DEREHAM TOWN COUNCIL

12 May 2026
At a meeting for Plans at the Memorial Hall on Tuesday 12t May 2026 at 7.00pm.

Present: Councillors R O’Callaghan (Chairman), P Duigan, Z Flint, A Greenwood, H
King, L King and P Morton.

Also Present: T Needham (Town Clerk), J Barron (Deputy Town Clerk) and
G Snow (Town Council Officer).

1. To receive apologies for absence.
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors C Coleman and
R Jamieson.

2. Declaration of Interest
There were no declarations of interest.

3. PL/2026/0510/OMAJ Land At Dumpling Green, Dereham
Outline planning permission (with all matters
reserved except for means of access) for
residential development for up to 360 dwellings,
including affordable housing, public open space,
sustainable urban drainage system and associated
infrastructure, including diversion/alterations to the
B1135 (Yaxham Road).

See comments attached

Chairman


https://publicportal.breckland.gov.uk/planning/index.html?fa=getApplication&id=199399
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Planning Applications Comments
May 2026

Planning application PL/2026/0510/0OMA)J

Outline planning permission (with all matters reserved except for means of access) for residential
development for up to 360 dwellings, including affordable housing, public open space, sustainable
urban drainage system.

Comments and Notes

1) Planning Obligations and Viability.

This application is for outline only, with all matters reserved except for means of access. This means
that all the obligations put forward to make the application acceptable may not be delivered. A
completely different looking application could come forward with a viability assessment which
shows that the development is unviable with all the obligations mentioned included.

The applicant and their agent should be congratulated for the level of engagement they have had
with the Town Council, however, all this engagement is for nothing if the obligations proposed are
not secured in the 106 agreement.

i) Dereham Town Council would like to see the application accompanied by a viability
assessment to demonstrate that all the obligations, which make the application
acceptable in planning terms, do not make the development unviable. The NPPF states
that “Itis up to the applicant to demonstrate whether particular circumstances justify
the need for a viability assessment at the application stage”. On this basis it would be
worth ensuring that the applicant is satisfied that the application, with all the
obligations, is a viable scheme and should not need subsequent viability assessments.

ii) Dereham Town Council would like to see the following be detailed within the 106
agreement.
That the development will deliver, as a minimum:
1. 7,200sgm of Children’s Playing space
2. 15,840sgm of Outdoor Sports Area
3. 13.69ha of other open space including SUDS.
4. A MUGA, NEAP, LEAP, play trail, BMX/MTB track and walking trails.




2) Transport Assessment (TA)

The TA has based its assumptions (regarding where people tend to work) on the 2011 census rather
than the 2021 census. This may or may not make much difference but it makes sense to base
assumptions on the most recent data available. 2021 census should also be treated with caution as
this was quite soon after the Pandemic, when people may still have been working from home, more
so than they are now.

iii) Dereham Town Council would like to see 2021 census data used as the basis for the
assumptions within the TA rather than 2011. For robustness, the assumptions should also
take account of the changes in working patterns immediately following the Pandemic.

A Transport Assessment is defined in the NPPF as:

“A comprehensive and systematic process that considers and sets out transport issues relating to a
proposed development, in the context of the vision for the scheme. It identifies measures required to
support alternatives to the car such as walking, cycling and public transport, and to promote
accessibility and safety, together with measures that will be needed to deal with the anticipated
transport impacts of the development”

While assessments have been made for various walking routes, to likely destinations, no such
assessment seems to have been made for cycling journeys.

iv) Dereham Town Council would expect the TA to comply with the NPPF and all those
routes assessed for walking also assessed for cycling, particularly with regards to less
confident cyclists and perceptions of safety as referenced in the supporting text of TR 01.

3) Off-site contributions to sustainable transport

Paragraph 3.3.10 of the TA- states that “cycling in the immediate vicinity of the site is supported by
sharing a carriageway with vehicles along Yaxham Road”. This is not correct. Cycling is not supported
along Yaxham road, with reference to LTN 1/20, due to the traffic volume and traffic speed; on
carriageway cycling would only be tolerated by all but the most confident and experienced cyclist.
That said, there is a proposal to create a shared use foot/cycle way from the development to
connect to the wider footway near Stephen Beaumont Way as well as making a financial
contribution to secondary routes identified within NCC’'s LCWIP.

The new shared use facility along Yaxham Road is welcomed, but this will only enable people to cycle
as far as the level crossing. The wide footway/cycleway in front of McDonalds was created as part of
its planning obligations. This footway/cycleway has never been legally designated as a cycle route
because it does not go anywhere, other than the level crossing.

It is welcome that the developer is willing to contribute to improving routes within the LCWIP. It is
understood that any developer will only need to contribute to routes within the LCWIP if NCC have
deliverable schemes. If NCC have no deliverable schemes the developer may not need to contribute.

v) Dereham Town Council believe that this development has the potential to be highly
sustainable in terms of active travel, particularly cycling. To ensure that developer
obligations delivers on this potential, the 106 agreement should confirm the level of
financial contribution that will be made towards secondary LCWIP routes.




vi) Dereham Town Council would expect Norfolk County Council to confirm that they have
progressed the LCWIP and that they have schemes ready, to enable safe cycling from
Yaxham Road through to the Town Centre and High Schools, such that they will be able to
utilise any off-site contributions.

4) PROW improvements

The development is proposing to contribute to improvements to the surface of FP 25 and 26. This is
to be welcomed, but no figure has been included.

vii) Dereham Town Council would like to see a sum of money be agreed with NCC for
improvement works to FP25 and 26 that this is detailed within the 106 agreement along
with the specification to which NCC agree to improve the surface to.

5) Congestion, queuing traffic etc.

The TA is a large complex study with the report stretching to several hundreds of pages. There are,
however, a few simple checks that can be applied to see if the current situation corresponds with
what is being recorded during the assessment.

It should also be noted that measuring queue length is not an exact science. It is understood that for
this TA the queue was measured at 5 minute intervals.

For the examples below, queues are measured in PVUs (1 PCU = 1 car = approximately 6m).

a) Station Road — Saturday: the TA recorded a maximum queue of 18 PCUs. = 108m. 108m from
the Lynn Hill roundabout extends to just past the exit to the BP garage. It is fairly well accepted
that queues on this road routinely stretch back to beyond the entrance to the Leisure Centre,
which is over 200m i.e. the observed queue length, which people often experience, is twice the
recorded queue length in the TA. The reason for this discrepancy might be because the position
of the camera at the top of Lynn Hill facing down Station Road could not see further than 108m
because of the bend in the road. The recorded queue length may not be the length of the queue
but how far the camera could see!

It was also recorded that this queue length only occurred for a short period 11:40 and 12:00,
with the rest of the day showing queues of around 4 PCUs.

Viii) Dereham Town Council does not believe that the queues recorded in the TA accurately
reflect the length of queues experienced by residents. The discrepancy is probably due to the
positioning of the cameras which could not see the full length of the queue because of the
bend in the road.

The TA should be validated using accurate measure of queue length.

b) Kingston Road — Saturday -the maximum recorded queue was recorded as 16 PCUs, about 96m.
Coincidentally this also corresponds to the distance between the junction where the camera was
located and the mini roundabout at Tescos i.e. the camera recorded what it could see, not




necessarily the length of the queue. Queues frequently extend to the second mini roundabout at
Tesco’s.

ix) Dereham Town Council does not believe that the queues recorded in the TA
accurately reflect the length of queues experienced by residents. The discrepancy is
probably due to the positioning of the cameras which could not see the full length of
the queue because of the mini roundabout.

The TA should be validated using an accurate measure of queue length.

Tavern Lane queues backing towards Station Road — Saturday. The maximum queue seems to be
recorded as 17PCUs around 102m. If this is correct, then under current conditions queues at Tavern
Lane never extend as far as the entrance to Halfords/Lidl.

X) Dereham Town Council does not believe that the queues recorded in the TA accurately
reflect the length of queues experienced by residents. The road geometry at this location
has changed since the TA surveys were carried out. The TA should be carried out again to
reflect the change in geometry and the queue lengths reassessed.

Xi) Dereham town Council would like the applicant to explain why the queues recorded in
the TA do not reflect the queues experienced by most drivers on a daily basis.

6) Junction Mitigation.

All of the planned development in Dereham, including this application, shows that without
mitigation some of the junctions would be operating beyond their capacity. The applicant has
proposed mitigation at the Tavern Lane Junction and the Yaxham Road Roundabout, which, it is
suggested would accommodate all the additional traffic growth.

The proposed changes are:

1) To adjust the timings of the signalised junction at Tavern Lane

2) Widen the junction from Kingston Road to roundabout by 0.8m (remaining single file)

3) Widen junction from Yaxham Road to roundabout to accommodate two lines of traffic at
junction.

Xii) Dereham Town Council understands that the reason there have not been improvements
to the timings of the lights before was because of safety concerns. Norfolk County Council
should conduct a Safety Audit before the proposals are accepted.

xiii) Given that the proposed mitigation seems relatively simple, and should deliver clear and
immediate improvements through reduced queuing, that the developer agrees to provide
additional mitigation if the proposed improvements do not lead to an immediate and
measurable improvement to the level of queuing.

Junction widening at the Yaxham Road Roundabout.

The B1135 junction widening with the creation of two lanes may increase traffic flow, the increased
traffic flow would however result in added difficulties for pedestrians to cross at this point due to
increase flow of traffic and two lanes of traffic.



Xiv) If junction widening is employed at these junctions, Dereham Town Council would like to
see mitigation included which would aid pedestrians crossing at these junctions.

A47 junctions
TAs for previous applications had highlighted an impact on the A47 west bound off-slip, requiring
mitigation at this junction to avoid queuing back.

Xv) Dereham Town Council would like to check that National Highways have been consulted
and that they do not have any concerns.

Conservation and other Matters

The development is close to the Badley Moor SSSI. It is understood that one of the reasons for

Badley Moor’s designation as a SSSl is because of some unique hydrological features. There is

concern that development on his site could result in a negative impact on the value of the SSSI.

Xvi) Dereham Town Council would like to see Natural England consulted as part of this
development with specific reference made to the SSSI and any negative impact this
development could have on hydrology of the SSSI

Tankering Sewage

The Town Council has come across a number of planning applications that have necessitated the
tankering of sewage off the development site. This practice is very much concerning as it can lead to
unacceptable odours and lorry movements.

xvii)  Dereham Town Council would like reassurance that there is capacity in the sewage
network to accommodate this development without the need for tankering waste off-site.

Nutrient neutrality and bio-diversity net-gain.

It is understood that the requirements for both nutrient neutrality and bio-diversity net-gain have
been established based on the land being used for the cropping of cereals. Anecdotal evidence
suggests that the land has been down to pasture for some years.

xviii) Dereham Town Council would like checks made that the calculation of biodiversity net
gain and nutrient neutrality is based on the correct land use for the site.

Historical features — archaeological investigations and heritage
It is understood that the area around this development has some historical value and was included
in some of George Borrows’ writings.

Xix) Dereham Town Council would like to ensure that any historical and archaeological factors
are taken into consideration and investigated as part of the planning process.

Drainage and flooding
There are some Councillors who recall flood in and around the site.

XX) Dereham Town Council would like to check that a flood assessment has been carried out
that this will not have an impact on flooding at any other locations.




