Neighbourhood Plan for Yaxham 2016 - 2036
Pre-Submission Consultation Draft Plan (Regulation 14)
General Comments

The Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan has been circulated internally for officer comments
from the Housing, Planning Policy & Development Management and Environment teams. In its
current form, we do have concerns over the proposed approach in some policy areas with
regards to general conformity and implementation.

A considerable amount of work and research has evidently gone into preparing the Draft
Neighbourhood Plan which is extremely positive to see. However, as a general observation the
document itself is quite lengthy. There is extensive detail about Yaxham, its setting and history,
but much of this is irrelevant to the Neighbourhood Plan and may be better placed in the
evidence base. In addition, direct quotes from officers are considered to be extraneous material
and inappropriate for use in the Neighbourhood Plan and should be deleted.

The Yaxham Neighbourhood Plan, once formally ‘made’ by Breckland Council will ultimately be
used by applicants, development management officers and planning inspectors to make
decisions on planning applications and appeals. The Neighbourhood Plan therefore needs to
“provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made
with a high degree of predictability and efficiency” (NPPF paragraph 17). The wording of each
policy and supporting text needs to be carefully considered to ensure that this is the case. While
the intention of many of the policies is clear, they are not currently worded in a form that
applicants, development management or a planning inspector could use. Some of the policies
appear as statements rather than policies and merely repeat policies elsewhere i.e. the NPPF
(Policy HOU4, ENV8 for example). It is considered that this practice should be avoided where
possible and the Parish Council should critically review the plan in this regard. In addition, use of
the words such as ‘aim’ and ‘encourage’ should be avoided as they introduce too much
ambiguity for decision-takers leading to difficulties with implementation. The Council’s
comments include suggestions to improve the wording of the policies and the signposting to
further guidance on policy writing.

It is recognised that a clear distinction has been made between the planning policies and other
elements of the plan (Parish Action Points) through the use of different coloured text. However,
the distinction is lost when the documents is printed in black and white. Furthermore, the
independent examiner of the Petersfield Neighbourhood Plan has indicated that community
aspirations should be in an appendix in order to ensure that the land use policies are clearly
identified. The Council would recommend you follow this approach.

The Council acknowledges your recent correspondence in relation to proposed Local Service
Centre status in the emerging Local Plan. However, until this matter has been resolved by the
Council these comments are supplied to you on the basis that the status remains as per the
recent ‘Preferred Directions’ Local Plan consultation document.



APPENDIX A - Specific Comments

Policy STR [1]

This policy is considered too restrictive and the Council objects to the policy in
its current form. The majority of the parish is covered by the ‘gaps’ and
therefore creates a quasi ‘Green Belt’ around the settlement. Strategic gaps 1
& 3 appear excessive for their purpose and if adopted would prejudice a
settlement currently proposed for allocation in the emerging Local Plan by
significantly reducing choice for possible sites to be identified.

It is suggested that smaller gaps with stronger policy restrictions might be
more effective in retaining the gaps between settlements and the objectives of
the policy. Officers note that in the supporting text it is reasonably implied that
one of the important issues is keeping the settlements visually separate. A
more considered approach to achieving this aim would be to redraw the gaps
established through field work, using sight lines and the precise
areas/distances required to prevent visual coalescence.

Therefore, the policy as currently drafted conflicts with the direction of the
intentions of the emerging Local Plan policy PD 05 rural areas, and principles of
development (adjacent to settlement boundaries suggest more criteria based
policy for proposals to fulfil before they can be supported).

Use of the term ‘perceived’ can be subjective and easily challenged by
applicants/agents and it is suggested that alternative wording is considered.

Policy HOU [1]

This policy does not comply with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
Paragraph 55 and is in direct conflict with the intentions of the emerging local
plan policy PDO5 rural areas, which will provide criteria for development
beyond the adopted settlement boundaries.

Material considerations — is this sentence necessary as we are required to take
into account material considerations — it's fundamental to making planning
decisions.

Include examples - what benefits can outweigh harm rather than
developments that retain openness?

It is recommended that the Neighbourhood Plan uses the term ‘settlement’
boundary to be consistent with the Preferred Directions Document.

Policy HOU [2]

The Neighbourhood Plan should not seek to be prescriptive with respect to
housing density, but place emphasis on good design and layout which fits the
vernacular of the village and the development’s setting within the village and
in relation to adjacent buildings. The policy as drafted could prevent
development at a higher density which may be otherwise acceptable in coming
forward.

The NPPF is clear that good design (which includes density as a consideration),
is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning
and should contribute to making places better for people. Permission should
not be refused for development which promotes high levels of sustainability
because of “concerns about incompatibility with an existing townscape” if




those concerns are mitigated by good design. As such, higher density may well
be acceptable if there is a design-led approach. In line with future development
proposals, think viability — potentially this is not enforceable.

Low density development will increase the area of the site allocations and
could lead to conflict with the strategic gap policy STR(1). The Parish Council
should think about possible unintended consequences i.e. what will this
means for developments that are not within or don’t abut the settlement
boundary — can they have a higher density?

The form and character of the development and the surrounding area is key
here, not necessarily density. Densities can stifle development and the
strategic needs for housing in the district i.e. smaller 1 and 2 bedroom
dwellings. Is there an evidence base for this figure? Is this net or gross density?
This requires clarification.

Policy HOU [3]

The Council cannot attach any weight to this policy if the Council cannot
demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply.

The use of the phrase, ‘development of an appropriate scale commensurate
with the existing pattern etc.’is questioned as it is unclear how would this be
demonstrated?

The Council considers that this policy may not be necessary given STR1, HOU2
and HOU7I Its purpose is currently unclear.

Policy HOU [4]

This policy replicates the wording and the intentions of Breckland Council’s
emerging Local Plan Policy PDOS5 rural areas. As such, it is recommended that it
is not required for the Neighbourhood Plan.

Policy HOU [5]

This policy requires evidence of need which could be provided by the Council’s
Housing team.

Policy HOU [6]

The policy replicates a number of the issues covered in the emerging policies
COM1 design & COM2 protection of amenity.

The policy is too restrictive on the issue of building heights/number of storeys.
This would be a judgement based on the form and character of the
surrounding ‘grain’ of development.

Policy HOU [7] The Council consider that this is more appropriately dealt with within the Local
Plan based on up-to-date evidence.

Policy ENV [1] These issues ought to be covered in the design policy.

Policy ENV [2] The policy builds upon the requirements of emerging local plan policy COMO02.
These issues could be covered in a design of protection of amenity policy.

Policy ENV [3] The Conservation Area — which in itself is a designated heritage asset - was

designated on the 2nd of September 1985. It is confirmed that the total




number of listed buildings are six.

A heritage asset, as defined by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
is a building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as having a
degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of
its heritage interest. Heritage assets include designated heritage assets and
undesignated heritage assets identified by the local planning authority,
including local listing.

The Council does not administer a local list of undesignated heritage assets, so
does not therefore have adopted criteria for what might be included on such a
local list. Notwithstanding this, Historic England (English Heritage) state that a
range of methods can be used to identify undesignated heritage assets, though
no single method will produce a definitive list. However, Historic England’s
document, Good Practice Guide for Local Heritage Listing, provides the
following commonly applied selection criteria for assessing suitability of assets
for local heritage listing, which are adapted from those used for national
designations:-

Age - The age of an asset may be an important criterion and the age
range can be adjusted to take into account distinctive local
characteristics.

Rarity - Appropriate for all assets, as judged against local
characteristics.

Aesthetic value - The intrinsic design value of an asset relating to local
styles, materials or any other distinctive local characteristics

Group value - Groupings of assets with a clear visual, design or historic
relationship

Evidential value - The significance of a local heritage asset of any kind
may be enhanced by a significant contemporary or historic written
record

Historic association - The significance of a local heritage asset of any
kind may be enhanced by a significant historical association of local or
national note, including links to important local figures
Archaeological interest - This may be an appropriate reason to
designate a locally significant asset on the grounds of archaeological
interest if the evidence base is sufficiently compelling and if a distinct
area can be identified

Designed landscapes - Relating to the interest attached to locally
important designed landscapes, parks and gardens

Landmark status - An asset with strong communal or historical
associations, or because it has especially striking aesthetic value, may
be singled out as a landmark within the local scene

Social and communal value - Relating to places perceived as a source
of local identity, distinctiveness, social interaction and coherence;
often residing in intangible aspects of heritage contributing to the
“collective memory” of a place

Although not specified with the guidance, it would appear that where the




guidance has been used to formulate established criteria, a building or
structure must meet two or more of these significance-measuring criteria to be
identified as a non-designated heritage asset.

The last national review of listed buildings by the (then) Department of
National Heritage was undertaken in the mid 1980’s. To the best of our
knowledge, Historic England, are not due to undertake a similar national
resurvey to ‘update’ the statutory lists. However, Breckland Council did their
own informal district wide list review during 2005 and did not find any
additional buildings worthy of recommendation for inclusion on the statutory
list.

The total number of TPQ’s is actually eleven as opposed to three as stated.

Paragraph 128 of the NPPF sets out information that an applicant should
submit to Council where proposals will impact the historic environment.

It is unclear what is meant by ‘take account of'?

Policy ENV [4]

This policy requires hedgerows to be protected and where possible enhanced;
however, it also allows for their removal and replacement elsewhere within
the vicinity. It is suggested that the policy needs to more explicitly set out what
it seeks to achieve.

It is recommend that it be made clear in the explanatory text that policy would
be partly implemented through the submission of a landscaping scheme
accompanying planning applications and could be satisfactorily dealt with
through the imposition of planning conditions on any grant of planning
permission.

In terms of the enhancement of ecological networks, it would be useful to
include a reference to a map which shows the location of these sites.

Policy ENV [5]

By designating land as Local Green Space local communities will be able to rule
out new development other than in very special circumstances. Paragraph 77
of the NPPF requires that the designation should only be used where:

- the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the
community it serves;

- the green area is demonstrably special to a local
community and holds a particular local significance, for
example because of its beauty, historic significance,
recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity
or richness of its wildlife; and

- the green area concerned is local in character and is not an
extensive tract of land.

This Policy seeks to identify and designate sites in the parish. The emerging
Local Plan policy also provides the framework for such designations. The
methodology closely aligns to that of the National Planning Practice Guidance.
Any local Green Space designation must follow the methodology detailed in




the Local Plan. Each suggested designation will need to be assessed against the
criteria given and the assessment included in the consultation versions of the
local plan so as to elicit comment. Please see page 101-106 in the Preferred
Directions.

It would be useful to state how development affecting these green spaces
would be assessed, or how they could be improved, or how development could
help to improve them?

Policy ENV [6]

This policy only applies to surface water flooding therefore to avoid confusion
the title of the policy should be amended to reflect this.

To avoid confusion the term ‘Surface Water Management Plan’ should be
revised as these are produced for the districts by the Lead Local Flood
Authority.

The Council recommends that you contact the Lead Local Flood Authority
before the wording of this policy is finalised.

Policy ENV [8]

Recommend that a general policy on sustainable development should underpin
the rest. If so this should be policy No 1. If, however, the policy is about using
sustainable building materials in the design of new buildings and adapting to
climate change, then suggest another title ‘Sustainable Design’? Build on COM
01 Design?

These matters are now largely covered in the Building Regulations.

Policy ENV [9]

The supporting text relates to off-site issues. This is not appropriate as the
policy could only seek to influence links from within the development site and
not beyond. Suggest that this be made more specific in the policy and the
supporting text should be revised.

For information, emerging Local Plan Policy EO6 ‘Developer Contributions’
specifies that contributions can only be sought for impacts directly relate to
the development which links back to the provisions of Regulation 122 of the
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations.

Policy ECN [1]

This policy encourages micro and small businesses subject to acceptable
impacts on residential amenity, transport and the environment and sufficient
on-site parking.

Suggest that whilst this policy is clear, it adds little to existing policies on
amenity COM 02 in emerging Local Plan and Policy DC 1 in Adopted Core
Strategy.

Link back to vision and objectives about what the parish would like to see.

Policy ECN [2]

The provision of good communications is an important aspect of sustainable
economic growth in rural areas. Support for broadband would reduce the need
for travel and contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.
However, the policy as worded is overly prescriptive and strays into matters




beyond planning and land-use policy.

PAP6

These community aspirations could be incorporated into a policy with TRA 1.

A key vision of the NP appears to be to discourage car-use and making walking
and cycling safer. Policies need to be re-worded to enhance the priorities of
footpaths and connectivity with more specific detail and identification of green
corridors to facilitate aims and aspirations rather than seeking to reduce speed.

Recommend that this policy direction is given further thought. It is suggested
looking at the wording to include, walkability, sustainable transport, facilitation
of traffic speeds etc. and green infrastructure.

Policy TRA [1]

The policy replicates the requirements of emerging policy TRO1 and is
considered to be too onerous on developers. The Council’s approach set out in
its Local List seeks a Transport Assessment where a proposed development is
likely to have significant transport implications. Transport Assessments will be
required generally for larger developments, such as housing schemes of more
than 50 dwellings, and other developments with more than 100 car parking
spaces. The coverage and detail of the Transport Assessment should reflect the
scale of the development and the extent of the transport implications of the
proposal.

It is unreasonable to state that new development will not add to increased
traffic flows. However, the use of sustainable modes of transport should be
encouraged.

Further advice on individual proposals can also be obtained from Norfolk
County Council as the local highway authority.

Policy TRA [2]

This policy is in conflict with the emerging parking standards contained in
Appendix 2 of the emerging Local Plan as included in the recent ‘Preferred
Directions’ consultation document and this could affect the viability of a site.
Local parking standards should only be imposed where there is clear and
compelling justification that they are necessary to manage their local road
network. Any alternatives would require robust evidence to support the
approach. Therefore, the policy is not supported.

Policy COM [1]

This policy refers to changes of use of existing facilities that might result in the
loss of the facility. These will be permitted provided that the facility is replaced
or there is otherwise adequate and appropriate provision and the use is no
longer viable. In relation to the last criterion, a twelve-month marketing period
is required as well as demonstration that the terms offered are reasonable.

Given the NPPF’s support for a prosperous rural economy and the importance
of the retention and development of local services and facilities, this policy is in
line with national policy and guidance.

The policy adds detail to policy COM 04 of the emerging Local Plan and DC 18
of the Adopted Core Strategy. At the time of writing these comments, as
Yaxham's position as a Local Service Centre has not been resolved, if it remains




in the Local Service Centre tier of the settlement hierarch this policy would
help to achieve sustainable development and is supported.

Policy COM [2]

This policy would benefit from being amended to set out the general approach
to securing financial contributions, i.e. the type of developments that would be
required to provide them; what form of obligation/mitigation would be
necessary; and generally where the contributions would go.

The policy should also be amended to state that they would go to projects in
order of priority within the most up-to-date list of open space projects and
community facility projects, public art projects, transport projects.






