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Date

Monday 8 February 2021

Time

9.00 am

Place

To be hosted remotely at:
South Norfolk House
Cygnet Court

Long Stratton

Norwich

NR15 2XE

Contact

iPyRImsTCIng

If a member of the public would like to attend to
speak on an agenda item, please email your
request to democracy@s-norfolk.gov.uk, no later
than 5.00pm on Thursday 4 February 2021

Claire White tel (01508) 533669

South Norfolk District Council
Cygnet Court
Long Stratton Norwich

NR15 2XE

Email: democracy@s-norfolk.gov.uk
Website: www.south-norfolk.gov.uk

If you have any special requirements in order to attend this meeting,
please let us know in advance
Large print version can be made available
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Agenda

To report apologies for absence

Any items of business which the Chairman decides should be considered as a
matter of urgency pursuant to Section 100B(4)(b) of the Local Government Act,
1972. Urgent business may only be taken if, "by reason of special
circumstances" (which will be recorded in the minutes), the Chairman of the
meeting is of the opinion that the item should be considered as a matter of
urgency;

To Receive Declarations of Interest from Members (please see guidance — page 4)

To confirm the minutes of the meeting of Cabinet held on 11 January 2021
(attached — page 6)

Poringland Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2039; (report attached — page 10)
Decision to Proceed to Referendum

Greater Norwich Growth Board: Joint Five-Year Investment Plan;
(report attached — page 53)

Update to Local Development Scheme; (report attached — page 110)
Delivery Plan 2021/22; (report attached — page 129)
Covid-19 Update Report; (report attached — page 201)

10. Capital Strategy and Capital Programme 2021/22 to 2025/26;

(report attached — page 213)

11. Revenue Budget and Council Tax 2021/22; (report attached — page 232)



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Treasury Management Strategy Statement 2021/22; (report attached — page 257)

Council Tax Assistance Scheme 2021/22; (report attached — page 285)

Mutual Aid Agreement Norfolk and Waveney Health and Care Partnership;
(report attached — page 291)

Cabinet Core Agenda (attached — page 296)

Exclusion of the Public and Press

To exclude the public and press from the meeting under Section 100A of the Local
Government Act 1972 for the following items of business on the grounds that it involves
the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in paragraph 3 of Part 1 of
Schedule 12A to the Act (as amended)

ICT Infrastructure to Support the One Network; (report attached — page 298)
(NOT FOR PUBLICATION by virtue of Schedule 12A Part 1 of Paragraph 3 of the Local

Government Act 1972 (as amended)

Ella May Barnes Building — Additional Fit Out Works and Building Lease
(report attached — page 310)

(NOT FOR PUBLICATION by virtue of Schedule 12A Part 1 of Paragraph 3 of the Local
Government Act 1972 (as amended)



Agenda Item: 3

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AT MEETINGS

When declaring an interest at a meeting Members are asked to indicate whether their
interest in the matter is pecuniary, or if the matter relates to, or affects a pecuniary interest
they have, or if it is another type of interest. Members are required to identify the nature of
the interest and the agenda item to which it relates. In the case of other interests, the
member may speak and vote. If it is a pecuniary interest, the member must withdraw from
the meeting when it is discussed. [f it affects or relates to a pecuniary interest the member
has, they have the right to make representations to the meeting as a member of the public
but must then withdraw from the meeting. Members are also requested when appropriate to
make any declarations under the Code of Practice on Planning and Judicial matters.

Have you declared the interest in the register of interests as a pecuniary interest? If Yes, you will
need to withdraw from the room when it is discussed.

Does the interest directly:
1. affect yours, or your spouse / partner’s financial position?
2. relate to the determining of any approval, consent, licence, permission or registration in
relation to you or your spouse / partner?
3. Relate to a contract you, or your spouse / partner have with the Council
4. Affect land you or your spouse / partner own
5. Affect a company that you or your partner own, or have a shareholding in

If the answer is “yes” to any of the above, it is likely to be pecuniary.

Please refer to the guidance given on declaring pecuniary interests in the register of interest
forms. If you have a pecuniary interest, you will need to inform the meeting and then withdraw
from the room when it is discussed. If it has not been previously declared, you will also need to
notify the Monitoring Officer within 28 days.

Does the interest indirectly affect or relate any pecuniary interest you have already declared, or
an interest you have identified at 1-5 above?

If yes, you need to inform the meeting. When it is discussed, you will have the right to make
representations to the meeting as a member of the public, but you should not partake in general
discussion or vote.

Is the interest not related to any of the above? If so, it is likely to be an other interest. You will
need to declare the interest, but may participate in discussion and voting on the item.

Have you made any statements or undertaken any actions that would indicate that you have a
closed mind on a matter under discussion? If so, you may be predetermined on the issue; you
will need to inform the meeting, and when it is discussed, you will have the right to make
representations to the meeting as a member of the public, but must then withdraw from the
meeting.

FOR GUIDANCE REFER TO THE FLOWCHART OVERLEAF.PLEASE REFER ANY
QUERIES TO THE MONITORING OFFICER IN THE FIRST INSTANCE
DECLARING INTERESTS FLOWCHART - QUESTIONS TO ASK YOURSELF




Pecuniary Interest

Related pecuniary interest

Other Interest

What matters are being discussed at the meeting?

Do any relate to an interest | have?

A Have | declared it as a pecuniary interest?

OR

B Does it directly affect me, my partner or spouse’s financial position, in
particular: M

e employment, employers or businesses;

e companies in which they are a director or where they have a shareholding of
more than £25,000 face value or more than 1% of nominal share holding

e land or leases they own or hold

e contracts, licenses, approvals or consents

YES NO

\ 4

If you have not already
done so, notify the
Monitoring Officer to
update your declaration
of interests

The interest is pecuniary —
disclose the interest, withdraw
from the meeting by leaving
the room. Do not try to
improperly influence the
decision.

v

The interest is related to a
pecuniary interest.
Disclose the interest at the

meeting You may make

Does the matter indirectly affect or relate to a

YES pecuniary interest | have declared, or a matter
< noted at B above?

representations as a
member of the public, but
you should not partake in

dgeneral discussion or vote.

NO

The Interest is not pecuniary

L ]

nor affects your pecuniary
interests. Disclose the

interest at the meeting. You
may participate in the

meeting and vote.

YES Have | declared the interest as an
|« other interest on my declaration of
interest form?

OR

Does it relate to a matter
highlighted at B that impacts upon
my family or a close associate?

OR
You are unlikely to . o
have an interest. NO Does it affect an organisation | am
You do not need to < involved with or a member of?
OR

do anything further.

Is it a matter | have been, or have
lobbied on?




CABINET

Agenda item 4

South Norfolk

COUNCIL

Minutes of a remote meeting of the Cabinet of South Norfolk District Council, held
on Monday 11 January 2021 at 9.00 am.

Members Present:

Cabinet:

Non-Appointed

Officers in Attendance:

Also in Attendance:

Councillors:  J Fuller (Chairman), Y Bendle , M Edney,
L Neal, K Mason Billig, A Thomas and J Worley

Councillors: B Bernard, V Clifford-Jackson, T Laidlaw and
G Minshull

The Managing Director (T Holden), the Director of Resources

(D Lorimer), the Assistant Director Chief of Staff (H Ralph),
the Assistant Director Governance and Business Support
(E Hodds), the Assistant Director Finance (R Fincham), the
Assistant Director Community Services (S Phelan) and the
Assistant Director Planning (H Mellors)

2854 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

The Greater Norwich Planning Policy Manager (M Burrell)

The following members declared “other” interests in the matters detailed below:

Member Minute Number Interest
Clir J Fuller 2857 The Greater Norwich Member of the Greater Norwich
Local Plan Development Partnership Board.
Member of the Royal Norfolk
Agricultural Association Council
Clir L Neal 2857 The Greater Norwich Member of the Greater Norwich
Local Plan Development Partnership Board
Clir A Thomas | 2855 Urgent Item - Flooding | As a resident affected by the recent
flooding in the District




2855

UGENT ITEM - FLOODING

The Chairman referred to the recent flooding across the District and suggested
that Clir Graham Minshull, as Chairman of the Scrutiny Committee, undertook a
review to investigate the causes, and to seek clarity regarding the various
responsibilities across the different organisations involved.

Clir Minshull agreed that it was an appropriate review for the Scrutiny Committee
to undertake and hoped that a report would be presented at its next meeting on
Wednesday 27 January.

The Managing Director and members expressed their thanks to all staff, both on
the ground and in the Help Hub, who worked throughout the festive period, to
assist those residents affected by the flooding.

RESOLVED That Clir G Minshull, as Chairman of the Scrutiny Committee,

2856

2857

undertakes to lead on a review of the recent flooding across the District,
to investigate the causes, and to seek clarity regarding the various
responsibilities across the different organisations involved.

MINUTES

The minutes of the Cabinet meeting held on 7 December 2020, were confirmed as
a correct record and signed by the Chairman.

GREATER NORWICH LOCAL PLAN - REGULATION 19, PRE-SUBMISSION
PUBLICATION

Members considered the report of the Place Shaping Manager, which sought
agreement to publish the Greater Norwich Local Plan under regulation 19 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

The Greater Norwich Planning Policy Manager outlined the salient points of his
report, explaining the purpose of the Regulation 19 stage of the Plan and the tests
of soundness on which the Plan should comply. He briefly outlined the changes
from the Regulation 18 consultation version, and those made since the Cabinet
agenda was published.

Members noted that it was proposed that the draft GNLP would be published for
comment from 1 February to 15 March 2021. Representations received would
assist members in deciding whether to submit the Plan in July 2021 and would be
critical in informing the independent examination process. In response to queries
regarding the consultation process, the Greater Norwich Planning Policy Manager
explained that stakeholders and residents could respond through the website,
although hard copies would be made available to those not able to respond online.
Th Chairman stressed the importance of clearly signposting how consultation
responses could be made.



The Chairman referred members to the revised version of the GNLP Strategy

(v 1.7), which had been emailed out to all members the previous Friday. He felt
confident that a Plan was in place that would work for South Norfolk residents and
provided clarity on the number of homes required, together with sound justification
for the approach to village clusters in South Norfolk.

However, the Chairman still wished to see some further minor amendments to the
document, stressing that additional work was required on the retail policies, and
he also suggested that an adjustment was required to the provision for supported
housing and active retirement homes in Harleston where he considered the 30
units allocated to be insufficient.

The Chairman made particular reference to Costessey and the provision to enable
the Showground to adapt and provide additional leisure and dining amenities for
the area. One member referred to the large contingency site of 800 homes in
Costessey and sought clarification with regards to how this contingency would be
triggered. The Greater Norwich Planning Policy Manager explained that any
trigger was based on an annual housing delivery of 15% below target for three
consecutive years, in addition to other development sites collectively not coming
forward. The Chairman stressed that it was most unlikely that the contingency in
Costessey would be required. Members were reminded of the traffic management
issues in Costessy around the Longwater Retail Park, and in response to a query
regarding the need for a pedestrian crossing on the site, the Chairman explained
that this could not be acquired through the Local Plan; it was a Highways issue,
although there might be scope for it to be developed through conditions on a
future retail development.

Discussion followed regarding the proposal for a new settlement, and the
Chairman stressed that this would not form part of the current Local Plan but did
require consideration for a future Plan. He considered it necessary to begin to
positively prepare for a new settlement and he suggested that the Regulation and
Planning Policy Committee needed to work to frame any future debate and identify
the success factors for any new settlement proposals. In response to queries, he
suggested that a new settlement was necessary to avoid coalescence with
existing settlements.

Voting was carried out by way of a roll call and it was unanimously
RESOLVED To

1. agree to publish the Greater Norwich Local Plan, subject to
minor amendments, under regulation19 of the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012, from 1 February to 15 March 2021;

2. delegate authority to the Assistant Director for Planning in
consultation with the Portfolio Holder for The Economy and
External Affairs, to make any minor or factual corrections to
the GNLP ahead of its publication.
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2860

The Reason for the Decision

To ensure the timely progress of the GNLP to ensure that the Council’s
Development Plan remains effective and that the policies of the Development Plan
continue to have full weight in the determination of planning applications

bther Options Considered
None

CABINET CORE AGENDA

Members noted the latest version of the Cabinet Core agenda.

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC AND PRESS

It was

RESOLVED: To exclude the public and press from the meeting under Section
100A of the Local Government Act 1972 for the following item of
business on the grounds that it involve the likely disclosure of
exempt information as defined in paragraph 3 of Part 1 of
Schedule 12A to the Act (as amended)

CONTRACT FOR WHEELED BINS FOR SOUTH NORFOLK COUNCIL

Members considered the exempt report of the Senior Waste Operations Manager,

regarding the contract to provide wheeled bins for domestic and trade use,

managed at Ketteringham depot.

The Portfolio Holder, Clir M Edney, briefly outlined the salient points of the report
to members.

Voting was then carried out by way of a roll call and it was unanimously

RESOLVED To agree the recommendations, as outlined in paragraph 8 of
the report.

The Reason for the Decision

To ensure best value for the Council and its residents.

Other Options Considered
None.

(the meeting concluded at 9.50 am)

Chairman



Agenda Item: 5

Cabinet
08/02/2021
PORINGLAND NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-2039
DECISION TO PROCEED TO REFERENDUM
Report Author(s): Richard Squires, Senior Community Planning Officer,

(01603) 430637, richard.squires@broadland.gov.uk

Portfolio: Economy & External Affairs; Planning & Economic
Growth

Ward(s) Affected: Poringland, Framinghams & Trowse

Purpose of the Report: South Norfolk Council is required to make a decision,

following consultation and a further examination in
respect of Policy 2 of the Poringland Neighbourhood
Plan, on whether the Plan should proceed to a
referendum. This report sets out a proposal for

members.

Recommendations:

It is proposed that Cabinet agree:

1. to approve a minor amendment to the second examiner's recommended modified
wording to Policy 2 of the proposed Poringland Neighbourhood Plan, as set out in
Appendix 2.
and,

2. to proceed to a consultation on this amendment, in accordance with section 13 of

Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

10



1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

2.2

2.3

2.4

SUMMARY

Following the Council’s decision to take a different view to that of the original
examiner, in relation to Policy 2 of the Poringland Neighbourhood Plan, a
consultation on the alternative, proposed modifications to the policy was undertaken
with previous Neighbourhood Plan consultees.

As a result of representations received during this consultation, a further examiner
was appointed to consider the alternative modifications to the policy suggested by
South Norfolk Council. The second examiner’s report has now been received
(Appendix 1) and makes further recommended modifications as regards Policy 2.

This Cabinet report recommends making a further minor amendment to the
alternative policy wording as modified by the second examiner, for the purpose of
improving the clarity of the policy. If approved, it is recommended that the proposal
is subject to a further period of consultation, in accordance with section 13 of
Schedule 4B of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990.

Following this consultation, the Council will be required to make a final decision as
regards the wording of Policy 2 and, ultimately, whether the Neighbourhood Plan
should proceed to a referendum within the neighbourhood area.

BACKGROUND

The original examination of the Poringland Neighbourhood Plan was undertaken by
an independent planning consultant, Ms. Deborah McCann, and her final report
(received by the Council in January 2020) included several recommendations for
modifying Neighbourhood Plan policies before the document could proceed to a
referendum.

Cabinet considered each of the recommendations made by Ms. McCann at their
meeting on 15" June 2020 and made a decision to:

(a) Take a different view to that of the examiner in relation to the recommended
modification of Policy 2 (‘Housing — Scale’) within the Neighbourhood Plan, and
to propose an alternative modification.

(b) Delegate to the Director of Place the power to decide whether or not the issue
should be referred to a further independent examination following the necessary
six week period of consultation on the alternative modifications.

(c) Accept the original examiner’s remaining recommended modifications, as set
out in her report.

Due to the proposal to take a different view to that of the examiner, the Council was
required by legislation to notify previous Neighbourhood Plan consultees of the
proposed decision (and the reason for it) and invite representations over a six week
period. Legislation also provides an opportunity for the local planning authority to
refer the issue to further independent examination, following the period of
representations, should it consider it necessary to do so.

The Council undertook a six week period of consultation on the alternative
modification to Policy 2 and the reasons for it, with previous Neighbourhood Plan
consultees between 29" June and 10" August. As a result of this consultation, eight
representations were received (these can be viewed here).

1"


https://www.south-norfolk.gov.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/poringland_np_pol2_mod_responses_anon.pdf

2.5

2.6

3.2

3.3

3.4

Due to the nature of the proposed modification and the representations received,
the decision was taken by the Director of Place to appoint a second independent
examiner to consider the Council’s suggested alternative modification to Policy 2, as
well as the representations received.

Ms. Ann Skippers (Ann Skippers Planning) was appointed and undertook the
examination between 28" September and 4" November. This examination
culminated in a report being issued to Council officers detailing the examiner’s
recommendations.

CURRENT POSITION / FINDINGS

Despite being generally supportive of the Council’s proposed alternative
modification to Policy 2, the second examiner does recommend that further
changes be made to the wording in order to ensure that Policy 2 will meet the basic
conditions (i.e. the fundamental legal requirements for all Neighbourhood Plans)’.
The examiner concludes that with these modifications, along with those others
recommended by the original examiner, the Plan will be suitable for proceeding to a
referendum in the community.

The examiner’s modifications involve changing the wording of the two ‘exceptions’
within the policy that deal with circumstances in which larger housing sites would
be supported by the Neighbourhood Plan . The examiner has also recommended
removing a statement that proposals should be in accordance with Policy 14
(character and design) of the Neighbourhood Plan, on the basis that all relevant
policies of the plan would be relevant to the determination of planning applications.
In addition, the examiner has recommended updating some of the supporting text to
reflect these changes. Full details of the second examiner's recommendations can
be found in her report (Appendix 1).

On balance, officers consider most of the modifications proposed by the examiner
to be reasonable. However, officers are concerned with the examiner's modification
that provides an exception to the policy’s size threshold for development that would
meet an identified housing need. In particular officers are concerned that the new
policy is not sufficiently clear or unambiguous to ensure that it will be evident to a
decision maker when the exception to the size threshold should be applied. This
concern is exacerbated by inconsistency between the proposed modified policy
wording and the modified supporting text.

Concerns about the second examiner’s recommendations have also been
expressed by Poringland Parish Council. In particular, the Parish Council is
extremely concerned that the recommended modification to the policy wording that
relates to exceptions where an ‘identified housing need’ is met would be very
vulnerable to the argument that meeting any kind of housing need, including the
delivery of open market housing, would be sufficient to justify exceeding the size

' The basic conditions (as defined by Sch. 4B of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990) state that
Neighbourhood Plans: a) should have regard to national policies and guidance issued by Government; b)
should contribute to the achievement of sustainable development; c) should be in general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the Development Plan for the area; d) should not breach EU environmental
obligations; e) should not breach the requirements of Chapter 8 of Part 6 of the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017.
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3.5

3.6

3.7

4.2

4.3

threshold. If interpreted in this way, the modified policy would not meet their original
intentions of supporting larger proposals only where they would provide for the
specific housing needs of different sectors of the community) and in their view could
render the size threshold in the policy meaningless.

Given the unusual position that has been reached with the Neighbourhood Plan,
officers have sought further legal advice from NP Law on the options available to
the Council. The advice received confirms that the role of the Council,
fundamentally, is to determine whether the Neighbourhood Plan, as modified
(whether recommended by either examiner or not), will meet the basic conditions for
neighbourhood planning and, if so, to progress the modified Plan to a referendum.
The options available to the Council are:

a) to proceed with the Council’s original, alternative modification to Policy 2;

b) to accept the second examiner’s recommended changes to the Council’s
alternative modification;

c) or to modify the wording in a further way proposed by the Council, following
receipt of the second examiner’s report.

Whilst NP Law recognises that there is no case law directly covering this scenario,
the advice provided does point to several issues with the recommended
modifications of the second examiner, one of which being the revised wording to the
exception discussed in 3.3.

One of the key points raised by the solicitor is that much of the justification for the
Council’s alternative modification will depend on what the neighbourhood area is
expected to deliver through existing development plan policies and allocations. The
parish has already exceeded its housing allocation within the Joint Core Strategy
and the sites allocated within the Site Allocations document have now been, or are
in the process of being, developed. No sites have been proposed for allocation in
the settlement as part of the proposed Greater Norwich Local Plan. These facts
provide a clear indication that a policy limiting the size of new development sites,
except in specific circumstances, would not undermine the achievement of
sustainable development.

PROPOSED ACTION

Taking account of the legal advice received, officers are of the opinion that a minor
amendment is required to the second examiner’'s recommended modification of the
proposed Policy 2 wording, which will ensure it has the clarity required by paragraph
16(d) of the NPPF (thus meeting the basic conditions for Neighbourhood Plans).

It is therefore proposed to make a minor amendment to the alternative wording to
Policy 2, as recommended for modification by the second examiner. This
amendment relates to the policy exception that (subject to the second examiner’s
modifications) states that developments on sites larger than one hectare will only be
supported where ‘they would meet an identified housing need’. Details of the
amendment and the reasoning for this can be found in the Proposed Decision
Statement (Appendix 2).

The proposed amendment seeks to alter the inspector’s proposed modifications by
the minimum amount necessary to ensure that the policy (and therefore the
Neighbourhood Plan) achieves compliance with the basic conditions. This reflects
the advice received from NP Law.

13



4.4

4.5

4.6

5.2

5.3

Whilst the legislation is not entirely clear, the legal advice received advises that the
Council will once more need to notify previous consultees of this decision (and the
reason for it) and invite representations over a six week period. Again, the Council
has the discretion to appoint a further examiner to consider the modification,
following this consultation should it deem it necessary to do so. In this instance, due
to the relatively minor scale of the proposed amendments, officers do not expect
that a further examination on the issue will be necessary. This decision can be
reviewed in light of the representations received.

Following the six week consultation, Cabinet will be required to make a decision in
relation to Policy 2 and decide whether or not the Plan should proceed to a
referendum. If the Neighbourhood Plan proceeds to a local referendum and is
supported by maijority of those who vote, the Plan will become part of the
Development Plan for South Norfolk and will subsequently be ‘made’ (adopted) by
South Norfolk Council.

Due to the current Covid-19 pandemic, the Government has instructed that no
Neighbourhood Plan referendums can take place until at least May 6 2021.
However, it has also issued guidance stating that where a local authority has
published a Decision Statement which recommends that a Neighbourhood Plan
should proceed to a referendum, then the Neighbourhood Plan should be given
significant weight in any relevant planning decisions.

OTHER OPTIONS

Paragraph 3.5 highlights the realistic, alternative options that are available to the
Council. These are:

a) To approve the policy wording as originally modified by South Norfolk Council
(i.e. as submitted to the second examiner);

b) To approve the amended policy wording as recommended by the second
examiner.

Except for the one element of the modification discussed above, officers are minded
that the second examiner’'s recommendations are reasonable and help ensure that
the policy meets the basic conditions for neighbourhood planning. It is not
recommended to refuse the examiner’s findings in their entirety and revert to the
District Council’s alternative modification (i.e. point [a], above). As explained in 3.3,
officers feel that, on balance, the examiner’'s recommended modifications are
reasonable and only a minor modification is considered necessary.

For the reasons set out in paragraphs 3.3 and 3.4 (and within Appendix 2), officers
do not consider that it would be appropriate to accept the examiner’s modifications
without further amendments.

ISSUES AND RISKS
Resource Implications — There are no significant resource implications associated
with this proposal. Officers will be required to publish the proposal on the Council

website and notify previous consultees, inviting them to make representations over
a six week period.

14



6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

As stated in paragraph 4.4, the legislation does allow the Council the discretion to
appoint another examiner following the consultation, at its own expense. However,
officers do not currently feel it would be appropriate to seek a third examination on
this issue. The proposed amendments are relatively minor and another examination
would cause further delays in making a decision.

Should any legal challenges arise, following the Council’s decision in relation to the
Neighbourhood Plan (see 6.5 below), there will be costs associated with this that
the Council will need to meet.

Legal Implications — The procedures highlighted within this report follow legislation
set out in the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as amended)
and Schedule 4B of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990.

On making its final decision in relation to the policy modifications and whether the
Neighbourhood Plan should proceed to a referendum (or, following the final
‘making’ of the Plan), the Council could potentially be subject to a legal challenge. It
is expected that the Council will receive sufficient warning of any potential
challenges through the proposed consultation associated with this proposal. It is
worth noting the points raised in 3.5-3.7, above, which reflect advice provided by NP
Law. In addition, it is worth re-iterating that the proposal is simply to rectify an
inconsistency in the recommended policy wording, rather than rejecting all of the
examiner's recommendations.

In addition, and as stated in paragraph 3.6, the legal advice states that the Council’s
ability to justify introducing a cap on the scale of individual proposals within the
neighbourhood area will depend greatly on what the area is expected to
accommodate under the existing and emerging Development Plan. Given that the
existing local plan allocations for the area have been, or are being, delivered and
that the emerging GNLP does not (within the proposed submission Reg. 19
document) allocate sites within Poringland, it is felt that this position can be
sufficiently justified.

Equality Implications —An Equalities Impact Assessment has been completed on
the submitted Neighbourhood Plan.

Environmental Impact - A Habitats Regulation Assessment Screening has been
undertaken for the Plan and agreed with the relevant bodies, and the environmental
implications of the Poringland Neighbourhood Plan have been assessed through a
Sustainability Appraisal.

Crime and Disorder- The Plan is not likely to have any impacts on crime and
disorder (the comments of Norfolk Constabulary on this issue have been
incorporated into the Plan) nor is it likely to have any impacts on disadvantaged
groups.

Risks — No other particular risks associated with the Neighbourhood Plan are
identified.

15



7.2

CONCLUSION

It is proposed to make a minor amendment to the Council’s proposed wording of
Policy 2 as recommended for modification by the second examiner. It is considered
that this will ensure the policy and the Neighbourhood Plan will meet the basic
conditions, whilst meeting the original policy intentions.

This proposal will be subject to a period of consultation with previous consultees,

before a final decision statement is considered by Cabinet. Each of the original

examiner’s remaining recommendations have already been approved by Cabinet at

the meeting of 15™" June 2020.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is proposed that Cabinet agree:

(a) to approve a minor amendment to the second examiner’s recommended
modified wording to Policy 2 of the proposed Poringland Neighbourhood Plan,
as set out in Appendix 2.

and,

(b) to proceed to a consultation on this amendment, in accordance with section 13
of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

Appendix 1: Poringland Neighbourhood Plan - Independent Examiner’s Report into

Policy 2 Housing - scale

Appendix 2: Poringland Neighbourhood Plan — 2"¢ Examiner’s Report; Proposed

Decision Statement (08/02/2021)

Background Papers

Poringland Neighbourhood Plan — Req. 15 Submission Version

Poringland Neighbourhood Plan — Policy 2 SNC modification: consultation responses
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Appendix 1

South Norfolk Council
Poringland
Neighbourhood Development

Plan
2019-2039

Independent Examiner’s Report
into Policy 2 Housing - scale

By Ann Skippers BSc (Hons) MRTPI FHEA FRSA AoU

4 November 2020
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Summary

| have been asked to examine Policy 2 Housing - Scale in the Poringland Neighbourhood
Plan, taking account of the alternative modifications proposed by South Norfolk Council
and the representations received following a period of consultation.

| have concluded that the Plan should proceed to a referendum, in accordance with the
recommendations made in the first examination report of 23 January 2020 subject to
the modification proposed on page 19 of the first examiner’s report being substituted
by the alternative modifications put forward in Appendix 2 of SNC’s Decision Statement
dated 15 June 2020 subject to my modifications 1 and 2 in this report.

Ann Skippers MRTPI
Ann Skippers Planning
4 November 2020

Ann Skippers

Planning
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1.0 Introduction

The Poringland Neighbourhood Plan (the Plan) was submitted to South Norfolk Council
(SNC) in June 2019. The Plan was then published in accordance with Regulation 16 of
the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 and representations invited.
This consultation period took place in July and August 2019.

SNC, with the agreement of Poringland Parish Council, appointed Deborah McCann BSc
MRICS MRTPI Dip Arch Con Dip LD (the first examiner) to undertake the independent
examination of the Plan. The first examiner’s report was dated 23 January 2020. The
first examiner concluded the Plan could proceed to a referendum subject to a number
of proposed modifications.

After receipt of the first examiner’s report, SNC considered its findings and resolved on
15 June 2020, to accept all of the first examiner’s recommended modifications apart
from one. SNC has proposed to take a different view in relation to Policy 2 Housing —
scale and proposes alternative modifications to both the policy and its supporting text.
These alternative modifications are to be found in Appendix 2 of SNC’s Decision
Statement.

SNC has consulted on the proposed modification and decided that it is appropriate to
put this matter to independent examination.

| have been appointed by SNC, with the agreement of Poringland Parish Council, to
examine this matter which is alternative modifications in relation to Policy 2 and its
supporting text.

| am independent of the qualifying body and the local authority. | have no interest in
any land that may be affected by the Plan. | am a chartered town planner with over
thirty years experience in planning spanning the public, private and academic sectors
and am an experienced examiner of neighbourhood plans.

In undertaking this examination, | am not beholden to the previous work of the first
examiner in relation to Policy 2. As the first examiner’s report has been accepted by
SNC in all other respects, it is not within my remit to revisit other aspects of the Plan.
However, in dealing with Policy 2 and its supporting text, | will consider if any
consequences or other implications arise for any other policies of the Plan.
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2.0 The scope of this examination

Paragraph 13(1) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended) provides that if:

= the local planning authority propose to make a decision which differs from that
recommended by the examiner, and

= the reason for the difference is (wholly or partly) as a result of new evidence or a
new fact or a different view taken by the authority as to a particular fact,

the authority must notify prescribed persons of their proposed decision and the reason
for it and invite representations. The authority must notify the qualifying body, anyone
who made a representation which was submitted to the first examiner and any
consultation body that was previously consulted.’ Any representations must be
submitted within six weeks of the local planning authority first inviting representations.’

Paragraph 13(2) of Schedule 4B provides that if the authority considers it appropriate to
do so, they may refer the issue to independent examination.

Paragraph 13(3) of Schedule 4B enables regulations to be made about such an
examination. However, to date | understand provision has only been made in relation
to the timetable for decision-making following examination of an issue and the
procedure and circumstances for Secretary of State intervention in the neighbourhood
planning process.

There are no further procedural regulations or guidance covering an independent
examination under paragraph 13(2) described above as far as | am aware. Therefore, in
the absence of further regulations or guidance, my starting point is paragraph 8(1) of
Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

This requires the examiner to consider whether the neighbourhood plan meets the
basic conditions and whether other provisions set out in sections 38A and 38B of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) have been complied with.

The other provisions referred to above are whether the neighbourhood plan:

= has been prepared and submitted for examination by a qualifying body for an
area that has been properly designated for such plan preparation

= specifies the period to which it has effect

= does not include provision about excluded development

= does not relate to more than one neighbourhood area

= policies relate to the development and use of land for a designated
neighbourhood area

'pPG para 092 ref id 41-092-20161116
? Ibid para 093 ref id 41-093-20161116
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= referendum boundary should be extended beyond the designated plan area if
the plan proceeds to referendum and

= prescribed matters in the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012
(as amended).

The examiner must also consider whether the draft neighbourhood plan is compatible
with Convention rights.?

Given that this examination is of a particular issue, that of an alternative modification to
Policy 2, I do not consider that all of these requirements are directly relevant. In
particular, the overarching requirements of sections 38A and 38B of the 2004 Act where
the first examiner will have dealt with the status of the qualifying body, the
neighbourhood plan area and the period of effect.

In addition, the referendum area is not a matter that can be considered under
Paragraph 13.*

However, whether or not the plan includes provision about excluded development and
whether or not the policies relate to the development and use of land remain relevant
as is the requirement to ensure the issue is compatible with Convention rights.

Matters relating to the preparation and consultation of the Plan will also have been
dealt with.

However, | will need to consider whether the local planning authority has complied with
the prior consultation requirements outlined in paragraph 13(1).

The basic conditions” are:

= having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the
Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan

= the making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

= the making of the neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the strategic
policies contained in the development plan for the area

= the making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise
compatible with, European Union (EU) obligations

= prescribed conditions are met in relation to the neighbourhood plan and
prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for
the neighbourhood plan.

Regulations 32 and 33 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as
amended) set out two additional basic conditions to those set out in primary legislation

® The combined effect of the Town and Country Planning Act Schedule 4B para 8(6) and para 10 (3)(b) and the Human
Rights Act 1998

* Town and Country Planning Act Schedule 4B para 13(4)

® Set out in paragraph 8 (2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)
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and referred to above. Only one is applicable to neighbourhood plans and was brought
into effect on 28 December 2018.° It states that:

= the making of the neighbourhood development plan does not breach the
requirements of Chapter 8 of Part 6 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017.

| consider all of the basic conditions are potentially relevant to this examination.

| am also required to make a recommendation as to whether the neighbourhood plan
can proceed to a referendum, in accordance with the first examiner’s
recommendations, combined with any modifications | make as a result of this
examination.

3.0 Examination process

PPG’ explains that it is expected that the examination will not include a public hearing.
Rather the examiner should reach a view by considering written representations.
Where an examiner considers it necessary to ensure adequate examination of an issue
or to ensure a person has a fair chance to put a case, then a hearing must be held.? |
considered that a hearing was not necessary as the consultation representations
articulated the issues well and | was able to adequately examine the issues without one.
No persons indicated that they had not had a fair chance to put their case.

In 2018, the Neighbourhood Planning Independent Examiner Referral Service (NPIERS)
published guidance to service users and examiners. Amongst other matters, the
guidance indicates that the qualifying body will normally be given an opportunity to
comment upon any representations made by other parties at the Regulation 16
consultation stage should they wish to do so. There is no obligation for a qualifying
body to make any comments; it is only if they wish to do so. | extended this to the
representations received as part of the second examination issue. The Parish Council
made comments and | have taken these into account.

4.0 Compliance with matters other than the basic conditions

As explained above, a number of matters have been dealt with by the first examiner
and | have no reason to disagree with her conclusions. | set them out here in the
interests of completeness.

The first examiner concluded that Poringland Parish Council is the qualifying body, that

® Conservation of Habitats and Species and Planning (Various Amendments) (England and Wales) Regulations 2018
7 PPG para 056 ref id 41-056-20180222
8 1.

Ibid

23



the Plan area was designated by SNC on 15 November 2017 and that there are no other
Plans pertaining to the area and that the time period is 2019 — 2039.

| confirm that the alternative modifications for Policy 2 which | examine only relate to
the development and use of land and do not relate to excluded development.

In relation to neighbourhood plan preparation and consultation, the first examiner
concluded that the consultation process was “adequate, well conducted and
recorded”.’ Both the time periods for the pre-submission and submission stages of
consultation were held in accordance with the Regulations.

| confirm that the alternative modifications that | examine have been subject to a period
of consultation from 29 June — 10 August 2020. Eight representations were received;
they are from:

= Anglian Water

= Poringland Sand and Gravel Trustees

= Water Management Alliance

= (Caistor St Edmund and Bixley Parish Council
= Natural England

= Avison Young on behalf of National Grid

= Gladman Developments Ltd

= Historic England

| have considered all of the eight representations received and taken them into account
in preparing my report.

| consider there is nothing in the Plan that leads me to conclude there is any breach or
incompatibility with Convention rights.

5.0 Policy 2 and the proposed alternative modifications

The submission version of the Plan sets out Policy 2 as follows:
“Housing schemes comprising of 20 dwellings or fewer will in principle be supported.

Developments of more than 20 dwellings will only be supported where:
* they also propose to deliver overriding community benefits, such as improved
priority infrastructure*;
* they are of exceptional design and enhance considerably the local area; or
* the 20-dwelling cap will adversely affect the viability of development meeting
specific demographic needs.

® The first examiner’s report para 4.6
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Small in-fill proposals will be supported in principle as long as the proposal does not
unduly harm the local character in terms of landscape and adjacent buildings, important
views and is a gap in an otherwise continuous line of housing or development.

* Priority infrastructure needs are set out in Policy 24.”

The first examiner commented*’:

“Whilst | understand that the community supports the inclusion of a 20 unit limit
for individual developments, | have not been provided with any additional
satisfactory supporting evidence to justify why the figure of 20 was selected. |
have received representation from South Norfolk Council expressing concern that
the 20-dwelling threshold has not been sufficiently justified by evidence and that
this policy could result in the delivery of numerous smaller sites without the
necessary associated infrastructure to mitigate the cumulative impact.

I am satisfied that the inclusion of the term “small-scale” within the modified
policy will meet the community’s aspiration to see development within the
development boundary of an appropriate size.

For clarity and in order to meet the Basic Conditions the policy should be
modified as follows:

Policy 2: Housing —small scale

Proposals for small scale development including in-fill within the development
boundary will be supported in principle where the proposal does not unduly harm
the local character in terms of landscape and adjacent buildings, important
views.”

No changes to the supporting text were recommended.

SNC were concerned that the first examiner’s proposed modification “would create a
policy which is unclear and ambiguous, particularly in its lack of definition of what ‘small

scale development’ outside of defined development boundaries.”.*

In addition there were concerns about the proposed removal of the ‘exceptions’ to the
originally proposed cap of 20 dwellings, the sub division of sites and how infill
development is treated.

As a result, an alternative modification is proposed for Policy 2 and its supporting text.

The alternative modification reads:

“Individual proposals for housing development within the parish should be
located on sites no larger than one hectare.

° The first examiner’s report page 19
" SNC’s Decision Statement page 12
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Developments on sites larger than one hectare will only be supported where they
are in accordance with Policy 14 (Character and Design) of the Neighbourhood
Plan, and:

I. Where they also propose to deliver overriding community benefits, such as
improved priority infrastructure®.

Or

2. Where the one hectare cap will adversely affect the viability of development
meeting specific identified demographic needs.

The artificial subdivision of larger sites in an attempt to circumvent the above
requirements will not be acceptable.

Where multiple residential developments are likely to occur, consideration will
need to be given to the cumulative impact of development and any infrastructure
necessary to mitigate it. Development will not be permitted unless any
unacceptable cumulative impacts can be appropriately addressed through the
use of conditions or planning obligations.

Small in-fill proposals inside the development boundary will be supported in
principle, provided that the proposal:

I. does not unduly harm the local character in terms of landscape, adjacent
buildings or important views, and;

2. would be located on a site comprising a gap within an otherwise continuous
line of housing or other development.

*Priority infrastructure needs are set out in Community Aspiration Statement
2._”

The alternative modification to the supporting text reads:

“Future development proposals should be small scale i.e. should not exceed one
hectare per development site. This size limit applies to sites considered under Policy 2.
As stated in the policy, larger sites will be supported where the 1 hectare cap
adversely affects the viability of development meeting specific demographic needs
(such as sheltered housing or housing with care schemes) or providing important
infrastructure for the community.

As stated in Section 5 ‘Monitoring & Implementation’, it will be a necessary to monitor
and review the Plan (and particularly Policy 2) in light of future Local Plan reviews for
the district. As stated in the National Planning Policy Framework, the policies in a
made neighbourhood plan take precedence over existing non-strategic policies in a
local plan (where they are in conflict), unless they are then superseded by strategic or
non-strategic policies that are subsequently adopted in a Local Plan. Whilst regard
will be had to the Neighbourhood Plan policies in any local plan review, it remains

10
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possible for the local planning authority to promote larger allocations of land for
residential development if it considers there are good reasons to do so in order to
ensure the need for homes is appropriately met across the local plan area.

Where there is an identified need for infrastructure, the policy includes a safeguard
against the subdivision of larger sites and requires the specific consideration of
cumulative impacts in order to avoid the delivery of such a responsibility.”

6.0 Compliance with the basic conditions

European Union Obligations

The first examiner considers these matters*? and explains that SNC carried out a
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) screening exercise. This confirmed a SEA
would not be required.

The first examiner also explained® that SNC carried out a Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) screening in June 2019 which confirmed “the making of the
neighbourhood plan does not breach the requirements of Chapter 8 of Part 6 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017”.

| can find nothing in the intervening period to invalidate the first examiner’s conclusions
on these matters. | consider that the proposed alternative modifications do not change
the position in relation to SEA or HRA.

However, it may be prudent for SNC to review the situation in the light of the proposed
modifications as national guidance establishes that the ultimate responsibility for
determining whether a plan meets EU obligations lies with the local planning
authority."

Regard to national policy and advice

The Government published a National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in 2019. This
is the main document that sets out national planning policy.

On 6 March 2014, the Government published a suite of planning guidance referred to as
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). This is an online resource available at
www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance which is regularly
updated. The planning guidance contains a wealth of information relating to
neighbourhood planning.

2 The first examiner’s report page 15
13 .
Ibid
1 ppG para 031 ref id 11-031-20150209
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Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development

A qualifying body must demonstrate how the making of a neighbourhood plan would
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.

The NPPF confirms that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the
achievement of sustainable development.'®> This means that the planning system has
three overarching and interdependent objectives which should be pursued in mutually
supportive ways so that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains across each of
the different objectives.16 The objectives are economic, social and environmental."

The NPPF confirms that planning policies should play an active role in guiding
development towards sustainable solutions, but should take local circumstances into
account to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area."

General conformity with the strategic policies in the development plan

The development plan relevant to this examination includes the Joint Core Strategy
(JCS) adopted in March 2011 with amendments relating to housing growth in
Broadland, adopted in January 2014, the Site Specific Allocations and Policies Document
(SSAPD) and the Development Management Policies Document (DMPD), both adopted
in October 2015.

Emerging planning policy

Work on a Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP) is progressing which will plan for
development across South Norfolk, Broadland and Norwich to 2038. The latest stage,
the ‘Stage C Regulation 18 Draft Strategy and Site Allocations’ document, went out to
public consultation that ended on 16 March 2020. During this consultation, sites of
between 0.5 and 1 hectare were welcomed.

Concurrent with the GNLP process, the South Norfolk Village Clusters Housing
Allocation Plan is being produced by SNC. However, Poringland is not one of the village
clusters.

There is no legal requirement to examine the Plan against emerging policy. However,
PPG' advises that the reasoning and evidence informing the emerging Local Plan may
be relevant to the consideration of the basic conditions against which the Plan is tested.

> NPPF para 7

% Ibid para 8

7 Ibid

8 Ibid para9

19 ppG para 009 ref id 41-009-20190509
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Main issue

With this context, in my judgment, the main issue in this second examination is whether
the proposed alternative modifications have regard to national policy and advice
contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State, are in general conformity with
the strategic policies of the development plan for the area and would contribute to the
achievement of sustainable development; in other words the other basic conditions not
dealt with elsewhere in this report.

Discussion

Considering each aspect of the alternative modification, it firstly proposes that housing
development should be located on sites no larger than one hectare. | can find nothing
relating to the basic conditions that would in principle oppose a cap on the size of sites
for development within the Parish.

The cap has been changed from 20 dwellings in the originally proposed policy to this
site size based cap. Both number and size thresholds are commonly used in planning
policies to address a variety of issues ranging from affordable housing provision to
national requirements for information. The first examiner found there was no
“additional satisfactory supporting evidence”?° for the 20 units. | agree with SNC that
the site size threshold now proposed allows for greater flexibility particularly in relation
to density and design and | now turn to whether there is a sufficient case to support the
cap.

The NPPF offers support for small and medium sized sites indicating that these can
make an important contribution to meeting housing requirements.”! The benefits are
regarded as sites being built out relatively quickly.

The NPPF indicates local planning authorities should identify land to accommodate at
least 10% of their housing requirements on sites no larger than one hectare. It
continues that neighbourhood planning groups should also consider the opportunities
for allocating such sites.?” Whilst the alternative modification does not allocate any
such sites, the Plan does not include any allocations in it. | do not regard this as a
deficiency given the direction of the emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan which also
aims to provide more opportunities for smaller builders in line with current thinking
outlined in the NPPF in supporting small and medium sized sites.

| therefore consider that the approach of the policy has regard to the NPPF insofar as
small and medium sized sites are recognised as making an important contribution to
meeting the housing requirement and the selection of this threshold has regard to, and
basis in, the threshold used in the NPPF.

% The first examiner’s report page 19
1 NPPF para 68
2 |bid para 69
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The JCS sets out the long-term vision for the area including the delivery of substantial
housing and employment growth recognising the need to overcome deficiencies in
infrastructure. It seeks to locate development in places that minimise adverse impact
on the environment. It explains that larger villages play an important role in the
strategy. Poringland/Framingham Earl is identified as one of ten Key Service Centres
(KSC). It falls within the Norwich Policy Area (NPA). It should however be noted that
Framingham Earl does not fall in the Plan area.

The spatial vision in the JCS* explains, amongst other things, that the KSCs will “remain
attractive places with a range of enhanced shops, services... and facilities” and
“generally accommodate small to moderate new housing allocations (between 50 and
200 dwellings) in accordance with the capabilities of local services...”. It continues that
“The vitality of Service and Other Villages will have been enhanced and their form and
character maintained by the development of sustainable, small-scale housing, economic
development and other local facilities.”**

Policy 4 of the JCS relates to housing delivery. Approximately 33,000 dwellings are
directed to the NPA distributed in accordance with the policies for places.

JCS Policy 9 provides the strategy for growth in the NPA which is the focus for major
growth and development. It directs 1,800 dwellings to South Norfolk smaller sites in
the NPA and possible additions to named growth locations.

It explains that the smaller sites allowance is intended to provide a balance between
site sizes and locations to encourage flexibility and the shorter term delivery of new
housing. Smaller sites are less than 1,000 dwellings identified at strategic growth
locations and reflect the scale of development for each level of the settlement
hierarchy. The allocations are dependent on the availability and suitability of sites
proposed through the Site Specific Policies and Allocations Plan and reflect the form,
character and service capabilities of each locality.

JCS Policy 14 deals with KSCs. Poringland/Framingham Earl has land allocations on the
scale of 100 - 200 dwellings subject to detailed assessment including impact on form
and character. Those KSCs also falling within the NPA (as Poringland does) may be
considered for additional development if necessary to help deliver the smaller sites. My
reading of this policy is that the allocation is for between 100 — 200 dwellings rather
than multiple sites of such a scale. This is reflected in the supporting text for the policy
which explains there are significant commitments (at that time) and so an allocation of
“only 100 to 200 is proposed”.”

The SSAPD confirms that JCS Policy 14 identifies Poringland/Framingham Earl as a KSC in
which land will be allocated for small-scale housing growth within the range of 100 —
200 dwellings and if necessary will help to deliver the smaller sites in the NPA

3 JCS page 23
** Ibid
25 .

Ibid page 82
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allowance. A number of policies allocated land and those falling within the Plan area
have now been delivered.

One of the objectives of the DMPD is to allocate sufficient land for housing including
affordable housing in the “most sustainable settlements”.?® DMPD Policy DM 1.3
indicates this is to be of a scale proportionate to the level of growth and role and
function of the settlement.

This leads me to consider that such a threshold would also be in general conformity
with the strategic policies in the development plan. There is also support for such an
approach in the emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan. Furthermore SNC have not
raised any concerns in relation to the policy approach with regard to the strategic
policies.

As referred to earlier in this report, the achievement of sustainable development is the
purpose of the planning system. It seems to me that the NPPF and the relevant
development plan policies all lead to this and the alternative modification would
contribute to such an achievement by making provision for suitable sites for the locality.

The alternative modification then cites two circumstances where sites of a larger size
will be supported. These are where a scheme would deliver overriding community
benefits including priority infrastructure identified in a community aspiration statement
and where viability considerations would prevent a proposal meeting specified
identified demographic needs.

I note from my reading of the development plan documents that infrastructure keeping
abreast of the growth throughout the local authority area and beyond is a particular
concern. The emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan also recognises the environmental
and infrastructure constraints which might limit the potential for additional housing
growth in this KSC.

Reference is made to priority infrastructure. In the submitted draft plan this formed
part of draft Policy 24 in the Plan. The first examiner recommended that the policy be
deleted, but that the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) priority list could be included
in the “body” of the Plan or as part of a community aspiration/project section.”” The
priorities include a variety of items from improvements to education or car parking to
the generation of renewable energy for the community.

By referring to the list in the alternative modification, it brings the list back into the
realm of policy. However, planning obligations only meet the statutory tests and the
policy tests if they are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning
terms, are directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related in scale
and kind to the development. Many of the items on the currently presented priority
infrastructure list would potentially not meet these tests.

% DMPD page 11
*’ The first examiner’s report page 41
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The second exception refers to viability. Usually, policy requirements should be set at a
level that takes account of housing need, local market conditions and viability.

In principle, | consider including an exception or exceptions to the site size threshold is
useful to increase flexibility and to ensure that housing growth can continue to be
delivered alongside infrastructure. However, the two circumstances outlined are not
acceptable in their current format; they are too ambiguous and will not necessarily
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.

Mindful that the NPPF,?® supports development that makes the efficient use of land and
that this should take into account viability amongst other things, a modification can be
made to ensure that the policy is flexible and will allow larger schemes, more likely
perhaps to impact infrastructure, and to provide infrastructure, as well as providing for
identified housing needs, to occur. This would mean that the policy would positively
seek to meet the development needs of the area and be sufficiently flexible in line with
the NPPF.*

There is a further modification to make to this part of the policy. It refers to the larger
“exception” sites needing to accord with draft Plan Policy 14 which covers character and
design. The first examiner proposed some changes to the draft policy*® which have
been accepted and both versions would apply to all development. Therefore there is no
need for larger sites to comply with draft Policy 14; it applies to all development.

The next element of the policy seeks to prevent the artificial subdivision of larger sites
in an attempt to circumvent the above requirements. | am conscious that the NPPF** in
promoting small and medium sized sites advocates working with developers to
encourage the subdivision of large sites where this could speed up the delivery of
homes. On the face of it, this element seems at odds with the NPPF. However, it is of
concern to the Parish Council and SNC that larger sites could be artificially subdivided to
avoid the provision of necessary infrastructure; a concern | share given the
infrastructure issues well documented for this region. The obvious consequence of
artificial subdivision is to fall under a relevant policy threshold for the provision of
affordable housing for example. The key here then is the inclusion of the word
“artificial”. | consider this could be explained further in the supporting text in order to
provide additional clarity.

The next paragraph of the alternative modification on the policy deals with the concern
that numerous small or medium sized developments might circumvent the need for
infrastructure through a cumulative impact. The cumulative impact of multiple
development is a familiar concept in planning circles. This element is clear and will help
to ensure that sustainable development is achieved in particular.

8 NPPF para 122

* Ibid para 1l

* The first examiner’s report page 32 and following
31 NPPF para 68
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The last element of the proposed policy supports infill development within the
development boundary subject to two criteria; the impact on local character and being
a genuine infill site which is helpfully defined in the policy. This is a common approach
and will help to ensure that the locality retains its character and local distinctiveness
whilst allowing appropriate sites to be developed.

The alternative modification to the supporting text will need some revision to reflect
the modifications | put forward to the draft policy and unnecessary text has also been
recommended for deletion.

| consider that, with the modifications | suggest below, the alternative modifications to
the policy and its supporting text will meet the basic conditions. In particular the policy
does not promote less development than is set out in the strategic policies for the area
or undermine them. Rather it chimes with the more recent stance taken by national
policy and guidance on small and medium sites and different site sizes alongside the
theme running through the development plan documents and national policy to
promote good design and respect local distinctiveness. It does not stifle development
but sets a positive vision for how the area should develop sustainably with flexibility and
a desire to address infrastructure provision and enhancement.

Given that different parts of national policy need to be balanced, alongside the delivery
of significant housing growth in the wider area, the role of Poringland as a KSC and the
desire of the community to plan positively, to integrate new development with the
existing village, in my view the modifications | recommend below will mean that the
basic conditions are met.

7.0 Conclusions and recommendations

This examination has assessed whether the matters dealt with in Policy 2 and its
supporting text meet the basic conditions and other legal requirements. | have taken
into account all the responses made during the consultation on the alternative
modifications proposed for Policy 2 and referred to other evidence documents.

I am recommending that some changes be made to the alternative modifications. With
these modifications, | consider that Policy 2 will meet the basic conditions and other
legal requirements.

| recommend that the Plan should proceed to referendum in accordance with the
recommendations made by the first examiner in her report of 23 January 2020 subject
to the modification proposed on page 19 of the first examiner’s report being replaced
by the alternative modifications put forward in Appendix 2 of SNC’s Decision Statement
and subject to the modifications shown below:
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Modification 1
Change the policy to read as follows:

“Individual proposals for housing development within the parish should be located on
sites no larger than one hectare.

Developments on sites larger than one hectare will only be supported where:
1. they would meet an identified housing need and

2. they would provide and deliver the supporting community facilities and
infrastructure needed.

The artificial subdivision of larger sites in an attempt to circumvent the above
requirements will not be acceptable.

Where multiple residential developments are likely to occur, consideration will need
to be given to the cumulative impact of development and any infrastructure
necessary to mitigate it. Development will not be permitted unless any unacceptable
cumulative impacts can be appropriately addressed through the use of conditions or
planning obligations.

Small in-fill proposals inside the development boundary will be supported in principle,
provided that the proposal:

1. does not unduly harm the local character in terms of landscape, adjacent buildings
or important views, and;

2. would be located on a site comprising a gap within an otherwise continuous line of
housing or other development.”

Modification 2
Change the supporting text as follows:

“Future development proposals should be small scale i.e. should not exceed one
hectare per development site. As stated in the policy, larger sites will be supported
where the 1 hectare cap would hamper the ability of a development to meet
identified housing needs (such as sheltered housing or housing with care schemes)
and provide and deliver the supporting community facilities and infrastructure
needed.

As stated in Section 5 ‘Monitoring & Implementation’, it will be necessary to monitor
and review the Plan (and particularly Policy 2) in light of future Local Plan reviews for
the district. As stated in the National Planning Policy Framework, the policies in a
made neighbourhood plan take precedence over existing non-strategic policies in a
local plan (where they are in conflict), unless they are then superseded by strategic or
non-strategic policies that are subsequently adopted in a Local Plan. Whilst regard
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will be had to the Neighbourhood Plan policies in any local plan review, it remains
possible for the local planning authority to promote larger allocations of land for
residential development if it considers there are good reasons to do so in order to
ensure the need for homes is appropriately met across the local plan area.

Where there is an identified need for infrastructure, the policy includes a safeguard
against the subdivision of larger sites and requires the specific consideration of
cumulative impacts in order to avoid the delivery of such a responsibility. The

artificial subdivision of sites which have a functional link and/or are in the same
ownership to circumvent the requirements of the policy will not be acceptable.”

Ann Sﬁl’y}oers

Independent Examiner
4 November 2020

Appendix 1 List of key documents specific to this examination

I have considered all policy, guidance and other documents where relevant to this
examination including those submitted to me which are:

Poringland Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 15 Submission Version 1.3 May 2019
Independent Examiner’s Report dated 23 January 2020

Decision Statement

Summary of consultation responses on modifications examination

Comments on the responses from the Parish Council

List ends
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COUNCIL

South Norfolk Council Appendix 2

Poringland Neighbourhood Plan — 2" Examiner’s Report
Proposed Decision Statement (08/02/2021)

1. Summary

On 15 June 2020 South Norfolk Council decided to approve each of the modifications to the
submitted Poringland Neighbourhood Plan that were recommended by the original independent
examiner, aside from the recommended modification relating to Policy 2 ‘Housing — Scale’.

With regard to Policy 2, the Council proposed an alternative modification and this was subject to
public consultation and a subsequent examination. The second examiner’s report recommended that,
subject to specific amendments, the Policy 2 wording (as modified by South Norfolk Council) would
meet the basic conditions and that, with the other modifications recommended by the original
examiner, the Neighbourhood Plan should proceed to a referendum.

South Norfolk Council is now proposing to make a minor amendment to the second examiner’s
recommended modifications to Policy 2, as set out below. This proposal will be subject to a further
period of consultation.

2. Background

Following the submission of the Poringland Neighbourhood Plan to South Norfolk Council in June
2019, the Plan was published in accordance with Regulation 16 of the Neighbourhood Planning
(General) Regulations 2012 and representations invited. The publication period took place in July and
August 2019.

The local planning authority, with the approval of Poringland Parish Council, subsequently appointed
an independent examiner, Deborah McCann, to conduct an examination of the submitted
Neighbourhood Plan and conclude whether it meets the Basic Conditions (as defined by Schedule 4B
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990) and consequently whether the Plan should proceed to
referendum.

The examiner’s report concluded that, subject to making certain recommended modifications, the
Neighbourhood Plan meets the Basic Conditions and should proceed to a Neighbourhood Planning
referendum.

At its Cabinet meeting of 15" June, South Norfolk Council proposed to accept each of the examiner’s
recommendations, apart from that relating to Policy 2 ‘Housing — scale’, for which it proposed an
alternative modification.

A consultation took place on the Council’s alternative modification to Policy 2 between 29" June and
10" August 2020. Eight representations were received from various bodies during this consultation
and South Norfolk Council subsequently decided to appoint a second examiner, Ann Skippers, to
consider the proposed alternative modification as well as the representations received.
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The report of the re-examination of Policy 2 was presented to South Norfolk Council on 4" November.
The recommendation of Ms. Skippers is that, with specified amendments to the Council’s alternative
modifications, Policy 2 will meet the basic conditions and other legal requirements of neighbourhood
planning. Consequently, the report recommends that the Neighbourhood Plan should proceed to a
referendum in accordance with the recommendations made by Ms. McCann, subject to her
recommended modification for Policy 2 being replaced by the alternative modification proposed by
South Norfolk Council, as subsequently amended by Ms. Skippers.

3. Decision

Having considered each of the recommendations in the first examiner’s report and the reasons for
them, South Norfolk Council decided, at its Cabinet meeting of 15 June 2020, to approve each of the
recommended modifications to the submitted Poringland Neighbourhood Plan, apart from the
modification relating to Policy 2 ‘Housing — Scale’.

Following a statutory period of consultation and a subsequent re-examination of Policy 2, based on
the Council’s proposal to take a different view to that of the original examiner, the Council has decided
to propose a minor amendment to the second examiner’s recommended modified wording.

The Council’s proposed amendment is set out below, and it is considered that this proposal will
ensure the policy achieves greater clarity and therefore meets the Basic Conditions. This is in
accordance with sections 12 and 13 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

The following table sets out each of the two examiners’ recommended modifications, the Council’s
consideration of those recommendations, and the Council’s proposed decision in relation to each
recommendation. With the exception of the entry for Policy 2, which includes details of the
recommendations by both examiners, the table deals with the recommendations of Deborah McCann,
the first examiner.
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Section

Examiner’s recommendation

Council consideration of
recommendation

Council decision

Policy 1: Phasing
residential growth

‘For clarity and to meet the Basic Conditions, Policy 1 should be
modified as follows:

Policy 1: Sustainable residential growth

In order to ensure sustainable growth in the village, any future
housing growth which generates additional need for local services
and infrastructure should be phased to ensure alignment with the
capacity of available local services and infrastructure.’

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s rationale that the original
policy wording was unclear and was
worded as a statement rather than
as a policy.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

Policy 2: Housing —
scale

15t Examiner: Deborah McCann

‘For clarity and in order to meet the Basic Conditions the policy should
be modified as follows:

Proposals for small scale development including in-fill within the
development boundary will be supported in principle where the
proposal does not unduly harm the local character in terms of
landscape and adjacent buildings, important views.’

The Council does not consider that
the recommended modification
provides the necessary clarity to
meet the Basic Conditions.

The Council proposed alternative
modifications to the policy wording in
order to address issues of clarity and
to ensure the policy meets the Basic
Conditions (Please see the Council’s
Decision Statement Proposal
15/06/2020 for details).

It is proposed to reject the
recommended modification to the
policy by the first examiner.

274 Examiner: Ann Skippers

‘The alternative modification then cites two circumstances where sites
of a larger size will be supported. (...) In principle, | consider including
an exception or exceptions to the site size threshold is useful to
increase flexibility and to ensure that housing growth can continue to
be delivered alongside infrastructure. However, the two
circumstances outlined are not acceptable in their current format; they
are too ambiguous and will not necessarily contribute to the
achievement of sustainable development.’ (p.15 and p.16)

‘There is a further modification to make to this part of the policy. It
refers to the larger ‘exception’ sites needing to accord with draft Plan
Policy 14 which covers character and design. The first examiner
proposed some changes to the draft policy which have been accepted
and both versions would apply to all development. Therefore there is
no need for larger sites to comply with draft Policy 14; it applies to all

The Council agrees with the
examiner that the exception relating
to the delivery of supporting
community facilities and
infrastructure should be amended in
the way described.

The Council agrees that the
reference to Policy 14 is not strictly
required and can be deleted.

However, the Council feels that a
further minor amendment is required
to the policy exception relating to ‘an
identified housing need’. In the

It is proposed to make a minor
amendment to the second examiner’s
recommended modified wording to
Policy 2.

Please see the Council’s proposed
amendment in Appendix 1.

3
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development.’

The examiner recommends that the Council’s alternative
modifications to the policy are themselves modified to read as follows:

Modification 1
‘Change the policy to read as follows:

“Individual proposals for housing development within the parish
should be located on sites no larger than one hectare.

Development on sites larger than one hectare will only be supported
where:

1. they would meet an identified housing need and

2. they would provide and deliver the supporting community facilities
and infrastructure needed.

The artificial subdivision of larger sites in an attempt to circumvent the
above requirements will not be acceptable.

Where multiple residential developments are likely to occur,
consideration will need to be given to the cumulative impact of
development and any infrastructure necessary to mitigate it.
Development will not be permitted unless any unacceptable
cumulative impacts can be appropriately addressed through the use
of conditions or planning obligations.

Small in-fill proposals inside the development boundary will be
supported in principle, provided that the proposal:

1. does not unduly harm the local character in terms of landscape,
adjacent buildings or important views, and;

2. would be located on a site comprising a gap within an otherwise
continuous line of housing or other development.”

Modification 2
‘Change the supporting text as follows:

“Future development proposals should be small scale i.e. should not

Council’s view, this phrase is too
ambiguous and this element of the
policy needs further clarification.

This, in turn, will require further,
minor amendments to the supporting
text, to reflect the changes in the

policy.

For a detailed explanation of the
Council’s reasoning, please refer to
Appendix 1 of this Decision
Statement.

4
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exceed one hectare per development site. As stated in the policy,
larger sites will be supported where the 1 hectare cap would hamper
the ability of a development to meet identified housing needs (such as
sheltered housing or housing with care schemes) and provide and
deliver the supporting community facilities and infrastructure needed.

As stated in Section 5 ‘Monitoring & Implementation’, it will be
necessary to monitor and review the Plan (and particularly Policy 2) in
light of future Local Plan reviews for the district. As stated in the
National Planning Policy Framework, the policies in a made
neighbourhood plan take precedence over existing non-strategic
policies in a local plan (where they are in conflict), unless they are
then superseded by strategic or non-strategic policies that are
subsequently adopted in a Local Plan. Whilst regard will be had to the
Neighbourhood Plan policies in any local plan review, it remains
possible for the local planning authority to promote larger allocations
of land for residential development if it considers there are good
reasons to do so in order to ensure the need for homes is
appropriately met across the local plan area.

Where there is an identified need for infrastructure, the policy includes
a safeguard against the subdivision of larger sites and requires the
specific consideration of cumulative impacts in order to avoid the
delivery of such a responsibility. The artificial subdivision of sites
which have a functional link and/or are in the same ownership to
circumvent the requirements of the policy will not be acceptable.”

Policy 3: Housing
Mix

‘For clarity and to meet the Basic Conditions the policy should be
modified as follows:

Policy 3: Housing Mix

Where viable, housing proposals will need to provide a mix of housing
types, tenures and sizes, and these should reflect local need using
the best available, proportionate evidence. It is recognised that the
mix is likely to be limited to small developments of fewer than five
awellings.

The inclusion of accessible and adaptable dwellings to serve the
needs of older and disabled residents is strongly supported. Where
there is identified need, developments of five or more dwellings
should aim to provide a minimum of 20% of dwellings of this type.
This applies to open-market and affordable housing combined and

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s rationale that there is no
strategic level assessment or higher
level policy which provides detailed
evidence of need within Poringland,
and that the original policy should
therefore be modified.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

5
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can include homes designed to Lifetime Homes Standard or single
storey units. Proposals for accommodation specifically for older or
disabled people, such as sheltered housing or Housing with Care, will
be supported in principle.

Lifetime Homes Standard will be encouraged for all new dwellings to
enable people to stay in the parish as they move through the stages
of life, and proposals meeting this standard will be supported.

Any proposal that does not provide a mix meeting local need will need
to be justified with clear evidence that such homes are not at that time
required to that level.

The inclusion in a housing proposal of eco-homes to Passivhaus or
equivalent standards and self-build plots on development sites will
also be encouraged.’

Policy 4: Housing —
location

‘For clarity and to meet the Basic Conditions the policy should be
amended as follows:

Development proposals within the adopted development boundary or
on allocated sites should, where possible minimise the increase of
traffic through the village centre, as shown on Map 4, Village Centre
and Valued Landscape map, page 57.

To help with this, development will be expected to be located and
designed to make it easy and attractive for new residents to walk or
cycle to local services and facilities and use the bus for longer
journeys.

In accordance with South Norfolk Council’s landscape character
assessment for Poringland which resists changes that will further
accentuate the linear nature of development in the village, proposals
for major development that result in the growth of the village further
southward will not generally be acceptable.

Proposals for minor development south of the village will need to
demonstrate how additional traffic generated will be managed so that
the impact on the village centre or residential areas is minimised and
there is no undue harm to the valued landscape and its
characteristics, and key important views.’

The Council agrees with examiner’s
rationale that the policy, as originally
worded, would be difficult to apply in
the determination of a planning
application.

This is due to a lack of clarity, a lack
of definition for ‘material increase’,
and that the NPPF already
addresses significant impacts on the
transport network.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification to the policy wording,
and the inclusion of a map showing
the adopted development boundary,
as it affects the Neighbourhood Area.’
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Policy 5: Affordable
housing

‘For clarity and to meet the Basic Conditions the policy should remove
the bullet point reference to 20 dwellings or fewer.

South Norfolk Council have made representation that as an additional
priority relating to military personnel has been inserted since the
Regulation 14 consultation the wording in the supporting text on page
22 requires amending to reflect housing this as follows:

However, South Norfolk Council will need to determine priorities
between applicants, so that applicants who have served in the Armed
Forces are given greater priority than those without a local connection
that have not served..

| concur with this requirement.’

The Council agrees with the
modification to remove reference to
’20 dwellings or fewer’. This is
required due to the proposed
modifications to Policy 2 (see
above).

The Council also agrees to
amendments to the supporting text.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modifications.

Policy 6: Natural
Environment

‘In order to meet the Basic Conditions, the policy should be modified
as follows:

Policy 6: Natural Environment

All development will be expected to achieve a demonstrable net
ecological gain to meet statutory requirements including through the
creation of a range of locally appropriate habitats and the inclusion of
design features, including those that enable animals, especially
species in decline, to move between habitats unhindered. Support will
be given to proposals that would result in a significant net ecological
gain, or which help to support the B-Line for pollinators or other key
green infrastructure as set out in The Greater Norwich Green
Infrastructure Strategy.’

The Council agrees with examiner’s
rationale that there is not sufficient
evidence to support the original
policy requirement of a 10% net
biodiversity gain.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

Policy 7: Trees and
hedgerows

‘For clarity the first paragraph of Policy 7 should be modified as
follows:

Proposals should include high quality landscaping design that retains,
where possible existing trees and hedgerows.’

The Council agrees with examiner’s
reasoning that the first paragraph
needs to be amended to allow
potential access to development
sites.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

Policy 8: Landscape

‘For consistency, clarity and to meet the Basic Conditions, Policies
Map 4 should be re annotated to refer to important landscape and the
policy should be modified as follows:

Policy 8: Landscape

In accordance with South Norfolk Council’s landscape character
assessment for Poringland which resists changes that will further

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s statement that there is
not sufficiently robust evidence to
support the designation of a Valued
Landscape and the serious policy
restrictions this would impose.

Accept examiner’s recommendation
to re-annotate Map 4 to refer to
‘Important Landscape’, and to modify
the policy wording.
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accentuate the linear nature of development in the village, proposals
for major development that result in the growth of the village further
southward will not generally be acceptable.

The landscape to the south of the village (as identified on Policies
Map 4, p57) is valued by the community and important to the setting
of the village. Proposals for development within this important
landscape will not be supported unless specifically supported by other
policies in the Development Plan.’

Policy 9: Long views

‘| have received the following representation from South Norfolk
Council:

“The Council recommends Policy Map 2 (page 55) and Policy Map 4
(page 57) are updated to illustrate the important views being referred
to in Policy 9 (and shown in the photographs at page 58) and to
illustrate the Chet Valley Linear Reserve and the parkland around
Porch Farm which are referenced within the supporting text for Policy
9. It is also recommended that the broad locations from which longer
distance views towards Norwich and the Tas Valley, referenced in
Policy 9, should be illustrated on Map 2.”

| concur with these recommendations.’

The Council supports the
representation it submitted during
the Regulation 16 publication stage,
as referred to by the examiner.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

Policy 10:
Recreational open
space provision

‘I have no comment on this policy.’

The Council notes the examiner’s
endorsement.

No modification necessary.

Policy 11: Local
Green Space
designations

‘I have no comment on this policy.’

The Council notes the examiner’s
endorsement.

No modification necessary.

Policy 12: Street
lighting

‘For clarity and to meet the Basic Conditions, the policy should be
modified as follows:

Policy 12: Street Lighting

In order to maintain the “dark skies” and rural feel in Poringland the
introduction of street lighting as part of new development should be
avoided. Where new street lighting cannot be avoided it must be
designed so as to minimise the adverse impact on dark skies, local
amenity, landscape and wildlife.’

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s reasoning that there may
be situations where the installation of
street lighting will be required for
highway or pedestrian safety. These
decisions are outside the control of
the Neighbourhood Plan.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.
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Policy 13: Flood risk

‘For clarity and to meet the Basic Conditions the policy should be
modified as follows:

Policy 13: Flood risk

All major development proposals, or all development proposals
coming forward within the areas of high, medium and low risk from
surface water flooding, as identified by the Environment Agency,
should have due regard to the South Norfolk Council Poringland
Integrated Urban Drainage Strategy Supplementary Groundwater
Drainage Report (2008) and where required by national policy include
a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Surface Water Drainage
Strategy that gives adequate and appropriate consideration to all
sources of flooding and surface water drainage to ensure there is no
increased risk of flooding either on the development site or to existing
property as a result of the development. Developers will be expected
to demonstrate that there will be no increase in flood risk elsewhere.

Sustainable Drainage Systems will need to be considered for all
planning applications, following the SuDS hierarchy, but in particular
note:

i. Development that manages surface water through infiltration
methods may be supported but only if it can be clearly
demonstrated to be effective by appropriate percolation and soil
investigation tests showing that this will not result in the increase
of flood-risk on-site or off- site. There should be no direct
discharge to groundwater and schemes should provide a
saturated zone of 1.2 metres.

ii. Where infiltration is not effective or practicable, as will be the case
in much of Poringland, developers should seek solutions that use
storage zones or connections to a water course. Such drainage
solutions should intercept and store long term surface water run-
off by means of attenuation and controlled discharge with an
appropriate allowance for climate change.

Any drainage strategy should avoid the piping of existing drainage
channels unless this is shown to be necessary. The incorporation
of rainwater re-use or rainwater harvesting systems to further
delay and reduce flows will be supported. As a minimum, water
butts should be considered in all new development. The
Neighbourhood Plan will particularly support water features that
are incorporated into recreational areas or ecological gains as part

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s rationale that the original
policy wording did not have sufficient
regard for national policy and, in
part, lacked clarity.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

9
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of the solution, where appropriate.

In addition, South Norfolk Council have made representation that the
supporting text for policy 13 (page 32) requires modification:

“The significance of the issue is set out in the South Norfolk Council
Poringland Integrated Urban Drainage Strategy Supplementary
Groundwater Drainage Report (2008), hereafter referred to as ‘The
Millard Report..

The problem is caused by natural springs and streams, and the
predominant boulder clay geology overlain by 8-12m of sand and
gravel. Many of the problems stem from the predominant boulder clay
geology overlain in some areas by sands and gravels. Where the
sands and gravels interface with the boulder clay close to the surface,
this can give rise to transient springs and natural flow routes.”

| concur with this modification.’

Policy 14: Character
and design

‘For clarity the policy should be modified as follows:
Policy 14: Character and Design

All new development within Poringland should demonstrate high-
quality design. Proposals for new development should:

a) be locally distinctive, in keeping with the context of a rural village of
similar diversity, density, footprint, separation and scale to the
surrounding area and of neighbouring properties in particular, unless
it can be demonstrated that proposed development would not harm
local character as set out in the Poringland Character Assessment
document;

b) be designed so as to provide distinct character across housing
proposals, which is either contemporary (but reflects traditional
housing styles), or makes use of traditional materials which reflects
older properties within the village;

c¢) include attractive and robust landscape proposals and planting
schemes of appropriate native species.

d) be well integrated into the landscape and maintain the quality of
transition between settled and agricultural landscape;

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s reasoning that the
original policy is slightly repetitive,
with elements that require further
clarity.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

10
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e) retain wherever possible existing landscape features on site
boundaries including hedges and trees to maintain the character of
the site and reinforce its boundaries;

f) not adversely impact views to and from the sensitive edge of the
plateau; particularly in the north of the area, identified at Policy 9;

g) ensure that the external appearance of affordable dwellings is
indistinguishable in terms of the materials used and architectural
detail from the open market housing on site;

h) ensure that public spaces in major residential development are
designed to provide an attractive and interesting community focus;

i) ensure that there is connectivity between existing and new footpath
and/or cycle paths and between open spaces to aid integration of
existing and new development.

j) provide adequate garden areas which reflect the nature of the
occupation of the proposed dwellings, to serve future residents and
reflect the current character of the area;

k) provide a defined area for bins as close to the property’s rear doors
as possible; and

I) be designed to prioritise pedestrian movement, minimising vehicle
intrusion.

Planning permission will not be granted for development of poor
design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving local
character and quality of an area, and the way it functions.

Development proposals shall be in keeping with the South Norfolk
‘Place-Making Guide’, ‘Building for Life’ criteria and ‘Secure by
Design’.

Policy 15: Historic
environment

‘For clarity and to meet the Basic Conditions the policy should be
modified as follows:

Policy 15: Historic Environment

Proposals affecting Designated and Non-Designated Heritage Assets

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s statement that elements
of the original policy repeated
national policy and guidelines.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

11
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must comply with national policy and the Development Plan.
Support will be given to proposals that will conserve and enhance
heritage assets, especially those in the south or south-east of the
village.’

Policy 16:
Sustainable transport

‘For clarity the second paragraph of policy 16 should
be modified as follows:

Development proposals should, where relevant demonstrate safe
walking and cycling links to key local services and community
facilities, especially to schools and the defined village centre.

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s observation that the
provision of safe walking and cycling
links will not be relevant for all
developments.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

Policy 17: School
parking

‘I have no comment on this policy.’

The Council notes the examiner’s
endorsement.

No modification necessary.

Policy 18: Transport
layout of new
residential
development

‘For clarity and to meet the Basic Conditions the policy should be
modified as follows:

Policy 18: Transport layout of new residential development

The roads serving new residential developments should be designed
to minimise traffic speeds, limited to 20mph or lower wherever
possible.

Layouts should be permeable, allowing for safe pedestrian and cyclist
access and should follow Secured by Design guidance. In particular,
footways that enjoy natural surveillance, are overlooked by a number
of dwellings, and are not routed along the backs of homes and/or
bounded by high fences, will be considered favourably.’

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s observation that
guidance on the design and layout of
roads for residential development is
set out in the Manual for Streets at a
national level by the local highway
authority.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

Policy 19:
Residential parking
standards

‘The final paragraph of this policy does not provide any flexibility and
should be modified as follows:

Rear parking courts will only be supported in exceptional
circumstances.’

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s reasoning regarding
flexibility.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

Policy 20: Local
Community Facilities
and Services

‘I have no comment on this policy.’

The Council notes the examiner’s
endorsement.

No modification necessary.

Policy 21:
Development in the
village centre

‘I have no comment on this policy.’

The Council notes the examiner’s
endorsement.

No modification necessary.

12
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Policy 22: Economic
development

‘For clarity the final paragraph of this
policy should be deleted.’

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s observation that the final
paragraph of this policy is potentially
confusing and could lead to a
perceived support for economic
development proposals outside the
development boundary.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.

Policy 23:
Telecommunications

‘I have no comment on this policy.’

The Council notes the examiner’s
endorsement.

No modification necessary.

Policy 24: Physical
and Social
Infrastructure

‘This is not a land use policy and should be deleted from this section
of the Plan. The CIL priority list can either be included in the body of
the Plan or the as part of the community aspiration/project section of

the Plan.’

The Council agrees with the
examiner’s reasoning that this is not
a land use policy.

Accept examiner’s recommended
modification.
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4. Next Steps

Given South Norfolk Council’s proposal to make an amendment to the wording recommended by the
second examiner (in relation to Policy 2: Housing — scale), there will now follow a six week period
during which Poringland Parish Council, all those who submitted representations to South Norfolk
Council during the Regulation 16 publication stage, and any consultation body that has previously
been consulted on the Neighbourhood Plan will be invited to make comments on this particular
proposal (in accordance with section 13[1] of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990). This six week period will take place between XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
2021.

This Decision Statement proposal will be published, during the aforementioned six week period, on
the South Norfolk Council website (www.south-norfolk.gov.uk).

Following the representation period, South Norfolk Council will publish a final Decision Statement
which will include the Council’s decision on whether or not the Plan should proceed to a referendum.
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APPENDIX 1: Council consideration of second examiner’s recommendations — Policy

2 ‘Housing — scale’

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

South Norfolk Council proposes to make a minor amendment to the modified Policy 2 wording
that was recommended by the second examiner, Ms Ann Skippers. It is considered that this
amendment is required in order to secure that the draft Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic
conditions of neighbourhood planning, as set out in section 12(6)(a) of Schedule 4B of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1