Council

Gressenhall Depot LP(007)005(30) PD05A

Gressenhall Neil McLeod Land off Bilney Road 1.2ha site for 23 dwellings PD05A
Hockham Great 

Hockham 
Estate

Site 1: Land to the north of Wretham Road
Site 2: Manor Farm

PD05A

Hockham Richard Levy LP[045]011 Land belonging to Beechwood 
House 0.24ha

PD05A

Hockham Gerry Grant Land belonging to Springfield LP(045)001 HCK1  
0.90 acres

PD05A

New 
Buckenham

Charles 
Stimpson

LP(068)001 PD05A

Rocklands A. Cotes LP(079)009 Land between the playing field and 
Mill Lane 

PD05A

Saham 
Toney

EJW Planning 
Ltd.

Land at Grange Farm, Chequers Lane PD05A

Saham 
Toney

P.S. de Roeck Land at Cranford House PD05A

Shropham Diocese of 
Norwich

LP(086)012 Land off Hargham Road, Shropham. 
2ha for 60 dwellings

PD05A
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Settlement Audit

1.32 Comments were received on the service audit in many of the settlement chapters, 
predominantly querying the number of businesses in the settlement, and whether this was a 
fair and accurate indicator for the assessment.  

1.33 Recommended approach to settlement audit

1.34 A number of parishes have queried the evidence used in the service audit which was used 
to define the classification of a settlement as an LSC, PD05A or PD05B. Officers will check 
the service audit for accuracy. A Topic Paper will be produced to update the list of 
businesses included in the audit as this is currently based on data from 2013. It is not 
envisaged that any further work on the service audit would result in a change to the 
categorisation of a settlement at this stage. 

Additional Sites

1.35 The interim document identified a shortfall in numbers for the following settlements: Ashill 
(shortfall of 30), Banham (40 shortfall), Mattishall (30 shortfall) and Old Buckenham (20 
shortfall). The calculations were based on completions and commitments data from March 
16 and therefore the target level of allocations may have changed in the interim. This is 
currently being reviewed. 

1.36 The interim consultation sought submission of additional sites in areas identified as having 
a shortfall. A total of 29 additional sites have been submitted including 2 representations 
which sought consideration as employment land. These are listed in the table below:

Site no. Settlement Hierarchy Land use preference Size (ha)

LP[031]011 Garboldisham LSC Residential 1.3

LP[092]009 Sporle LSC Residential 1.237

LP[003]010 Banham LSC Residential 1.705

LP[018]017 Caston Rural Residential 1.2

LP[072]001
North 

Pickenham Rural Residential 1.14

LP[005]006 Beachamwell Rural Residential 2

LP[104]019 Watton
Market 
Town Residential 2.2

LP[074]015 Old Buckenham Rural Residential 1.8

LP[074]016 Old Buckenham Rural Residential 1.15

LP[085]012 Shipdham LSC Residential 1
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LP[001]009 Ashill Rural Residential 0.8

LP[001]010 Ashill Rural Residential 0.4

LP[001]011 Ashill Rural Residential 0.15

LP[001]012 Ashill Rural Residential 0.1

LP[077]005 Quidenham Rural Residential 1.9

LP[070]013 North Elmham LSC Residential 1.4

LP[070]014 North Elmham LSC Residential 3.8

LP[003]011 Banham LSC Residential 2.6

LP[044]005 Hockering LSC Residential 2.4

LP[038]006 Gressenhall Rural Residential 1.3

LP[042]017 Harling LSC Residential 0.12

LP[042]018 Harling LSC Residential 0.5

LP[006]013 Beeston Rural
Residential/Employ

ment 45.4

LP[062]016 Merton Rural Residential 49.2

LP[042]019 Harling LSC Residential 6

LP[042]020 Harling  LSC Residential 3

LP[003]012 Banham LSC Residential 1.3

LP(006)013 Beeston Rural
Residential/Employ

ment 45.4

LP(062)016 Merton Rural Employment 28.1

Conclusion

1.37 The interim consultation has provided a significant number of responses from
both statutory consultees and members of the public which will help to shape the Local
Plan submission document. Having a steer from Members on the above key issues will
provide officers with clarity over the direction of the plan and help inform the next stages of
preparation. The next steps are:

 Continue to develop evidence regarding areas such as the historic environment and 
to update the business register used in the service audit;

 Review the HRA to ensure the submission version addresses identified issues.
 Finalise the remaining documents in the evidence base including SFRA & WCS, 

IDP, and the Indoor Sports Study.
 Develop and refine the policies and allocations in the plan, with particular regard to 

advice received from statutory consultees.
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 Review comments made on the Preferred Directions document (Jan/Feb 16) with 
regard to the core policies, development management policies and the policies for 
Thetford and Attleborough.

 Bring together all elements of the Preferred Directions plan and the Interim Sites 
and Settlement Boundaries Consultation document to form the final submission 
version of the Local Plan.

2.0 OPTIONS

2.1 No options are presented for a decision. However, it is advised that Members note the
content of this report and through discussion provide their views on the key issues in order
that further work can be progressed on the next stages of the Local Plan.

4.0 EXPECTED BENEFITS

4.1       The NPPF requires Local Authorities to prepare Local Plans. A Local Development 
Scheme was adopted by the Council which sets out the timescale for the key stages of the 
Local Plan process. The Interim Consultation was the third milestone in the preparation of 
the new Local Plan. 

4.2       This report draws the key issues from the consultation and provides further analysis built
            upon the previous evidence. This Local Plan Working Group meeting will enable members
            to fully engage in the process of developing the final version of the Breckland Local Plan.

5.0 IMPLICATIONS

5.1 Carbon Footprint / Environmental Issues

5.1.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.2       Constitution & Legal

5.2.1    There are no direct legal risks resulting from the contents of this report; however, local
            planning documents need to be prepared in accordance with relevant Local Planning
            Regulations and Acts of Parliament, having regard to relevant considerations and case-law.

5.3 Contracts

5.3.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.4 Corporate Priorities

5.4.1 The Local Plan aligns with corporate priority: Supporting Breckland to develop and thrive; 
providing the right services at the right time and in the right way; developing the local 
economy to be vibrant with continued growth and enabling stronger, more independent 
communities. The production also aligns with the priority of enabling effective planning and 
delivery of housing solutions to meet local needs.

5.5 Crime and Disorder 

5.5.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.6 Equality and Diversity / Human Rights
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5.6.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.7 Financial 

5.7.1  It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.8 Health & Wellbeing

5.8.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.9 Risk Management 

5.9.1    There are a number of potential risks to the delivery of the Local Plan. The key risks are
            delays in the delivery of the evidence base. There are also potential risks to changes in

national policy and revisions to National Planning Policy Guidance.

5.10 Safeguarding

5.10.1  It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications. 

5.11 Staffing

5.11.1 It is the opinion of the Report Author that there are no implications.

5.12 Stakeholders / Consultation / Timescales

5.12.1 Member’s discussion will help to inform the preparation of the pre-submission Local Plan. 

6.0 WARDS/COMMUNITIES AFFECTED

6.1 All wards in Breckland will be affected by the Local Plan

7.0 ACRONYMS 

7.1 Acronyms include
 HRA: Habitats Regulation Assessment
 IDP: Infrastructure Development Plan
 LLFA: Lead Local Flood Authority
 LSC: Local Service Centre
 NCC: Norfolk County Council
 NPPF: National Planning Policy Framework
 SFRA: Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
 SUE: Sustainable Urban Extension
 WCS: Water Cycle Study

Background papers:- 

Lead Contact Officer
Name and Post: Steve Ottewell, Planning Policy Manager
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Telephone Number:
Email: Stephen.Ottewell@urbanvision.org.uk

Key Decision: No 

Exempt Decision: No 

This report refers to a Mandatory Service 

Appendices attached to this report: 
Appendix A: Preferred Site Options and Settlement Boundaries Summary of 

Consultations 


