
 

BRECKLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
Report of:  Paul Claussen: Deputy Leader and Executive Member for Economic Development & 

Growth  
 
To: Cabinet: 15 November 2021 
 
Author: Simon Wood: Director of Planning and Building Control 
 Andrew D’Arcy: Planning Policy Manager 
 
Subject:  Local Plan Review (Supplemental Report) 
 
Purpose: That Cabinet considers the recommendation from Overview and Scrutiny Commission 

that the decision taken on 20 September 2021 regarding the Local Plan Review be 
reconsidered. 

 
 

 
Recommendation(s):  
 
That Cabinet, having had regard to the recommendation from Overview and Scrutiny Commission, 
resolves:  

 
1. That a Single Policy Partial Review of Policy INF 03 is prepared in parallel with a 

Substantive Review of the whole Local Plan as outlined in Appendix 1 of the report; 

2. That timetables for both the Single Policy Partial and Substantive reviews are 
approved as set out in a revised Local Development Scheme; 

3. That further work is undertaken and continued challenge and monitoring to agree 
the ongoing financial resource required for the preparation of the Single Policy 
Partial and Substantive reviews of the Plan;  

4. That the Statement of Community Involvement is approved for public consultation 
for a period of 6 weeks. 

 

 
 

IMPORTANT NOTE 
 
This Report is supplemental to the Report considered by Cabinet on September 20 2021. That 
Report and accompanying appendices are included as Appendix 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1.0 BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 At a meeting held on 20 September 2021 Cabinet resolved to undertake a Single Policy Partial 

Review of Policy INF 03, in parallel with a Substantive Review of the whole Local Plan as set 
out in a revised Local Development Scheme that accompanied the Report. Furthermore, 
Cabinet resolved to undertake further work and monitoring to agree the ongoing financial 
resource required for the preparation of the Single Policy Partial and Substantive reviews of 
the Plan and that the Statement of Community Involvement was approved for public 
consultation for a period of 6 weeks. (Minute 83/21 refers).  

 
1.2 A request to ‘call in’ the Cabinet decision of 20 September 2021 regarding the Local Plan 

Review was made on 24 September 2021 by three Members of the Council in accordance with 
Breckland Council’s call-in procedures [as set out in the Constitution]. In summary, the reason 
given for the call-in is that the Members concerned believe that the decision was taken without 
any consultation with members and more importantly that of the Local Plan Working Group; 
that the Executive Member should have consulted on the proposals particularly in relation to 
the proposed timetable of the review.  

 
1.3        At its meeting on 28 October 2021 the Overview and Scrutiny Commission agreed to refer the 

Decision back to Cabinet and for Cabinet to reconsider its decision taking into account the 
concerns and proposals made by the Overview and Scrutiny Commission as follows: 

 

That the OSC agrees recommendation 2 in the report i.e. to refer the decision back to the Cabinet 
for reconsideration, as an opportunity to ask officers to provide options to shorten the LDS timeline 
for the Substantive Local Plan Review Paper, in line with that Paper's statement "The need to ensure 
that the existing plan is 'out of date' for as short a time as possible.'  
 
This is because of the following concerns  
 
1) The proposed LDS timeline for the Substantive Review runs the real developmental risk of 
exposing all our communities to inappropriate development in inappropriate places on a scale 
developers can only dream of. This is because of the lack of up-to-date policies and risks the 
application of the tilted balance under the NPPF. The 3 year gap is too long, and that is if INF03 is 
successfully neutralised. If INF03 remains as is then our communities will be largely at the mercy of 
developers for 5 years. In either case the arrival of a newly minted Local Plan in November 2027 will 
be just too late - there is likely to be serious damage to our communities by then, largely occurring 
throughout the life of the new council in 2023.  
 
2) The INF03 Single Policy review needs as far as practical to have all the help it can to succeed at 
examination, as this cuts 2 years off the up to 5 years time gap. A key requirement, as the Paper 
says, 'It is essential that the Council should commit to a timely Substantive Review for the Single 
Policy Review to be successful at Examination.' The real concern here is that, two years into the 
current Local Plan, this Paper extends the already over-long time line in last year's LDS of just short 
of 5 years to one, a year later, to 6 years from now. There has to be significant risk that such an 
approach will not be considered as 'timely' and that the Single Policy Review may therefore fail at 
examination. 
 

 
1.4 Following consideration of this Report by Cabinet and in line with the Council’s Constitution, 

the Decision taken today will constitute the final decision of Cabinet.  
 

2 CONTEXT 
 
2.1 The key issue raised in the recommendation of the Overview and Scrutiny Commission is to 

consider the timetable for the substantive Review of the Local Plan.  
  



Timetable 
 
2.2 At the Cabinet Meeting held on September 2021, the Decision taken was for a Substantive 

Review to be prepared over a 6-year period. For the purposes of this report, and in response to 
the request by Overview and Scrutiny Commission, 2 further options are considered alongside, 
comprising preparation periods of 3 and 10 years. Each option is possible and have merits as 
well as specific risks/disadvantages.  

2.3 This Report sets out 3 possible [timetabling] options for consideration. These are: 

 Option 1: Complete the Partial Review by Q1 2023 and Substantive Review by Q4 2027 (6 
years) 

 Option 2: Complete the Partial Review by Q1 2023 and Substantive Review by Q4 2024 (3 
years) 

 Option 3: Complete the Partial Review by Q1 2023 and Substantive Review by Q4 2031 (10 
years) 

2.4 There are a number of key advantages and disadvantages for each option. These are 
summarised below.  

2.5 The estimated costs for each option are summarised in tabular form. It is important to note that 
these may change during the preparation process.  

Option 1 (6 years) 
 
Advantages 
 

 Timescales for preparation would be below the national average and are achievable 
without slippage;  

 Would allow for effective consultation and discussion within communities; 

 Strong likelihood of attracting required increase in staffing resources of 1 principal and 
1 senior planning officer for the duration of the process to ensure that work can be 
completed in a timely fashion;  

 Allows for changes to the Plan to be made to respond to as yet unknown changes to 

the process and content of the new Plan introduced in the Planning Bill that should 

result in a sound Plan without the requirement for an immediate Review to be 

undertaken following adoption to meet any new requirements; 

 

 GIS resource likely to be available to produce online mapping as required for 

consultation and draft plan production; 

 

 Strong ability to secure required engagement from statutory stakeholders to provide 

advice and support on key areas including sustainability, strategic housing and the 

Environment. 

Disadvantages and Risks 
 

 Partial Review at medium risk of failure at examination; 
 

 Medium risk of speculative development being allowed across the District with the 

associated financial and reputational risk as a result of policies included under Policy 

INF 03, relating to the supply of housing, employment and Gypsy and Travellers in 



the current Local Plan being considered out of date from November 2024 (if Partial 

Review is successful) or from November 2022 if not until the Substantive Review 

passes examination (Q4 2027); 

 

 Medium risk that those policies in the Local Plan that are not covered by Policy INF 

03 (including landscape, environmental protection and design policies), that would 

continue to attract significant weight, irrespective of the age of the Plan, may be 

considered out of date as a result of changes to national planning policy;   

 

 Recruitment of additional staff remains uncertain given the shortage of qualified 

planners and the difficulties in recruiting planners especially in this part of the country; 

 

 An available budget of at least £1,460,000 available for the period up to March 2028. 

This option represents an overspend of £612,000 over existing and projected budget1; 

 

 There is no guarantee of being able to continue to demonstrate a 5 year housing land 

supply that would render policies relating to the supply of housing land being 

considered out of date irrespective of the age of the Plan.  

 
Option 2 (3 years) 
 
Advantages 
 

 Partial Review at least risk of failure at examination; 

 

 Low risk of speculative development being allowed across the District with the 

associated financial and reputational risk as a result of policies included under Policy 

INF 03, relating to the supply of housing, employment and Gypsy and Travellers in 

the current Local Plan being considered out of date from November 2024 (if Partial 

Review is successful) or from November 2022 if not until the Substantive Review 

passes examination (Q4 2024); 

 

 Low risk that those policies in the Local Plan that are not covered by Policy INF 03 

(including landscape, environmental protection and design policies), that would 

continue to attract significant weight, irrespective of the age of the Plan, may be 

considered out of date as a result of changes to national planning policy.  

Disadvantages and Risks 
 

 Difficult to attract an immediate increase in staffing resources of 2 principal and 2 senior 

planning officers for the duration of the process to ensure that work can be undertaken 

in parallel throughout the preparation process. This is uncertain given the shortage of 

qualified planners and the difficulties in recruiting planners especially in this part of the 

country; 

 

 An available budget of at least £1,508,000 available for the period up to March 2025. 

This option represents an overspend of £860,000 over existing and projected budget2; 

                                                
1 This assumes that the total £100,000 budget was used for the Review and that any surplus is carried forward and the 
existing reserve of £148,000 is available.  
2 This assumes that the total £100,000 budget was used for the Review and that any surplus is carried forward and the 
existing reserve of £148,000 is available.  



 

 GIS resource may not be able to be prioritised to produce online mapping as required 

for consultation and draft plan production; 

 

 Prioritised support available from statutory stakeholders and from within Breckland to 

provide advice and support on key areas including sustainability, strategic housing and 

the Environment cannot be guaranteed and would be unlikely; 

 

 Changes made through the Planning Bill will not be able to be accommodated and this 

may require an immediate Review to be undertaken following adoption to meet any new 

requirements or additional work required to accommodate changes to ensure passage 

through any examination; 

 

 It would significantly reduce the scope for consultation and debate through the Local 

Plan Working Group, senior officers and Members; 

 

 There would be minimal community consultation and involvement through a single 

iteration of the plan in order to meet statutory requirements only; 

 

 There is no guarantee of being able to continue to demonstrate a 5 year housing land 

supply that would render policies relating to the supply of housing land being considered 

out of date irrespective of the age of the Plan   

 
 

 

 
Option 3 (10 years) 
 
Advantages 
 

 No additional resource required for the Team with some expenditure programmed for 
community engagement consultants (within projected budgets); 
 

 Would allow for extensive consultation and discussion within communities; 
 

 Can be achieved through a reprofiled budget requiring at least £960,000 (£900,000 if no 

Partial Review) available for the period beginning April 2022 – December 2030 based on 

the projected planning policy budget of £100,000 per annum and use of existing 

reserves3; 

 

 Allows for changes to the Plan to be made to respond to as yet unknown changes to the 

process and content of the new Plan introduced in the Planning Bill that should result in 

a sound Plan without the requirement for an immediate Review to be undertaken 

following adoption to meet any new requirements; 

 

 Digital and mapping resource will be available; 

 

                                                
3 This assumes that the total £100,000 budget was used for the Review and that any surplus is carried forward and the 
existing reserve of £148,000 is available. 



 Would be able to secure required engagement from statutory stakeholders and from to 

provide advice and support on key areas including sustainability, strategic housing and 

the Environment; 

 

 Changes through the Planning Bill can be accommodated; 

 

 Wider discussion through Working Group, senior officers and Members on various 

iterations of the emerging Plan. 

 
Disadvantages and Risks 
 

 The Partial Review would fail at examination and if this option is preferred then should 

not be pursued; 

 

 Timetable unlikely to be acceptable to Government or Planning Inspectorate and may 

result in an intervention; 

 

 High risk of speculative development being allowed across the District with the 

associated financial and reputational risk as a result of policies included under Policy INF 

03, relating to the supply of housing, employment and Gypsy and Travellers in the current 

Local Plan being considered out of date from November 2022 until the Substantive 

Review passes examination (Q4 2031); 

 

 High risk that those policies in the Local Plan that are not covered by Policy INF 03 

(including landscape, environmental protection and design policies), that would continue 

to attract significant weight, irrespective of the age of the Plan, may be considered out of 

date as a result of changes to national planning policy   

 Evidence base likely to be out of date by examination; 

 

 There is no guarantee of being able to continue to demonstrate a 5 year housing land 

supply that would render policies relating to the supply of housing land being considered 

out of date irrespective of the age of the Plan. 

 
3 Summary of costs 
 
3.1 Table 1 sets out the estimated costs for each of the options set out above. It should be noted 

that these are estimates based on officer knowledge and experience but that they may change, 
especially if new style plans with new content are required. For example, some additional costs 
for growth areas may be met by promoters / developers and others relating to digitization or new 
requirements may be jointly or centrally funded. Further work will be undertaken and expenditure 
will be challenged and monitored throughout the process irrespective of which Option is 
preferred.    

 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 1: Summary of Estimated costs for each Option 

Year  2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 Totals 

Option 1             
Substantive Review            
Evidence Base 110,000 120,000 120,000        350,000 

Production Cost 10,000 15,000 25,000 60,000 80,000 80,000 100,000    370,000 

Staffing Resource 30,000 85,000 110,000 110,000 110,000 110,000 55,000    610,000 

Partial Review 10,000 50,000         60,000 

Duty to Co-operate 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000    70,000 

Totals  170,000 280,000 265,000 180,000 200,000 200,000 165,000    1,460,000 

Budget  248,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000    848,000 

Shortfall  78,000 
-

180,000 
-

165,000 -80,000 
-

100,000 
-

100,000 -65,000    -612,000 

             
Option 2             
Substantive Review            
Evidence Base 90,000 260,000         350,000 

Production Cost 10,000 120,000 140,000 100,000       370,000 

Staffing Resource 28,000 220,000 220,000 220,000       688,000 

Partial Review 10,000 50,000         60,000 

Duty to Co-operate 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000       40,000 

Totals  148,000 660,000 370,000 330,000       1,508,000 

Budget  248,000 100,000 100,000 100,000       548,000 

Shortfall  100,000 
-

560,000 
-

270,000 
-

230,000       -960,000 

             
Option 3             
Substantive Review            
Evidence Base 50,000 100,000 100,000 100,000       350,000 

Production Cost  10,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 30,000 50,000 100,000 100,000 370,000 

Staffing Resource   20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000    100,000 

Partial Review 10,000 50,000         60,000 

Duty to Co-operate 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 100,000 

Totals  70,000 170,000 150,000 150,000 50,000 50,000 60,000 60,000 110,000 110,000 980,000 

Budget  248,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 1,148,000 

Shortfall  178,000 -70,000 -50,000 -50,000 50,000 50,000 40,000 40,000 -10,000 -10,000 168,000 

 
 



4 Recommended Option 
 
4.1 The recommended option remains that agreed by Cabinet on September 20 2021. This is Option 

1 of this Report.  
 
5 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
5.1 The Preparation of a Local Plan is a statutory requirement. Plans must be underpinned by an 

appropriate evidence base, much of which is required at an early stage of the preparation 
process to inform future decisions over development strategies and allocations.  

 
5.2 All 3 options are considered to be achievable if the required resources and processes are in 

place and followed. However, all options carry risks and benefits.  
 
5.3 It is worth noting that according to the 2020 Planning for the Future White Paper, preparing local 

plans is taking longer, the average time taken from plan publication to adoption nearly doubled 
from an average of 450 days (about 15 months) in 2009, to 815 days (27 months) in 2019. 
Elsewhere, the paper states that the total length of plan preparation now “takes an average of 
seven years”. In Norfolk only The Broads Authority and Breckland have up to date adopted local 
plans. This puts the Council in a strong position when considering applications for development. 
It should also be noted that the advice for Local Planning Authorities to continue with preparing 
a local plan is primarily directed at those authorities who do not have a plan in place 

 
5.4 In considering the recommended option it is important to note that that the policy context remains 

uncertain There remains continuing policy ambiguity in respect of the proposed planning 
reforms. In September 2021, the Government announced it was pausing its planning reforms in 
England and in October 2021 two local authorities (Welwyn Hatfield and South Oxfordshire) 
paused progress on their local plans and have written to the Government seeking clarification 
on the implications of its levelling up policy and the implications for major greenbelt and 
greenfield development proposed in their areas. Despite the present plan-making national policy 
regime being in a state of ‘flux’, it is important to consider further delays to the review process. 
It is considered that the review should proceed to gather evidence and consult on options against 
the background of this uncertainty. The timetable should allow for the process of plan-making 
locally to react to changes as they emerge. Further delay or pause as some authorities have 
announced they are doing, is only going to store up problems in the future for decision-taking on 
planning applications. 

 
5.5 The Council will need to consider the associated risks and take a balanced approach between 

speed and the desire to have an up to date plan with this ongoing uncertainty, including the 
possibility of abortive work as well as costs to council.   

 
5.6 There is no revenue underspend available to cover the additional budget required for the local 

plan and our General Fund balance is forecast to be at its minimum balance of £2.5m by the end 
of this year. Future years budgets already have an efficiency target with project delivery needed 
to balance the budget and therefore there is no surplus available in future years to fund the local 
plan. This means any additional budget for the local plan costs must be funded either from 
reserve or from ceasing or reducing existing projects or services. 

 
5.7 Reserves are set up for specific reasons and there are none available specifically for the local 

plan. If Members wish to provide additional budget for the local plan, they will have to repurpose 
a reserve that has already been allocated for other commitments.  In this instance, the most 
appropriate reserve would be the Inclusive Growth Reserve which was established and is being 
used to support activity aligned to the corporate plan themes of Thriving Places, Inspiring 
Communities and Sustainability.  

 
5.8 There is currently no new funding available to replenish reserves and therefore once the funding 



is spent it will not be available for future priorities. 
 
5.9 In considering each option it is important to note that: 
 

 The reference to a “review” every 5 years is to a decision that needs to be reached on 
whether there is a need to “update” the plan. It is not a requirement to adopt a Local Plan 
Review within 5 years. 
 

 A whole plan does not automatically become out-of-date after 5 years. Although the 
‘review’ may identify that a plan needs updating because certain policies within it have 
become or will soon become out-of-date.  
 

 In general, whether individual policies in a plan are out-of-date  is a matter of planning 
judgment. That judgment can be informed in a number of ways. For example: by 
considering whether the policy remains “sound” against the advice in NPPF, for example, 
does it address the area’s up-to-date needs? Is it delivering development that is needed 
or foreshadowed in the plan? Is it protecting land which needs protecting? Does it remain 
deliverable? Is it still consistent with national policy? 

 
5.10 It is important to note that the timetable may need to be reviewed depending on the outcomes 

of the proposed planning reforms and continued availability of appropriately skilled staff and or 
financial resources required to prepare a robust plan.  

 
5.11 Option 2 (3 years) is the best option to minimize risk to the Council of having parts of the Plan 

being considered out of date but is the least favourable option in terms of financial requirements 
and community engagement. Option 3 (10 years) is the preferred option in terms of financial 
requirements and would allow for enhanced community engagement. However, such a lengthy 
preparation process is likely to leave the Council in the most vulnerable position of having out of 
date policies. Critically, this Option is unlikely to be supported by Government and would render 
the Partial Review approach as unachievable. Although Option 1 (6 years) clearly has risks 
attached to it, with particular reference to financial requirements, the possibility that some of the 
policies in the Plan may be out of date, especially if the Partial Review is unsuccessful, it is still 
considered to be the preferred option available to the Council.  

 
5.12 In the event that Cabinet decide to adopt either Option 2 or 3 then officers will need to prepare 

a new timetable( Local Development Scheme) to meet this decision. 
 
 
 

 
6 EXPECTED BENEFITS 
 
6.1 An up to date Local Plan is a key investment in the District that helps the Council to shape 

where developments can take place in the District to maximise environmental benefits and 
ensure the provision of appropriate transport links, provide for a variety of homes to meet local 
needs, built to an appropriate  standard, create policies that address the causes and potential 
impacts of climate change, and the improvement of biodiversity, inform providers of 
infrastructure the types of infrastructure and community facilities to benefit both existing and 
new residents, and support new and growing businesses so that people can work locally to 
minimise commuting. 

 
6.2 If the Council does not have an up-to-date Local Plan, development will still take place. 

However, it may not be able to use its own local planning policies to help decide where 
development should go, and will be less able to require the schools, open space and road 
upgrades that are needed to support development. 



 
7 IMPLICATIONS 
 
7.1 In preparing this report, the report author has considered the likely implications of the 

 decision - particularly in terms of Carbon Footprint / Environmental Issues; 
 Constitutional & Legal; Contracts; Corporate Priorities; Crime & Disorder; Data Protection; 
 Equality & Diversity/Human Rights; Financial; Health & Wellbeing; Reputation; Risk 
Management; Safeguarding; Staffing; Stakeholders /Consultation, Timescales; Other. 
 Where the report author considers that there may be implications under one or more of these 
headings, these are identified below. 

 
 Corporate Priorities 

 
7.2 The Local Plan Review aligns with the following corporate priorities in the Breckland Corporate 

Plan 2020–2023. 
 

 To deliver substantial and continued growth as proposed through our Local Plan, in 
conjunction with our key partners; 
 

 Enable the effective planning and delivery of housing solutions to meet local needs and 
aspirations to ensure that our residents including veterans have access to a range of housing 
options in the district. 

 
Staffing and Financial 

 
7.3 If Cabinet agree the recommendations, then this will mean that there would be two Examinations 

rather than the usual one. The Examinations for the wider review will need to come from future 
budgets. Additional budget is required of £612k over the 7 years. These cost estimates will be 
further worked on and options to fund this shortfall will be incorporated into the budget setting 
process for approval by Council to ensure the plan is fully funded through to completion. 

 
Risk Management 

 
7.4 Policy INF 03 of the adopted Local Plan as currently worded represents a significant risk to the 

Council as having out of date policies would leave the Council vulnerable to unwanted 
applications and appeals. The risk is not just financial but also reputational. The suggested 
approach outlined in the report offers a potential way forward which if successful would reduce 
the risk of the plan being out-of-date, although as outlined in the report is not without its own 
risks. 

 
7.5 There are risks associated with undertaking a Substantive review of the Local Plan at this time. 

The timetable is based on the existing planning system and the anticipated resources required 
to complete the projects. These may change as these reforms progress.  

 
8 WARDS/COMMUNITIES AFFECTED 
 
8.1  All 
 
 

Background Papers:-  

 
Lead Contact Officer 
Name and Post:  Simon Wood: Director of Planning and Building Control 

Andrew D’Arcy: Planning Policy Manager 



Telephone Number: 07775036582 
Email: Simon.wood@breckland.gov.uk 

Andrew.darcy@breckland.gov.uk 
 
Key Decision: Yes  
 
Exempt Decision: No  
 
This report refers to a Mandatory Service.  
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