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You don't often get email from louise.feavyour@marinemanagement.org.uk. Learn why this is important

Dear North Norfolk Planning Team,

MMO Marine Planning response to the consultation on Wells-Next-the-Sea
Neighbourhood Plan

I hope you received our standard response to your initial email.

Please consider these further comments regarding the draft Neighbourhood Plan within
our bespoke response attached. We advise that you take note of any relevant policies
within the East Marine Plan documents in regard to areas within the consultation plan that
may impact upon the marine environment. Some examples of policies that may be
relevant include: employment, social and heritage. These are provided only as a
recommendation and we suggest you make your own determination of which are
relevant. Our policies can be referred to as a guide, demonstrating your regard to the
marine plans, under the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009. It is important to note that
marine plan policies do not work in isolation, and decision-makers should consider a
whole-plan approach. 

You may consider mentioning the East Marine Plan when discussing coastal or marine
themes - such as the discussion of Wells beach and harbour.

Should you require Marine Licences, please consider signposting to the Coastal
Concordat. Each council should considering signing up to the Coastal Concordat by
2021, as per the 25-Year Environment Plan:

“The government’s 25 Year Environment Plan includes a commitment for all local
authorities with a coastal interest in England to be signed up to the coastal concordat by
2021. The concordat will be periodically reviewed, as was done is in 2018 and 2019 to
monitor the progress of this commitment.”

Many thanks for the opportunity to comment,

Louise Feavyour (she/her) | East Coastal Marine Planner | Marine Management
Organisation

+ MMO | Pakefield Road | Lowestoft | Suffolk | NR33 0HT

8Louise.Feavyour@marinemanagement.org.uk |  +442030250620

Our MMO Values: Together we are Accountable, Innovative, Engaging and Inclusive

Explore Marine Plans   Website   Blog   Twitter   Facebook   LinkedIn   YouTube

During the current health emergency, the Marine Management Organisation is continuing to provide
vital services and support to our customers and stakeholders.  We are in the main working remotely, in

Page 1

WNP 01



MMO Lowestoft 

Pakefield Road 

Lowestoft 

Suffolk 

NR33 0HT 

T +44 (0) 2030 250620
www.gov.uk/mmo

Planning Policy Team 

North Norfolk District Council 

Holt Road 

Cromer 

Norfolk 

NR27 9EN 

Our ref: 457 

Monday 2nd October 2023 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

MMO Marine Planning and Marine Licensing response to Wells-Next-the-Sea 

Neighbourhood Plan Consultation 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. The 

comments provided within this letter refer to the document entitled Wells-Next-the-Sea 

Neighbourhood Plan June 2023, Draft submission.  

As the marine planning authority for England, the MMO is responsible for preparing marine 

plans for English inshore and offshore waters. At its landward extent the Marine Plan 

boundaries extend up to the level of the mean high water spring tides mark (which 

includes the tidal extent of any rivers), there will be an overlap with terrestrial plans which 

generally extend to the mean low water springs mark. 

Marine plans will inform and guide decision makers on development in marine and coastal 

areas. Planning documents for areas with a coastal influence may wish to make reference 

to the MMO’s licensing requirements and any relevant marine plans to ensure the 

necessary considerations are included. In the case of the document stated above, the East 

Inshore and East Offshore Marine Plans are of relevance. The East Marine Plans cover 

the area from Flamborough Head to Felixstowe, including the tidal extent of any rivers 

within this area.  

All public authorities taking authorisation or enforcement decisions that affect or might 

affect the UK marine area must do so in accordance with the Marine and Coastal Access 

Act 2009 and any relevant adopted Marine Plan, in this case the East Inshore and East 

Offshore Marine Plans, or the UK Marine Policy Statement (MPS) unless relevant 
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considerations indicate otherwise. Local authorities may also wish to refer to our online 

guidance, Explore Marine Plans and the Planning Advisory Service soundness self-

assessment checklist. 

Marine Licensing  

The Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 states that a marine licence is required for 

certain activities carried out within the UK marine area. 

The MMO is responsible for marine licensing in English waters and for Northern Ireland 

offshore waters. 

The marine licensing team are responsible for consenting and regulating any activity that 

occurs “below mean high water springs” level that would require a marine licence. These 

activities can range from mooring private jetties to nuclear power plants and offshore 

windfarms. 

Summary notes 

Please see below suggested policies from the East Inshore and East Offshore Marine 

Plans that we feel are most relevant to your Neighbourhood Plan. 

These suggested policies have been identified based on the activities and content within 

the document entitled above. They are provided only as a recommendation and we would 

suggest your own interpretation of the East Marine Plans is completed: 

- EC1: Proposals that provide economic productivity benefits which are additional to

Gross Value Added currently generated by existing activities should be supported.

• EC2: Proposals that provide additional employment benefits should be supported,

particularly where these benefits have the potential to meet employment needs in

localities close to the marine plan areas.

• SOC1: Proposals that provide health and social well-being benefits including

through maintaining, or enhancing, access to the coast and marine area should be

supported.

• SOC2: Proposals that may affect heritage assets should demonstrate, in order of

preference:

a) that they will not compromise or harm elements which contribute to the

significance of the heritage asset

b) how, if there is compromise or harm to a heritage asset, this will be

minimised

c) how, where compromise or harm to a heritage asset cannot be minimised it

will be mitigated against or

d) the public benefits for proceeding with the proposal if it is not possible to

minimise or mitigate compromise or harm to the heritage asset

• SOC3: Proposals that may affect the terrestrial and marine character of an area

should demonstrate, in order of preference:

a) that they will not adversely impact the terrestrial and marine character of an

area
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b) how, if there are adverse impacts on the terrestrial and marine character of

an area, they will minimise them

c) how, where these adverse impacts on the terrestrial and marine character of

an area cannot be minimised they will be mitigated against

d) the case for proceeding with the proposal if it is not possible to minimise or

mitigate the adverse impacts.

• BIO1: Appropriate weight should be attached to biodiversity, reflecting the need to

protect biodiversity as a whole, taking account of the best available evidence

including on habitats and species that are protected or of conservation concern in

the East marine plans and adjacent areas (marine, terrestrial).

• BIO2: Where appropriate, proposals for development should incorporate features

that enhance biodiversity and geological interests.

• CC1: Proposals should take account of:

• how they may be impacted upon by, and respond to, climate change over

their lifetime and

• how they may impact upon any climate change adaptation measures

elsewhere during their lifetime Where detrimental impacts on climate change

adaptation measures are identified, evidence should be provided as to how

the proposal will reduce such impacts.

• CC2: Proposals for development should minimise emissions of greenhouse gases

as far as is appropriate. Mitigation measures will also be encouraged where

emissions remain following minimising steps. Consideration should also be given to

emissions from other activities or users affected by the proposal.

• GOV1: Appropriate provision should be made for infrastructure on land which

supports activities in the marine area and vice versa.

• FISH1: Within areas of fishing activity, proposals should demonstrate in order of

preference:

a) that they will not prevent fishing activities on, or access to, fishing grounds

b) how, if there are adverse impacts on the ability to undertake fishing activities

or access to fishing grounds, they will minimise them

c) how, if the adverse impacts cannot be minimised, they will be mitigated

d) the case for proceeding with their proposal if it is not possible to minimise or

mitigate the adverse impacts

• FISH2: Proposals should demonstrate, in order of preference:

a) that they will not have an adverse impact upon spawning and nursery areas

and any associated habitat

b) how, if there are adverse impacts upon the spawning and nursery areas and

any associated habitat, they will minimise them

c) how, if the adverse impacts cannot be minimised they will be mitigated

d) the case for proceeding with their proposals if it is not possible to minimise or

mitigate the adverse impacts

• AQ1: Within sustainable aquaculture development sites (identified through

research), proposals should demonstrate in order of preference:
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Consultation response - PLEASE READ 

Thank you for including the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) in your recent 

consultation submission. The MMO will review your document and respond to you directly 

should a bespoke response be required. If you do not receive a bespoke response from us 

within your deadline, please consider the following information as the MMO’s formal 

response. 

Kind regards, 

The Marine Management Organisation 

Marine Management Organisation Functions 

The MMO is a non-departmental public body responsible for the management of England’s 

marine area on behalf of the UK government. The MMO’s delivery functions are: marine 

planning, marine licensing, wildlife licensing and enforcement, marine protected area 

management, marine emergencies, fisheries management and issuing grants. 

Marine Planning and Local Plan development 

Under delegation from the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (the 

marine planning authority), the MMO is responsible for preparing marine plans for English 

inshore and offshore waters. At its landward extent, a marine plan will apply up to the 

Mean High Water Springs (MHWS) mark, which includes the tidal extent of any rivers. As 

marine plan boundaries extend up to the level of MHWS, there will be an overlap with 

terrestrial plans, which generally extend to the Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS) mark. To 

work together in this overlap, the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

(Defra) created the Coastal Concordat. This is a framework enabling decision-makers to 

co-ordinate processes for coastal development consents. It is designed to streamline the 

process where multiple consents are required from numerous decision-makers, thereby 

saving time and resources. Defra encourage coastal authorities to sign up as it provides a 

road map to simplify the process of consenting a development, which may require both a 

terrestrial planning consent and a marine licence. Furthermore, marine plans inform and 

guide decision-makers on development in marine and coastal areas. 

Under Section 58(3) of Marine and Coastal Access Act (MCAA) 2009 all public authorities 

making decisions capable of affecting the UK marine area (but which are not for 

authorisation or enforcement) must have regard to the relevant marine plan and the UK 

Marine Policy Statement. This includes local authorities developing planning documents 

for areas with a coastal influence. We advise that all marine plan objectives and policies 

are taken into consideration by local planning authorities when plan-making. It is important 

to note that individual marine plan policies do not work in isolation, and decision-makers 

should consider a whole-plan approach. Local authorities may also wish to refer to our 

online guidance and the Planning Advisory Service: soundness self-assessment checklist. 
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We have also produced a guidance note aimed at local authorities who wish to consider 

how local plans could have regard to marine plans. For any other information please 

contact your local marine planning officer. You can find their details on our gov.uk page. 

See this map on our website to locate the marine plan areas in England. For further 

information on how to apply the marine plans and the subsequent policies, please visit our 

Explore Marine Plans online digital service. 

The adoption of the North East, North West, South East, and South West Marine Plans in 
2021 follows the adoption of the East Marine Plans in 2014 and the South Marine Plans in 
2018. All marine plans for English waters are a material consideration for public authorities 
with decision-making functions and provide a framework for integrated plan-led 
management. 

Marine Licensing and consultation requests below MHWS 

Activities taking place below MHWS (which includes the tidal influence/limit of any river or 

estuary) may require a marine licence in accordance with the MCAA. Such activities 

include the construction, alteration or improvement of any works, dredging, or a deposit or 

removal of a substance or object. Activities between MHWS and MLWS may also require 

a local authority planning permission. Such permissions would need to be in accordance 

with the relevant marine plan under section 58(1) of the MCAA. Local authorities may wish 

to refer to our marine licensing guide for local planning authorities for more detailed 

information. We have produced a guidance note (worked example) on the decision-making 

process under S58(1) of MCAA, which decision-makers may find useful. The licensing 

team can be contacted at: marine.consents@marinemanagement.org.uk.  

Consultation requests for development above MHWS 

If you are requesting a consultee response from the MMO on a planning application, which 

your authority considers will affect the UK marine area, please consider the following 

points: 

• The UK Marine Policy Statement and relevant marine plan are material

considerations for decision-making, but Local Plans may be a more relevant

consideration in certain circumstances. This is because a marine plan is not a

‘development plan’ under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Local

planning authorities will wish to consider this when determining whether a planning

application above MHWS should be referred to the MMO for a consultee response.

• It is for the relevant decision-maker to ensure s58 of MCAA has been considered as

part of the decision-making process. If a public authority takes a decision under

s58(1) of MCAA that is not in accordance with a marine plan, then the authority

must state its reasons under s58(2) of the same Act.

• If the MMO does not respond to specific consultation requests then please use the

above guidance to assist in making a determination on any planning application.
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Minerals and Waste Local Plans and Local Aggregate Assessments 

If you are consulting on a minerals and waste local plan or local aggregate assessment, 

the MMO recommends reference to marine aggregates, and to the documents below, to 

be included: 

• The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), Section 3.5 which highlights the importance of

marine aggregates and its supply to England’s (and the UK’s) construction industry.

• The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which sets out policies for

national (England) construction mineral supply.

• The minerals planning practice guidance which includes specific references to the

role of marine aggregates in the wider portfolio of supply.

• The national and regional guidelines for aggregates provision in England 2005-2020

predict likely aggregate demand over this period, including marine supply.

The minerals planning practice guidance requires local mineral planning authorities to 

prepare Local Aggregate Assessments. These assessments must consider the 

opportunities and constraints of all mineral supplies into their planning regions – including 

marine sources. This means that even land-locked counties may have to consider the role 

that marine-sourced supplies (delivered by rail or river) have – particularly where land-

based resources are becoming increasingly constrained.  

If you wish to contact the MMO regarding our response, please email us at 

consultations@marinemanagement.org.uk or telephone us on 0208 0265 325. 
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Planning Department 
North Norfolk District Council 
Holt Road 
Cromer 
Norfolk 
NR27 9EN 

Date: Tuesday 3rd October 2023 
Reference: Well next-the-sea Draft Local Neighbourhood Plan 

Dear Mr. Brown, 

As the local Designing Out Crime Officer my role within the planning process is to give advice on 
behalf of Norfolk Constabulary in relation to, the layout, environmental design and the physical 
security of buildings, based upon the established principles of ‘Designing out Crime’. 

Having reviewed the proposed Draft Neighbourhood Plan, I am pleased to see early indications of 

commitment to safety and security through Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

principles specified within the proposal document. 

This is very reassuring when the existing crime demographic for Wells as detailed shows us that 

there are higher levels than usual for Norfolk in this area – more specifically this is seasonal and 

includes, violence and sexual offences, anti-social behaviour, criminal damage and arson, theft, 

vehicle crime, public order offences, drug related crimes, shop lifting, bicycle theft and burglary. 

The Crime and Disorder Act (1998) Section 17 ‘places a duty on the Police and local authorities, 

(including in their role as planning authorities), to do all they reasonably can to prevent crime and 

disorder in its area including anti-social and other behaviour adversely affecting the local 

environment’ and The National Planning Policy Framework July 2021 requires that;  

‘Planning Policies and decisions should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places 
which…are accessible so that crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the 
quality of life or community cohesion.’ 

Secured by Design aims to achieve a good standard of security for buildings and the immediate 

environment. It attempts to deter criminal and anti-social behaviour within developments by 

introducing appropriate design features that enable Natural Surveillance and create a sense of 

ownership and responsibility for every part of the development.  

These features include secure vehicle parking, adequate lighting of common areas, defensible space 

and a landscaping and lighting scheme which when combined, enhances Natural Surveillance and 

safety. Experience shows that incorporating security measures during a new build or refurbishment 

reduces crime, fear of crime and disorder. The aim of the Police Service is to assist in the Design 

process to achieve a safe and secure environment for residents and visitors without creating a 

“fortress environment”. 

Stephanie Fletcher 
Designing Out Crime Officer 

Community Safety 
Norfolk Police 

www.norfolk.police.uk 

DesigningOutCrime@norfolk.police.uk 

Stephanie.Fletcher@norfolk.police.uk 
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All new developments should provide a venue that makes the most from the proven crime reduction 

methodologies of Secured by Design gained from over thirty years policing experience and 

supported by independent academic research. 

There are Residential, Commercial, Hospital and Educational Developments Design Guides 

available from www.securedbydesign.com  which explain all of the crime reduction elements of these 

schemes. They are separated into sections; Section 1: Deals with the development layout and design 

and all external features and Section 2: Provides the detailed technical standards for various 

elements of the buildings.  

The interactive design guide https://www.securedbydesign.com/guidance/interactive-design-guide 

is also a very good and self-explanatory tool that can walk you through the various elements of 

designing out crime in a visual manner.  

Conclusions 
The Norfolk Constabulary DOCO team will be available throughout the subsequent planning 
processes to provide site specific consultation to each phase application to ensure that any 
final proposals will fulfill the Local Plan’s commitment to Crime Prevention through the 
adoption of Secured by Design’s crime reduction methodologies. Conditions can be imposed 
within the planning process to support this and this would be welcomed and supported by 
the Constabulary. 

Yours sincerely, 

S Fletcher 
Stephanie Fletcher  
Designing Out Crime Officer 
Norfolk Constabulary 
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Wells-Next-The-Sea Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 16 Consultation Response Form  

Part B: Representation Details 
You are invited to make comments on the proposed Neighbourhood Plan, supporting documents and evidence base. In doing so, you may wish to address whether 
or not the draft Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic conditions, set out below, and other matters that the independent examiner is required to consider under 
paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 

Basic Conditions 

Only a draft neighbourhood Plan or Order that meets each of a set of basic conditions can be put to a referendum and be ‘made’. 
The relevant basic conditions for Neighbourhood Plans are: 

a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood
plan). Read more details.

b) The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. Read more details.
c) The making of the neighbourhood plan 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). Read more details.
d) The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations. Read more details.
e) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the

neighbourhood plan. Read more details.

In the table below please complete each column to show: 

• which part of the Neighbourhood Plan or supporting document your representation relates to
• whether your response is an objection to the plan, supporting the plan, or providing neutral comments
• details of what you are supporting, objecting or commenting on, and why
• details of any changes you think necessary. If seeking textual amendments please include your proposed revised wording for policies or supporting text,

including the justification for it along with any available supporting evidence.

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation 
and the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. Further submissions will only be at the request 
of the examiner, based on the matters he or she identifies for examination. 
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Section & 
Policy/ Object/ 

Page No. 
Objective/ Support/ Comments Proposed Change 

Para Number Neutral 

Whole document Support Overall I think this is really important and all goals are 

correct. 

P64 WNSl Support Crucial that this shihs. The final suitability of the 
recommended site and access needs some further 
consideration, but the need is great. 

P73 WNS3 Support Also great need to prioritise local and elders' needs. 

P85 WNS4 SUPPORT! Essential shih. 

P87 WNSS Support but This section is important, but nowhere in the document does 
there is an it mention introducing planning needs for alteration of use -
omission we are seeing many homes now going into multilets, AirB7Bs, 

etc. which is very different than being private residences. 
Surely there should be a need to apply for a change of use, 

even without making extensions etc. 

P106 WNS9 Support but The issue of visitor parking and its impacts on residents is a 

much more is really big problem - although I note that the Neighbourhood 
needed plan says this goes beyond there scope, we MUST enact this 

via Project 3 (p.138) and other means. 

Wells-Next-The-Sea Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 16 Consultation Response Form Page 14



Section & 
Policy/ Object/ 

Page No. 
Objective/ Support/ Comments Proposed Change 

Para Number Neutral 
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From:
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Wells consultation
Date: 10 October 2023 02:09:15

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at
https://aka ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

I believe class jealousy, NIMBYism, and political opportunism have got in the way of a sensible debate about
second home ownership in our seaside communities.

I do not believe it is fair to penalise people for success. Both the Conservatives and Lib Dems speak of creating
opportunity, but they pay lip service to it. If people have been sufficiently successful in life to be able to afford
a second home in a place they like, they should not be treated like second class citizens because of it. The
affluent contribute immeasurably to North Norfolk in terms of their spending power.

I know if I could afford a second home (or even a first home) I’d do it. And most normal people, being honest,
would say the same. But here we seem to have an above average number of comfortably well off people with an
insane hatred of anyone more well off than they are - and they’re the people informing this debate.

So there is a role for second home owners within our local economy.

I believe it is wrong - for all the reasons above - to increase or double council tax for second home owners. If
anything, these people use our local services less frequently by virtue of the fact they do not live here all year
round, so it is antithetical to expect them to pay more than the rest of us and, again, penalises success.

I do believe it is right to set quotas for the percentage of properties in a town or village that can be owned by
those who are not year round residents. By setting these limits and publishing them, this is a fair mechanism by
which to signal to potential second home owners where they are and are not welcome; whilst still protecting the
ability of local people to be able to buy a property of their own, and to remain resident in the place they grew up
and where they have familial connections and roots.

In summary: I approve of a percentage quota. I do not approve of measures which aim to distance or alienate
those who have already bought houses in our beautiful part of the world.

All the best

Jon
—
JON PAYNE
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1 
Wells-Next-The-Sea Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 16 Consultation Response Form  

Part B: Representation Details 
You are invited to make comments on the proposed Neighbourhood Plan, supporting documents and evidence base. In doing so, you may wish to address whether 
or not the draft Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic conditions, set out below, and other matters that the independent examiner is required to consider under 
paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 

Basic Conditions 

Only a draft neighbourhood Plan or Order that meets each of a set of basic conditions can be put to a referendum and be ‘made’. 
The relevant basic conditions for Neighbourhood Plans are: 

a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood
plan). Read more details.

b) The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. Read more details.
c) The making of the neighbourhood plan 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). Read more details.
d) The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations. Read more details.
e) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the

neighbourhood plan. Read more details.

In the table below please complete each column to show: 

• which part of the Neighbourhood Plan or supporting document your representation relates to
• whether your response is an objection to the plan, supporting the plan, or providing neutral comments
• details of what you are supporting, objecting or commenting on, and why
• details of any changes you think necessary. If seeking textual amendments please include your proposed revised wording for policies or supporting text,

including the justification for it along with any available supporting evidence.

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation 
and the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. Further submissions will only be at the request 
of the examiner, based on the matters he or she identifies for examination. 
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Wells-next-the-Sea Neighbourhood Plan Neighbourhood Development Plan 

2023-20362 – Response to Regulation 16 Consultation 

I refer to the consultation on the above plan. 

NPS is commissioned by Norfolk Constabulary to prepare representations on infrastructure 

planning policy matters. Therefore, on behalf of the Constabulary, I would make the 

following comments, based on the role Norfolk Constabulary have for policing, making the 

county a safe place. 

Central Government place great emphasis on the role of the Police and the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) gives significant weight to promoting safe communities 

(in section 8 of the NPPF). This is highlighted by the provision of paragraph 92 and 130 

which state. 

92. Planning policies and decisions should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places

which……. 

b) are safe and accessible, so that crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not

undermine the quality of life or community cohesion – for example through the use of

clear and legible pedestrian routes, and high quality public space, which encourage

the active and continual use of public areas; …. 

130. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments: ….. 

f) create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health and

well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users; and where

crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or

community cohesion and resilience.

Nationally the Police have sought to provide advice and guidelines to support and create 

safer communities, most notably reflected in their ‘Secured By Design’ initiative which seek 

to improve the security of buildings and their immediate surroundings to provide safe places 

to live.  

The Neighbourhood Plan identifies new housing development will take place in the main 

village. This will result in an increase in the population which will add strain to existing police 

resources in the area. To address this, further investment will be required to enhance police 

provision and infrastructure. If additional provision / infrastructure is not partially funded 

and delivered through the planning system (including through development plan policy 

provision), the consequence is that additional pressure will be placed on existing police 

resources. 

In terms of creating and maintaining safer communities, it is disappointing that several 

provisions have been omitted from this Regulation 14 version. Therefore, it is requested 

that the following revision be made in the Regulation 16 version of the Neighbourhood Plan 

to ensure that it satisfactorily addresses NPPF provisions in the Neighbourhood Plan area.  
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• The Neighbourhood Plan should take the opportunity to include within its objectives

(on pages 45 and 46) to ‘create and maintain a safer community and reduce crime

and disorder’. This would be consistent with NPPF advice, and it is disappointing that

this consideration is currently excluded.

• The Neighbourhood Plan highlights within its provisions the importance of good

design. It is therefore surprising and regrettably that the Plan (notably policy WNS6:

High Quality Design) is silent on crime and disorder issues and fails to offer support

for the well-established principles of crime prevention through good design and the

‘Secured by Design’ approach (as the design and layout of the built environment

plays an important role in designing out crime, reducing the opportunities for and

risk of anti-social behaviour along with allaying residents fear of crime and

disorder). It is considered that Neighbourhood Plan policy should include a

requirement that ‘All new developments should conform to the ‘Secured by Design’

principles and the Neighbourhood Plan will support development proposals aimed at

improving community safety’. This would be supported by an objective to ‘create

and maintain a safer community and reduce crime and disorder’.

• The Neighbourhood Plan currently fails to recognise that police infrastructure will

play an important role to support development and meet the needs of residents and

enhance community safety. It is considered that this omission should be addressed

in the Neighbourhood Plan and police services be specifically included within the

‘community infrastructure’ on page 103.

I trust that these matters can still be incorporated into the Plan objectives, policies, and 

provisions to support / maintain a safe community and reduce the opportunities for crime 

and disorder (and help reduce the fear of crime in the Neighbourhood Plan area) to ensure 

that the Plan is consistent with the emphasis that Government places on creating safer 

communities in NPPF advice. 

Copy to Duncan Potter (Norfolk Constabulary - Head of Estates) 
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Wells-next-the-Sea Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan Submission Version Consultation 

(Regulation 16) 

Consultation Response Form 

Wells-next-the-Sea Town Council has submitted a Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan to North 
Norfolk District Council under Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 
(as amended). In accordance with Regulation 16, North Norfolk District Council is now inviting 
representations on the Draft Plan, supporting documents and the evidence base.  

Responses to the consultation are invited between Monday 2 October - Monday 13 November, 2023.

PART A and Part B MUST be completed in full. 

Part A: Personal Details 

In order for your representations (comments) to be taken into account when the Neighbourhood Plan is 
submitted for Examination, and also to keep you informed of the future progress of the Neighbourhood 
Plan, your contact details are needed. Please fill in your contact details below: 

Personal Details 

Title: Name: 

Please tell us the capacity in which you are commenting on the Plan: 

I am a resident in the Neighbourhood Area     
(the parish) 
I work in the Neighbourhood Area 
(the parish) 
I represent a Resident’s Association 

I am a Statutory Consultee 

Other (please specify) 

Organisation Name  (if responding on behalf of your organisation) 

Address: 

Postcode: 

Telephone: Email: 

Please note: All responses to this consultation will be forwarded with the Plan and supporting documentation to an 
independent examiner who will consider whether the Plan meets certain legal and procedural requirements. For 
these reasons the information you provide (including your name, and organisation if you represent one) will be 
made publically available and may be published on the council’s web site. Other personal information including 
email and property address details will not be published or made available for public inspection and will be 
processed in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulations and the Data Protection Act 2018.  
For more information on how we process your data please see our Data Protection and Privacy Policies 

Mr C A C Glaister

✔
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Oral Examination 

The majority of Neighbourhood Plan examinations are dealt with by written representations (in writing 
only).  However, should it be decided that there is a need for an oral examination (a public hearing), 
please state below whether you would like to participate by ticking the relevant box.  

No, I do not wish to participate at an oral examination 

Yes, I wish to participate at an oral examination 

Please note the Examiner will decide whether an oral examination is necessary.  If this is the case, please 
outline why you consider that your participation at the hearing would be necessary. 

Future Notification & Next Stages 

Following the consultation period and examination, the Draft Neighbourhood Plan (including any 
proposed modifications) will be put to a public referendum to determine if the Plan should be accepted. 
If satisfied that the Plan meets all the necessary legal requirements North Norfolk District Council will 
approve the Plan for use. If you would like to be notified of the Council’s decision to “make” (adopt) the 
plan, please tick this box. 

Please notify me  

Thank you for completing this form - your participation is appreciated. 

Please return via email to planningpolicy@north-norfolk.gov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, North 
Norfolk District Council, Holt Road, Cromer, NR27 9EN. Representations must be received no later 
than Monday 13November, 2023. Late representations may not be accepted.  

Date: Print Name: 

For official use only 

Date received: Ref No: 

Feel my objection to proposed plan and my suggested amendment could be applified by oral examination

✔

✔

C A C Glaister
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Part B: Representation Details 
You are invited to make comments on the proposed Neighbourhood Plan, supporting documents and evidence base. In doing so, you may wish to address whether 
or not the draft Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic conditions, set out below, and other matters that the independent examiner is required to consider under 
paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 

Basic Conditions 

Only a draft neighbourhood Plan or Order that meets each of a set of basic conditions can be put to a referendum and be ‘made’. 
The relevant basic conditions for Neighbourhood Plans are: 

a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood
plan). Read more details.

b) The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. Read more details.
c) The making of the neighbourhood plan 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). Read more details.
d) The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations. Read more details.
e) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the

neighbourhood plan. Read more details.

In the table below please complete each column to show: 

• which part of the Neighbourhood Plan or supporting document your representation relates to
• whether your response is an objection to the plan, supporting the plan, or providing neutral comments
• details of what you are supporting, objecting or commenting on, and why
• details of any changes you think necessary. If seeking textual amendments please include your proposed revised wording for policies or supporting text,

including the justification for it along with any available supporting evidence.

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation 
and the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. Further submissions will only be at the request 
of the examiner, based on the matters he or she identifies for examination. 
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Section & 
Page No. 

Policy /  
Objective / 

Para Number 

Object / 
Support / 
Neutral 

Comments Proposed Change 

WNS$ Principal Private
Residence Dwellings

Object The Principal Private Residence restriction will fail in its intention to 
ensure that there is a supply of new housing for local people for the 
following reasons:

1) Such a restriction would have a very limited impact on the market
value of the house; thus, they would stilll not be affordable for local
people.

2) As the restriction would only apply to future new houses, excluding
WO1/1 & WO/7/1, it will be very limited in the numbers eligible in the
future, given the limited housing development oppportunties
identified in the Plan.

3) As the restricion would be implemented by way of a planning
condition, it is extremely unlikely that NNDC would have the
resources or the will to carry out frequent assessments to ensure the
restriction is being compied with, especially when short term holiday

lettings are the cause of the breach.

4) NNDC have already conceded that the Principal Private Residence
restriction is an inferior proposal in that they have accepted that the
alternative principal put forwrd by the developer for WO1/1 & WO7/1
is superior and have thus been exempted from the Policy in WSN4

5. Such a restriction could easily be circumvented by owners supplying
bogus documentation.

6) Such is the futility of the Principal Private Residence restriction , it
has already been acknowledged and accepted by numerous
authorities throughout the UK, in that they are pursuing an
alternative effectve achievable policy - charging 2 to 3 times rateable
value

The advantages of charging Second Homes  a penal multiplier of 
rateable value are:

1) Such a levy would be more effective in reducing the value of a
property thus making it more affordable for occupation by local
people.

2) The excess charged is levied every year and thus an indefinite
annual enhanced income for NNDC. Whereas a restriction via a
planning contion is a one-off negative event.

3) So long as NNDC ring fence the extra revenue it can be utilised
in the provision of affordable homes for key workers in Wells, via
the financing of such as organisation as Homes for Wells.

4).It would be much simpler for NNDCto implement penal rates as 
it is already has systems set up to levy rates and would not have  

to continually chase to check a Principal Private Residence 
planning restrictions are being complied with.

5) Such a policy could not just be restricted to new housing, but if
every time that NNDC are notified 0f a new rate payer of any
house in Wells they could assume it is a Second Home and levy
the enhanced  charge, until, the owner provides relevant proof
the property is a principal residence.

6) Second Home owners have the benefit of contributing to the
main ecomy of Wells,tourism, via owners using local hospital,
cleaners and maintenace facilities. They ao subsidise local services
by being charged for them but not use them for 52 weeks a year
e,g, refuse collection.

Page 37



Page 38



Page 1 of 2 

Date: 09 November 2023 
Our ref:  452642 
Your ref: Wells-next-the-Sea Neighbourhood Plan 

Mr Chris Brown 
North Norfolk District Council 

BY EMAIL ONLY 
planningpolicy@north-norfolk.gov.uk 

 Consultations 
 Hornbeam House 
 Crewe Business Park 
 Electra Way 
 Crewe 
 Cheshire 
 CW1 6GJ 

 T 0300 060 3900 

Dear Mr Brown 

Wells-next-the-Sea Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 16 Consultation 

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 12 October 2023.  

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the 
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.  

Further information on when to consult Natural England on planning proposals is here- Planning and 
transport authorities: get environmental advice on planning - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

Natural England is not able to provide specific advice on this application and therefore has no 
comment to make on its details. Although we have not been able to assess the potential impacts of 
this proposal on statutory nature conservation sites or protected landscapes, we offer the further 
advice and references to Standing Advice.  

Natural England advises Local Planning Authorities to use the following tools to assess the impacts 
of the proposal on the natural environment: 

Impact Risk Zones: 
Natural England has provided Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) with Impact Risk Zones (IRZs) 
which can be used to determine whether the proposal impacts statutory nature conservation sites. 
Natural England recommends that the LPA uses these IRZs to assess potential impacts. If 
proposals do not trigger an Impact Risk Zone then Natural England will provide an auto-response 
email. 

Standing Advice: 
Natural England has published Standing Advice. Links to standing advice are in Annex A 

If after using these tools, you consider there are significant risks to statutory nature conservation 
sites or protected landscapes, please set out the specific areas on which you require Natural 
England’s advice.  

Further information on LPA duties relating to protected sites and areas is here- Protected sites and 
areas: how to review planning applications - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

Further guidance is also set out in Planning Practice Guidance on the natural environment Natural 
environment - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) and on Habitats Regulations Assessment Appropriate 
assessment - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 
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Non detailed advice from Natural England does not imply that there are no impacts on the natural 
environment. It is for the local planning authority to determine whether or not the proposal is 
consistent with national and local environmental policies. Other bodies and individuals may provide 
information and advice on the environmental value of this site and the impacts of the proposal on 
the natural environment to assist the decision making process.  

Should the proposal change, please consult us again. 

Yours sincerely  

Sally Wintle 
Consultations Team 
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Annex A – Additional advice 

 

 

Natural England offers the following additional advice: 
 
Landscape 
Paragraph 174 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) highlights the need to protect and 
enhance valued landscapes through the planning system.  This application may present opportunities to 
protect and enhance locally valued landscapes, including any local landscape designations. You may want 
to consider whether any local landscape features or characteristics (such as ponds, woodland, or dry-stone 
walls) could be incorporated into the development to respond to and enhance local landscape character 
and distinctiveness, in line with any local landscape character assessments.  Where the impacts of 
development are likely to be significant, a Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment should be provided with 
the proposal to inform decision making.  We refer you to the Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment for further guidance. 
 
Best and most versatile agricultural land and soils  
Local planning authorities are responsible for ensuring that they have sufficient detailed agricultural land 
classification (ALC) information to apply NPPF policies (Paragraphs 174 and 175).  This is the case 
regardless of whether the proposed development is sufficiently large to consult Natural England.  Further 
information is contained in GOV.UK guidance  Agricultural Land Classification information is available on 
the Magic website on the Data.Gov.uk website. If you consider the proposal has significant implications for 
further loss of ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land, we would be pleased to discuss the matter further.  
 
Guidance on soil protection is available in the Defra Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use 
of Soils on Construction Sites, and we recommend its use in the design and construction of development, 
including any planning conditions.  For mineral working and landfilling separate guidance on soil protection 
for site restoration and aftercare is available on Gov.uk website. Detailed guidance on soil handling for 
mineral sites is contained in the Institute of Quarrying Good Practice Guide for Handling Soils in Mineral 
Workings. 
 
Should the development proceed, we advise that the developer uses an appropriately experienced soil 
specialist to advise on, and supervise soil handling, including identifying when soils are dry enough to be 
handled and how to make the best use of soils on site.  
 
Protected Species 
Natural England has produced standing advice1 to help planning authorities understand the impact of 
particular developments on protected species. We advise you to refer to this advice. Natural England will 
only provide bespoke advice on protected species where they form part of a Site of Special Scientific 
Interest or in exceptional circumstances. 
 
Local sites and priority habitats and species 
You should consider the impacts of the proposed development on any local wildlife or geodiversity sites, in 
line with paragraphs 175 and179 of the NPPF and any relevant development plan policy. There may also 
be opportunities to enhance local sites and improve their connectivity. Natural England does not hold locally 
specific information on local sites and recommends further information is obtained from appropriate bodies 
such as the local records centre, wildlife trust, geoconservation groups or recording societies. 
 
Priority habitats  and Species are of particular importance for nature conservation and are included in the 
England Biodiversity List published under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006.  Most priority habitats will be mapped either as Sites of Special Scientific Interest, on the Magic 
website or as Local Wildlife Sites.  List of priority habitats and species can be found on Gov.uk. 
Natural England does not routinely hold species data, such data should be collected when impacts on 
priority habitats or species are considered likely. Consideration should also be given to the potential 
environmental value of brownfield sites, often found in urban areas and former industrial land, further 
information including links to the open mosaic habitats inventory can be found here. 

 
1 https://www.gov.uk/protected-species-and-sites-how-to-review-planning-proposals  
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Annex A – Additional advice 

Ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees 
You should consider any impacts on ancient woodland and ancient and veteran trees in line with paragraph 
180 of the NPPF. Natural England maintains the Ancient Woodland Inventory which can help identify 
ancient woodland.  Natural England and the Forestry Commission have produced standing advice for 
planning authorities in relation to ancient woodland and ancient and veteran trees.  It should be taken into 
account by planning authorities when determining relevant planning applications. Natural England will only 
provide bespoke advice on ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees where they form part of a Site of 
Special Scientific Interest or in exceptional circumstances. 

Environmental gains 
Development should provide net gains for biodiversity in line with the NPPF paragraphs 174(d), 179 and 
180. Development also provides opportunities to secure wider environmental gains, as outlined in the
NPPF (paragraphs 8, 73, 104, 120,174, 175 and 180). We advise you to follow the mitigation hierarchy as
set out in paragraph 180 of the NPPF and firstly consider what existing environmental features on and
around the site can be retained or enhanced or what new features could be incorporated into the
development proposal. Where onsite measures are not possible, you should consider off site measures.
Opportunities for enhancement might include:

• Restoring a neglected hedgerow.

• Creating a new pond as an attractive feature on the site.

• Planting trees characteristic to the local area to make a positive contribution to the local landscape.

• Using native plants in landscaping schemes for better nectar and seed sources for bees and birds.

• Incorporating swift boxes or bat boxes into the design of new buildings.

• Designing lighting to encourage wildlife.

• Adding a green roof to new buildings.

Natural England’s Biodiversity Metric 4.0  may be used to calculate biodiversity losses and gains for 
terrestrial and intertidal habitats and can be used to inform any development project.  For small 
development sites the Small Sites Metric may be used.  This is a simplified version of  Biodiversity Metric 
4.0 and is designed for use where certain criteria are met. 

Natural England’s Environmental Benefits from Nature tool may be used to identify opportunities to 
enhance wider benefits from nature and to avoid and minimise any negative impacts.  It is designed to work 
alongside Biodiversity Metric 4.0 and is available as a beta test version.    

Green Infrastructure 
Natural England’s Green Infrastructure Framework provides evidence-based advice and tools on how to 
design, deliver and manage green infrastructure (GI) . GI should create and maintain green liveable places 
that enable people to experience and connect with nature, and that offer everyone, wherever they live, 
access to good quality parks, greenspaces, recreational, walking and cycling routes that are inclusive, safe, 
welcoming, well-managed and accessible for all. GI provision should enhance ecological networks, support 
ecosystems services and connect as a living network at local, regional and national scales.  

Development should be designed to meet the 15 Green Infrastructure Principles. The Green Infrastructure 
Standards can be used to inform the quality, quantity and type of green infrastructure to be provided. Major 
development should have a GI plan including a long-term delivery and management plan.  Relevant 
aspects of local authority green infrastructure strategies should be delivered where appropriate. 

GI mapping resources are available here and here. These can be used to help assess deficiencies in 
greenspace provision and identify priority locations for new GI provision.  

Access and Recreation 
Natural England encourages any proposal to incorporate measures to help improve people’s access to the 
natural environment. Measures such as reinstating existing footpaths together with the creation of new 
footpaths and bridleways should be considered. Links to urban fringe areas should also be explored to 
strengthen access networks, reduce fragmentation, and promote wider green infrastructure.  
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Rights of Way, Access land, Coastal access and National Trails 
Paragraphs 100 and 174 of the NPPF highlight the important of public rights of way and access.  
Development should consider potential impacts on access land, common land, rights of way and coastal 
access routes in the vicinity of the development. Consideration should also be given to the potential 
impacts on the any nearby National Trails. The National Trails website www.nationaltrail.co.uk provides 
information including contact details for the National Trail Officer. Appropriate mitigation measures should 
be incorporated for any adverse impacts.  
 
Biodiversity duty 
Your authority has a duty to have regard to conserving biodiversity as part of your decision making.  
Conserving biodiversity can also include restoration or enhancement to a population or habitat. Further 
information is available here. 
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Wells-Next-The-Sea Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 16 Consultation Response Form  

Part B: Representation Details 
You are invited to make comments on the proposed Neighbourhood Plan, supporting documents and evidence base. In doing so, you may wish to address whether 
or not the draft Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic conditions, set out below, and other matters that the independent examiner is required to consider under 
paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 

Basic Conditions 

Only a draft neighbourhood Plan or Order that meets each of a set of basic conditions can be put to a referendum and be ‘made’. 
The relevant basic conditions for Neighbourhood Plans are: 

a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood
plan). Read more details.

b) The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. Read more details.
c) The making of the neighbourhood plan 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). Read more details.
d) The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations. Read more details.
e) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the

neighbourhood plan. Read more details.

In the table below please complete each column to show: 

• which part of the Neighbourhood Plan or supporting document your representation relates to
• whether your response is an objection to the plan, supporting the plan, or providing neutral comments
• details of what you are supporting, objecting or commenting on, and why
• details of any changes you think necessary. If seeking textual amendments please include your proposed revised wording for policies or supporting text,

including the justification for it along with any available supporting evidence.

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation 
and the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. Further submissions will only be at the request 
of the examiner, based on the matters he or she identifies for examination. 
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Land South of Ashburton Close, Wells-next-the-Sea 

2 

Geoff Armstrong (geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk) 

Director  

Armstrong Rigg Planning  

Direct Line:  01234 867130  

Mobile No:  07710 883907  

Encs. 

1. Consultation Response Form
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1 
Wells-Next-The-Sea Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 16 Consultation Response Form  

Part B: Representation Details  

You are invited to make comments on the proposed Neighbourhood Plan, supporting documents and evidence base. In doing so, you may wish to address whether 

or not the draft Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic conditions, set out below, and other matters that the independent examiner is required to consider under 

paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 

Basic Conditions 

Only a draft neighbourhood Plan or Order that meets each of a set of basic conditions can be put to a referendum and be ‘made’.  

The relevant basic conditions for Neighbourhood Plans are: 

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

plan). Read more details. 

b) The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. Read more details. 

c) The making of the neighbourhood plan 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). Read more details. 

d) The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations. Read more details. 

e) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the 

neighbourhood plan. Read more details. 

In the table below please complete each column to show: 

• which part of the Neighbourhood Plan or supporting document your representation relates to 

• whether your response is an objection to the plan, supporting the plan, or providing neutral comments 

• details of what you are supporting, objecting or commenting on, and why 

• details of any changes you think necessary. If seeking textual amendments please include your proposed revised wording for policies or supporting text, 

including the justification for it along with any available supporting evidence. 

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation 

and the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. Further submissions will only be at the request 

of the examiner, based on the matters he or she identifies for examination. 
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Norfolk County Council Comments on the:  
Wells Next The Sea Neighbourhood Plan (Reg 16) 
13 November 2023 

1. Preface

1.1. The officer-level comments below are made without prejudice. 

1.2. The County Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan and recognises the considerable amount of work and 
effort which has been put into developing the Neighbourhood Plan to date. 

2. Natural Environment

2.1. Policy WNS2: allocation of 45 new affordable dwellings at Two Furlong Hill 
(WELLS1):  
It will be important that appropriate ecological surveys (i.e., Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal and subsequent detailed protected species surveys as 
required) are carried out in support of any future planning application at this 
site. 

As noted in the policy wording, it is strongly recommended that the 
dismantled railway which forms the southern site boundary and acts as a 
valuable green corridor, is suitably protected and buffered from development, 
for example by providing an undeveloped area of natural green space 
alongside this habitat feature. 

We are pleased to note that the policy wording recognises there will be a 
requirement via the Environment Act for all such developments to achieve a 
minimum 10% net gain in biodiversity.  

We are also pleased that policy states the requirement for a contribution 
towards the Norfolk Green Infrastructure & Recreational Impact Avoidance & 
Mitigation Strategy (GIRAMS). GIRAMS provides a mechanism for off-setting 
future increased recreational pressures. This funding stream is expected to 
not only mitigate impacts to internationally important wildlife sites, but also 
indirectly bring about a wider suite of beneficial outcomes, particularly for 
coastal parishes. 

2.2. Policy WNS6: High Quality Design: 
Regarding item l. Biodiversity, it may be beneficial to additionally make 
specific reference to the requirement for all new developments to achieve 
10% Biodiversity Net Gain, and that BNG requirements can be used to help 
protect and buffer existing wildlife habitats on site. 
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2.3. Policy WNS9: Visitor Parking: 
The proposed us of the pitch and putt site appears acceptable, however, it is 
important to note that Wells Meadow County Wildlife Site (CWS) is located 
immediately north of the parking area; it would therefore not be appropriate 
to in any way extend the parking area further northwards. Impacts to the 
CWS should be carefully avoided, with no access for visitor parking provided 
to the CWS. 

2.4. Should you have any queries with the above comments please contact the 
Natural Environment Team at neti@norfolk.gov.uk. 

3. Lead Local Flood Authority

3.1. The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA)  welcomes references retained in the 

Draft Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16 and its proposed policies to flooding 

from various sources such as surface water, fluvial, tidal / coastal and the 

recognition that by considering flood risk early as part of all new development, it 

may be possible to avoid it or manage it more effectively, as well as recognising 

the impacts of climate change on flooding and new development.  Of the 18 

Policies proposed, Policy WNS2: Housing Allocation at Two Furlong Hill (Site 

Wells1), Policy WNS6: High Quality Design, Policy WNS13: Local Green 

Spaces and Policy WNS15: Sea Level Rise and Flood Risk and their 

supporting text, are of the most relevance to matters for consideration by the 

LLFA.  The LLFA welcome that additional mapping has been included within 

the Regulation 16 Draft Document relating to some sources of flood risk within 

the Parish of Wells-next-the-Sea including Figure 16: Flood Risk, Figure 38: 

Extent of Flood Risk from Rivers and Seas and Figure 39: Extent of Surface 

Water Flood Risk, along with some references now made to groundwater 

flooding within Policy WNS15: Sea Level Rise and Flood Risk.    

3.2. The LLFA welcomes references made within Section 9: Sustainability and 

Climate Change and Policy WNS15: Sea Level Rise and Flood Risk to flooding 

and surface water drainage matters, with the LLFA noting that Policy WNS15 

has been enhanced from that contained within the Regulation 14 Version, 

setting out the need for all planning decisions to address the effects of climate 

change upon flood risk, including rising sea levels and directing development 

away from areas of known flood risk where possible to avoid exacerbating 

existing flooding problems.    

3.3. The LLFA further welcomes that the Regulation 16 Draft Document has 

retained references within Policy WNS6: High Quality Design and Policy 

WNS15: Sea Level Rise and Flood Risk to encouraging the use of Sustainable 

Drainage Systems (SuDS) in all new developments to help reduce runoff rates 

by providing attenuation that stores water to help slow its flow, improve water 

quality by filtering pollutants to avoid environmental contamination and clean 

the water whilst increasing the biodiversity value of the area. The LLFA 

recommends that Policies WNS6 and WNS15 could be further enhanced by 
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references being made to the four pillars of SuDS within the Policy text, namely 

(water quality, water quantity, biodiversity, and amenity).   

3.4. Notwithstanding the above, the LLFA still recommends that a full review of 

flooding within the Parish should be carried out to assess all sources of flood 

risk in Wells-next-the Sea, including flood risk from groundwater and ordinary 

watercourses, supported by relevant mapping for all sources and covering the 

whole Parish.   

3.5. The LLFA welcomes references made in the Regulation 16 document to the 

Wells-next-the-Sea Neighbourhood Plan supporting the Strategic Policies 

which deal with matters relating to flooding, drainage and climate change such 

as the North Norfolk Core Strategy (Adopted in 2008), Site Allocations 

Development Plan Document DPD (Adopted in 2011), along with the emerging 

North Norfolk Local Plan (NNLP) and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

3.6. As stated in our previous Regulation 14 response, the LLFA still recommends 

reference be made in the document to the Norfolk County Council LLFA 

Statutory Consultee for Planning: Guidance Document (the most up to date 

version at the time of adoption) regarding surface water risk and drainage for 

any allocated sites or areas of proposed development.  

3.7. According to LLFA datasets (extending from 2011 to present day) we have 2 

no. records of internal flooding and 3 no. records of external/anecdotal flooding 

in the Parish of Wells-next-the-Sea. The LLFA highlight the importance of 

considering surface water, groundwater and flooding from ordinary 

watercourses within the Neighbourhood Plan in the best interest of further 

development in the area. Please note that all external flood events are deemed 

anecdotal and have not been subject to an investigation by the LLFA. 

3.8. We advise that Norfolk County Council, as the LLFA for Norfolk, publish 

completed flood investigation reports here. 

3.9. We are aware of AW DG5 records within the Parish of Wells-next-the-Sea, 

however, this will need to be confirmed with/by Anglian Water. 

3.10. According to Environment Agency datasets, there are areas of surface water 

flooding (ponding) and surface water flowpaths present within the Parish of 

Wells-next-the-Sea. 

3.11. The LLFA note the inclusion of surface water flooding maps within the 

Neighbourhood Plan representative of the entire Neighbourhood Plan area. 

Information on this and associated tools/reference documents can be found at: 

• GOV.UK - Long Term Flood Information – Online EA Surface Water Flood

Map

• Norfolk County Council (NCC) – Flood and Water Management Policies

• Norfolk County Council (NCC) – Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA)

Statutory Consultee for Planning: Guidance Document
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3.12. Should you have any queries with the above comments please contact the 

Lead Local Flood Authority at llfa@norfolk.gov.uk. 

4. Transport

4.1. The draft policy addresses the Highway Authority comments from the Reg 14 

consultation. 

4.2. Should you have any queries with the above comments please contact Richard 

Doleman (Principal Infrastructure Development Planner) at 

richard.doleman@norfolk.gov.uk or call 01603 223263. 
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Wells-next-the-Sea Neighbourhood Plan 
Submission Draft June 2023 

North Norfolk District Council Response - October 2023 

Thank you for consul�ng North Norfolk District Council, NNDC on the submission Consulta�on 
version of the Wells-next-Sea Neighbourhood Plan.  

Officers have previously made detailed commentary on previous emerging versions both formally at 
regula�on 14 stage and informally on an emerging version of the submited NP. It is noted that 
although changes have been made to incorporate some of the advice given from our previous 
representa�on and earlier discussion this year it is no�ced that there have also been many other 
changes introduced across the plan policies and their suppor�ng text which have had the opposite 
effect of introducing (and in cases reintroducing) new conformity issues and further ambiguity. In this 
submission version these maters will need to be resolved in order to ensure a deliverable Plan 
ahead of any referendum. It is recognised that much hard work has gone into the prepara�on of this 
neighbourhood plan and in the main it seeks to deliver on the ambi�on of the steering group and 
that of the community, however, there does also remain some concerns around the con�nued 
inclusion of unnecessary policies, and or criteria in policies/ approaches that are already in the 
development plan while other seem selec�ve and not complete due to only reflec�ng par�ally the 
commissioned evidence. Although it is recognised that it is important the neighbourhood plan covers 
the issues raised by the community it is also equally important to review the exis�ng development 
plan and not seek to introduce unnecessary ambiguity in decision making through the repe��on of 
similar approaches to the exis�ng strategic policies at District Level and in inadvertently mislead the 
general public on the scope and influence the Neighbourhood plan will have. The final plan must 
recognise that in decision making the development plan as a whole will be used in the determina�on 
of applica�ons and that there is no need to reproduce policies especially where no local addi�onality 
is being gained or worse where conflict and ambiguity is being introduced to the decision-making 
process due to poorly worded policies and cross over. – even if they are supported through 
consulta�on. 

Government guidance states that 

“a policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It should be 
drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it consistently and 
with confidence when determining planning applications “ 

Many policies in the dra� plan would benefit from amended wording to ensure clarity for applica�on 
and implementa�on purposes. The Council has suggested policy dele�ons where it considers the 
policy repeats other parts of the statutory development plan or the intended outcome of the policy 
cannot be achieved through the planning system. Alterna�ve text has also been suggested where it is 
considered necessary to ensure further clarity and general conformity. 

It is no�ced that some of the policy areas con�nue to be jus�fied by the inclusion of statements that 
the approach are/ have been supported at consulta�on events but are not jus�fied through a level of 
qualita�ve or propor�onate evidence.   As advised at the outset and throughout the WNP produc�on 
opinion and views of the local community and others that have a stake in the future of a 
neighbourhood plan area e.g. expressed through consulta�on, demonstrate that the policies in the 
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neighbourhood plan  have been informed by the par�cipa�on of the local community and others 
with an interest in the area and as such help meet the requirements of some of the basic condi�ons 
at examina�on but opinion itself does not provide the jus�fica�on for the inclusion of a policy 
especially when such an approach may already exist in the wider development plan or there is up to 
date evidence available (but not used) that would led to a different conclusion. Some policy areas are 
jus�fied through the inconsistent and incomplete assessments eg Local Green Space, LGS and have 
not had regard to published evidence. The council has suggested policy dele�ons where this is the 
case.  

As this is the submission dra� of the plan officers have in the main focused on maters it considers 
are related to the basic condi�on tests that the plan needs to meet in order to proceed to 
referendum  

The basic condi�ons are set out in paragraph 8(2) Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning 
Act. The basic condi�ons are:  

a) having regard to na�onal policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of
State it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan

b) the making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable
development.

c) the making of the neighbourhood plan 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)

d) the making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise compa�ble with, EU
obliga�ons.

This includes reference to factual errors and concerns over phrasing, repe��on /duplica�on and 
conformity and the use of propor�onal evidence to jus�fy an approach. All of which impact on the 
contribu�on the neighbourhood plan may have on achieving sustainable development. Sugges�ons 
for policy amendments are included in the tables below in these regards and also to improve the 
clarity, implementa�on and consistent decision making which are needed in order for the plan to be 
considered mee�ng the Basic condi�ons tests.  

A number of policy areas are also considered aspira�onal and as such considera�on should be given 
to amendment, separa�ng these into a clearly iden�fied aspira�on sec�on. Where necessary these 
have been iden�fied in the table below.    

 Consequen�al amendments 

A number of changes are sought that affect the basic condi�ons along with other minor 
amendments which will assist in interpreta�on and the applica�on of the policies in the 
neighbourhood plan. Such changes along with any modifica�ons recommended to the council 
through examina�on will undoubtedly lead to the requirement for further consequen�al 
amendments, correc�ons and updates to suppor�ng text. It would be helpful if reference could be 
made in the final report that these should be made at the council’s discre�on prior to referendum 
(PPG Reference ID: 41-106-20190509). 

Emerging Local Plan 

The Wells next the Sea neighbourhood Plan is submited at the �me of an advance emerging local 
plan. The emerging Local Plan submission version was consulted on under regula�on 19 in January 
2022 and a dra� shared with the group earlier in 2021 for reference. This strategic plan has since 
been submited for independent examina�on in May 2023 and is considered to be at an advance 
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stage. Hearings are expected to take place in January / February 2024. The Council in its August and 
September 2023 Planning Policy and Built Heritage Working Party / Cabinet recommended to give 
weight to a substan�ve number of its policies in terms of Paragraph 48 of the NPPF. 

There is no legal requirement to examine the Plan against emerging policy. However, PPG (PPG para 
009 reference ID: 41-009-20190509) advises that the reasoning and evidence informing the Local 
Plan process may be relevant to the considera�on of the basic condi�ons against which the Plan is 
tested. Furthermore town/parish councils and local planning authori�es should aim to agree the 
rela�onship between policies in the emerging neighbourhood plan, the emerging Local Plan and the 
adopted development plan with appropriate regard to na�onal policy and guidance. Guidance also 
states that It is important to minimise any conflicts between policies in the neighbourhood plan and 
those in the emerging local plan, including housing supply policies. Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-
009-20190509

Given the advance stage and the weight to be afforded to the Local Plan in line with para 48 of the 
NPPF by the Council there are strong reason to do so not least so that the NP remains up to date and 
relevant for the intended period but to ensure the WNP policies con�nue to atract weight in 
decision making a�er the adop�on of the new Local Plan scheduled for the autumn of next year.  Our 
recommenda�ons con�nue to be that in the making of the Neighbourhood Plan, it should have 
regard of and also be in general conformity with the emerging Local Plan.   

Habitat regula�on Assessment, HRA 

Although this HRA has been prepared to help the Council discharge its du�es under the Habitats 
Regula�ons, the Council is the competent authority, and it must decide whether to accept this 
report or otherwise.  Policy WSN0 and the HRA report have not previously been seen by NNDC as 
the responsible body in terms of Habitat Regula�ons. It is noted that Natural England have been 
consulted on the HRA and had no objec�on to the HRA (last few pages of the HRA), although it 
appears to be a standard response and doesn’t appear to consider the neighbourhood plan and 
duplica�on of policy or whether the suggested wording is acceptable in planning terms, only that it 
would result in the protec�on of Habitats sites. It is further noted that the HRA itself only puts 
forward the sugges�on of the policy wording and clarifies that it would be subject to examina�on 
and amendment along with elements of the Plan. 

Further, it should be noted that this HRA has been prepared for the purposes of preparing and 
examining the Plan on a pre-emp�ve basis and seems to be based on earlier emerging versions of 
the neighbourhood plan and bases its conclusions on the assumed incorpora�on of a number of site 
op�ons and policy approaches which are not in the final dra� plan as submited.  Commissioned in 
November 2022, the conclusions draw on the poten�al for a number of site op�ons which were 
assessed but discounted and not included in the regula�on 14 (July 2022) consulta�on version nor 
the submited dra� neighbourhood Plan (June 2023). The council undertook a screening exercise on 
the regula�on 14 version of the Plan in December 2022 and published its screening determina�on in 
March 2023 following consulta�on with the statutory consulta�on bodies and recommended that 
the HRA took the findings into account. 

The final submited neighbourhood plan subsequently incorporates the full recommenda�ons of the 
HRA/ Appropriate assessment as well as addi�onal policy wording recommended by the council at 
regula�on 14 stage on maters that addressed HRA issues. There is concern that the HRA as 
submited has not fully considered the final policy wording and as such there is a disconnect 
between the HRA conclusions and the final version of the neighbourhood plan which has 
inadvertently resulted in duplica�on and ambiguity of policy wording in relevant policies.  
The Council have suggested policy dele�on and alterna�ve text where it is considered necessary.  
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Atached  

Table 1:  Detailed review by paragraph and policy with suggested considera�ons and amendments. 

Appendix A NNDC Local Alloca�on Agreement Strategic Policy for excep�on sites  
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The reference to the number of dwellings is repeated elsewhere in 
the policy – repe��on should be removed.  
The suppor�ng text could usefully set out the expecta�on of the 
landowner around development through a CLT. 
 
Given the steer in the policy to para 5.37 it is clear that the intent 
here is to use the NPPF defini�on of affordable housing and not 
restrict occupa�on to the same rigour as any CLT approach.] 
 
Criteria k –  re appropriate contribu�ons to mi�ga�on measures in 
the GIRAMs.  The phrasing in this policy criteria aligns and is 
consistent which the advice given and this response and is supported.  

WNS3  2nd para re foot note 24 and ref to HELAA- the HELLA does not 
provide evidence of need. Reference should be deleted. 

Re foot note 24: amend as below: 
 
This can include the Housing Vision Needs Assessment any HELAA 
or District level informa�on 

WNS3 2nd para – the use of the word, “as appropriate” suggests an element 
of flexibility in the policy applica�on.  Such ambiguity should be 
removed. Note that the Local Plan submited policy HOU2 requires 
the same mix of not less than 50% two and 3 bedroom proper�es but 
goes further in s�pula�ng that this is then provided as approx. 20% 
two bed and 80% 3 bed  

Amend text as below: 
 
should, as appropriate, include elements of the following: 

WNS3 Third bullet (accessibility of housing) – general comment – in this 
case the Local Plan adds more detail to this requirement through the 
use of minimum space standards and the use of M4(2) and M4(3) 
accessible and adaptable homes. the wording as writen does not add 
any further local dis�nc�on apart from the general reference to 
bungalows  

Consider removal of third criterion. 

WNS3 4th bullet - To be in compliance with strategic policies the Council 
requires a split of 80% social rent and 20% low-cost home ownership. 
This has been tested through up-to-date viability appraisals that 
support the Local Plan.  

Delete and amend as detailed below in next comment.  
 
 

WNS3 5th bullet – The clarifica�on that first homes should be a maximum of 
25% is welcomed and this is in general conformity with the emerging 
Local Plan (policy HOU2) and na�onal policy however it remains that 
it is considered unhelpful and unnecessary repe��on to reinforce 

Replace third para and bullet 4 and 5 with:  
 
Where affordable housing is proposed as part of a wider scheme it 
should principally comprise the following: 
• 60 per cent Social and Affordable Rented 
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na�onal policy and emerging Local Plan policy through reference in 
this way to the tenure split and in par�cular first homes in this policy. 

It is considered that it raises issues which will undermine the aims of 
the neighbourhood plan and the Council’s flexibility around delivery 
as well as introduce unnecessary conformity issues and ambiguity 
that should not be le� to be resolved at applica�on stage or through 
the adop�on of the submited Local Plan. 

The direct reference to the use of first home is considered not 
desirable or required in the policy or Wells and as such the sec�on of 
the policy should be removed and replaced with wording that 
reinforces the need to deliver a policy compliant amount of 
affordable housing which then would reinforces the requirement to 
maximise the delivery of affordable housing. 

A more contextual explana�on is provided in the commentary below 

• 40 per cent Affordable Routes to home ownership consis�ng of:
o Up to 25per cent First Homes (of the overall total)
o 15per cent Shared Ownership (of the overall total).

On site provision of the highest propor�on of affordable housing 
will be provided. As a minimum this should be in line with the 
requirements of the local Plan.  

5.40 Correc�on amend reference to planning prac�ce guidance as being 
policy – it should be corrected to guidance and the explana�on 
updated  

In terms of affordable homes, 25per cent are required to be First 
Homes (in line with Government policy) the national Planning 
Practice guidance provides a recommendation that 25% of 
affordable housing should be First Homes  

First homes explana�on  
In high value areas such as Wells, First Homes are unlikely to be affordable to many first-�me buyers as a 30% discount on the market price is 
in all likelihood s�ll unaffordable.  As such the use of first home is considered not desirable in Wells or the wider district. It is expected that 
First homes will also not be profitable for developers and as such the inclusion of them in schemes will affect viability and, in all likelihood, 
reduce the amount of affordable housing on any given site. This approach would be against WNP and NNDC aims and objec�ves. We accept 
that first home is included as an affordable product in the NPPF. 
The requirement for at least 25% to be first home sits in the Planning Prac�ce Guidance. Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 70-001-20210524, 
but this is guidance and not policy. We would prefer more flexibility around the types of affordable housing to maximise the benefits at a 
local level and have previously advised the steering group not to include this requirement in the policy not least as it is a repe��on. 
Amending the policy in such a way would allow the Council to apply a level of balance and judgment to each application around the type of 
housing and ensure this is better aligned to the need. If the policy wording is left in as written, then there is risk that as the LPA we would 
be compelled to seek 25% first homes in all applications. The added downside of this approach or risk is that it may negatively affect 
viability and thus reduce the amount of overall affordable housing we could permit. Its continued use in the Np policy raises a serious 
conformity issue which could and should be avoided. 
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WNS3  4th paragraph re local occupancy has litle to do with the policy �tle of 
housing mix  
 
The approach in para 4 without amendment is in direct conflict with 
the strategic policies of the Council as well as other policies of the np. 
It is also confusing and u�lises incorrect terminology, adding litle or 
no local dis�nc�on or cascade. The wording is considered flawed and 
perpetuates a misunderstanding of the current approach to local 
connec�on used in excep�on development.  
 
Na�onal planning policy and guidance states that neighbourhood 
plans should support the strategic development needs set out in 
strategic policies for the area, plan positively to support local 
development and should not promote less development than set out 
in the strategic policies (see paragraph 13 and paragraph 29 of the 
Na�onal Planning Policy Framework). Nor should it be used to 
constrain the delivery of a strategic site allocated for development in 
the Local Plan or spa�al development strategy1.  
 
In terms of excep�on development, the Council’s Local Alloca�ons 
Agreement includes 7 criteria which provide a basis for determining 
priority between applicants for affordable housing including low-cost 
home ownership products based on their local connec�on to the 
parish in which a property is located and the adjoining parishes. The 
Local Alloca�ons Agreement gives preference to applicants with 
strong local connec�ons to the parish in which the property being 
allocated is located and the adjoining parishes equally. This is because 
there will be some towns or villages which have very litle affordable 
housing stock and some towns and villages where it will not be 
possible to develop new affordable housing because of constraints 
including sensi�ve local environments, coastal erosion, flooding and 
lack of available land. It is essen�al that applicants with strong local 

  
Amend as detailed below:  
 
Outside Community Led development the occupa�on of all new 
affordable housing in the Neighbourhood Planning Area shall be 
limited to eligible households with a local connec�on to the Parish 
of Wells next the Sea or adjoining parishes (excluding the strategic 
alloca�ons in the Local Plan) If at the time of letting there are no 
eligible households with a local connection, and/or the pool of 
eligible applicants with a local connection has been exhausted, 
occupancy shall be in accordance with the District Council’s 
Housing Alloca�on scheme Local Alloca�on Agreement  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

1Paragraph: PPG: 044 Reference ID: 41-044-20190509 Revision date: 09 05 2019 
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connec�ons to such towns and villages are not disadvantaged as a 
result. Shortlis�ng is undertaken based on the strength of local 
connec�on, with applicants with the strongest connec�ons 
shortlisted above those applicants with lower connec�ons. Further 
detail on this can be seen in the Appendix A to this response.  

Outside excep�on development all other affordable housing is seen 
as contribu�ng to “general needs affordable housing” i.e the district 
need that the Local Plan seeks to meet in full, and the exclusion of 
the Local Plan strategic alloca�ons in this respect is welcomed as they 
form a significant part in mee�ng the strategic needs as set out in the 
Local Plan.  

Subject to clarifica�ons that outside community led development and 
the con�nua�on of the exclusion of the strategic alloca�ons, 
affordable housing could be limited to those with a local connec�on 
to Wells and surrounding rural parishes as defined in the Local 
alloca�ons Agreement in the NPA. This approach would effec�vely 
apply the current excep�ons policy approach to schemes outside 
the setlement boundary to all affordable housing inside and 
outside the setlement boundary adding a level of local dis�nc�on 
to help address local need that in the case of Wells Next the Sea 
could be considered to be jus�fied and the policy as amended be 
considered to be in general conformity.  

 In associa�on with this amendment para 5.77 is also objected to and 
will need to be amended as detailed below 

5.71 The Council’s approach is to implement such policies through 
planning condi�ons and a s106 agreement. The addi�onal legal 
obliga�on is required to draw the occupa�on restric�on to the 
aten�on of future purchases, assist in the enactment and 
enforcement of the policy / condi�on should the property be 
subsequently sold and brings in the requirement for prior 
confirma�on that the condi�ons of occupancy have been met. This is 
required to ensure the process works in perpetuity. 

Change bullet 2 for clarity and consistency in implementa�on 

Bullet 2 - The policy will be implemented through the imposi�on of 
a planning condi�on or and legal agreement to ensure future 
occupiers are aware of the restric�on and will need to sa�sfy the 
condi�on before occupa�on. 

Bullet 3 - Occupiers of homes with a Principal Residence condi�on 
will be required to keep proof that they are mee�ng the obliga�on 
or and condi�on and be obliged to provide this proof on the such 
informa�on as the Local Planning Authority may reasonably require 
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Change bullet 3 to align with councils’ advice and prac�ce. Combine 
with amended bullet 4 as detailed opposite.  
 
In line with required clarifica�ons to WSN4 criteria 5, bullet 4 of para 
5.41 also requires amending. There are discrepancies between the 
policy criteria and the text and in any case It is not considered 
appropriate to verify principal residency through the atendance of a 
minor at the school and or registra�on for health services. It must be 
linked to the owner of the property. For reasons of clarity and 
alignment with best prac�ce amended text is required  
 

in order to determine this condi�on is being observed on the 
writen request of the District Council within 14 days.  
 
Bullet 4 – delete bullet 4 and combine with bullet 3 to align with 
councils’ implementa�on and WNS4 Proof of residency can include 
being registered as an elector, and for local services such as health 
care.  

5.77/WSN4 
 

The exclusion of the strategic alloca�ons from policy WNS4 is 
supported. The strategic alloca�ons are there to also address wider 
district need including general needs affordable housing as evidenced 
through the Strategic Housing Needs Assessment and as such sit 
outside WNS4 and or the amended approach suggested.  
 
This comment should be read in conjunc�on with commentary on 
WNS4 below.  
 
The altera�on and addi�onal text that has been inserted into the 
submited dra� plan at para 5.77 has been done without consulta�on 
and the knowledge of NNDC and is objected to on a number of 
grounds specifically due to the conflict with the strategic local plan 
alloca�on: 
• seeks to specify the specific numbers (incorrectly) of the 

submited local plan strategic site dwellings,  
• seeks to s�pulate the affordable housing mix on the submited 

local plan strategic sites, and   
• seeks to reserve a specified number of dwellings to be developed 

by a specific local housing provider.  
• Not adequately jus�fied or evidenced.  

 
As a further amendment and or consequen�al change the text 
detailing the housing split ambi�on detailed in para 5.77 will need to 
be removed from the Plan.  The text does not meet the basic 
condi�ons, is not in conformity with the submited local plan and 

Delete para-5.77. 
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seeks to impose an obliga�on onto a strategic alloca�on which 
cannot be done. It is also considered outside the boundaries of 
neighbourhood planning and introduces significant ambiguity with 
the way it has been inserted into the body of the suppor�ng text.  

It should be noted that the two strategic sites submited as part of 
the emerging Local Plan have also undergone public consulta�on and 
any unresolved objec�ons that will be resolved through local plan 
examina�on including but not limited to the objec�on on the 
principle of alloca�on by Wells town council. Such objec�ons are best 
le� to the Local Plan examina�on, and it is outside the scope of 
neighbourhood planning to seek changes or impose considera�ons to 
the submited Local Plan in this way.   

5.78 (WNS4) Para 5.78 – inconsistency with the text of policy WNS4 delate like for 
like so that the text matches that in policy WNS4 

This comment and change should be read in conjunc�on with 
commentary on WNS4 below and above. 

Due to the dele�on of para 5.77 and the inten�on of policy WNS4 to 
exclude the strategic alloca�ons from the policy requirements further 
clarifica�ons and consequen�al change are required - amend the 
paragraph to clearly state the policy WNS4 does not apply to the 
strategic alloca�ons.  

Clarifica�on should also be added to para 5.78 around its exclusion to 
those new proper�es brought forward through PD rights sta�ng that 
the approach can only be applied to development that requires 
planning permission.  

Further explana�on could be added to the text as a consequen�al 
change in order to explain further the limita�ons and the advent of 
PD rights. If le� unchecked the plan will provide an incorrect 
impression to any influence it may have.   

Para 5.78 amend wording for consistency with policy and reasons 
of clarity.  

Para 5.78- 
Policy WNS4 will apply to all other new housing that requires 
planning permission outside the strategic alloca�ons in the local 
plan and subsequent revisions (except like for like replacements) 
including those newly constructed or created from changes of use 
and/or the conversion of exis�ng buildings. The policy also extends 
to Affordable Housing to ensure that even if a property/dwelling 
becomes open market housing through staircasing or the right to 
buy, it will s�ll be occupied by full �me residents. 

WSN4 General comment: The council does not support the introduc�on of 
principal residency policies for a number of reasons and not least as it Consider adding further contextual text as suggested. 
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believes that unintended consequences of the approach is that it will 
push demand into the exis�ng proper�es which are o�en the smaller 
more tradi�onal proper�es ideally suited for first �me buyers and 
those on a low income. As such the approach may in �me be 
counterproduc�ve to the overall aims and ambi�ons of the np.  
Nevertheless, it has been established that neighbourhood plans can 
include such a requirement as long as jus�fied adequately that the 
approach will contribute to the achievement of sustainable 
development. 
 
It’s recognised that Holkham estate as site owners of the majority of 
suitable and available sites in the parish and their objec�on to the 
use of the principal residency on sites in their ownership. This 
includes a controlling covenant on the WNP alloca�on WNP2 but 
where it is understood an agreement in principle has been reached. 
As such they are key partners to the delivery of growth in the parish 
for both the NP and the Local Plan. Given this it is understandable 
that a compromise approach has been reached around WNS4 and the 
exclusion of the np dra� policy in rela�on to the strategic sites 
contained in the local plan.  
Reference for clarity to this though would be useful in the suppor�ve 
text for wider understanding around the local circumstances and a 
clearer steer is required in the policy wording as suggested above  
 

 
Add clarity to the policy with regard the last para and areas 
of policy exclusion – see policy amendment set out below.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

WNS4  The policy is poorly writen and includes unnecessary contextual text 
that is beter suited to the suppor�ng sec�on of the neighbourhood 
plan. The defini�on should be altered to align beter with the 
intended use and for consistency across other neighbourhood plans. 
The policy should be restructured to resolve ambiguity issues and aid 
implementa�on.  The last part of the policy that seeks to determine 
the specific type and tenure in the submited Local Plans’ two 
alloca�ons is objected to.  
 
It is not considered appropriate to verify principal residency through 
the atendance of a minor at the school. It must be linked to the 
owner of the property.  
 

Amend the plan for consistency and clarity as detailed above in 
rela�on to para 5.77 and 5.88 . Amend the whole policy as detailed 
below. 
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The last part of the policy is beyond the remit of the np. Not least as 
the np is being tested against the adopted Local Plan. It is also not 
possible to determine the strategic content of the emerging Local 
Plan in this way or provide alterna�ves to the council’s Housing 
Strategy or reserve housing development for a named provider.  As 
such these elements of the policy and further paragraphs 5.77 and 
5.78 are considered not to meet the basic condi�ons and be removed  
 

WNS4  The policy should be restructured and worded for clarity.  
 
Replace WSN4 with:  
 

1. 1.All new open market housing outside the strategic alloca�ons of the Local Plan (excluding replacement dwellings) permited 
within the Neighbourhood Area will be restricted to ensure its occupancy as a Principal Residence. This relates to first and future 
occupa�on of the dwelling. This is to ensure that there is a supply of new housing for occupa�on by local people and to address the 
growth of dwellings used for holiday accommoda�on (either as a second homes or as holiday lets) which impacts upon the overall 
balance and sustainability of the setlement.  

 
2. Principal Residence is defined as those occupied as someone’s main or sole residence where the residents spend the majority of 

their �me when not working away from home. 
 

3. Proposals for holiday accommoda�on will not be permited unless located on an established holiday complex. 
 

4. These restric�ons will be secured prior to the grant of planning permission through appropriate Planning Condi�ons or Planning 
Obliga�ons created and enforceable under sec�on 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, or any subsequent successor 
legisla�on.  

 
5. Proof of residency can include being registered as an elector, and for local services such as health care, schools etc.  

Occupiers of homes with a Principal Residence condi�on will be required to keep proof (add footnote to policy)  that they are 
mee�ng the obliga�on or condi�on, and be obliged to provide this proof on request of the North Norfolk District Council if/when 
North Norfolk District Council requests this informa�on. 

 
These restric�ons will be secured prior to the grant of planning permission through appropriate Planning Condi�ons or Planning Obliga�ons 
created and enforceable under sec�on 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, or any subsequent successor legisla�on.  
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Note: This policy does not apply to the strategic alloca�ons W01/1 at Ashburton Close and W07/1 at Holkham Road as iden�fied in the 
emerging Local Plan as submited in May 2023, subject to the provision of the proposed intermediate rented housing outlined in paragraph 
5.76 above. 
Footnote to policy  
 
Foot note  
Proof of principal residency is via verifiable evidence which could include, for example, but not limited to residents being registered on the local electoral register. 
 

WNS5/ 5.81 The reference to such infill development would also be subject to 
policy WNS6 is not necessary however it provides the reader with 
some par�al context which should be expanded on to provide the 
fuller picture and link into the amended policy below (last sentence). 
  

last sentence in para 5.81 
 Such development would also be subject to Policy WNS6 and have 
regard to the Wells-next-the-Sea Design Guidance and Codes and 
the Character Appraisal 
 

WNS5 In general, the criterion set out in the policy are largely covered in 
na�onal and exis�ng and emerging Local Plan policies (adopted plan 
policies EN4, EN8, CT5, CT6) and emerging policies (ENV6, ENV7, 
ENV8, CC9, HC7) and are also covered in the adopted North Norfolk 
Design Guide, SPD. Specific comments concerning the policy criterion 
for infill development, are as follows: 
 
The first sentence in the first paragraph is not related to the policy 
�tle and covers strategic maters which are outside the remit of 
neighbourhood planning and implies a level of control that the plan 
cannot control. It also implies that the neighbourhood plan and this 
policy has iden�fied specific sites for infill development – it has not. 
 
 As writen the paragraph goes on to deliberately seek to restrict the 
extension of residen�al development outside the setlement 
boundary, which is not in conformity, wholly or par�ally with Core 
strategy policies EC2, re use of buildings in the countryside, SS2, 
Development in the countryside and HO3 affordable housing in the 
countryside plus a number of the emerging local plan policies and PD 
rights.  
  
The reference in the first paragraph to the focus of new housing 
development being limited to the exis�ng adopted setlement 
boundary ignores the fact that the boundary will change on adop�on 
of this neighbourhood Plan (incorpora�on WNS2) and also on 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Delete first para  
The scale of new housing within the Neighbourhood Area will 
reflect the position of the town within the overall settlement 
hierarchy for the district as ‘a small growth town’. The focus of 
new housing development over the plan period will be on 
specifically identified sites or infill development within the 
existing adopted settlement boundary. 
 
 
or at the very least amended as below: 
  
The scale of new housing within the Neighbourhood Area will 
reflect the posi�on of the town within the overall setlement 
hierarchy for the district as ‘a small growth town’. The focus of new 
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adop�on of the submited local plan, The policy would have a very 
short life span as writen.  

The para also implies that new infill and extensions will be on 
“specifically iden�fied sites or infill development”. the policy does not 
iden�fy any such opportunity sites and is misleading.  

As such the whole paragraph should be deleted and at the very least 
amended as below: 

The scale of new housing within the Neighbourhood Area will reflect 
the posi�on of the town within the overall setlement hierarchy for 
the district as ‘a small growth town’. The focus of new infill housing 
development over the plan period will be mainly on specifically 
iden�fied sites or infill development within the exis�ng adopted 
within the iden�fied setlement boundary of Wells Next the Sea. 

 Much of the remaining policy is two general, brings no local 
dis�nc�on and is a repe��on of what is already in the development 
plan.  Amendments to each of the criterion are detailed below to 
avoid ambiguity, and bring clarity and focus to the plan:  

infill housing development over the plan period will be mainly on 
specifically iden�fied sites or infill development within the exis�ng 
adopted within the iden�fied setlement boundary of Wells Next 
the Sea. 

WNS5 a) Requires the enhancement of the form and character of the
street scene. This requirement would be stronger than that
enshrined in legisla�on and the NPPF (para. 206) when applied
across the whole parish.  As such, the wording will need to be
amended to accord with planning legisla�on and the NPPF.

b) How would this criteria be applied if the surrounding proper�es
are of differing materials, scale, massing and/or layout?
Par�cularly as the criteria requires that a proposed infill dwelling
should reflect all of these elements for all of the surrounding
proper�es. In any event, these maters; materials, scale, massing
and layout, are already covered by na�onal guidance and
exis�ng and emerging local plan policies and the NNDC Design
Guide.

c) This repeats parts of a. and b. but adds height as a new mater
for considera�on. All maters are already covered by na�onal

Amend wording to accord with planning legisla�on and the NPPF: 
a. Enhance the form and character of the street scene into

which it will be inserted Conserve, and where possible,
enhance the form and character of the street scene.

b. Delete criterion.
c. Delete criterion.
d. Delete criterion.
e. Delete criterion.
f. Provide a safe vehicular access which would not have an

unacceptable detrimental impact on highway safety. Provide
sufficient car parking within the cur�lage of the site
appropriate to the size and type of dwelling to reduce the need
for on street car parking and indiscriminate parking

g. Have on site parking which would be provided in accordance
with adopted highway standards. Vehicular parking should be
provided in line with Local plan adopted standards
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guidance and exis�ng and emerging local plan policies and the 
NNDC Design Guide-  

d) This mater is already covered by na�onal and local plan policies.  
e) This mater is already covered by na�onal and local plan policies.  
f) This mater is already covered by na�onal and local plan policies. 
g)  The council have adopted standards ( in this case those of NCC)  

The requirement also conflicts with the Design Guidance and 
Design Codes document at DC.2.2 – Residen�al parking (i), 
which states 'Vehicle parking should mainly be provided on-site. 
In general, the approach to the provision of parking should be 
flexible…..’  As such, the criteria should be amended to accord 
with this suppor�ng document, as well as local plan policies.  

Extensions 
The criterion set out in the policy are largely covered in na�onal and 
exis�ng and emerging Local Plan policies (adopted plan policies EN4, 
EN8, CT5, CT6) and emerging policies (ENV6, ENV7, ENV8, CC9, HC7) 
and also covered in the North Norfolk Design Guide. Specific 
reference to holiday accommoda�on is confusing in rela�on to 
extensions in the policy wording and should be removed. Applying 
the approach to mee�ng all criteria would exclude a significant 
number of dwellings in Wells, given the character of the town and 
would not allow the flexibility envisaged in the NPPF. 
Specific comments concerning the policy criterion for extensions are 
as follows: 

h) This mater is already covered by na�onal and local plan 
policies (see above). 

i) This is a repeat as it is covered in Policy WNS11 – Protec�ng 
the Historic Environment. In addi�on, the mater is already 
covered by na�onal and local plan policies (see above). 

j) The maters are already covered by na�onal and local plan 
policies (see above). The specific requirements of the criteria 
are unjus�fied and should be removed. 

k) This mater is already covered by na�onal and local plan 
policies (see above). 

l) This mater is already covered by na�onal and local plan 
policies (see above). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Remove duplicated criteria that are covered in exis�ng and emerging local 
plan policies or if retained, refer to how they are worded in the local plan, 
to avoid conflict and dilu�ng the inten�on. Beter s�ll, these criteria should 
be focussed on local considera�ons evidenced in the character appraisal. 
Without which there is no local considera�on brought through the np.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If retained, these needs jus�fying and improved phrasing adding further 
local considera�ons. 
 
 
 
Consider rephrasing.  

Page 95



28 
 

m) Requiring sufficient on-site parking would not provide the 
flexibility needed to assess the individual circumstances of a 
proposed extension as set out in exis�ng and emerging 
policies. The requirement also conflicts with the Design 
Guidance and Design Codes document at DC.2.2 – 
Residen�al parking (i), which states 'Vehicle parking should 
mainly be provided on-site. In general, the approach to the 
provision of parking should be flexible…..’.  
The wording also conflicts with WSN6(f) which states where 
practical parking should be provided off- street 
As such, the criteria should be amended to accord with this 
suppor�ng document, WNS6, as well as local plan policies.  
 
Reflec�ng the character of wells, not all extension proposals 
would be on proper�es that currently have off street parking 
( or that could be provided) as such this criterion is restric�ve 
and not posi�vely prepared.  
 
 
 

n) This mater is already covered by na�onal and local plan 
policies (see above). 
 

 

Proposals should where prac�cal retain sufficient car parking within 
the cur�lage of the site appropriate to the size and type of dwelling 
 

WSN5 Clarifica�on re GIRAMs: replace last para re GIRAMS with revised text 
HRA text for consistency and alignment. 

To avoid adverse effects on the North Norfolk Coast SPA / Ramsar / 
SAC all residen�al development will need to sa�sfy the 
requirements of the Norfolk Green Infrastructure and Recrea�onal 
Impact Avoidance & Mi�ga�on Strategy (GIRAMS). This will include 
adequate provision of adequate and propor�onate Green 
Infrastructure and adequate financial contribu�ons towards the 
mi�ga�on measures iden�fied in the GIRAMS  
 
Appropriate contributions towards mitigation measures identified 
in the Norfolk Green Infrastructure and Recreational Impact 
Avoidance & Mitigation Strategy (GIRAMS) 

 Last sentence is unnecessary, WNS0 requires amendment see above, 
and in any case, this is a duplica�on - reference to it is already 

Delate - See also Policies WNS0, WNS6 and the Design Guidance 
and Codes. 
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covered in the para above (as amended) and should be delated. 
reference to the considera�on of other relevant policies is already 
coved in the suppor�ng text at para 5.81 (as amended)  and is not 
relevant as Planning law requires decisions are based on the on the 
Development Plan as a whole. The contextual remark is replaced by 
enhanced commentary at 5.81 as set out above)  
 

 

Para 5.87/ 
5.88  

Paragraphs 5.87 and 5.88 refer to na�onal policy in rela�on to design 
but omit to refer to the existence and role of the exis�ng and 
emerging local plan policies and the North Norfolk Design Guide 
adopted SPD that clearly reflect the NPPF and PPG in rela�on to 
design maters. As such, it appears to the reader that no regard has 
been or should be given to this �er of planning policy and guidance in 
decision making and as such is misleading. 

Add reference to exis�ng and emerging local plan policies and the 
North Norfolk Design Guide, which is an adopted SPD. 

Para 5.89 Paragraph 5.89 should make proper reference to the suppor�ng 
document, giving its full �tle and date produced – Wells-next-the-Sea 
Design Guidance and Codes Final Report (February 2022). 

Add full reference to the Wells-next-the-Sea Design Guidance and 
Codes Final Report (February 2022). 

Para 5.91 – 
5.94 

Perhaps missed opportunity to detail in these paragraphs the full 
complement of the exis�ng design guidance available. In addi�on, it 
would be helpful for these paragraphs to summarise the maters that 
the Wells next the sea design guidance and codes cover. 

 
Add summary of the maters that the design guidance and codes 
cover. i.e DC1- DC9 
 
Overall, for clarity it would be beter for this sec�on and policy to 
only reference the maters contained within the Wells design 
guidance and codes evidence document 

Para 5.95 – 
5.97 

Any details of consulta�on events are beter placed within an 
Appendix and in any case should be reproduced in the consulta�on 
statement in order to be transparent. 
 
Note: evidence of consulta�on is only evidence that consulta�on has 
taken place, not evidence that jus�fies or substan�ates an approach. 
 
Paragraph 5.97 omits any men�on of local planning policies and 
design guidance, which will give the reader a false sense of the full 
suite of formal design related planning policies and guidance present 
at this local government level. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Include reference to exis�ng and emerging local planning policies 
and NNDC design guide SPD. Add to para.  
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For consistency, clarity, and completeness, it would be helpful to add 
text making it clear the extent of guidance available in addi�on to this 
Np policy.   
 

……. applicable to all new development irrespec�ve of size and type 
(e.g. residen�al extensions, conversions, changes of use and non-
residen�al developments). The policy requirements should be 
considered along with the na�onal policy, the Local plan design 
policies and the adopted /emerging Design guidance published by 
NNDC. 
 

WNS6  Correct Typo Well-next-the-Sea Design Wells-next-the-Sea Design Guidance and Codes and the Character 
Appraisal 

WNS6  In general, the criterion set out in the policy are largely covered in 
na�onal and exis�ng and emerging Local Plan policies (adopted plan 
policies EN4, EN6, EN8, EN9, EN10, CT5, CT6) and emerging policies 
(CC3, CC10, CC11, CC12, HC2, HC7, ENV6, ENV7, ENV8, CC9,) and also 
covered in the North Norfolk Design Guide. 
 
 
The criteria appear to summarise some selec�ve elements of the 
design codes and parameters set out in the suppor�ng Design 
Guidance and Codes Final Report. The Wells next the sea Design 
guidance and codes sets out 9 high level design codes each set 
around a specific topic and each which contain individual subsets 
addressing certain design areas and labelled DC- - DC 9. The matrix 
on page 41 iden�fies the character aeras to which the codes relate. 
The policy does not follow this evidence and only seeks development 
to have accord with a select few codes and in some case only a select 
few sub codes.  It is unclear why only some of these have been 
selected and why the many others have been le� out of the policy. It 
is considered that a) all the guidance and design codes/ matrix needs 
to be referenced in the policy and b) the policy introduces significant 
ambiguity as writen and is in conflict with other policies sin the np 
which specifically men�on adherence to the design guide as a whole. 
c) in order to avoid the significant length, omission and duplica�on of 
the design code details and findings, the policy wording should 
require demonstra�on of how a proposal has addressed the design 
maters iden�fied within the relevant character area where the site is 
located as set out in the matrix on pages 41 and 42 of the document). 
 

Recommend change 
 
The design of all new development in Wells-next-the-Sea will reflect 
the local dis�nc�veness and character of the town and seek to 
enhance its quality. 
 
Proposals should have regard to the guidance contained in the and 
demonstrate how they have addressed the design maters and 
relevant design codes iden�fied within the relevant character area 
where the site is located in line with the Wells-next-the-Sea Design 
Guidance and Codes and the Character Appraisal 2023 contained 
therein.  
Add footnote in policy to ref matrix on page 41. 
Delate the rest of the policy  
 
Op�onal include the  
New development should accord with the following:  

a  o…. 
 
apply consequen�al changes by detailing DC1- DC9 ( as identified on 
page 40 of the evidence document) and the matrix  ( detailed on 
pages 41-42 of the suppor�ng document ) to suppor�ng paragraphs 
above the policy or a add a separate appendix  
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As writen, whilst the opening sentence states that the design of all 
new development ‘will reflect the local dis�nc�veness’, it then goes 
on to say that ‘considera�on should be given’ to the Guidance and 
Design Codes document. Such wording will not require an applicant 
to demonstrate any adherence to it. In addi�on, some of the criteria 
cover maters that could ideally have formed separate policies, for 
example, regarding SuDS, biodiversity and open space.  However 
these areas are already covered in the strategic policies of the Local 
plan where they are also covered in more detail. As such officers 
would not like to add any further duplica�on and ambiguity needs to 
be removed.  
 
To resolves these issues and to evoke the whole of the design guide 
into decision making it is recommend the policy wording is altered to 
that that requires that proposals must demonstrate how it has 
addressed the design maters iden�fied within the relevant 
character area where the site is located (see matrix on pages 41 and 
42 of the document). 
Consequently, therefore, the details of the design maters copied 
from the design code will not need to be duplicated in the policy 
itself and should be delated.  
This will add clarity, make the policy locally dis�nc�ve, remove 
conflict and confusion with the local plan, and address the seemingly 
random selec�on of design codes selected for inclusion in the policy.  
 
Usefully reference to each code and the matrix on mage 41 could be 
added in the suppor�ng text for greater clarity, and simplicity of use, 
or an appendix added to the plan lis�ng all the design code DC1 – 
DC9.8. as detailed don page 41 of the evidence document.  Such a 
change would be considered necessary only as a consequen�al 
change to suppor�ng text should the policy be amended as 
suggested.  
 
This will add clarity, make the policy locally dis�nc�ve, remove 
conflict and confusion with the local plan and other wnp policies and 
help make the policy effec�ve by evoking the whole design code 
evidence and allow the local planning authority to apply it. 
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It is considered that there is no need to list the criteria but that the 
policy would be beter to simply refer to the evidence contained in 
the submited Design Guidance and Codes document as part of the 
plan or the relevant sec�ons added as an appendix to the NP.  
 
Irrespec�ve of the above comments are made separately on each 
criterion listed in the policy. 
As set out below the criteria are contained within this suppor�ng 
design code document: 

a. Contained in design code DC.1.1. 
b. Contained in design code. DC.1.2 
c. Contained in design code. DC.1.2 
d. Contained in design code. DC.2.1 
e. Contained in design code. DC.2.1 
f. Contained in design code. DC.2.2. This partly repeats points g. 

and m. in policy WNS5 and as it would apply to all 
development here,  

g. Contained in design code. DC.6.1. The absolute requirement 
for no development above two stories set out in first 
sentence of this bullet  is considered unduly restric�ve, as 
whilst such a height restric�on would generally be the case, 
there are loca�ons within the town where more than two 
storeys would serve a useful purpose (e.g. as a focal point) or 
where it would be in keeping with its surroundings (e.g. if the 
undeveloped site on the Quayside comes forward).  

 
 
 
 
 

h. Contained within design code. DC.6.2 
i. Contained within design code. DC.6.4 

How can density enhance the character of the exis�ng 
setlement? Suggest amending wording to say ‘in keeping. 

 
 
 
 
 
Irrespec�ve of the above, comments are made separately on each 
criterion.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F - it is suggested that the parking criteria is clarified in policy WNS5 
as suggested above to remove conflict between np policies and this 
criteria concentrate solely on the design feature. 
Parking: Parking should be provided off  street, where 
practicable and designed to combine with landscaping to 
minimise the presence of vehicles and include provision of cycle 
parking and storage. Parking areas and driveways should be 
designed to minimise water run off through the use of 
permeable paving. 
 
 
G - The addi�on in this version of the plan of the clarifying text 
“unless this can be jus�fied “ is welcomed. However, a more 
appropriate wording may be to say “in keeping” with the character 
area and add this to the last sentence removing the earlier 
reference  
Consider:  
 
Development should be of a scale and design to reinforce the locally 
dis�nc�ve character of the area and shall be no more than two 
storeys high unless this can be jus�fied…………... For buildings over 2 
storeys, the design shall demonstrate how heights of development 
will be in keeping with the character area and not be over-bearing 
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The criteria require some amendment in order to clarify that 
a proposal ‘posi�vely contributes’ and that materials ‘should’ 
reinforce and ’be respec�ul of’ local dis�nc�veness.  

j. Contained within design code. DC.7.1. Note, as writen, this 
will lead to a prolifera�on of exis�ng neighbourhoods, good 
or bad which is considered not in line with the np ambi�ons. 

k. Contained within design code. DC.8.1.  
l. Contained within design code. DC.8.2 
m. Contained within design code. DC.9.1.  
n. Contained within design code. DC.9.5 

 

or dominant in the exis�ng street scene and on the overall 
townscape. 
 
 
I - should be appropriate to the loca�on of any new development 
and its surroundings and be in keeping with enhance the character 
of the exis�ng setlement. 
J -consider rephrasing so development reflects the rich heritage of 
the and dis�nc�ve character and iden�ty of Wells  
 
k. Consider open space as a separate policy or link with LGS policy 
given the number of elements to it. 

 Employment and retail   

6.5 Correc�on The sites below are not identified in the existing Local 
Plan under EMP23 and E2.  
 
Site 1 is a plot that lies within the designated employment site 
EMP23 which is continued into the emerging local plan where 
policy E2 of the emerging local plan is a relevant consideration.  
 

Delate incorrect text …..however there is scope for well-
designed and sustainable schemes to come forward on each 
site, and a mix of uses is encouraged to enable that to happen. 
The sites below are identified in the existing Local Plan under 
EMP23 and E2. 
 

6.6 Clarifica�on site 1 – land south of Maryland is part of a current 
strategic employment land iden�fied as EMP23 on the policies 
mapping and comes under policy E2 of the local plan  

Amend text Site 1 - Land south of Maryland. Site lies within a 
designated strategic employment site EMP23 in the emerging Local 
Plan and con�nues to be  has been iden�fied for ‘employment 
genera�ng development’ in the emerging Local Plan 

6.6 Site 2 is that of the former public house which has now been 
demolished and is subject to a Lawful Development Cer�ficate 
applica�on for use as a carpark. Applica�on CL/23/1307.  The 
demoli�on permission 19/0688 was not �ed to any redevelopment of 
the site. The applica�on has an agreed extension of �me for 
determina�on of 27.10.2023. The accompanying proposal states that 
this is accompanied by a leter of support from the town council 
which establishes its historical use as a car park and confirms that 
Town Council has no objec�on to the further improvement of this car 
park. 
 
With regard to the car park lawful use mater, if this was to be 
accepted this would not prevent the possibility of an applica�on to 

 Para 6.6 amend para accordingly with relevant consequen�al 
changes – see WNS7 commentary below  
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redevelop the site coming forward that could comply with the 
development plan and the emerging np policy. Although the NP 
wants to support the redevelopment of the site it does seem to clash 
with what the town council are saying in support of the use of the 
site as a car park.  
 
 The site is subject to a pre applica�on advice under DE21/20/0006. 
which concludes that the scheme as proposed (principally 
residen�al/retail) would not be considered acceptable (to the LPA) as 
it has not taken into account neighbouring development and is 
considered to be overdevelopment. The pre applica�on advice 
advised that the proposal is not considered to accord with Policies EN 
4, EN 5, EN 8, HO 2, CT 2, and CT 6. However, in the advice it is states 
that the Council have no objec�ons to the re-development of the site 
for a combina�on of retail and residen�al development, provided 
that the proposal is for a much smaller scale for the residen�al part 
of the scheme. 
 
It appears that the pre applica�on advice as referenced in the policy 
as footnote 36 is the sole jus�fica�on for the policy use restric�ons. It 
is considered that this does not provide the jus�fica�on for the np 
policy to specify the uses, and this should be jus�fied through 
suppor�ng evidence. It’s noted that the consulta�on feedback 
detailed in para 6.3 opinion states that it should be redeveloped for 
affordable housing. The site is also subject to flooding and is 
iden�fied in flood zone 3 (see fig 16)  
 
Nevertheless, the council have no objec�on in the np iden�fying the 
site for mixed uses including residen�al on the upper floors provided 
that the policy is amended to reference appropriate scale of 
development. The preapplica�on advice does not provide the 
jus�fica�on and for clarity all references to it should be removed 
from the policy. 
 

WSN7 Site one – the policy adds an element of local dis�nc�on by seeking 
to support residen�al use on the upper floors of the exis�ng Strategic 
Employment site EM23. The approach however is in conflict with the 

The policy has been amended to include the addi�on of a 
requirement for a flood assessment however the approach needs to 
be considered in line with na�onal policy and reflect na�onal 
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specified strategic use with the addi�on of residen�al use on upper 
floors and poten�al reduc�on in strategic employment. This may well 
aid viability and delivery but in rela�on to the residen�al element its 
suitability / deliverability is ques�oned given the classifica�on of 
residen�al as a “More Vulnerable use” and requirements to be 
informed by the sequen�al and excep�on tes�ng in line with na�onal 
flood policies and considera�on of amenity. The site is in flood risk 
zones 2 and 3a where technically residen�al development should not 
be permited in accordance with the Flood Risk vulnerability and 
Flood zone “incompa�bility” table Flood risk and coastal change - 
GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 
The reference to open market and affordable housing is not 
necessary but could be changed to align with and reinforce the NP 
aims and ambi�ons and worded to seek to deliver the maximum 
amount of affordable housing as this is the aim of the NP  

guidance to development in flood zones its ques�oned if the 
approach can be jus�fied.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consider amending working to  
 
(open market and affordable) replace with maximising 
affordable housing 
 
 

WSN7 Site 2  
As stated above re para 6.6 footnote 36 and the councils pre 
applica�on advice should not be used to provide the jus�fica�on for 
the policy approach and reference to it should be removed. However, 
there are no objec�ons to the re-development of the site for a 
combina�on of retail and residen�al development, but on a much 
smaller scale for the residen�al part of the scheme. 
 
In line with the plans aims should the policy not align with the 
requirement to maximise affordable housing  

Site 2: Land on south side of Freeman Street (former Ark Royal 
Public House) which is iden�fied at an appropriate scale for a mix of 
uses including Commercial and Business Uses (Class E) and Retail 
(F2a and E(a)), with some residen�al and associated 
parking(.footnote36) 
 
Delate Footnote 36  DE21/20/0006 – Applica�on number. 
 
consider adding into the policy.  
where proposed, residential development should maximise the 
amount of affordable housing. 
 
 

WSN7 Amend last para GIRAMs text for consistency. 
 
GIRAMS is only payable in relation to qualifying development in 
relation to overnight accommodation with regards   residential and 
tourism development  

Proposals should also make appropriate contributions towards 
mitigation measures identified in the Norfolk Green Infrastructure 
and Recreational Impact Avoidance & Mitigation Strategy 
(GIRAMS). 
Appropriate contribu�ons towards mi�ga�on measures iden�fied in 
the Norfolk Green Infrastructure and Recrea�onal Impact Avoidance 
& Mi�ga�on Strategy (GIRAMS) 
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WSN8 To be in line with the adopted (policy EC5) , and emerging strategic, 
(policy E4), and na�onal retail policies as wells as  the contextual text 
in para 6.7 – 6.10 the policy should be amended to reference the 
primary shopping centre and iden�fied town centre rather than the 
three named  streets. 
The desire to atract and reserve occupa�on for small independent 
retailers is understood but sits outside planning policy. 
The wording introduces ambiguity in reference to the support of 
upper floor residen�al development. Its not clear if the policy is 
referring to the three named streets or wider town centre?  
Support for proposals for residen�al development above shop 
premises should be subject to the provision of a separate secure 
access, preferably at the rear of the property which does not result in 
a net loss of ground floor retail space and adequate parking provision 
is demonstrated.  
It’s unlikely that occupa�on can be condi�oned around only 
suppor�ng the nigh�me economy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The criterion a- f and especially c- f are all similar in nature and 
perhaps could be summarised into fewer more objec�ve clauses.  
Criterion f is poorly worded and introduces ambiguity and implies   
that proposals will only be supported if they provide parking away 
from the premises. Not all proposal will need to do this or could be 
asked to contribute through s106 agreements. The reference is more 
appropriate for edge/ out of centre proposals where linked trips 
would be encouraged. as writen the crea�on is also ad odds with the 

Proposals for new or expanded retail in Staithe Street, The 
Quay and Freeman Street which would reinforce the retail role 
of the town and promote a diverse town centre will be 
supported. Proposals that would add to the number of 
independent retailers will also be supported.  
 
 
Proposals for residential development in the PSA these areas 
will be directed to first floor level. Residential development will 
be supported where it would add to the vitality and viability of 
the town centre outside of main shopping hours and support the 
night time economy and subject to the provision of a separate 
secure access, preferably at the rear of the property which 
does not result in a net loss of ground floor retail space and 
adequate parking provision is demonstrated.  
 
 
Proposals for retail and other main town centre uses in and around 
the town centre will be supported in line with the sequen�al test 
and where (if otherwise appropriate) they Proposals should 
contribute to the following aims where relevant and outline how 
they do so in rela�on to: 
a & b no change  
C – e, replace with one consolidated criterion  
Proposals should iden�fy and contribute to appropriate public 
realm improvements that enhance pedestrian and cycle 
connec�vity to the PSA and appropriate public urban spaces, 
provide for enhanced accessibility through improvements to street 
scope, ligh�ng, signage, paving, and street furniture and have 
regard to the relevant design codes set out in the Wells next the sea 
Design Guidance and Codes 2023.  
Criterion f - replace with  
Providing for parking within easy walking distance from the town 
centre to encourage walking.Proposals outside the PSA edge and 
out of centre retail proposals should ensure adequate on-site 
parking is provided and  accessible pedestrian routes and 
enhancements required to should be iden�fied and proposed to 
enable linked trips to the PSA. 
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stated aim of ensuring that growth does not contribute to further on 
street parking   

 

7.3 The para references only the strategic growth through the local plan – 
for clarity it should also men�on the 45 dwellings envisaged through 
the WNP site applica�on WSN2. 
 
 
 
when the load on Wells' infrastructure may be 40 per cent higher than 
during the winter. – seems to be a sweeping statement which is not 
evidenced.  
 

Add …. least 70115 new dwellings within the town identified 
through the Local Plan and this neighbourhood plan…….. when 
the load on Wells' infrastructure may be 40 per cent higher 
than during the winter. 

WSN9 The approach is based on the opinions that such a policy is needed 
rather than any evidence. It also remains general and requires any 
applicant to demonstrate the need at �me of applica�on. 
The specific site men�oned has been used in the past as a seasonal 
car park and it is subject to ongoing live enquiries and discussion with 
NNDC as to the suitability of the site for both temporary use and or 
permanent use. The policy approach as now put forward address 
some of the councils’ earlier concerns and comments but the 
reference to pitch and put site should be removed to ensure its clear 
that the approach is intended to address all poten�al proposals and 
not just one site in par�cular.  
All car parks whether seasonal, temporary or permanent have the 
poten�al to increase visitors.  

Proposals that allow for suitably located car parks including 
temporary/seasonal car parksing, for example at the Pitch and 
Putt site off Beach Road to be made available for visitors at 
peak times will be supported subject to:…… 
 
Delate fig 31 Beach Road car park  

WSN9 Ref to project level HRA  
 
Its ques�oned why only those car parks in the Wells beach area 
would need a project level HRA due to the poten�al for increased 
foot fall. All car parks in the area for visitors have the poten�al to 
increase the use of the beach and the Wash & North Norfolk Coast 
SAC and North Norfolk Coast SPA / Ramsar / SAC, especially given the 
small scale of the town and its and proximity to European sites. 
 
The policy as writen would limit any project level the assessment to 
one par�cular pathway and using the precau�onary principle other 
poten�al pathways may occur depending on scale of any proposal.  

Amend last para of the policy.  
 
Any planning applica�ons for addi�onal car parksing in the Wells 
Beach area will need to be supported by a project-level Habitats 
Regula�ons Assessment, demonstra�ng that the impacts of any 
poten�al increase in recrea�onal footprint are adequately 
mi�gated. 
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Eg hydrological links, disturbance etc) As such the policy should not 
seek to limit the scope of the project level HRA which ul�mately 
depends on the proposal.  
 
 

7.15 Clarifica�on the Local plan does not omit this land in the way 
suggested. It is not sought to be protected as former railway track 
bed as it is in use as a narrow-gauge tourist atrac�on between Wells 
and Walsingham (part of which sits outside the parish area). Also, it is 
understood there are there are no current plans to use it for wider 
railway connec�on of rail freight.  
 
In forming the local plan policy HC8, the Council consulted with NCC 
in rela�on to this mater and protec�on for the Wells to Walsingham 
light railway was not supported for inclusion and it has not been 
iden�fied as part of any wider strategic rail strategy.  
 

Consider dele�ng the paragraph  

WSN10 Considered the elements of return to rail freight are aspira�onal and 
not evidenced. As such this element should be clearly iden�fied 
separately outside the policy as an aspira�on. The remaining policy 
should focus on safeguarding the remaining available track bed for 
the sustainable transport use. I,e pedestrian and cycle connec�vity  
 
The policy refers to protec�ng railway land iden�fied in fig 33 – a 
historical 1906 map of former railway routes which does not depict 
the current day posi�on nor the extent of the former Walsingham to 
Wells railway track bed that remains in the parish.as part of the 
Wallsingham to Wells light railway track (tourism).  The map clearly 
has no bearing on the exis�ng track bed, or current uses of land 
including the extent of current railway land and the current 
Walsingham to wells light railway tourist route. The town has 
expanded over parts of the former railway bed iden�fied in this map 
since 1906.  
 
Given the light railway tracked is in private ownership and used for 
tourism there will need to have been relevant consulta�on with the 
owners about this policy/ ambi�on. The land surrounding the 

 
Separate the policy detailing into a separate aspira�on around 
freight use and amend exi�ng policyWSN10  to reflect safeguarding 
wider track bed for sustainable transport.  
 
Remove / replace fig 33 with a more suitable map  
 
Add suitable map(s) which will clearly iden�fy policy areas and 
dis�nguish between policy and aspira�ons.  
 
if this cannot be done then it is ques�oned if this policy can be 
jus�fied  
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“sta�on” is also in separate ownership and parts are understood to 
being promoted for residen�al growth. Given no suitable mapping 
has been included to date there is concern that   landowners have 
not been made aware of the policy and as such may not have had the 
opportunity to comment.  
 
Any map   will need to separately iden�fy the areas of land currently 
used for the Wells to Walsingham light railway, any areas of historical 
track bed where protec�on is sought for sustainable transport links 
and iden�fy the specific parcels of land that are considered to have 
the poten�al to contribute to the future ambi�on / aspira�on of the 
return to rail freight. 
 
 

 
 
  
 
 

8.1-8.11 To improve legibility, it would be helpful for this first sec�on to have a 
subheading along the lines of Protec�ng the Historic Environment in 
order directly link to the corresponding policy WNS11 and also to 
refer to sec�on ‘DC.5 Development affec�ng heritage assets’ within 
the Wells next the Sea Design Guidance & Codes. In addi�on. 
reference to the iden�fied character areas within this document 
would be very useful to direct readers to the relevant informa�on for 
these specific areas of the town and parish. 
In par�cular, rephrase paras. 8.6 - 8.8 as these are currently 
nega�vely worded and as such, do not appear to be in general 
conformity by being posi�vely prepared in accordance with the NPPF 
(para. 16.  
Remove nega�ve text and replace with summary of importance of 
good quality design and materials with reference to Wells next the 
Sea Design Guidance & Codes, for example, to sec�ons DC.5, DC.6 
and DC.7. 
It is welcomed that para. 8.10 men�ons the NPPF and North Norfolk 
Design Guide SPD. 

Consider adding subheading: Protec�ng the Historic Environment, 
to improve clarity and legibility of this sec�on. 
 
Delete or consider rephrasing paras. 8.6-8.8 as advised opposite as 
these are largely nega�vely worded (indica�ng that the policy is not 
posi�vely prepared), by summarising and referring to DC.5 
Development affec�ng heritage assets within the Wells next the Sea 
Design Guidance & Codes.  
Summary along the lines of: the importance of good quality design 
and materials with reference to Wells next the Sea Design Guidance 
& Codes, sec�ons DC.5, DC.6 and DC.7. 

8.1 referring 
to Figure 9 
Listed 
Buildings 

Advise that the map, on page 24, needs to be made larger for 
legibility. Suggest pu�ng Figure �tle reference underneath. This 
would allow the map to be of a more legible size and scale. As 
currently presented it is difficult to accurately iden�fy most of the 
listed buildings. 

Consider making the map larger for legibility by pu�ng Figure �tle 
reference underneath. This would allow the map to be of a more 
readable size and scale. 
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8.1 referring 
to Figure 10 
Wells 
Conserva�on 
Area (CA) 

The CA boundary shown in Figure 10, on page 25, needs to accurately 
reflect the NNDC CA map dated August 2023. Trunch print 
template.swd (north-norfolk.gov.uk) In par�cular, see south-east area 
( and south part of eastern boundary (west side of Polka Road). 

Check accuracy of Figure 10 CA map with NNDC map (see website 
link opposite) for details. There is concern that the map is 
inaccurate in the south-east area and the southern part of the 
eastern boundary (west side of Polka Road). See link opposite to 
map. 

8.12-8.13 8.12: Consider removing generic text and alterna�vely refer to the 
posi�ve advice regarding shopfronts in the Wells next the Sea Design 
Guidance & Codes DC.4 Shop fronts, par�cularly as there is no 
reference to the guidance in this paragraph. 
8.13: Consider removing generic text about retail decline and add 
commentary about what has happened to the town centre uses/ 
retail in Wells. 

Consider referring to Wells next the Sea Design Guidance & Codes 
DC.4 Shop fronts in para. 8.12 and removing policy style restric�ve 
text. 
Consider rewording para. 8.13 to include reference to Wells town 
centre retail/ commercial issues.  

8.14 The paragraph appears to quote much of DC.4.1, of the Wells next 
the Sea Design Guidance & Codes, as if it is policy. For example, ‘In 
par�cular, no hanging signage should be permited on High Street or 
Staithe Street.’ This is misleading and should be removed, being 
contrary to Part 2, Class 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Control 
of Adver�sements) (England) Regula�ons 2007. 
Rephrase text and signpost to the Wells Design Code rela�ng to DC.4 
Shopfronts, in terms of Signage at DC.4.1. 

Remove text that has been li�ed from the Wells next the Sea Design 
Guidance & Codes and replace with text that advises of the 
importance of signage design and signpos�ng to the informa�on 
with the suppor�ng document (Signage at DC.4.1). As worded the 
text is misleading and is contrary the Town and Country Planning 
(Control of Adver�sements) (England) Regula�ons 2007 as detailed 
opposite.  

8.15-8.17 Consider merging revised wording into sec�on above as it falls under 
DC4 Shop Fronts guidance within the Wells next the Sea Design Code. 
Remove copied text from the DC.4.2 Ligh�ng, and DC.4.3 Safety, for 
the same reasons as above. Refer to the guidance in a summary of 
posi�ve informa�on regarding ligh�ng and safety in associa�on with 
shopfronts. 

Given that the advice relates to shopfronts, consider merging with 
sec�on above for beter legibility. Remove quoted text from Wells 
next the Sea Design Code and summarise guidance about ligh�ng 
and safety in reference to the guidance document DC.4.2 and 
DC.4.3. 

WNS11 
Protec�ng 
the historic 
environment 

In general, the policy duplicates na�onal policy and exis�ng and 
emerging local plan policies, but also includes wording that would 
conflict with Design Guidance. 
In order to be effec�ve for Wells the Policy needs to connect to and 
directly refer to the Wells next the Sea Design Guidance & Codes’ and 
the iden�fied character areas, as at present there is no reference to 
this useful guidance in the policy. As writen, the first and second 
paras. of the policy are direct quotes from the Wells next the Sea 
Design Guidance & Codes at DC.5, guidelines ii and iii., which do not 
form operable clauses and as such, do not add any further detail that 
can be implemented.   

Amend wording in paras 1 and 2 and Add reference to the Wells 
next the Sea Design Guidance & Codes and the character areas 
iden�fied along the following lines: 
Para1  
‘Development should respect the significance of any designated and 
non-designated heritage assets. Par�cular considera�on should be 
given to maintaining their role in framing, punctua�ng, or 
termina�ng key views 
through or out of the town. 
Proposals should have regard to the Wells next the Sea Design 
Guidance & Codes and in par�cular how the development has been 
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Most of the following maters are aspira�onal under the 
Conserva�on Areas part of the policy.  
a) reword to ‘ensure wherever possible’ or alterna�vely suggest 
moving to the suppor�ng text as an aspira�on. 
b) this is already covered by na�onal and local plan policies 
c) this needs to link to the views iden�fied in the character area 
appraisals and be rephrased to take account of them. How does this 
criterion �e into Policy WNS14 Important Views? 
d) this criterion needs to be linked to the character areas iden�fied in 
the Wells next the Sea Design Guidance & Codes. As writen, it would 
be impossible for new development to complement the en�re 
setlement. 
e) these maters are partly covered elsewhere or cannot necessarily 
be controlled under the planning system, par�cularly in rela�on to 
their enhancement.  
f) remove or amend, to say promo�ng the appropriate use of…..’. 
 
Remove nega�ve paragraph regarding non-tradi�onal materials. 
 
Signage and shopfronts 
Para. should refer to Wells next the Sea Design Guidance on signage 
and shopfronts,  
Remove reference to highways and direc�onal signs, which are under 
the control of Norfolk County Council, as the Highway Authority.  
Where an adver�sement applica�on is required, it can only be 
assessed on its visual appearance and public safety. The regula�ons 
do not require ‘enhancement’ of the character and appearance and 
as such, this phrasing will need to be removed, as it is contrary to the 
The Town and Country Planning (Control of Adver�sements) 
(England) Regula�ons 2007 

informed by the details of the relevant iden�fied character area 
within the Guidance. 
 
Conserva�on Area 
Development proposals within the Wells-next-the-Sea Conserva�on 
Area should respect its historic character and appearance and its 
se�ng. This will be achieved by: 
a. Encouraging ensuring the reten�on and maintenance of 
tradi�onal buildings and shopfronts which contribute to the overall 
character of the Conserva�on Area, wherever possible whether 
listed or not. 
b. Ensuring that new development is sympathe�c to the special 
quali�es of the Conserva�on Area and takes account of its historic 
significance. 
c. Protec�ng the se�ng of the Conserva�on Area from 
development which adversely affects views into or out of the 
Conserva�on Area 
d. Ensuring that new development complements the shape, form 
and layout of the setlement itself relevant character area and the 
atrac�ve rela�onship which exists between the older buildings and 
the spaces around and between them. 
e. Encouraging the maintenance and enhancement of features and 
details which contribute to the town’s local dis�nc�veness e.g., 
tradi�onal shopfronts, trees, walls and railings. 
f. Requiring promo�ng the use of high-quality tradi�onal building 
materials and detailing, where appropriate. 
 
Within the Conserva�on Area, use of non tradi�onal materials such 
as concrete �les, ar�ficial slates, plas�c and aluminum windows and 
doors, cement render and modern bricks should be avoided. 
 
Signage and shopfronts 
Where new or reconfigured adver�sing and signage (including 
shopfronts, highway signage and direc�onal signage) is proposed 
considera�on should be given to its size, design, and si�ng to 
ensure that it enhances the character and appearance of the 
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Conserva�on Area.  Proposals that seek to ra�onalise or reduce the 
amount of signage in the Conserva�on Area will be supported. 

8.18-8.21 There are considered to be some surprising omissions from the list, 
for example, the former F&G Smith mal�ngs building on the Quay.  
However, given the local support for the buildings and features 
iden�fied the proposed list is accepted, as far as it goes. 
It is not eident where in the NPPF it indicates that ‘the effects of an 
applica�on on the significance of any Non- Designated Heritage 
Assets should be taken into account in determining the applica�ons,’ 
as set out in Para. 8.19. Suggest accurate qualifica�on of this 
paragraph and if this cannot be sourced, consider its removal.  

Consider removal or revision to para. 8.19 as NPPF does not indicate 
that ‘the effects of an applica�on on the significance of any Non- 
Designated Heritage Assets should be taken into account in 
determining the applica�ons.’  

WNS12 Non-
designated 
Heritage 
Assets 

It appears that only the farmhouses cited in the list at 4, 11 and 12 
have been assessed in WNP Appendix C but in the policy refers to the 
farms in their en�rety. Revise �tles to for necessary clarity as follows: 
4. Mill Farmhouse buildings, 11. New Farmhouse, 12. Manor
Farmhouse..
See below regarding the accurate designa�on of each non-designated
heritage asset.

Revise Policy as follows:….. 
Amend first para. of policy as follows: 
The following historic buildings and features (as shown in Figure 34 
defined in Appendix C) are iden�fied as non-designated heritage 
assets due to their locally important character and historic features: 
4. Mill Farmhouse buildings
11. New Farmhouse
12. Manor Farmhouse

Figure 34 
Non-
designated 
Heritage 
Assets 

The map provided at Figure 34 on page 118, is not detailed enough to 
formally iden�fy the non-designated heritage assets, par�cularly as a 
number of the designa�ons relate to mul�ple buildings, for example 
7. Whelk Sheds and their accurate iden�fica�on will be important to
be treated as a material considera�on.
A detailed map must be produced and provided to North Norfolk
District Council for each non-designated heritage asset in Appendix C
alongside the assessment and a suggested minimum of two maps
produced here, replacing Figure 34, for example covering east and
west of the parish to provide more legible informa�on regarding the
loca�on of the non-designated heritage assets. Also, update the �tles
of non-designated heritage assets as set out in policy above.

A detailed map must be produced and provided to North Norfolk 
Distrct Council for each non-designated heritage asset in Appendix 
C alongside the assessment and a produc�on of two maps in 
replacement of Figure 34, for example covering east and west of the 
parish to provide more legible informa�on regarding the loca�on 
and extent of any cur�lage of the non-designated heritage assets. 
As part of this, also update the �tles of the non-designated heritage 
assets as set out in the policy above. 

Appendix C The details of each non-designated heritage asset in Appendix C must 
include an accurate map of its loca�on with a line around the 
building(s) for clarity. 
2. Requirement to state how many cotages there are in the main
descrip�on

The details of each non-designated heritage asset in Appendix C 
must include an accurate map of its loca�on with a line around the 
building(s) for clarity. 
2. Required to state how many cotages there are in the main
descrip�on
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4. revise descrip�on to Mill Farmhouse to coincide with the 
assessment of the farmhouse. 
7. Ideally state how many Whelk Sheds the designa�on covers in the 
main descrip�on. 
11. revise descrip�on to New farmhouse 
12. revise descrip�on to Manor farmhouse 

4. revise descrip�on to Mill Farmhouse to coincide with the 
assessment of the farmhouse. 
7. Ideally state how many Whelk Sheds the designa�on covers in 
the main descrip�on. 
11. revise descrip�on to New farmhouse 
12. revise descrip�on to Manor farmhouse 

8.22 – 8.26 The paragraphs do not refer to exis�ng and emerging NNDC local plan 
strategic policies CT1 and HC2 rela�ng to open space or the Amenity 
Green Space Study (AGS), updated 2022. The AGS Study reviewed the 
sites suggested by Town and Parish councils for LGS designa�on 
against the NPPF and PPG at the �me of study. The proposed LGS 
designa�ons introduce conflict with exis�ng and emerging NNDC 
open land area designa�ons and relevant strategic policies. 
Addi�onally, these exis�ng and emerging designa�ons have not been 
explained during the NP public consulta�on process. 
The na�onal guidance states that ‘LGS designa�on is a way to provide 
special protec�on against development for green areas of par�cular 
importance to local communi�es’(PPG Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 
37-005-20140306). The PPG also advises that if land is already 
protected by designa�on, such as being within a conserva�on area, 
then considera�on should be given to whether any addi�onal local 
benefit would be gained by designa�on as Local Green Space.’ 
(Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 37-011-20140306). 
These maters do not appear to have been effec�vely considered in 
the assessment of the proposed LGS land (see Appendix D 
comments) including the contents of the up-to-date AGS (2022). 
Some references are made and dismissed to exis�ng NNDC open 
space designa�ons, no other designa�ons, such as the Norfolk Coast 
AONB and Wells conserva�on area appear to have been considered 
(relevant to all sites and a), b) and e) respec�vely.  
Given the importance of LGS designa�ons, it is not documented in 
the NP that the relevant landowners have been contacted to advise 
them of the proposals to designate LGS (preferably at an early stage). 
See PPG Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 37-019-20140306, Revision 
date: 06 03 2014). This is necessary to allow landowners the 
opportunity to make representa�ons in respect of such proposals in 
the dra� NP. 

See below - recommenda�on is to delete the policy, due to conflict 
with exis�ng and emerging open land area/ AONB/ Conserva�on 
Area designa�ons, lack of public consulta�on regarding these 
designa�ons and due to the lack of robustness of the assessments, 
where there is a high bar to meet the requirements of LGS 
designa�on. 
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WNS13 Local 
Green 
Spaces 

As set out above there is considered to be a lack of consulta�on and 
comprehensive assessment, where many of the proposed LGS sites 
do not meet the high bar for designa�on and many of which have an 
exis�ng or emerging designa�on as an open land area. As such, there 
is conflict between exis�ng and emerging local plan designa�ons and 
the proposed designa�ons as LGS. 
See comments in Appendix D for comments on individual sites put 
forward for LGS designa�on, below. 

Remove policy WNS13 for the following reasons. 
The proposed LGS designa�ons conflict with Local Plan exis�ng and 
emerging open land area designa�ons, which will create significant 
confusion. 
The assessments (set out in Appendix D) are not considered to be of 
the required robust and high standard necessary to reach the high 
bar of LGS designa�on and consequently, contrary to na�onal policy 
and advice. See also and in the comments for Appendix D, the LGS 
assessments have not been robustly evidenced. A number of sites 
have exis�ng and/or emerging designa�ons as open land areas and 
in a few cases, the LGS assessment conflicts with the conclusions of 
NNDC’s AGS Study (updated 2022) & conflict with the Core Strategic 
and emerging submited Local plan and relevant strategic policies.  
Therefore, delete: 
a) The Butlands  
b) Churchyard of St. Nicholas 
c) Market Lane Cemetery 
d) Home Piece open spaces 
e) Turning Circle at Bluebell Gardens. 
f) Mill Road Allotments 
g) Mill Road Meadow (north of Mill Road) 
The later, due to the site forming part of the proposed strategic 
housing site alloca�on Policy W07/1 – Land at adjacent Holkham 
Road in the emerging local plan. As such, its inclusion is contrary to 
the para. 13 of the NPPF in that is would not support the delivery of 
strategic policies in the emerging local plan.  
 

Appendix D a) The Butlands 
The assessment in Appendix D acknowledges NNDCs emerging (but 
not the exis�ng and relevant Core strategy strategic policy) 
designa�on as an open land area and the resul�ng protec�on of the 
relevant Core Strategy and emerging strategic policies CT1 and HC2. 
Also, the assessment does not acknowledge the Norfolk Coast AONB 
designa�on or Wells CA designa�on.  
See assessment on page 45 of NNDC AGS (updated 2022), which 
states under the Reasoned Jus�fica�on Summary, ‘The site does not 

Remove all of the sites put forward for LGS designa�on for the 
reasons stated opposite. 
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meet the tests for LGS. This site already benefits from open land area 
designa�on.’ 
In conclusion, it is considered that the site does not meet the tests for 
LGS and as such, is unjus�fied. 
 
b) Churchyard of St. Nicholas and old cemetery 
This land benefits from an open land area designa�on within the 
emerging local plan and the resul�ng protec�on of the emerging 
strategic policy HC2. The site also falls within the Norfolk Coast AONB 
and Wells CA designa�ons, which are not considered in the 
assessment. 
See Appendix A of NNDCs AGS (updated 2022) page 181. 
In conclusion, it is considered that the site does not meet the tests for 
LGS and as such, is unjus�fied. 
 
c) Market Lane Cemetery.  
This land benefits from an open land area designa�on and the 
resul�ng protec�on from the emerging local plan strategic policy HC2 
as well as falling within the Norfolk Coast AONB designa�on, which is 
not considered in the assessment. A full LGS assessment/ jus�fica�on 
has not been provided. 
In conclusion, it is considered that the site does not meet the tests for 
LGS and as such, is unjus�fied.  
 
d) Home Piece open spaces. A larger area of land (incorpora�ng the 
land iden�fied here) benefits already from an open land area 
designa�on, in the emerging local plan and the resul�ng protec�on of 
the emerging strategic policy HC2, as well as being within the Norfolk 
Coast AONB. A robust LGS jus�fica�on has not been provided.  
In conclusion, it is considered that the site does not meet the tests for 
LGS and as such, is unjus�fied. 
 
e) Turning circle at Bluebell Gardens (primary school).  
It is considered that this area of land does not appear to meet the 
significant tests to be designated as LGS and in par�cular how it is 
demonstrably special to the local community. The land falls within 
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the Wells CA and the Norfolk Coast AONB designa�ons, which have 
not been considered within the assessment. 
 
f) Mill Road allotments.  
This land does not meet the tests for LGS. A larger area of land 
benefits from an open land area designa�on in the emerging local 
plan and benefits from the resul�ng protec�on within the emerging 
strategic policy HC2. In addi�on, the land falls within the Norfolk 
Coast AONB designa�on, which has not been considered by the 
assessment.  
In conclusion, it is considered that the site does not meet the tests for 
LGS and as such, is unjus�fied. 
 
g) Mill Road Meadow (north of Mill Road)  
This land does not meet the tests for LGS. Such a LGS designa�on 
would conflict with the emerging strategic local plan site alloca�on 
policy W07/1 – Land at adjacent Holkham Road, in preven�ng 
sustainable development and prevent suitable access to the site 
alloca�on, contrary to na�onal and local policy. The site also falls 
within the Norfolk Coast AONB designa�on, which is not considered 
within the assessment. 

8.27-8.28 The suppor�ng text does not refer to the Norfolk Coast AONB 
designa�on, the Heritage Coast designa�on nor the relevant exis�ng 
and emerging local plan policies that protect the landscapes and 
se�ngs Nor does the text refer to the Landscape Character 
Assessment (LCA) SPD 2021  
The generic text does not explain the purpose of the policy over and 
above the exis�ng significant protec�on the landscape has from the 
exis�ng and emerging strategic policies and does not fully reflect the 
LCA. As such, it is considered that the explana�on in terms of 
methodology, choice of views, summary of view descrip�on, 
photographs set out in paragraph 8.28 are not of a consistent and 
detailed nature. 
Para. 8.27 Add footnote to NN Landscape Character Assessment SPD 
(2021) and also replace start of second sentence, as previous 
comment at Reg 14 has been accurately added ‘These assessments 

Consider dele�on of the policy, regardless of the comments 
opposite and below. 
Propor�onate and consistent evidence detailing the choice and 
methodology of the assessments undertaken for each iden�fied 
important view has not been provided. It is noted that Para. 8.28: 
refers to the suscep�bility and value criteria set out in NNDCs LSA 
2021, which is an SPD that has been specifically produced for 
renewable energy development proposals. The Wells next the Sea 
Design Guidance and Code refers specifically to Views within the 
different character areas and it is ques�oned whether those 
advanced to Policy WNS14 are wholly jus�fied. 
If the policy remains, an effec�ve and transparent methodology 
must be used and preferably form an appendix to the NP, rather 
than being part of the suppor�ng text. 
Para. 8.27 Add footnote to NN Landscape Character Assessment 
SPD (2021) and also replace start of second sentence, as previous 
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were’ with ‘The later was’ or The Landscape Sensi�vity Assessment 
was.. 

Para. 8.28: refers to the suscep�bility and value criteria set out in 
NNDCs LSA 2021, which has been evidenced specifically for 
renewable energy development proposals. .  
The assessment methodology has not been set out and tabulated to 
demonstrate a transparent and consistent approach. 

comment at Reg 14 has been accurately added ‘These assessments 
were’ with ‘The later was’ or The Landscape Sensi�vity Assessment 
was.. 

WNS14 As detailed above, there is no clear methodology applied to explain 
the choice of the 9 par�cular views listed as requiring a policy to 
protect them over and above the protec�on afforded by exis�ng and 
emerging local plan strategic policies. 
In par�cular, views  
Some of the views appear to be within the setlement boundary….see 
Figure 37 

Delete policy WNS14 for the following reasons: 
The Policy is unjus�fied as it does not iden�fy the complete list of 
views listed in the character area appraisals within the Wells next 
the Sea Design Guidance and Code document and as such, it 
appears incomplete. The 9 views iden�fied appears arbitrary and an 
inconsistent applica�on of the limited assessment criteria cited as 
being ‘suscep�bility’ and ‘value’. 
In addi�on, Views 1 and 9 appear to conflict with the policy wording 
about being outside the setlement boundary. 

Figure 37: 
Important 
views 

Where is the setlement boundary defined for the purposes of the 
policy? 
The Important Views proposed at 1 and 9 appear to be located within 
the setlement boundary. 
In addi�on, Figure 37 is not of a scale that provides the necessary 
detail about the posi�on and extent of each viewpoint. A detailed 
map has not been produced for each viewpoint 

WNS15 The sec�on describes in the main an exis�ng flooding issue in a 
specific area of the town and seeks adjacent development to consider 
and deliver solu�ons which may not directly related to the proposal 
nor be necessary to make the proposal acceptable in planning terms 
and the requirements of para 57of the NPPF.  
Para 57 states that  
Planning obligations must only be sought where they meet all of the 
following tests26:  
a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
b) directly related to the development; and
c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development

The SFRA iden�fied areas subject to flood risks and warnings. 

Consider dele�on of the policy or amend with a focus on addressing 
climate change and use of materials as below: 

Eg  
Measures that provide for climate change adaptation and 
mitigation will be supported. Proposals for development 
located adjacent to identified flood risk areas should consider 
the potential impacts on adjacent properties and include 
opportunities for creating emergency escape access corridors 
for properties affected by tidal surge and incursion. This would 
also apply to proposals for new measures to address sea level 
rise particularly at East Quay.  
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Elements of the policy are poorly worded eg as detailed in the final 
sec�on of the policy - the inten�on of the policy is not to provide 
uncondi�onal support to proposals that include SUDs and permeable 
materials but to support the use of the material in any proposal.  
The third paragraph is considered onerous and does not accord with 
na�onal policy. 
The second paragraph is covered in na�onal and local Plan policy and 
is not necessary. The para also conflicts with WNS 18 specifically 
which seeks to encourage development in the harbour area which is 
in flood zone 3  
 
It’s recognised that addressing some of the issues is driven by a desire 
to reflect the issue raised by some in the community but reliance on 
this is not jus�fica�on for the inclusion of the policy as writen. It’s 
not appropriate that land use policy around new development can fix 
exis�ng issues especially when they are not necessarily in the scope 
of the Np or required to make the proposal acceptable in planning 
terms. Conflicts with NPPF need to be removed.  
 
Suggested that the policy in the main is delated where it does not 
accord with eh NPPF and or is unnecessary due to duplica�on with 
na�onal and local plan policies. As a minimum the policy should be 
amended to only include support for climate change and the use of 
appropriate materials to assist in managing surface water. In places it 
is considered helpful to reinforce elements of local plan policy as 
suggested opposite, and which go some way as to ensuring the policy 
men�ons and addresses the issues raised.  
 

New development will be directed away from areas of known 
flood risk including flooding from groundwater, where possible 
and should be located so as not to exacerbate existing 
flooding problems. 
 
Any new development or significant alteration to an existing 
building within the Parish of Wells Next the Sea should be 
accompanied by an appropriate assessment which gives 
adequate and appropriate consideration to all sources of 
flooding and proposed surface water drainage.   
 
All new development should not materially increase flood risk 
to other aeras and incorporate surface water drainage 
measures to minimise its own flood risk. Proposals should 
demonstrate that the proposed development has appositive 
effect on surface water flooding on site and in surrounding 
area adjacent to the development, where appropriate and be 
able to demonstrate how it can mitigate its own flooding and 
drainage impacts, avoid increases of flooding elsewhere and 
seek to achieve green field run off rates. ‘ 
 
Proposals will be supported that use The incorporation of use of 
sustainable drainage systems including and the use of 
permeable materials instead of hard standings is supported’.  
 

9.6-9.7 The paragraphs do not men�on exis�ng and emerging local plan 
policies regarding pollu�on maters, in rela�on to health, living 
condi�ons and the natural environment, which cover all of the areas 
of pollu�on men�oned in the policy. Light pollu�on is cited as being 
of par�cular concern in paragraph 9.7, but this is not translated into 
the policy wording.  
In addi�on, no reference is made to the   

Remove or amend paragraphs to explain local jus�fica�on/ 
evidence to support the inclusion of the policy over and above 
na�onal and local plan policy. 
The informa�on regarding light pollu�on in para. 9.7 is not 
comprehensive as it men�ons some green spaces but not all and 
the naviga�onal concerns need to be more detailed.  
In addi�on, this informa�on does not get included into the policy 
itself. 
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Given that some forms of development are permited under the 
Town and Country Planning (General Permited Development) 
(England) Order 2015 (as amended) it is considered appropriate to 
qualify the policy wording to be prefixed with ‘Where planning 
permission is required..’. 
The paragraph needs to explain the different types of pollu�on the 
policy is covering and the local concerns rela�ng to these types of 
pollu�on. 

See below. 

WNS16 
Pollu�on 

The policy content is largely covered by exis�ng and emerging local 
plan policies. Its inclusion does not appear to have been locally 
evidenced and as such, it does not set out any addi�onal 
considera�ons and will introduce ambiguity if le� as writen. 
There does not seem to be any locally specific issue(s) that is/are not 
already covered within the development plan. As such, how would 
such a generic policy be reasonably applied. 

Consider dele�ng Policy WNS16 
The policy content is covered by exis�ng and emerging local plan 
policies (in accordance with the NPPF).  
The policy does not cite local evidence or specify areas of par�cular 
concern and as such, it does not set out any addi�onal 
considera�ons for Wells with regards to pollu�on. 

10.1-10.3 The suppor�ng text does not provide any evidence to jus�fy the 
content of policy WNS17 but provides a general descrip�on of the 
exis�ng uses within the area and pressure from tourism, which also 
crosses into coastal management maters with regard to beach 
accessibility. 

Consider rephrasing and providing addi�onal informa�on/ evidence 
about the content of Policy WNS17. 

WNS17 The first and second paragraphs of the policy are statements, which 
firstly need to refer to the Wells Beach policy area and secondly 
should remove coastal management text rela�ng to the reten�on of 
public access to the beach. How will visitors be encouraged to access 
the beach via other means of transport than the private car- this is 
not an operable clause and should be moved to the suppor�ng text.  
The third and fourth paragraphs are nega�vely prepared by seeking 
to restrict any expansion of the exis�ng holiday park and beach huts, 
without providing significant evidence and jus�fica�on to do so, and 
conversely, the text goes on to support small scale (undefined in size 
or scale) retail development in the beach policy area, which appears 
to go against the assumed principle of not wan�ng to encourage 
more people into the area. These all of which are contrary to na�onal 
and local plan policies regarding tourism and retail. 
The provision of retail would need to follow the sequen�al test that 
directs provision to the primary shopping area and then town centre. 

Remove first and amend second paragraphs as suggested below: 
Wells Beach (as defined in figure 40) will con�nue to be a popular 
des�na�on for visitors during the Neighbourhood Plan period. 
Public access to the beach will be maintained and visitors will be 
encouraged to access the beach via other means of transport than 
the 
private car. Proposals within the designated Wells Beach policy area 
(as defined in Figure 40) that provide for walking and cycling 
opportuni�es, including the crea�on or enhancement of pedestrian 
and non-motorised access routes to the beach will be encouraged. 
 
Delete third paragraph. No jus�fica�on has been provided to on one 
hand restrict an exis�ng holiday park business and on the other, 
encourage unfetered retail in the Beach Policy Area. Retail here is 
considered out of town and against na�onal policy. 
If to be retained an assessment and evidenced posi�on would need 
to be undertaken, detailing a suitable area for retail that also sets 
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As such elements of the approach is in conflict with na�onal and 
district strategic policy while other aspects remain a duplica�on. 
Ambiguity exists and will need to be quan�fied and jus�fied in order 
to set a threshold on size. It should be noted that the emerging Local 
Plan introduces a 250sqm threshold. As writen such an approach 
would seek to allow the development of all types of retail including 
convenience, comparison shopping and, cafés. What is the evidence 
that retail is required in this loca�on? What would the impacts be on 
the exis�ng car parking which would need to be displaced if such 
provision went ahead? Should any policy not s�pulate no reduc�on in 
parking places or provide for an addi�on of X number of spaces? 
especially as this seems to be the local issue.  

Beach huts: The amended wording is a more posi�ve approach of 
support subject to criteria. However, the jus�fica�on for the inclusion 
of the policy is ques�oned. Why is there is a need for the policy and 
on what basis? 

Any beach hut provision would not have to contribute to the strategic 
GIRAMS strategy which is set up to ensure no adverse impacts on 
European sites in rela�on to in-combina�on effects in rela�on to net 
gain overnight accommoda�on and recrea�on al impacts and based.  
However, it is likely at a further project level HRA would have to look 
at “alone effects” in rela�on to the increased use and intensifica�on 
of use.  

Given the loca�on of the beach area and the SAC and the types of 
development supported area there is a requirement for a project 
level HRA in rela�on to all aspects of the policy. Such a requirement 
aligns with that set out in WSN9 as well. – amend the policy 
accordingly. 

. 

out an appropriate scale/ threshold and which would need to be 
iden�fied on a policy map. In doing so there should be an 
assessment of alterna�ves and a sustainability appraisal. The policy 
or reasoned jus�fica�on sec�on should also clarify what type of 
retail is sought. 

Paragraph 4: Iden�fy and jus�fy the area where this criterion 
applies on the policy map:  
Proposals to extend the area of beach huts beyond the existing area 
currently used for beach huts as identified on the policy map (Figure 
40) will only be supported where:….. 

Para 4 – delete criteria b and ref to policy WSN0 
b. appropriate contributions and mitigation measures

are secured in line with the Norfolk Green
infrastructure and recreational impact avoidance
and mitigation strategy GIRAMS (in relation to
recreational use)

….. see also Policy WSN0 – replace with 
Any planning applica�ons and development in Wells Beach Area 
will need to be supported by a project-level Habitats Regula�ons 
Assessment. 

Figure 40: 
Beach Policy 
area 

The area defined on the map does not coincide with the beach area 
(no. 8 character area) in the Wells next the Sea, which is confusing. 
There is no explana�on and jus�fica�on as to why this is. 

Consider revising the beach policy area to coincide with the beach 
area iden�fied in the Wells Design Codes and Guidance. 
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10.4-10.7 The suppor�ng text describes the harbour ac�vi�es but does not 
explain or jus�fy the purpose of the policy. In par�cular, it does not 
define what para. 2 of the policy refers to in terms of ‘onshore 
facili�es’ for visi�ng and resident boats. This is necessary in order to 
make the policy operable. 

Amend the suppor�ng text to explain and jus�fy the policy and 
remove the ambiguity as detailed opposite. 

WNS18  The Wells Harbour policy area needs to be designated within the 
policy as well as referring to the map in Figure 41. It is noted that the 
Harbour policy area largely falls within the Beach policy area above 
and as such, there could be conflict between the two policies. For 
example, the support for improvements to onshore facili�es (what is 
meant by this?) that benefit tourism and employment in the town 
through visi�ng and residents’ boats could poten�ally conflict with 
the policy objec�ve of restric�ng any further development/ 
intensifica�on other forms of tourist facili�es/ac�vi�es in policy 
WNS17. 
Any development whether it be onshore facili�es that have a 
poten�al increase in boat related recrea�on or not will need an HRA 
due to the close proximity to the SAC. The poten�al for impacts is not 
restricted to recrea�onal impacts alone and the policy should not 
seek to restrict the scope of the HRA in this way.  There is concern 
that as writen the policy offers uncondi�onal support for unknown 
proposals and as such, requires amendments to qualify the 
development to some degree. 

Development proposals that would preserve and enhance the 
character of Wells Harbour Area (as shown defined  oin figure 41) 
and its role as a working and func�oning port will be encouraged. 
Support in principle is also given to proposals that would celebrate 
the mari�me heritage of the town, the connec�ons between the 
present town and its origins as a harbour and a port and underpin 
the role of the Harbor area as an important asset to the town. 
 
Appropriate and suitably scaled development proposals that would 
recognise the benefits to the town’s employment and tourism 
provided by the harbour and would result in improvements to 
onshore facili�es that benefit both visi�ng boats and resident boats 
will be supported encouraged.  
 
Any planning applica�ons for onshore facili�es and development in 
Wells Harbour Area will need to be supported by a project-level 
Habitats Regula�ons Assessment, demonstra�ng that the impacts 
of any poten�al increase in boat related recrea�on are adequately 
mi�gated. 
 

Figure 41 
Wells 
harbour 
policy area 

It is noted that the Wells Harbour Area iden�fied on the map 
overlaps with the Beach Policy Area. 

 

General 
comment  

Along with any proposed modifica�ons there will be a requirement 
for further consequen�al amendments, correc�ons and updates to 
suppor�ng text. It would be helpful if reference could be made in the 
final report that these should be made at the council’s discre�on 
prior to referendum (PPG Reference ID: 41-106-20190509). 

It would be helpful if reference could be made in the final report 
that these should be made at the council’s discre�on prior to 
referendum (PPG Reference ID: 41-106-20190509). 

General 
comment  

References to NPPF -  Update to Sept 2023 throughout where necessary. 
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Appendix A: NNDC Local Alloca�on Agreement Strategic Policy for excep�on sites 

A) An applicant will have lived in the parish or adjoining parishes for at least 3 consecu�ve years at
the point of alloca�on AND meet at least one of the following criteria:

• Lived for at least 5 years at any �me in the parish or adjoining parishes OR

• Are employed in the parish or adjoining parish (permanent employment of at least 12
months and 16 hours per week) OR

• Have a family member who has lived for at least 5 consecu�ve years in the parish or
adjoining parish at the point of alloca�on

B) An applicant will have lived in the parish or adjoining parishes for at least 3 consecu�ve years at
the point of alloca�on AND meet at least one of the following criteria:

• Are employed in the parish or adjoining parish (permanent employment of less than
12 months and 16 hours per week) OR

• Have a family member who has lived for at least 3 consecu�ve years in the parish or
adjoining parish at the point of alloca�on

C) An applicant meets at least one of the following criteria:

• Lived for at least 5 years at any �me in the parish or adjoining parishes OR

• Are employed in the parish or adjoining parish (permanent employment of at least 12
months and 16 hours per week) OR W

• Have a family member who has lived for at least 5 consecu�ve years in the parish or
adjoining parish at the point of alloca�on.

D) An applicant meets at least one of the following criteria:

• Lived for at least 3 years at any �me in the parish or adjoining parishes OR

• Are employed in the parish or adjoining parish (permanent employment of less than
12 months and 16 hours per week) OR

• Have a family member who has lived for at least 3 consecu�ve years in the parish or
adjoining parish at the point of alloca�on

E) An applicant meets at least one of the following criteria:

• Lived for at least 12 months at any �me in the parish or the adjoining parishes OR

• Are employed in the parish or adjoining parish (temporary employment or permanent
employment of less than 16 hours per week) OR

• Have a family member who has lived for at least 12 consecu�ve months in the parish
or adjoining parish at the point of alloca�on

Page 120



53 

F) An applicant has a connec�on to North Norfolk as defined by the Housing Act 1996, Part VII.

G) An applicant wants to live in the parish but does not have a connec�on to North Norfolk as
defined by the Housing Act 1996, Part VII.
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1 
Wells-Next-The-Sea Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 16 Consultation Response Form  

Part B: Representation Details  
You are invited to make comments on the proposed Neighbourhood Plan, supporting documents and evidence base. In doing so, you may wish to address whether 
or not the draft Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic conditions, set out below, and other matters that the independent examiner is required to consider under 
paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 

Basic Conditions 

Only a draft neighbourhood Plan or Order that meets each of a set of basic conditions can be put to a referendum and be ‘made’.  
The relevant basic conditions for Neighbourhood Plans are: 

a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood 
plan). Read more details. 

b) The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. Read more details. 
c) The making of the neighbourhood plan 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). Read more details. 
d) The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations. Read more details. 
e) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the 

neighbourhood plan. Read more details. 

In the table below please complete each column to show: 

• which part of the Neighbourhood Plan or supporting document your representation relates to 
• whether your response is an objection to the plan, supporting the plan, or providing neutral comments 
• details of what you are supporting, objecting or commenting on, and why 
• details of any changes you think necessary. If seeking textual amendments please include your proposed revised wording for policies or supporting text, 

including the justification for it along with any available supporting evidence. 

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation 
and the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. Further submissions will only be at the request 
of the examiner, based on the matters he or she identifies for examination. 
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