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2.1

2.2

2.3

Summary

The Carlton Colville Neighbourhood Plan underwent examination with the
independent Examiner publishing their report in January 2024. The Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the Local Planning Authorities) disagreed with some of the
Examiner’s modifications and proposed some alternative modifications. Following a
consultation on the alternative modifications, the Local Planning Authorities have
decided to take forward the alternative modifications alongside those from the
Examiner which are agreed. The Local Planning Authorities now confirm that the
Carlton Colville Neighbourhood Plan will proceed to a Neighbourhood Planning
Referendum subject to the modifications set out in section 3.

Background

Carlton Colville Town Council, as the Qualifying Body, successfully applied for

designation of their Neighbourhood Area under The Neighbourhood Planning
(General) Regulations 2012. The neighbourhood area* was designated by East
Suffolk Council, in consultation with the Broads Authority, on 5% June 20109.

The Carlton Colville Neighbourhood Plan was published by Carlton Colville Town
Council for pre-submission consultation (Regulation 14) between 26" March and 215
May 2022.

Following the submission of the Carlton Colville Neighbourhood Plan (submission
version?) to the Local Planning Authorities, the Plan was publicised and comments

1 https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Neighbourhood-Planning/Designated-Neighbourhood-

Areas/Carlton-Colville/Determination-and-decision.pdf

2 https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Neighbourhood-Planning/Designated-Neighbourhood-

Areas/Carlton-Colville/Carlton-Colville-Neighbourhood-Plan-Submission.pdf
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invited over a six week period commencing on 10" May and closing on 21 June
2023.

2.4 The Local Planning Authorities, with the agreement of Carlton Colville Town Council,
appointed independent examiner, Nigel McGurk BSc (Hons) MCD MBA MRTPI, to
examine the Plan and to consider whether it met the Basic Conditions required by
legislation and whether it should proceed to Referendum.

2.5 In the Examiner’s report? received on 15% January 2024, the Examiner recommended
a number of modifications to the neighbourhood plan which he deemed were
necessary in order for the plan to meet the ‘Basic Conditions’ and proceed to a
referendum. He recommended that the neighbourhood plan referendum area
should be based on the approved Neighbourhood Area.

2.6 After considering the Examiner’s report and following discussion with the Town
Council, the Local Planning Authorities proposed to take a different view on some of
the recommendations made by the Examiner. The Neighbourhood Planning
legislation (www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/schedule/4B) states that if the
Local Planning Authority(s) propose to make a decision which differs from that
recommended by the examiner, under certain circumstances the authority must
notify prescribed persons of their proposed decision (and the reason for it) and invite
representations. Furthermore, if the Local Planning Authority(s) consider it
appropriate to do so, they may subsequently refer the matter to independent
examination.

Additional Focused Consultation on Proposed Alternative Modifications

2.7 Accordingly, the Local Planning Authorities carried out an ‘Additional Focussed
Consultation’ on proposed alternative modifications between the 11t December
2024 and 5t February 2025. Everyone who was consulted as part of the Regulation
16 publicity stage, plus anyone responding to the Regulation 16 publicity (who was
not originally notified), were notified of the consultation. This includes all statutory
consultation bodies and any person or body whose details were supplied by the
Town Council as part of the Regulation 15 submission. The consultation material can
be accessed here: https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CCNPAFC/consultationHome

2.8 10 responses to the consultation were received from the following:
e Anglian Water
e Carlton Colville Town Council
e Historic England
e Lowestoft Town Council
e Marine Management Organisation
e National Highways
e Natural England

3 http://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Neighbourhood-Planning/Designated-Neighbourhood-
Areas/Carlton-Colville/Carlton-Colville-Examiners-Report-15th-Jan-2024.pdf
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2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

e Suffolk County Council (Neighbourhood Planning)
e Suffolk County Council Directorate of Public Health and Communities
e Water Management Alliance

In respect of the proposed alternative modifications, all of the responses can be
summarised as either ‘no comment’, ‘no objection’, or ‘in support’. Some additional
general commentary was provided by some of the respondents, but this did not
relate to the proposed alternative modifications.

Summarised responses are provided in Appendix A, and the full responses can be
viewed in here: https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Neighbourhood-
Planning/Designated-Neighbourhood-Areas/Carlton-Colville/Responses-to-Carlton-
Colville-NP-Additional-Focused-Consultation.pdf

Following the consultation, part 4B of the 1990 Town and Country Planning Act*
states that “if the authority consider it appropriate to do so, they may refer the issue
to independent examination.” The Act does not say how an authority should
approach the matter of whether further examination is appropriate or not.
Accordingly, in determining whether it is ‘appropriate’ to refer the neighbourhood
plan to a further examination, two main factors are considered:

a) Whether there are any conflicting views to be resolved by an examiner, and

b) Whether the proposed alternative modifications meet the Basic Conditions

With respect to a) resolving conflicting views, no representations were received
which disagreed or objected to the proposed alternative modifications in any sense.
The comments were either supportive or neutral. As such there were no conflicting
views to resolve.

With respect to b) whether the alternative modifications meet the Basic Conditions,
an analysis of each alternative modification against each Basic Condition has been
carried out. This finds that each of the alternative modifications meets each of the
Basic Conditions. This analysis can be found in Appendix B.

Accordingly, the LPAs find no reason to refer the neighbourhood plan to further
independent examination.

The legislation requires that the LPAs consider each of the Examiner’s recommended
modifications, the reasons for them, and decide what action to take. The LPAs are
taking these decisions based on the Examiner’s report and the consultation on the
proposed alternative modifications. The decisions on each of the Examiner’s
recommended modifications and the reasons for them are set out in table 1 below.
Ahead of this consideration, the Report and its findings have been considered
between the Council and Carlton Colville Town Council.

4 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/schedule/4B
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Decision and Reasons

East Suffolk Council, under powers delegated to the Head of Planning and Building
Control, and the Broads Authority, using powers delegated to the Director of
Strategic Services, have considered each of the Examiner’s recommended
modifications. Where the LPAs agree with the Examiner’s recommended
modifications, this is clearly stated and the amendments are made accordingly.
Where the LPAs disagree with the Examiner’s recommended modifications, this is
clearly stated along with the reasons why and the revised modifications to be made.
This is all set out in Table 1 below.

The LPAs have also identified a further modification to the Plan which is considered
necessary to clarify the role of supporting text in the neighbourhood plan, set out in
Table 2 below.

With the inclusion of the modifications in Table 1 and Table 2, The Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council have decided that the Carlton Colville Neighbourhood Plan
meets the Basic Conditions identified in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990, is compatible with the Convention rights and
complies with provisions made by or under Section 38A and 38B of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Consequently, the submission version of the Carlton
Colville Neighbourhood Plan will be modified as set out in tables 1 and 2 below for it
then to proceed to referendum.

The LPAs have considered the referendum area as recommended by the Examiner
and have decided there is no reason to extend the area for the purposes of the
referendum. The Referendum area will be the same as the designated
Neighbourhood Area for the Carlton Colville Neighbourhood Plan.

The list of modifications and actions required are set out in Tables 1 and 2 below. As
a consequence of these changes the Carlton Colville Neighbourhood Plan will be re-
published and titled the Carlton Colville Neighbourhood Plan (Referendum Version).

Ben Woolnough MRTPI Marie-Pierre Tighe

Head of Planning and Building Control Director of Strategic Services

East Suffolk Council Broads Authority

10t March 2025 11t March 2025



Table 1: Decisions and Actions by the LPAs in response to the Examiner’s recommended modifications

Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below)

Para 1.2 change last sentence to: “...and therefore its
policies carry equal weight to those of the relevant
Local...”

However, the Neighbourhood Plan forms part of the
development plan and therefore its policies carry equal

weight to those of is-given-eguabweightto the relevant

Local Plan in the decision-making process.

(summarised)
This modification was recommended
for clarity and accuracy.

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

Delete last sentence of Para 1.3 (“It is...provided.”). NB,
the policies of the Development Plan are considered as
a whole.

" ‘ I p L
wholealthoughsome cross-referencing betweenPlan
licios t idod.

This modification was recommended
for clarity and accuracy.

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

Change first sentence of Para 1.4 to: “...actions which
are not contained within the Neighbourhood Plan’s
policies. This is...”

The process of producing the Neighbourhood Plan has
identified a number of actions which are not contained
within the Neighbourhood Plan’s policies. have not been

included in the policies’ sections.

This modification was recommended
for clarity and accuracy.

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

Change first sentence of Para 1.8 to: “The allocation in
the Waveney (East Suffolk) Local Plan establishes the
following principles for the development of the site:”

This modification was recommended
for clarity and accuracy.

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.




Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below) (summarised)
The allocation in the Waveney (East Suffolk) Local Plan

establishes the following principles for the development

Ol the site: There-are-a-numberof importantprinciples
hat ] lroad dentified inthe W €
Suffelk) Local P hich-devel : o
opectedeaddrass:

Delete Para 1.9. NB, the site is allocated in an adopted This modification was recommended | Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
Local Plan. It is not the role of the Neighbourhood Plan for clarity and accuracy. recommended.
to “work with these principles to deliver better
outcomes...”

his Neichl I I it
ciol Lolivor 1t on local

knowledgeand-needs
Delete Para 1.12, which appears to suggest that the This modification was recommended | Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
Neighbourhood Plan has a different role in respect of for clarity and accuracy. recommended.

adopted allocations than is the case.




Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)

| L finalivlook and feollike
helo cu | . o .
engagementwith-developers, the localplanning

The Neighbourhood Plan does not provide “a blueprint | This modification was recommended | Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
for development.” Change first sentence of Para 1.13 to: | for clarity and accuracy. recommended.

“A group consisting...” Change last sentence of Para 1.13
to “Community feedback received formed an important
part of the consultation process and has informed the
production of this Neighbourhood Plan.”

Conseguenthy—a A group consisting of members of the
public and councillors....

community-fortheperiedte-2036- Community feedback

received formed an important part of the consultation
process and has informed the production of this
Neighbourhood Plan.

Para 2.8. This Para does not refer to a Policy This modification was recommended | Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
requirement in the Neighbourhood Plan, change for clarity and accuracy. recommended.

wording of second sentence to: “...designation, the

Town Council will seek to ensure that this site of historic

interest to the local community, including its setting, are




Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below) (summarised)
considered in respect of any new development
proposals.”

Although this is not a formal designation, the Town
Council will seek to ensure that this site #should-be
noted-thatthisisa-site of historic interest to the local
community, including its setting, are considered in
respect of any new development proposals. the-setting-of

which-should-be-considered-when-planningnew

development:
Change last sentence of Para 2.13 to: “The Waveney This modification was recommended | Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
(East Suffolk) Local Plan requires that development on | for clarity and accuracy. recommended.

this part of the site should not be commenced until the
land for sports and leisure use has been made available
for use.”

The Waveney (East Suffolk) Local Plan requires

development Bevelepment on this part of the site should
will not be commenced until the land for sports and

leisure use has been made available for use.

Para 3.1, delete last three sentences (“In doing This modification was recommended | Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
so...needs.”) for clarity and accuracy. recommended.




Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)
° E;l'E”E ;E‘I o E'I.E e comi “I'".E’ ”IE EE“g“IE ° E'I ;

Para 3.1 change third sentence to: “In addition, where This modification was recommended | Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
possible, we want to help shape the two major for clarity and accuracy. recommended.

development allocations in the Waveney (East Suffolk)

Local Plan.”

In addition, where possible, we want to help be-able-te
guide-and-shape the two major development allocations
in the Waveney (East Suffolk) Local Plan.

Policy CC1, delete part v of the Policy (“in the case Part v. of the policy was considered Agreed. Policy CC1 has been amended as recommended.
of...amenity of neighbours;”) to be reliant upon an adopted Policy
in the Local Plan and therefore is

unnecessary.




Examiner’s Recommended Modification
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

. L s of noiahl ;

Policy CC1, delete part vii of the Policy
(“supporting...document.”)

Part vii is considered to impose
onerous requirements on all forms
of development without evidence to
suggest that these requirements are
deliverable, whilst having regard to
Paragraph 16 and Paragraph 57 of
the NPPF 2021.

Disagree.

The whole of part A of the policy applies to development
proposals ‘as appropriate to their scale, nature and
location’ - therefore it does not need to be applied to all
development and is not considered to be onerous. A
minor change to the wording with respect to the
application of the Suffolk Design Streets Guide will help
to clarify this. It is unclear how paragraph 57 of the NPPF
2021 is relevant to this part of the policy. It is considered
that amendment to Policy CC3 rather than deletion of
this part of the policy is a more reasonable modification.

Modification following revision by LPAs (1):
Amend part vii to read:

“vii. supporting and enabling walking and cycling by
effectively integrating walking and cycling infrastructure
(including public rights of way) into development and
ensuring that links into the wider network are maintained
and, where possible, enhanced. \Where appropriate,

10




Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

development must demonstrate how it has been informed
by the Suffolk Design Streets Guide or any successor
document.’

Policy CC1, part B, delete first two sentences and
replace with “All new development should demonstrate
high quality design and is required to respect its
surroundings. The following will be supported:”

to-bepartof designproposalsfordevelopment-

development should demonstrate high quality design and

is required to respect its surroundings. The following will
be supported.

It is considered unclear how
development proposals “must
demonstrate that they make
appropriate use of materials and
features.” There is no indication set
out in the Policy as to what an
appropriate use of materials and
features comprises, who will
determine this and on what basis.

Agreed. Policy CC1 has been amended as recommended.

Policy CC1, part B i, delete last two sentences (“The
choice...existing properties.”)

The choicoof il inirmise tl
: it of devel Thic onl :
| I :  oxicti

It is considered that there is no
indication for how a requirement for
the choice of material to “minimise
the carbon footprint of
development” will be judged or
controlled. This part of the policy is
judged to be ambiguous and
therefore does not have regard to
national guidance.

Agreed. Policy CC1 has been amended as recommended.

11




Examiner’s Recommended Modification
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Policy CC1, delete part B iv

el ‘ dential devel
o 9 . . hal
i ot the | ‘ I
o hoct

It is considered that the wording in
this part of the policy has the
unintended outcome of suggesting
that extensions to existing buildings
need not respect their surroundings.

Agreed. Policy CC1 has been amended as recommended.

Policy CC1, delete part C

It is considered that there is no
information to demonstrate that
provision of adaptable internal
layouts allowing for cost effective
alterations in respect of every new
home to be provided in the
Neighbourhood Area, as required by
the Policy, is deliverable.

Agreed. Policy CC1 has been amended as recommended.

Para 4.3, change to: “...focusing on how the
Neighbourhood Plan can help to support the creation of
a cohesive...”

As the single largest development that is likely to affect
the community during the plan period, we have spent a
lot of time focusing on how the Neighbourhood Plan can
help to support the creation of we-can-ensure-this

develepmentcan-beceme a cohesive, attractive part of
the Plan Area through its design and layout.

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and
it should not comprise policy
requirements.

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

Para 4.4, change second sentence to: “The Waveney
(East Suffolk) Local Plan (shown at Figure 1.1 in this
plan) establishes these, including locating...”

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

12




Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)

Many-ofthese-have already-been-established by the
" . lan in the A/ (East Suffolk)
Local-Plan{shownat Figure 1.1 inthisplan}; The

Waveney (East Suffolk) Local Plan (shown at Figure 1.1 in

this plan) establishes these, including locating the

country park in the west to allow the existing water
runoff pattern to be preserved, thus retaining the
scheduled monument’s seasonal wet characteristic.

it should not comprise policy
requirements

Delete Para 4.5 (which appears to suggest that the
Neighbourhood Plan has a different role in respect of
adopted allocations than is the case)

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and
it should not comprise policy
requirements

Disagree.

This paragraph correctly states that the neighbourhood
plan will influence discussions with developers and the
Local Planning Authority with respect to the site allocated
by Local Plan policy WLP2.16. It also acknowledges that
the final design will be subject to detailed plans. It is not
agreed that this text provides an inaccurate indication of
the role of the Neighbourhood Plan. Nonetheless, there
is scope to add clarity with respect to the text being
guidance only and also in relation to the role that
masterplanning will play in delivering the allocated site,
as required by adopted policy WLP2.16. Accordingly, it is
recommended that some additional text is added to
address this within the supporting text.

Modification following revision by LPAs (2):

Amend para. 4.5 to read:
‘The guidance contained in the Neighbourhood Plan is
intended to shewd influence discussions with developers

13




Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s

Recommended Modification

(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

and East Suffolk Council, but the final layout, look and

feel will be subject to a developer-led Masterplanning
process which will be informed by detailed site appraisal
and assessment and ongoing community engagement
detailed-plans. However, the Neighbourhood Plan has
been informed by the aspirations and desires of our
community to ensure that these are not over-looked and
this presents an early insight into the challenges and
opportunities for the future Masterplanning process.

Para 4.9, change last sentence to: “...should be
considered are identified...”

Specific views that should be considered preserved are
identified separately in Policy CC2.

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and
it should not comprise policy
requirements

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

Para 4.10, change second sentence to: “...edge of the
development should respect the existing...”

For example, the buildings adjacent to the Bell Farm
development site do not exceed two storeys, therefore
the edge of the development should will-reed-te respect
the existing building height, tapering off in height as they
meet the open countryside.

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and
it should not comprise policy
requirements

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

Delete Figure 4.9 (which does not show the precise
location of heritage assets/issues but appears as a
confusing plan)

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and

Agreed. Figure 4.9 has been deleted as recommended.

14




Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)
: T e horitage

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification

(summarised)
it should not comprise policy
requirements

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Delete Paras 4.15 to 4.21 inclusive. Delete Figure 4.12.

(This section reads as though it comprises policy
requirements, which is not the case)

Naturalenvironment-and-openspace

AAE Cieopifroosand-hodzessheuldformthemaln
I I I . bl

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and
it should not comprise policy
requirements

Disagree.

Use of supporting text to guide the application of the
policies is supported. The supporting text is distinct from
the policy text, which is contained within a green text
box. Parts of paras 4.15 to 4.21 apply to parts of policy
CC1 which are removed. Alternative supporting text is
therefore set out below.

Modification following revision by LPAs (3):

Paras 4.15 to 4.21 inclusive to be deleted and new text to
be added to form new para. 4.19 to read:

‘Open spaces provided as part of new developments
should be connected to the wider town where possible
using paths that encourage walking and cycling.’

Natural-environment-and-open-space

15




Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)

16



Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)
T tamilysizoc —

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

17




Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)
- e _

" 12 princiol | :

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)

18




Examiner’s Recommended Modification
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

. 12 Princiol :

Delete Para 4.25 (which is not a policy requirement)

It is considered that the supporting

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as

text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of recommended.
425 These principlesshould-inform-the design-of text set out as policy requirements.
developmentgeneraly-but-inparticular-inthe BellFarm | Supporting text is precisely that and
development: it should not comprise policy

requirements
Para 4.26, delete last two sentences (“Any It is considered that the supporting Disagree.

flood...surrounding area.”) (which read as policy
requirements, but are not)

text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and
it should not comprise policy
requirements

The supporting text is distinct from the policy text, which
is contained within a green text box. As such, the first
sentence can be retained. Flood mitigation schemes
which can provide pedestrian and cycle links plus quiet
spaces are likely to be few, therefore this part of the text
should be reworded so that this expectation does not
need to be placed on all flood mitigation schemes.

Modification following revision by LPAs (4):

Retain penultimate sentence (Any flood mitigation...)

Amend final sentence (It should provide quieter...) to
read: Where possible, it should provide quieter spaces for
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below)

(summarised)

relaxation and reflection and good pedestrian and cycling

links through-to the rest-of the development and

surrounding area.

Delete Paras 4.27 to 4.29 inclusive. (These paras read as
though they are policy requirements, which they are
not. In making this recommendation, | note that the
retained Para 4.30 largely summarises the intent of
previous paragraphs)

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and
it should not comprise policy
requirements

Disagree

The supporting text is distinct from the policy text, which
is contained within a green text box. The supporting text
describes principles of good design which are applicable
to major developments. There is no clear reason why
these cannot be included in the plan. A re-wording is
considered a more appropriate modification to clarify
that the guidance applies to major residential
developments (ie. 10+ dwellings) which abut the
countryside. Reference to pedestrian and cycle
movement is included within the supporting text due to
this principle being removed from the later
‘Neighbourhood Edges’ section of the plan.

Modification following revision by LPAs (5):

Delete para.s 4.27 to 4.29 inclusive.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)
—— hi I tend to.d

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s

Recommended Modification

(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Insert after para. 4.30: Where major residential
development abuts the countryside, the edges should
have a soft appearance which can be supported through
dwellings facing out to the countryside. Where possible,
edqge lanes should be incorporated which allow access to
a small number of dwellings. Edge lanes should allow for
pedestrian and cycle movement around the edge of the
site where possible.

Para 4.32 Guidance is precisely that, change opening
sentence to: “Development should take account of the
Suffolk Design...cars.” Delete last sentence
(“Development should...guidance.”)

s hat devel ol I i
provided-by Development should take account of the
Suffolk Design Streets Guide* which provides clear advice
on different types of road layout for different types of
streets and developments

C I hat iticinf by thi
guidance:

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and
it should not comprise policy
requirements

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

Delete Paras 4.33 to 4.43 inclusive. (These paras read as
though they are policy requirements, which they are
not)

It is considered that the supporting
text for Policy CC1 contains a lot of
text set out as policy requirements.
Supporting text is precisely that and
it should not comprise policy
requirements

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below) (summarised)
MNeighbourhoed-edges

23



Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)
oLkt poltion icial ikt chould be limited

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)

-y —— >y . e
i Policies CC3 and CCA in Section 5.

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Policy CC2, delete first and second sentences and
replace with: “Development must respect the Parish’s
scenic beauty and should demonstrate how the
following views have been taken into consideration:”

Developmentproposalsare-expected-toconserve the
o ‘ ich . ' :
heric] . I i Fi 121 W :

Development must respect the Parish’s scenic beauty and

should demonstrate how the following views have been
taken into consideration:

It is considered that Policy CC2
should seek to ensure that
development respects its
surroundings. However, it is worded
to require the preservation of views.
It is considered impossible to fully
preserve a view a view can change
on an annual, seasonal, daily and
even hourly basis. It is therefore
considered that Policy CC2 is
currently a vague policy that would
necessarily place a significant hurdle
in the way of the Neighbourhood
Plan’s contribution to the
achievement of sustainable
development. As set out, the Policy
does not meet the basic conditions.

Agreed. Policy CC2 has been amended as recommended.

Policy CC2, delete part B (“Development...preserved.”)

It is considered that Policy CC2
should seek to ensure that
development respects its
surroundings. However, it is worded
to require the preservation of views.
It is considered impossible to fully
preserve a view a view can change
on an annual, seasonal, daily and
even hourly basis. It is therefore

Agreed. Policy CC2 has been amended as recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)

considered that Policy CC2 is
currently a vague policy that would
necessarily place a significant hurdle
in the way of the Neighbourhood
Plan’s contribution to the
achievement of sustainable
development. As set out, the Policy
does not meet the basic conditions.

Para 4.44, delete all after first sentence and replace
with: “Based on input from the community, four
important views have been identified and these are
shown in Figure 4.21 and are described below.”

torward Theseyi howr i Ei 11 and

—~Based on input from the community,
four important views have been identified and these are
shown in Figure 4.21 and are described below.

The amendments to the supporting
text for Policy CC2 is based on the
suggested modifications to Policy
cc2.

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

Para 4.46, delete penultimate sentence
(“Preserving...the site.”)

| I
ebic hor ¥ . the i

The amendments to the supporting
text for Policy CC2 is based on the
suggested modifications to Policy
cc2.

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Para 4.47, delete last sentence (“This view...assets.”)

Thicyi : ctoric land .
it | histor .

The amendments to the supporting
text for Policy CC2 is based on the
suggested modifications to Policy
ccz.

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

Para 4.48, last sentence, change to: “...proposals

The amendments to the supporting

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as

consider this in their design...” text for Policy CC2 is based on the recommended.
suggested modifications to Policy

It will therefore be important that development cca.

proposals consider address this in its design and layout as

Bloodmoor Hill and its views will become publicly

accessible.

Delete title of Policy CC3 and replace with a new title: It is considered that the policy Disagree

“Key Movement and Public Rights of Way”

KEY-MOVEMENT ROUTES Key Movement and Public
Rights of Way

wording is confusing as it seeks to
protect ‘routes’ that do not exist.

Changes to Policy CC3 and supporting text move the
focus away from Key Movement routes and place the
focus on walking, cycling and public rights of way. The
title of the policy should be amended to reflect this.

Modification following revision by LPAs (6):
Delete title of Policy CC3 and replace with: ‘Walking,
Cycling, and Public Rights of Way’

KEY-MOVEMENT ROUTES Walking, Cycling and Public
Rights of Way

Policy CC3: delete wording of Policy and replace with
new wording: “The protection, enhancement and

It is considered that Policy CC3 and
its supporting text identify specific
improvements to be made to cycling

Disagree.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below)
expansion of the public rights of way network, will be
supported.”

(summarised)

and walking routes. However, there
is no evidence to demonstrate that
any of the proposals set out are
deliverable. Policy CC3 therefore
does not meet the basic conditions.

Additionally, part of the supporting
text to Policy CC3 appears to relate
to matters that will be considered
through the planning application
process.

It is acknowledged that as it stands there is some
uncertainty over how parts of Policy CC3 which relate to
the Key Movement Routes would be delivered. In this
respect deletion of parts A, B and C is considered to be
supportable. It is not agreed, however, that all parts of
the policy should be wholly removed. Several parts of the
policy embody what are considered to be sound planning
objectives in terms of supporting active travel and good
design, with no apparent barriers to practical delivery.
With some modification it is considered that elements of
the policy can be retained without conflict with the Basic
Conditions.

Modification following revision by LPAs (7):

Delete parts A and B and C.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)
— e bl ot ¢ rmobil

The protection, enhancement and expansion of the

public rights of way network, will be supported.

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)

Modify Part D as follows:

D. Major development proposals sust should ensure that
pedestrian and cycle access into and through the site is
safe, convenient and attractive. In particular, provision of
segregated cycle and pedestrian routes will be strongly
supported. Suchroutesthatalso-ensurethataccess
Access to these routes byfor disabled users, the blind and
deaf and users of mobility scooters is-seeured should be
provided where possible.

Modify part E as follows:
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)

E. Where major development is adjacent to open
countryside, layouts should provide walking and cycling
access around the perimeter of the development where
feasible and, where possible, provide access for all non-
vehicular users into the countryside, particularly where
this provides connections with public rights of way and
permissive footpaths.

Delete F and replace with:

The protection, enhancement and expansion of the

public rights of way network, will be supported.

Development which would result in the loss of existing

PROWSs will not be permitted unless alternative provision

or diversions can be arranged which are at least as

attractive, safe and convenient for public use. This will

apply to PROWSs for pedestrian, cyclist, or horse rider use.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Delete Paras 5.3 to 5.12, inclusive

It is considered that Policy CC3 and
its supporting text identify specific
improvements to be made to cycling
and walking routes. However, there
is no evidence to demonstrate that
any of the proposals set out are
deliverable. Policy CC3 therefore
does not meet the basic conditions.

Additionally, part of the supporting
text to Policy CC3 appears to relate
to matters that will be considered
through the planning application
process.

Disagree.

Parts of the supporting text provide helpful commentary
around the plan preparation process and the
community’s wishes and aspirations. Some parts
incorporate good planning and design principles. It is not
considered to be reasonable or necessary to delete these
parts. Other parts could be seen as superfluous and
removal of these parts is agreed. The identified
improvements in para. 5.9 are considered to be useful
background information for the community, as such it is
proposed that these are moved to an appendix for
reference and addressed as non-planning actions. The
maps provide useful context and should be retained.
Adding public rights of way to the map in fig. 5.2 will
improve the information available.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)
Wk i thace limi | |

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Modification following revision by LPAs (8):

Delete para.s 5.3 and 5.4.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification

(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Para. 5.5: delete from first sentence: “Whilstrecegnising
I - I Land .

Delete final sentence: ‘Fhe-sameprincipleswillapplyte

Add new sentence to end of para. 5.5: ‘Furthermore,
improvements to cycling and walking routes which were

identified through the process of preparing the

neighbourhood plan are included in Appendix B.’

Para. 5.6: amend first sentence to say: ‘Nevertheless;

" ‘ el . o ¢
Bel-Farm-and-OakesFarm-We do want to improve
movement generally across our community through:...’

Delete para. 5.7.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)
: " : ¢ af

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Add Public Rights of Way to fig 5.2.

Amend title of fig. 5.2 to ‘Existing cycle-friendly routes
and Public Rights of Way’.

Figure 5.2 Existing cycle-friendly routes and Public Rights
of Way.

Delete heading ‘Solutions’
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)
o 5. provide cas |

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Delete paras. 5.8 and 5.9. Bullet pointed text from para.

5.9 to be moved to new ‘Appendix B'.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)
: rond caf e

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Amend para. 5.10 as follows:

‘Design of major development that incorporates
‘neighbourhood edges’ creates the opportunity to
provide walking and cycling access around the perimeter
of developments. Not only will this help to provide a soft
edge to development but it will provide attractive routes
for non-vehicular movement and erable-easy support
access into the countryside through the network of public
rights of way (which include bridleways) and permissive
footpaths.’

Delete para. 5.11
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)

. .II . ish of Gicleham to-ensurethat these Amend para. 5.12 as follows:

routesare protected-and-enhanced-for pedestriansand

eyelists—More inspirationally, we would-welcome ‘Alongside new cycling routes, the provision of suitable
propesalsforimprovedroad-connectivity-that directly cycle parking at key destinations, e.g. shops, schools,
links-majorproposed-developmentssuchasBell-Farm workplaces, etc. is supperted encouraged.’

Delete Figure 5.3 It is suggested that this figure is Disagree.
deleted as it will no longer be
FlgureE2-toy-MevementPevies relevant after the suggested Figure 5.3 is relevant to the aspirational routes which are
modifications to CC3 have been proposed to be moved to new Appendix B. It is noted
made. however that some of the routes on the map need
clarifying.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)

Modification following revision by LPAs (9):

Move figure 5.3 to new appendix B. Minor modifications
to be made to the map to improve clarity as follows:

e Clearer labelling of red routes

e Clearer labelling of routes from the East Suffolk
Council Cycling and Walking Strategy

e Change Castleton Avenue route from red to
orange

Remove route C5 as it is not necessary

Delete Paras 5.14, 5.15 and 5.16 It is considered that Policy CC3 and Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
its supporting text identify specific recommended.

improvements to be made to cycling
and walking routes. However, there
is no evidence to demonstrate that
any of the proposals set out are
deliverable. Policy CC3 therefore
does not meet the basic conditions.

Additionally, part of the supporting
text to Policy CC3 appears to relate
to matters that will be considered
through the planning application
process.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)

Policy CC4A, delete “and should be in accordance with There is no requirement for Policy Agreed. Policy CC4 has been amended as recommended.

Suffolk Guidance for Parking” CC4 to repeat the provisions of
existing policy or to refer to

A. Car parking arrangements should be safe, convenient Guidance not controlled by the
and should not undermine the quality and amenity of the Neighbourhood Plan.
streets and-shevld-bedrnacsardaneeyrith-Suitall
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Policy CC4C, change first sentence to: “...parking types
will be supported, in the interests of good urban
design.”

C. On major development sites (as defined in the NPPF), a
mix of parking types will be supported, in the interests is

encouraged-to-supportthe-delivery of good urban design.

It is considered not clear, in the
absence of information, how Policy
CC4 might “encourage” a mix of
parking sites.

Agreed. Policy CC4 has been amended as recommended.

Policy CC4C, delete last sentence (“Car...streets”)

Car-parkingarrangementsshould-be-safe,convenientand
I I e tl . I i of
shroets

It is considered that this is repetition
of Policy CC4A.

Agreed. Policy CC4 has been amended as recommended.

Policy CC5, part A, change first line to: “All development
should protect existing habitats and species...”

All development prepesals should aim-te protect existing
habitats and species, including hedgerows and mature
trees.

It is considered that the wording in
Policy CC5, part A, sets out an
ambiguous requirement, contrary to
national planning guidance.

Agreed. Policy CC5 has been amended as recommended.

Policy CC5, part D, change to: “Implementation of the
principles of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) and
natural flood management techniques to enhance
biodiversity and ecosystems will be supported. Flood
mitigation should, where possible, have a natural
character...”

Policy CC5, part D, provides no
information to demonstrate that the
requirement to implement
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)
would be deliverable, or even
appropriate, for all forms of
development. This part of the policy
would therefore run the risk of

Agreed. Policy CC5 has been amended as recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below) (summarised)
Developmentisreguired-to-implement Implementation placing an obstacle in the way of the
of the principles of Sustainable Urban Drainage (SuDs) Neighbourhood Plan contributing to
and natural flood management techniques to-which-will | the achievement of sustainable
enhance biodiversity and ecosystems will be supported. development.

Flood mitigation should, shal-where possible, have a
natural character whilst ensuring that

Delete Para 6.5 It is considered that the supporting Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
text refers to a view which is not recommended.

6-5n-additiontothe SWTstudy-the Waveney Heritage relevant to Policy CC5.

Para 6.7, change to: “...Bell Farm site allocation could It is considered that the references Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
provide...and plants. Such an approach might also to Bell Farm in the supporting text recommended.

present an opportunity for the existing water run- could be construed as policy
off...wet characteristic. (NB DELETE “(how the requirements, which they are not.
Country...Policy CC8”). Additional green areas might be
introduced to act as flood mitigation where the flood
risk is high. In this respect, there might be an
opportunity...network. This might then be enhanced by
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below) (summarised)
retaining the existing hedgerows, providing a possible
opportunity for them to connect...”

For example, introducing a country park in the west of
the Bell Farm site allocation wewuld could provide
protection for the heritage aspects plus an opportunity
for enhancing the environment through hedge planting,
managed wetland/meadow and further planting of
appropriate trees and plants. Such an approach might

also present an opportunity for the existing water run-off

Hwillalso-alewan-existing-water+run-off pattern to be
preserved, retaining the scheduled monument’s seasonal
wet characteristic {hew-the-Country-Park-mightbe
ahd-covered-by-Peliey-€E8)- Additional green areas might
€an be introduced to act as flood mitigation where the
flood risk is high. In this respect, there Fhere is might be
an opportunity to link these green spaces to the country
park to form a network. This might then ear be enhanced
by retaining the existing hedgerows, providing a possible
opportunity for them to whieh-ean connect with the
green space via foot and cycle paths.

Delete Para 6.8 (and delete title “General Much of the content of Paragraphs Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as

environmental principles for development”) 6.8 t0 6.16 is worded as though it recommended.
comprises Policy requirements,

which it does not.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)
= — Losincioles fordeval

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)

Delete Paras 6.10 to 6.16, inclusive

Much of the content of Paragraphs
6.8 to0 6.16 is worded as though it
comprises Policy requirements,
which it does not.

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.

44




Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)
o foll . E ion but thei

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)

Policy CC6, delete the second sentence of part A (“In
the...met.”)

n the B e AuthorityE e Area. .
o Local Plan Policy DM22 (Lig! lution)
bemet:

It is considered that this wording is
unnecessary as there is no need for
the Neighbourhood Plan to repeat
the provisions of an existing policy
within the adopted Development
Plan.

Agreed. Policy CC6 has been amended as recommended.

Policy CC6, delete Parts B, C and D

It is considered that the use of
guidance should not be used as
policy. Additionally, Policy CC6 does
not provide indication of what is an
unnecessary form of artificial

Agreed. Policy CC6 has been amended as recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below)

e hogibn § € road cafety

(summarised)

outdoor lighting. Moreover, highway
lighting is the responsibility of the
Highways Authority and is a matter
outside the control of the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Para 6.21, delete and replace with: “The Neighbourhood
Plan requires development to respect the
Neighbourhood Area’s dark skies with the purpose of
minimising the impact of lighting on the recognised
qualities of the area.”

Lightine should fically | I S
: Thisi I bel I -
protection-ofexisting-habitats: The Neighbourhood Plan

requires development to respect the Neighbourhood

Area’s dark skies with the purpose of minimising the

impact of lighting on the recognised qualities of the area.

The supporting text following
immediately on from Policy CC6
does not relate directly to the Policy
and is confusing. It includes wording
that appears as though it is a policy
requirement (which it is not) and it
makes unnecessary references to
existing policies in the Development
Plan.

Agreed. Policy CC6 has been amended as recommended.

Para 6.22, delete all after first sentence (“Lighting
should...buildings.”)

The supporting text following
immediately on from Policy CC6
does not relate directly to the Policy

Agreed. Policy CC6 has been amended as recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below)

(summarised)

and is confusing. It includes wording
that appears as though it is a policy
requirement (which it is not) and it
makes unnecessary references to
existing policies in the Development
Plan.

Delete Paras 6.23 to 6.27 inclusive (including Figures
contained therein)

Encouraging use-of green-andnatural energyand

resoedrees

The supporting text following
immediately on from Policy CC6
does not relate directly to the Policy
and is confusing. It includes wording
that appears as though it is a policy
requirement (which it is not) and it
makes unnecessary references to
existing policies in the Development
Plan.

Agreed. Policy CC6 has been amended as recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)
R : — : . |

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below) (summarised)

Delete Policy CC7 Agreed. Policy CC7 has been deleted as recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)

The allocation in the Local Plan
includes requirements for
community provision. The detail
relating to these will appropriately
be determined via the planning
application process. Additionally, the
allocation in the Local Plan includes

Agreed. The supporting text has been deleted as
recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)
rop— : ishes; i should

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification

(summarised)

an indicative masterplan. Matters
relating to detailed layout, including
the provision of play space, will
appropriately be determined via the
planning application process.

Therefore, it is not open for the
Neighbourhood Plan to seek to
determine land uses or detailed
layouts, or to set out development
requirements in respect of the land
allocated for development by Local
Plan Policy WLP2.16.

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)
'E'.E}.”""EI’ £ Ell'e'%”.“ a: Py arespres EI g'

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)

53




Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)
| ith a1l : : latar in thi

section-

Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
(summarised)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)
 their rafarred locat v :

Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
(summarised)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Local Plan Policy WLP2.16 requires
the provision of a country park of at
least 15 hectares as part of the
delivery of a comprehensive mixed-
use development. Therefore, all of
the detail relating to the delivery of
the country park will appropriately
be determined via the planning
application process. It is not the role
of the Neighbourhood Plan to seek
to determine this detail or to set out
development requirements.

Disagree

The Examiner states in para. 130 of his report that all of
the detail relating to the country park will be determined
via the planning application process, and that it is not
role of the Neighbourhood Plan to determine details or
set out development requirements to be addressed at
the planning application stage. This statement is not
supported and it is the LPAs view that neighbourhood
plans can set out development requirements to be
addressed at the planning application stage, provided it is
done in a way that meets the Basic Conditions.

Policy CC8 refers to fig. 7.1 which indicates uses for the
country park which are considered to be both reasonable
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification Reason for Examiner’s Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)
changes below) (summarised)

and deliverable. Flexibility around how these are applied
at the planning application stage will be required, but
there is no clear reason why they cannot form the basis
to inform the country park masterplan.

Modification following revision by LPAs (10):

Re-word policy CC8 as follows:

Proposals to deliver the Carlton Colville Country Park
(required as part of the development of land at Bell Farm,
as allocated in Waveney (East Suffolk) Local Plan Policy
WLP2.16) is-expected-to-be-informed-by should
demonstrate how the principles shown in Figure 7.1 have
informed the development of the masterplan. Provision is
encouraged to be made for the range of activities shown.
Para 7.17, change opening paragraph to “This provides Local Plan Policy WLP2.16 requires Disagree.

an opportunity to create a successful country park for the provision of a country park of at
least 15 hectares as part of the

the benefit of the local community and visitors. To help
delivery of a comprehensive mixed-

achieve this, the Town Council has worked to produce a

use development. Therefore, all of Para. 7.17 contains useful supporting information to help
framework and a suggested outline plan for the country the detail relating to the delivery of the application of Policy CC8.
park, set out below. Whilst the Neighbourhood Plan the country park will appropriately
cannot control the delivery of the country park, the be determined via the planning
Town Council is keen to work with the applicant to application process. It is not the role

ensure the country park’s long-term sustainability. The | of the Neighbourhood Plan to seek Modification following revision by LPAs (11):

to determine this detail or to set out
development requirements.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

changes below)
purpose of the framework and plan below is to help
achieve this.

provides an opportunity to create a successful country
park for the benefit of the local community and visitors.
To help achieve this, the Town Council has worked to
produce a framework and a suggested outline plan for
the country park, set out below. Whilst the
Neighbourhood Plan cannot control the delivery of the
country park, the Town Council is keen to work with the
applicant to ensure the country park’s long-term
sustainability. The purpose of the framework and plan
below is to help achieve this.

Reason for Examiner’s

(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Retain para. 7.17.

Add new title above Nos 1-14 in list: “Country Park —
Suggested Framework”

Suggested new wording to reflect
the suggested modifications to the
supporting text and deletion of
Policy CC8.

Disagree.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

Country Park — Suggested Framework

It is proposed to retain para 7.17 and a modified Policy
CC8, therefore the addition of this new title is not
needed.

Modification following revision by LPAs (12):

Do not add new title.

Add new sentence below title: “The following are
suggestions only and the Town Council will seek to
engage with the applicant to develop these ideas
further.”

The following are suggestions only and the Town Council

will seek to engage with the applicant to develop these

ideas further.

Suggested new wording to reflect
the suggested modifications to the
supporting text and deletion of
Policy CC8.

Disagree

It is proposed to retain Policy CC8, therefore this
modification is not needed.

Modification following revision by LPAs (13):

Do not add the new sentence.

Change wording to bullet points Nos 1 and 2 as follows:

“1...This could supplement existing...However, the
country park could provide an additional...

2...Main routes could be tarmacked or comprise
compacted...Main paths could be at least...areas could
be wood chip or...”

Local Plan Policy WLP2.16 requires
the provision of a country park of at
least 15 hectares as part of the
delivery of a comprehensive mixed-
use development. Therefore, all of
the detail relating to the delivery of
the country park will appropriately
be determined via the planning

Agreed. The supporting text has been amended as
recommended.
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification
(summarised)

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

1. To meet the play objective, a new play area is
suggested for inclusion within the proposed development
area utilising land identified for flood mitigation. This
could supplement supplements existing play equipment

areas at Hall Road Community Hall, Carlton Park Play Park
and the Dales development (Bloodmoor Hill). However,
the country park could provide prevides an_additional
opportunity for adventure play.

2. Accessible by and through the park. Main routes could
be tarmacked or comprise compacted stone paths for all
ages and abilities, by foot, by buggy, by cycle and mobility
aid. Main paths could sheuld be at least 3 metres wide to
allow two wheelchairs or prams to pass comfortably.
Other paths around the park or in sensitive
environmental areas could te be wood chip or
equivalent.

application process. It is not the role
of the Neighbourhood Plan to seek
to determine this detail or to set out
development requirements.

Delete Para 7.18

748 The Country-Parkwillneed-to-be supplemented-by-a
fullmanagement plan-once finallayout/areaare agreed
aspartetan develesmonioresesals

Local Plan Policy WLP2.16 requires
the provision of a country park of at
least 15 hectares as part of the
delivery of a comprehensive mixed-
use development. Therefore, all of
the detail relating to the delivery of
the country park will appropriately
be determined via the planning
application process. It is not the role
of the Neighbourhood Plan to seek
to determine this detail or to set out
development requirements.

Disagree

It is a reasonable and relevant objective to put in place a
management plan for the country park. However, the
wording of this paragraph does not reflect the planning
policy requirements in this respect. This paragraph
should be re-worded to reflect the more aspirational
nature of this objective.

Modification following revision by LPAs (14):
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Examiner’s Recommended Modification

(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked

Reason for Examiner’s
Recommended Modification

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority
and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

changes below)

(summarised)

Re-word para. 7.18 to read: ‘Fhe-Country-Park-will-need
to-be-supplemented-by-afuHl Development proposals are

encouraged to include provision for a comprehensive
management plan for the country park-encefined

.........

Update the Contents, Policy, Page and Figure numbering
and provide Paragraph numbering, to take into account
the recommendations proposed.

Changes are required as a result of
recommended modifications to the
policies.

Agreed. The document has been amended reflected
changes made.

Delete the Policies Map on page 69

Changes are required as a result of
recommended modifications to the
policies.

Agreed. The Policies Map has been deleted as
recommended.

Appendix A, delete paragraph of text below the title to
Appendix A and replace with: “Below are extracts from
the East Suffolk Cycling and Walking Strategy 2022.
These set out recommendations in respect of future
Cycling and Walking schemes and are provided for
information purposes.”

Changes are required as a result of
recommended modifications to the
policies.

Agreed. Appendix A has been amended as
recommended.

63




Examiner’s Recommended Modification
(Examiner’s modification in BOLD, tracked
changes below)

have beenidentified— Below are extracts from the East
Suffolk Cycling and Walking Strategy 2022. These set out

recommendations in respect of future Cycling and

Walking schemes and are provided for information
purposes.

Reason for Examiner’s

Decision and Action by the Broads Authority

Recommended Modification and East Suffolk Council (the LPAs)

(summarised)

Whilst not essential, the addition of page numbers to
the contents page and hyperlinks from the contents
page would be helpful. East Suffolk Council has
suggested this and may be able to help with this.

This suggestion is made to improve
navigation and understanding of the
document for the reader.

Agreed. The document has been amended as
recommended.

LPAs’ further modifications

Under section 12(6) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, the LPAs considers that the following modifications are also
needed in order that the Plan meets the basic conditions or for the correction of errors.

Table 2. LPA’s further modifications
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Policy/Supporting Text

Reason for change (summarised)

Action by ESC and the

Add sentence at end of para. 1.3: ‘The supporting text
in the plan is intended to support the implementation
of the policies and should not be applied as policy.’

The supporting text in the plan is intended to support
the implementation of the policies and should not be
applied as policy.

The Examiner’s report references in several places that the
supporting text is written in a way so that it appears to be a
planning policy requirement. This view is not shared by the Local
Planning Authorities - the supporting text is clearly distinct from
the planning policy text, which is contained within a green box,
and gives guidance on applying the policies in the plan. In order
to provide additional clarity over this matter, the additional
modification is proposed.

Broads Authority
The supporting text has been
amended as recommended.
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Appendix A — Summary of Representations from the ‘Additional Focussed
Consultation’, the 11th December 2024 and 5th February 2025

Respondent

Summarised response

Anglian Water

No comments to make.

Carlton Colville Town Council

The modifications are accepted. The Town Council
added that they should be involved in guiding and
facilitating community engagement conducted by
developers.

Historic England

No comment on the alternative modifications.
Historic England referenced previous comments on
the main plan document for further information
purposes.

Lowestoft Town Council

No objection to the alternative modifications.
Support given for sections 4 and 6 of the main
neighbourhood plan document.

Marine Management
Organisation

No comment on the alternative modifications.
General commentary was made about some of the
East Marine Plan policies.

National Highways

No comments to make.

Natural England

No comment on the alternative modifications. Some
advice on general neighbourhood plan matters was
included.

Suffolk County Council
(Neighbourhood Planning)

No objections.

Suffolk County Council
Directorate of Public Health and
Communities

Support given to alternative modifications 1, 4, 5, 8
and 11.

Water Management Alliance

No comments made on the alternative modifications.
The Water Management Alliance recommended the
neighbourhood plan includes reference to drainage
and flood regulators. General comments around
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maintenance of water courses and surface water
drainage matters were provided.

Full responses are available here:
https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Neighbourhood-Planning/Designated-

Neighbourhood-Areas/Carlton-Colville/Responses-to-Carlton-Colville-NP-Additional-

Focused-Consultation.pdf
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Appendix B — Assessment of the Alternative Modifications
against the Basic Conditions

A neighbourhood plan must meet the ‘Basic Conditions’ set out in the Town and Country
Planning Act if it is to proceed to a referendum. This section sets out how each of the
alternative modifications proposed by the Local Planning Authorities meets the Basic
Conditions. The Basic Conditions are set out directly below, and then the alternative
modifications are assessed in turn after that.

Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990° states that:
A draft order meets the basic conditions if—

(a) having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the
Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the order,

(b) having special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed building or its setting or
any features of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses, it is appropriate to
make the order,

(c) having special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation area, it is appropriate to make the order,

(d) the making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustainable development,

(e) the making of the order is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in
the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area),

(f) the making of the order does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, assimilated
obligations, and

(g) prescribed conditions are met in relation to the order and prescribed matters have been
complied with in connection with the proposal for the order.

5 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/schedule/4B
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Alternative Modification 1:

Amend Policy CC1, A, part vii to read:

“vii. supporting and enabling walking and cycling by effectively integrating walking and

cycling infrastructure (including public rights of way) into development and ensuring that

links into the wider network are maintained and, where possible, enhanced. \Where

appropriate, development must demonstrate how it has been informed by the Suffolk Design

Streets Guide or any successor document.’

Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies
and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

Part A, vii of Policy CC1 supports provision of walking and
cycling infrastructure in line with the National Planning
Policy Framework’s (NPPF) objective of promoting healthy
communities.

Alternative Modification 1 adds a small amount of text to
this policy which adds clarity around how the policy should
be applied by decision makers. This meets the objective of
‘clearly written and unambiguous’ policies required by
para. 16 (d) of the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed
building or its setting or any features
of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

Part A vii of the policy does not affect the preservation of
Listed Buildings, their settings, or their features. The
alternative modification does not alter this, and
accordingly the alternative modification is considered to
be compatible with this Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation area

Part A vii of the policy does not affect character or
appearance of any Conservation Areas. The alternative
modification does not alter this, and accordingly the
alternative modification is considered to be compatible
with this Basic Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

Part A, vii of Policy CC1 supports provision of walking and
cycling infrastructure which contributes strongly toward
achieving sustainable development. This helps to reduce
car use thereby reducing climate change and helping
deliver the environmental objectives of sustainable
development. It also supports healthy communities with
improved access to services and facilities, thereby helping
deliver the social objectives of sustainable development.
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(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the strategic
policies contained in the
development plan for the area of the
authority (or any part of that area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the development
plan have been identified by the Local Planning Authorities
and the alternative modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the plan is
compatible with the assimilated obligations. The Local
Planning Authorities concur, and the alternative
modification does not change this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in

relation to the order and prescribed

matters have been complied with in

connection with the proposal for the
order.

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that prescribed

conditions had been met and prescribed matters had been
complied with. The Local Planning Authorities concur, and
the alternative modification does not change this position.

Alternative Modification 2:

Amend para. 4.5 to read:

‘The guidance contained in the Neighbourhood Plan is intended to shewéd influence

discussions with developers and East Suffolk Council, but the final layout, look and feel will

be subject to a developer-led Masterplanning process which will be informed by detailed site

appraisal and assessment and ongoing community engagement detailed-plans. However,

the Neighbourhood Plan has been informed by the aspirations and desires of our community

to ensure that these are not over-looked and this presents an early insight into the

challenges and opportunities for the future Masterplanning process.

Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification

and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

(a) having regard to national policies

The changes in Alternative Modification 2 provide
additional guidance around how the
neighbourhood plan and its contents is intended
to be used in the process of shaping the
development of the allocated Bell Farm
development site. This helps to meet the objective
of ‘clearly written and unambiguous’ policies
required by para. 16 (d) of the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the

desirability of preserving any listed
building or its setting or any features

Para. 4.5 does not affect the preservation of Listed
Buildings, their settings, or their features. The

alternative modification does not alter this, and

70




of special architectural or historic accordingly the alternative modification is

interest that it possesses considered to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(c) having special regard to the Para. 4.5 does not affect character or appearance

desirability of preserving or of any Conservation Areas. The alternative

enhancing the character or modification does not alter this, and accordingly

appearance of any conservation the alternative modification is considered to be

area compatible with this Basic Condition.

(d) the making of the order The retention of para. 4.5 and the addition of

contributes to the achievement of guiding text supports the incorporation of the
sustainable development, community’s aspirations in the masterplanning
process. This strengthens the social dimension of
achieving sustainable development.

(e) the making of the order is in No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
general conformity with the development plan have been identified by the
strategic policies contained in the Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
development plan for the area of modification does not alter this.

the authority (or any part of that

area)

(f) the making of the order does not | The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
breach, and is otherwise compatible | plan is compatible with the assimilated

with, assimilated obligations obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in | The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
relation to the order and prescribed | prescribed conditions had been met and
matters have been complied with in | prescribed matters had been complied with. The
connection with the proposal for the | Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
order. alternative modification does not change this
position.

Alternative Modification 3:
Para’s 4.15 to 4.21 inclusive to be deleted and new text to be added to form new para.
4.19 to read:

‘Open spaces provided as part of new developments should be connected to the wider town

where possible using paths that encourage walking and cycling.’
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Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies
and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

Alternative Modification 3 deletes supporting text
(which is no longer required due to deleted policy
wording) and introduces new supporting text to
guide the application of planning policies. This
helps to meet the objective of ‘clearly written and
unambiguous’ policies required by para. 16 (d) of
the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed
building or its setting or any features
of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

The amended supporting text does not affect the
preservation of Listed Buildings, their settings, or
their features. Accordingly, the alternative
modification is considered to be compatible with
this Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation
area

The amended supporting text does not affect the
character or appearance of any Conservation
Areas. Accordingly, the alternative modification is
considered to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

The supporting text offers guidance to support
delivery of open spaces which are connected to
the wider town and encourage people to walk and
cycle. As such, this supports delivery of the social
and environmental elements of sustainable
development.

(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of
the authority (or any part of that
area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in
relation to the order and prescribed

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and
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matters have been complied with in | prescribed matters had been complied with. The
connection with the proposal for the | Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
order. alternative modification does not change this
position.

Alternative Modification 4:
Retain penultimate sentence (Any flood mitigation...)

Amend final sentence (It should provide quieter...) to read: Where possible, it should provide
quieter spaces for relaxation and reflection and good pedestrian and cycling links through-to

the rest-ef-the-developrent and surrounding area.

Basic Condition How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies | Alternative Modification 4 retains supporting text
and advice contained in guidance which guides design of flood mitigation features. It
issued by the Secretary of State also alters the text to make it clear that it should
be applied in a pragmatic fashion. This helps to
deliver sustainable development whilst also having
regard to the objective of ‘clearly written and
unambiguous’ policies, required by para. 16 (d) of
the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the The amended and retained supporting text does
desirability of preserving any listed not affect the preservation of Listed Buildings,
building or its setting or any features | their settings, or their features. Accordingly, the

of special architectural or historic alternative modification is considered to be
interest that it possesses compatible with this Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the The amended and retained supporting text does
desirability of preserving or not affect the character or appearance of any
enhancing the character or Conservation Areas. Accordingly, the alternative
appearance of any conservation modification is considered to be compatible with
area this Basic Condition.

(d) the making of the order The alternative modification supports the
contributes to the achievement of provision of flood mitigation, open space, and
sustainable development pedestrian and cycling routes which contribute to

the social and environmental elements of
sustainable development.
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(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of
the authority (or any part of that
area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in

relation to the order and prescribed

matters have been complied with in
connection with the proposal for the
order

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and
prescribed matters had been complied with. The
Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
alternative modification does not change this
position.

Alternative Modification 5:

Delete para.s 4.27 to 4.29 inclusive. Insert after para. 4.30: Where major residential

development abuts the countryside, the edges should have a soft appearance which can be

supported through dwellings facing out to the countryside. Where possible, edge lanes

should be incorporated which allow access to a small number of dwellings. Edge lanes

should allow for pedestrian and cycle movement around the edge of the site where

possible.

Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies
and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

Alternative Modification 5 removes three
paragraphs in line with the Examiner’s
recommendation, and then introduces some new
text in their place. The new text provides guidance
on the design of major residential developments
with the aim of delivering high quality design and
also having regard to the objective of ‘clearly
written and unambiguous’ policies. Both are
required by the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed

The amended supporting text does not affect the
preservation of Listed Buildings, their settings, or
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building or its setting or any features
of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

their features. Accordingly, the alternative
modification is deemed to be compatible with this
Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation
area

The amended supporting text does not affect the
character or appearance of any Conservation
Areas. Accordingly, the alternative modification is
deemed to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

The new supporting text introduced by the
alternative modification supports good design and
pedestrian and cycle movements. These
contribute towards the environmental and social
elements of sustainable development.

(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of
the authority (or any part of that
area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in

relation to the order and prescribed

matters have been complied with in
connection with the proposal for the
order

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and
prescribed matters had been complied with. The
Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
alternative modification does not change this
position.
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Alternative Modification 6:

Delete title of Policy CC3 and replace with: ‘Walking, Cycling, and Public Rights of Way’

Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies
and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

Alternative Modification 6 amends the title of
Policy CC3 to more accurately reflect the amended
policy wording. This has regard to the objective of
‘clearly written and unambiguous’ policies,
required by para. 16 (d) of the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed
building or its setting or any features
of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

The amended policy title does not affect the
preservation of Listed Buildings, their settings, or
their features. Accordingly, the alternative
modification is deemed to be compatible with this
Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation
area

The amended policy title does not affect the
character or appearance of any Conservation
Areas. Accordingly, the alternative modification is
deemed to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

The amended policy title provides extra clarity
around the policy’s purpose. This will assist with
applying the policy to walking, cycling and Public
Rights of Way matters which in turn will help
delivery sustainable development outcomes.

(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of
the authority (or any part of that
area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in
relation to the order and prescribed

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and

76




matters have been complied with in | prescribed matters had been complied with. The
connection with the proposal for the | Local Planning Authorities concur, and the

order alternative modification does not change this
position.

Alternative Modification 7:
Delete parts A, B and C of Policy CC3.

Modify part D of Policy CC3 as follows:

D. Major development proposals sust should ensure that pedestrian and cycle access into
and through the site is safe, convenient and attractive. In particular, provision of
segregated cycle and pedestrian routes will be strongly supported. Such+outesthatalse
ensure-thataceess Access to these routes byfor disabled users, the blind and deaf and
users of mobility scooters isseeured should be provided where possible.

Modify part E of Policy CC3 as follows:

E. Where major development is adjacent to open countryside, layouts should provide
walking and cycling access around the perimeter of the development where feasible and,
where possible, provide access for all non-vehicular users into the countryside, particularly
where this provides connections with public rights of way and permissive footpaths.

Delete part F of Policy CC3 and replace with:

The protection, enhancement and expansion of the public rights of way network, will be

supported. Development which would result in the loss of existing PROWSs will not be

permitted unless alternative provision or diversions can be arranged which are at least as

attractive, safe and convenient for public use. This will apply to PROWSs for pedestrian,

cyclist, or horse rider use.

Basic Condition How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies | Alternative Modification 7 removes some parts of
and advice contained in guidance policy CC3 (as recommended by the examiner)
issued by the Secretary of State relating to key movement routes, around which
there was uncertainty about how these would be
delivered. Other parts of the policy are amended
or replaced. The new and amended text allows the
policy to be applied in a clearer and more
proportionate and pragmatic way, whilst still
helping to provide beneficial outcomes for

walking, cycling and Public Rights of Way.
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Accordingly, the alternative modification has
regard to the sustainable development objectives
embedded in the NPPF, and also has regard to the
objective of ‘clearly written and unambiguous’
policies, required by para. 16 (d) of the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed

building or its setting or any features

of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

The amended policy text does not affect the
preservation of Listed Buildings, their settings, or
their features. Accordingly, the alternative
modification is deemed to be compatible with this
Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation
area

The amended policy text does not affect the
character or appearance of any Conservation
Areas. Accordingly, the alternative modification is
deemed to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

The alternative modifications support the delivery
of cycling and walking infrastructure, and also
support the protection and enhancement of the
Public Rights of Way network. These objectives
help to deliver the environmental and social
elements of sustainable development.

(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of
the authority (or any part of that
area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible

with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in

relation to the order and prescribed
matters have been complied with in
connection with the proposal for the

order

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and
prescribed matters had been complied with. The
Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
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alternative modification does not change this
position.

Alternative Modification 8:
Delete para.s 5.3 and 5.4.

Para. 5.5: delete from first sentence: ‘“Whilstrecegnisingthese limitsto-whatwecan
| " ) ,

Delete final sentence: ‘Fhe-sameprincipleswillapplyto-the masterplanning of the other
site-allecations.’

Add new sentence to end of para. 5.5: ‘Furthermore, improvements to cycling and walking

routes which were identified through the process of preparing the neighbourhood plan are

included in Appendix B.’

Para. 5.6: amend first sentence to say: ‘Nevertheless,regardless-of any-particular
considerationsinrespectof Bell-Farm-and OakesFarm-We do want to improve movement

generally across our community through:...’
Delete para. 5.7.

Add Public Rights of Way to fig 5.2. Amend title of fig. 5.2 to ‘Existing cycle-friendly routes
and Public Rights of Way’.

Delete heading ‘Solutions’

Delete paras. 5.8 and 5.9. Bullet pointed text from para. 5.9 to be moved to new ‘Appendix
B’.

Amend para. 5.10 as follows:

‘Design of major development that incorporates ‘neighbourhood edges’ creates the
opportunity to provide walking and cycling access around the perimeter of developments.
Not only will this help to provide a soft edge to development but it will provide attractive
routes for non-vehicular movement and erable-easy support access into the countryside
through the network of public rights of way (which include bridleways) and permissive
footpaths.’

Delete para. 5.11
Amend para. 5.12 as follows:

‘Alongside new cycling routes, the provision of suitable cycle parking at key destinations,
e.g. shops, schools, workplaces, etc. is supperted encouraged.’
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Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies
and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

Alternative Modification 8 removes some
supporting text from the plan (as recommended
by the Examiner), but retains some parts and
amends others. This is intended to provide
guidance on sound planning and design principles
which reflect the objectives of the NPPF. It also
provides additional clarity around how the
objectives in the neighbourhood plan should be
delivered and how site allocations in the local plan
should be approached. This has regard to the
objective of ‘clearly written and unambiguous’
policies, required by para. 16 (d) of the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed
building or its setting or any features
of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

The amended supporting text does not affect the
preservation of Listed Buildings, their settings, or
their features. Accordingly, the alternative
modification is deemed to be compatible with this
Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation
area

The amended supporting text does not affect the
character or appearance of any Conservation
Areas. Accordingly, the alternative modification is
deemed to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

The amended supporting text helps to achieve the
effective delivery of well-designed cycling and
walking infrastructure

(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of
the authority (or any part of that
area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.
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(g) prescribed conditions are met in

relation to the order and prescribed

matters have been complied with in

connection with the proposal for the
order

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and
prescribed matters had been complied with. The
Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
alternative modification does not change this
position.

Alternative Modification 9:

Move figure 5.3 to new appendix B. Minor modifications to be made to the map to

improve clarity as follows:

o C(learer labelling of red routes

e Clearer labelling of routes from the East Suffolk Council Cycling and Walking

Strategy

e Change Castleton Avenue route from red to orange

e Remove route C5 as it is not necessary

Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies
and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

Alternative Modification 9 modifies the map in fig.
5.3 and moves it to appendix B. In doing so, the
modification retains the information gathered by
the community in the neighbourhood plan, but it
is clear that this information is only for reference.
The alterations to the map improve the accuracy
of the information. This amendment assists the
community in achieving their shared vision (as set
out in the NPPF), whilst also being clear on what is
relevant to the application of the planning policies
and what is not. Accordingly, this has regard to the
objective of ‘clearly written and unambiguous’
policies, required by para. 16 (d) of the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed
building or its setting or any features
of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

The amended supporting text does not affect the
preservation of Listed Buildings, their settings, or
their features. Accordingly, the alternative
modification is deemed to be compatible with this
Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or

The amended supporting text does not affect the
character or appearance of any Conservation
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enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation
area

Areas. Accordingly, the alternative modification is
deemed to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

Improving the accuracy of the map and retaining it
in an appendix will help support the delivery of
cycling and walking routes. This will assist in
achieving the environmental and social elements
of sustainable development.

(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of
the authority (or any part of that
area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in

relation to the order and prescribed

matters have been complied with in
connection with the proposal for the
order

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and
prescribed matters had been complied with. The
Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
alternative modification does not change this
position.

Alternative Modification 10:
Re-word policy CC8 as follows:

Proposals to deliver the Carlton Colville Country Park (required as part of the development of
land at Bell Farm, as allocated in Waveney (East Suffolk) Local Plan Policy WLP2.16) is

expected-to-beinformed-by should demonstrate how the principles shown in Figure 7.1 have

informed the development of the masterplan. Provision is encouraged to be made for the

range of activities shown.

Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification
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(a) having regard to national policies
and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

Alternative Modification 10 amends the text of the
policy so that the masterplan (which must be
produced to accompany a planning application on
the Bell Farm site) demonstrates how principles
set out in the neighbourhood plan in fig. 7.1
relating to the proposed country park have been
applied. This does not restrict an applicant to
having to follow the principles, instead it requires
them to show how the design of the masterplan
responds to them. The principles are deemed to
be reasonable and achievable uses and layouts for
a country park. This approach follows the objective
for plans to be ‘aspirational but deliverable’ in
para. 16 (b) of the NPPF. The amended wording
provides clarity around how the policy should be
applied, pursuant to the objective of ‘clearly
written and unambiguous’ policies, required by
para. 16 (d) of the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed
building or its setting or any features
of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

The amended policy does not affect the
preservation of Listed Buildings, their settings, or
their features. Accordingly, the alternative
modification is deemed to be compatible with this
Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation
area

The amended policy does not affect the character
or appearance of any Conservation Areas.
Accordingly, the alternative modification is
deemed to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

The alternative modification supports provision of
open space that reflects current and future needs
and support the community’s health, social and
cultural well-being. This aligns with the social
element of sustainable development.

(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.
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the authority (or any part of that
area)

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in

relation to the order and prescribed

matters have been complied with in
connection with the proposal for the
order

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and
prescribed matters had been complied with. The
Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
alternative modification does not change this
position.

Alternative Modifications 11, 12 and 13

These alternative modifications are considered together as they all apply to related parts of

para. 7.17.

Alternative Modification 11:
Retain para. 7.17
Alternative Modification 12:
Do not add new title.
Alternative Modification 13:

Do not add the new sentence.

Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies
and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

Alternative Modification 11 retains supporting text
which relates to aspects of the country park which
are identified as important to the local
community.

Alternative Modification 12 rejects the addition of
a new title proposed by the Examiner. The new
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title would have been used in place of deleted text
in para. 7.17, which Alternative Modification 11
retains. The proposed new title is therefore
superfluous.

Alternative Modification 13 rejects the addition of
a new sentence proposed by the Examiner. The
new sentence would weaken the importance of
the aspects of the country park identified by the
community.

The amended text resulting from these three
alternative modifications sets out the importance
of aspects of the country park to the community.
At the same time it acknowledges that there must
be flexibility in how these aspects of the country
park are approached in delivery of the park.
Accordingly, the alternative modification is
deemed to be ‘aspirational but deliverable’ as
required by para. 16 (b) of the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed
building or its setting or any features
of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

The retained supporting text does not affect the
preservation of Listed Buildings, their settings, or
their features. Accordingly, the alternative
modification is deemed to be compatible with this
Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation
area

The retained supporting text does not affect the
character or appearance of any Conservation
Areas. Accordingly, the alternative modification is
deemed to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

The alternative modifications support provision of
open space that reflects current and future needs
and support the community’s health, social and
cultural well-being. This aligns with the social
element of sustainable development.
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(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of
the authority (or any part of that
area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modifications do not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in

relation to the order and prescribed

matters have been complied with in
connection with the proposal for the
order

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and
prescribed matters had been complied with. The
Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
alternative modifications do not change this
position.

Alternative Modification 14:

Re-word para. 7.18 to read: The-Country-Park-willneed-to-be-supplemented-by-afull

Development proposals are encouraged to include provision for a comprehensive

management plan for the country park-enrcefina-Hayoutliarea-are-agreed-as-part-of-any

developmentproposals.”

Basic Condition

How this is met by the alternative modification

(a) having regard to national policies
and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State

Alternative Modification 14 amends the
supporting text to reflect that the objective of a
comprehensive management plan for the country
park is aspirational and not a policy requirement.
This allows the plan to reflect the community’s
aspirations and also provide clarity for decision-
makers as to how to treat this objective.
Accordingly, this has regard to the objective of
‘clearly written and unambiguous’ policies,
required by para. 16 (d) of the NPPF.

(b) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving any listed
building or its setting or any features

The amended supporting text does not affect the
preservation of Listed Buildings, their settings, or
their features. Accordingly, the alternative
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of special architectural or historic
interest that it possesses

modification is deemed to be compatible with this
Basic Condition.

(c) having special regard to the
desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or
appearance of any conservation
area

The amended supporting text does not affect the
character or appearance of any Conservation
Areas. Accordingly, the alternative modification is
deemed to be compatible with this Basic
Condition.

(d) the making of the order
contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

The alternative modification supports the
community’s aspiration to achieve a
comprehensively managed country park. This
contributes towards the environmental and social
elements of sustainable development.

(e) the making of the order is in
general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of
the authority (or any part of that
area)

No conflicts with the strategic policies in the
development plan have been identified by the
Local Planning Authorities and the alternative
modification does not alter this.

(f) the making of the order does not
breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, assimilated obligations

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that the
plan is compatible with the assimilated
obligations. The Local Planning Authorities concur,
and the alternative modification does not change
this position.

(g) prescribed conditions are met in

relation to the order and prescribed

matters have been complied with in
connection with the proposal for the
order

The Independent Examiner was satisfied that
prescribed conditions had been met and
prescribed matters had been complied with. The
Local Planning Authorities concur, and the
alternative modification does not change this
position.
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