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Dear Sir / Madam

BRECKLAND LOCAL PLAN FULL UPDATE
REGULATION 18 CONSULTATION 2025
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF THE DIO

Savills (UK) Ltd have been instructed by the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) to submit
representations in response to the Breckland Local Plan Full Update — Regulation 18 Consultation currently
being undertaken by Breckland District Council (the Council).

The Site

Robertson Barracks (the Site) is situated at the edge of the village of Swanton Morley, Norfolk, approximately
21 km to the west of Norwich and 3.7 km to the north-east of the town of Dereham. It occupies an area of
approximately 165 hectares, is relatively flat and comprises a variety of areas including the airfield (no longer
in use), commercial / technical buildings, accommodation blocks, hospitality buildings, and sports and
recreation facilities.

The Site has been scheduled for disposal by the Ministry of Defence by 2031 and the DIO is seeking to secure
an allocation in the emerging Local Plan that facilitates the re-development of the Site for the most appropriate
and sustainable use. As a consequence, the Site is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for
redevelopment for 2,000 homes and associated / supporting uses.

Robertson Barracks is identified by a criteria-based policy (reference ‘RB 1: Robertson Barracks’) within the
Preferred Options Local Plan. Our comments on draft Policy RB 1: Robertson Barracks are set out below as
part of our detailed response to the Regulation 18 Consultation.

Our Response

Our response to the consultation seeks to assist in informing the future preparation of the Breckland Local Plan
by specifically responding to the questions contained within the Regulation 18 Consultation Survey (see below).
We have set out each question in full alongside our responses.

Summary

We trust that our comments are of assistance to the ongoing preparation of the Local Plan.
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We also wish to continue to contribute towards the future stages of the Local Plan process and therefore would

be grateful if the Council could advise of further opportunities for participation and the submission of
representations.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding these representations or require any
further information.

Yours sincerely,

Jonathan Dixon
BA (Hons) MA MRTPI FRSA
Director

Enc. Appendix 1: Representations
Robertson Barracks: Site Promotion Statement ... including, at Appendix C:
Robertson Barracks, Swanton Morley: Emerging Ideas for a Sustainable New Community

CC: Andrew Pullen-Jones / Paul Hinton, DIO
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Appendix 1

Response to ‘Breckland Local Plan Full Update — Regulation 18 Preferred Options
Consultation 315t October — 15" December 2025’

FINAL - 12/12/25

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?
Breckland’s Strategic Vision
Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?
*Select exactly 1 option
General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure
Please use the below to make your comments
Having a strong vision that underpins the Local Plan and its policies is important in enabling
appropriate, sustainable, well-connected and sensitive development that serves local communities. We

are generally supportive of the forward-thinking Strategic Vision set out in the draft Local Plan, and the
recoghnition given to the importance of directing growth to the most appropriate locations.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?
Response

Policy GEN 01: Design and Sustainable Development
Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?

General Comment FSuppert-ObjestUnrsdre

Please use the below to make your comments
Response
We are generally supportive of Policy GEN 01.

However, the requirement for all development proposals to “minimise” emissions and pollution sets an
unquantified high threshold and should be subject of further consideration.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?

Response

Policy GEN 02: Parish Hierarchy and Spatial Development Strategy
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Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?

*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments

Response

We are generally supportive of Policy GEN 02.

Policy GEN 02 sets out the Parish Hierarchy guiding the spatial distribution of new development within
the Local Plan Period. The Parish Hierarchy is as follows:

Strategic Development Areas (SDA)
Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUE)
Market Towns

Key Service Parishes

Primary Parishes

Secondary Parishes

Tertiary Parishes

Other Parishes

These categories provide a clear structure and a sustainable guide as to where development should
be located within the District. It is noted that Swanton Morley is identified as a Primary Parish, where
approximately 7% of new housing development will be directed.

As set out at Paragraph 9 of the NPPF (December 2024, as amended February 2025), planning policies
and decisions should play an active role in guiding development towards sustainable solutions, whilst
taking into account local circumstances and meeting the needs of a particular area. Therefore, there
must be a degree of flexibility within policy wording to encourage and promote growth across all tiers
of the settlement hierarchy, and ultimately where it is most appropriate and needed.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?

Response

Paras. 4.27 to 4.30
Policy RB 1: Robertson Barracks

Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?

*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment ~Suppert/Objeet! Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments

Response
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We are generally supportive of Policy RB 1, and its identification as a site for residential-led mixed-use
redevelopment of up to c. 2,000 homes.

General Comments

We consider that the title to the section: “The Robertson Barracks: A Potential Future Development
Site” is misleading, and should instead be titled “Robertson Barracks”.

In preparing the site for disposal and redevelopment, the DIO has undertaken, and is continuing to
undertake, various technical and environmental studies. These studies are summarised in the Site
Promotion Statement submitted in support of these representations.

The DIO is also continuing to evolve the proposals for the re-development of the Robertson Barracks
site itself. Submitted with these representations is the “emerging ideas” as submitted to the call-for-
sites process earlier this year. These proposals represent a point-in-time and are continuing to evolve,
reflecting further technical and environmental studies, and engagement with the Council, stakeholders
and the local communities.

The DIO fully appreciate and recognise the need for community-building and place-making. It is
intended that the re-development includes for local employment and commercial development, of a
type and quantum to be agreed though the masterplanning and application processes, to recognise
and reflect the removal of local defence-related employment. The re-development will also respond to
needs for new retail facilities and, potentially, education facilities. In all cases (employment, retail and
education) special care will be taken to work with the local communities to ensure that there is the
minimum possible likelihood of any adverse impact on existing facilities and services (except where
replacement or reprovision is agreed as the most appropriate solution).

With regard to the reference to “the future”, the DIO has, and remains, committed to disposal of the
Site in 2031 for residential-led mixed-use re-development (for further information see Section 4 of our
Site Promotion Statement, submitted in support of these representations), as is recognised in para.
4.17. There are not any legal or ownership impediments that would delay or prevent the development
of the Site within the plan period. As such, we consider the reference to “future” to be misleading.

In a similar vein, we consider the location of the draft Policy within the draft Local Plan — within Section
4 on ‘Design and Sustainable Development’, and between draft policies GEN 01 /02 and GEN 03/ 04,
to be curious, inappropriate, and misleading. Rather, we would suggest the draft Policy should be
located within Section 12 on ‘Site Specific Policies — Housing’ after the ‘SDAs’ and before ‘Market
Towns’. Such a change in location would not, in itself, to affect the proposed status to be afforded to
the site, nor the wording of draft Policy RB 1.

We welcome the recognition in para. 4.29 of the ongoing engagement being held with ... the Council,
key stakeholders, including the relevant highway authorities and the local communities.”

We also welcome the statement that “... it is considered that the site could create a new sustainable
community of potentially up to 2,000 high-quality homes ...” and whilst we also note that this is “...
subject to further technical assessment and approval ...”, thatis the case for all development proposals.

We note that para. 4.30 states:
“... there are [also] some key access, highway capacity and safely issues that are yet to be
resolved in respect of the site. In essence, these relate to the local road network around the

site and wider highway linkages to the main urban areas including Dereham and Norwich and
the Strategic Highway Network (A47). ...”
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Whilst we are continuing to work with key stakeholders, including the relevant highway authorities, we
are not currently aware of any specific highway capacity or safety concerns that would prevent the re-
development of the site for up to 2,000 homes.

Notwithstanding, we further welcome that explicit commitment that:

“... The Council will continue to work with promoters and key stakeholders, including National
Highways and Norfolk County Council, on these issues. ..."”

Given all of the above, we consider that the latter two sentences of para. 4.30 are potentially
misleading, and unnecessary. The Ministry of Defence will cease having a use for the site, and will
thus vacate, by 2031. The site will then become available for re-development during the plan period
of the emerging Plan. Whilst we understand and appreciate the Council’s desire for prudency, the
latter two sentences of para. 4.30 are simply not needed, and should, we suggest, be deleted.

The Policy

However, we do consider that the wording of the draft Policy requires some refinement. We therefore
suggest that the draft Policy be amended as follows:

RB 1: Robertson Barracks

Fhe—Ceuneil-considers—thatthe Subject to its vacation by the Army — planned for 2031,
Robertson Barracks Site is identified as a longer-term re-development opportunity for a new

and safeguards-it as-a potential residential-led mixed-use community development site.

The Council will continue to work with the promoters of the site and key statutory undertakers
to determine appropriate future-epporturities-and uses for the site, having regard to the site’s
opportunities and constraints and wider impacts of any proposals.

Authenty [ Th.rs repeats other parts of the draft Pf'an and is thusunnecessary )

A masterplan should be prepared, submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority
prior to the determination of a the first planning application relating to the re-development of
the site, in accordance with an agreed statement of commumty mvo,"vement The masterp,"an
should te include the following

a) Establishes a deliverable integrated access and transportation strategy which emphasises
sustainable accessibility and traffic restraint and allows for the effective management and
mitigation of any impact of vehicular traffic from the site on the local highway network as
well as connectivity and permeability within and between the site and beyond, including
links with Swanton Morley, Dereham and the A47 and east to Norwich.

b) Creates an inclusive, resilient, and safe community in which people of all ages have good
access to high quality homes that meet housing needs.

ide- [Repeats other

policy.]
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d) Includes the provision of area wide economic and social infrastructure and services,
including (but not limited to) the provision of / access to local employment opportunities, local
shops and community uses, education, primary health care, water supply, Broadband and
power supply.

e) Where feasible and appropriate, repurposes existing buildings on site to deliver housing,
community or employment uses.

f) Incorporates the natural setting with rewilding, enhanced green infrastructure and public
access to more green space and playing fields.

g) Retains areas of historic significance and commemorates the military heritage of the
Barracks.

h) Includes for local employment and commercial development (Class E), of a type and
quantum to be agreed, to recognise and reflect the removal of local defence-related
employment.

and-5%to-M4(3)- [Repeats other of.r'cy.

o Bace—o 2 Auantiibm annraneg

developmentin-accordance-with-Policy ENV 12 of this Plan- [Repeats other policy.]

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?

Response

Policy GEN 04: Development and the Built Form

Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?
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*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments

Response

We are generally supportive of Policy GEN 04.

However, the introductory paragraph only refers to “allocations” and “sites with extant planning
permission”. Robertson Barracks does not fit neatly into either of these categories. We would suggest
that either the site be referenced explicitly, or it be expressly recognised through some other means
that development on the site is considered acceptable in principle, subject to the provisions of Policy
RB 1.

In addition, planning law requires that applications for permission are considered against the
Development Plan as a whole. It is possible for an application to be deemed acceptable and in
accordance with the Development Plan as a whole, whilst conflicting with one or more policies. Part
(3) of the draft Policy conflicts with this principle. As such, the draft Policy should be subject to further
consideration and appropriate revision.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?
Response

Policy HOU 01: Breckland's Housing Requirement
Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?
*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment FSuppert-ObjestUnsdre

Please use the below to make your comments

Response

We are generally supportive of Policy HOU 01.

The current minimum Local Housing Need figure of 920 dpa results in a total minimum requirement of
16,560 homes over the 18-year plan period 15t April 2024 to 315t March 2042. The proposed Local
Plan housing requirement of 17,388 includes a 5% buffer on top the current minimum LHN, which we
support. This results in the proposed Local Plan housing requirement being an average of 966 dpa.

We would note the requirement that Local Plans have 15 years of the plan period remaining at the
point of adoption. The above assumes that the emerging Plan is adopted no later than the end of
March 2027.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.
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Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?

Response

Policy HOU 02: Distribution of Housing Development
Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?

*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments

Response

We are generally supportive of Policy HOU 02.

The proposed provision of 19,296 homes over the plan period represents a buffer of 11% on top of the
proposed housing requirement of 17,388.

However the first two sentences of the para 3 ! of the draft Policy reiterates national policy in para. 11
of the NPPF and associated guidance in the PPG, which is not necessary and would be confusing.
We suggest that these two sentences be deleted.

In addition, we have suggested that draft Policy RB1 should be re-located within Section 12 of the draft
Plan on ‘Site Specific Policies — Housing' after the ‘SDAs’ and before ‘Market Towns’. Whilst the “up
to 2,000 homes” that could be provided on the Robertson Barracks site under Policy RB1 are not
committed to as part of the 19,296 homes total set out in draft Policy HOU 02, we suggest that it would
aid clarity if these homes were referenced within Policy HOU 02. We therefore suggest the inclusion
of the following, either between the SDA part of HOU 02, or at the end of HOU 02:

* Whilst not included within any of the figures set out in this Policy. Policy RB1 provides for up
to 2,000 homes to be delivered on the Robertson Barracks site, subject to the criteria set out

in the Policy.

Further, the final three paras. (on pages 73 and 74) of the draft policy 2, following the final table, appear
to be unrelated to the distribution of housing development and instead replicate requirements set out
elsewhere in the draft Plan. As such, we suggest that these paras. are deleted.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?

Response

Policy HOU 04: Large Housing Sites Development Principles

' The para starting: “If, during the ...".
2 From “The Lead Local Flood Authority ...” onwards.
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Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?

*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments

Response

We are generally supportive of Policy HOU 04.

However, with regard to the third part of the draft Policy, whilst it is clearly desirable that masterplans
have the support of all key stakeholders, including infrastructure providers, there might be occasions
where one or more key stakeholders do not fully support the masterplan, irrespective of whatever
engagement process has been gone through. We therefore suggest the following amendment to the
second part of the draft Policy:

“... The Masterplan and Design Code should clearly evidence the suppertof engagement held
with all key stakeholders, ...”

Similarly, whilst it is likely that an outline application will be submitted for all such developments, to
ensure that the draft Policy does not constrain what might be an otherwise acceptable approach, we
suggest the following amendment to the third part of the draft Policy:

“... and be submitted alongside the first planning application (likely an outline application) for
the proposed development.”

The fifth part of the draft Policy (the cross-reference to daft Policy HOU 17) is not necessary.

The sixth part of the draft Policy requires (Part (a)): “Engagement and partnership discussions ..." to
have taken place with Registered Providers (‘RPs’) in relation to the provision of affordable housing;
albeit it does not say by what stage of the process this should have happened. In practical terms, it is
unlikely that an RP will be able to make any meaningful commitment to a major (/ strategic) site prior
to the submission of an application. It is likely that applications for such sites will be in outline, and
RPs are only usually able to provide any meaningful commitment when the detailed mix and layout are
being agreed — i.e. at full permission or reserved matters stage. We would further suggest that
evidence of such discussions is only required when an application is submitted for full permission or
reserved matters. We therefore suggest that Part (a) of the sixth part of the draft Policy is deleted.

In addition, it also requires (Part (b)) the inclusion of a “nursing care facility” on all sites — a requirement
repeated elsewhere in the draft Plan. However, no further explanation is provided as to what this facility
might be / comprise / include, nor why it is required. Without such, we suggest that this part of the draft
Policy be deleted.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?

Response

Policy HOU 05: Development Viability
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Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?

*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments

Response

We are generally supportive of Policy HOU 05.

However, we consider that the second part of the draft Policy risks undermining the deliverability of the
Local Plan. Whilst all parties strive to ensure that all pertinent matters are taken into account prior to
the granting of planning permission, it sometimes happens that unforeseen circumstances arise,
whether they be site related or for some other reason — e.g. a change in national government (planning)
policy, that materially changes the viability of a development proposal. Setting out in policy such a
categorical refusal to re-visit viability within 5 years of a planning permission having been issued risks
affecting the deliverability of any site where there is a change of circumstances —i.e. there is a potential
risk that sites could be ‘mothballed’ until viability can be revisited. We suggest that the second part of
the draft Policy be deleted.

In addition, the fourth part of draft Policy sets out an approach that is the opposite of what occurs in
practice, and which is allowed for elsewhere in the draft Plan. The draft Local Plan (e.g. para. 5.159
and draft Policy HOU 21: Affordable Housing) allows for a reduction in the provision of affordable
housing provision, as a result of a viability assessment, but not a reduction in other financial obligations.

This is the usual approach as it allows for much-needed housing to be delivered, which could not be
delivered, or even permitted, if the resulting ‘impacts’ were not mitigated. For example, where a
financial obligation is required towards highway improvements or education or healthcare provision,
these cannot be reduced without making the development proposal unacceptable in planning terms,
which would presumably then result in the proposal being refused. Unless and until there is a solution
to this oft-recurring quandary, we suggest that the fourth part of the draft Policy be deleted.

Further, the sixth part of the draft Policy presupposes that any additional contributions obtained via a
financial reappraisal relate to the local area, whereas they might not. We thus suggest that the final
part of the sixth part of the draft Policy — “... within the same or adjoining parish ...” be deleted.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?
Response
Policy HOU 10: Housing for the Elderly and Specialist Care (Two or more dwellings)
Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?
*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments
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Response

We are generally supportive of Policy HOU 10.

However, we consider the reference to “400m”in part (a) of the draft Policy to be excessively restrictive.
There are many different types of residential accommodation of the elderly and those in need of
specialist care, and likewise many different types of potential occupiers, many of whom will find
distances exceeding 400m within “easy” reach. We therefore suggest deleting this specific reference
from this part of the draft Policy.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?
Response

Policy HOU 16: Adaptable and Accessible Homes
Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?
*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment FSuppert-Objeet Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments

Response

We are generally supportive of Policy HOU 16.

However, the opening sentence, in particular the reference to all new homes “... must be designed and
constructed in a way that enables them to be adaptable ...” is at odds with the more detailed
requirements that follow, and is sufficiently vague that it will not provide clear guidance to designers
and developers, or to those assessing planning applications. As such, the draft Policy should be subject
to further consideration and appropriate revision.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?

Response
Policy HOU 17: Water efficiency

Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?

*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure
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Please use the below to make your comments

Response

We are generally supportive of Policy HOU 17.

However, the supporting text only references, explains and justifies the setting of a target of 110 litres
per person per day (compared the default limit of 125 litres required by the Building Regulations (Part
G2), which also provides for the alternative limit of 110 litres), not the 85 litres required by the draft
Policy.

In addition, the second part of the draft Policy could more appropriately be significantly reduced, with
supporting information included in the Council's planning application validation checklist.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?
Response

Policy HOU 18: Securing A Mix of Housing
Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?
*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments
Response
We are generally supportive of Policy HOU 18.

However, we are unsure whether part (h) of the policy should be listed as such, or be a separate
statement.

Given this, we reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local
Plan consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?

Response
Policy HOU 21: Affordable Housing

Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?

*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment FSuppert-ObjestUnrsdre
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Please use the below to make your comments

Response

We are generally supportive of Policy HOU 21.

We support the proposed requirement for 25% affordable housing (part (a) of the draft Policy), and the
reference to the need to ensure development proposals remain viable (part (g) of the draft Policy).

However, part (e) of the draft Policy fails to reflect the requirements of Registered Providers, who will
generally not accept the distribution of affordable housing in single units, instead preferring suitably-
sized clusters. In this respect, the draft Policy should be subject to further consideration and
appropriate revision.

Further, the final part of the draft Policy on “Vacant Building Credit” effectively reiterates national policy
in the NPPF (para. 65) and guidance in PPG (ID: 23b-026-20190315 and thereafter), which is not
necessary and would be confusing. As such, the draft Policy should be subject to further consideration
and appropriate revision.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?
Response

Policy EMP 02: Employment Land Provision
Is your comment an objection, supporting or neutral comment?
*Select exactly 1 option

General Comment LSupport/ Object/ Unsure

Please use the below to make your comments
Response
We are generally supportive of Policy EMP 02.
However, we suggest that the following be added to the end of the draft Policy:
Robertson Barracks

Supporting employment provision as determined in accordance with Policy RB 1.

We reserve the right to comment further on the policy wording within future stages of Local Plan
consultation.

Which Policy / Paragraph / Site Allocation does comment relate to?

Response
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