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Yaxham Neighbourhood Plan

Submission Plan for Regulation 16 Consultation 

 The Neighbourhood Plan for Yaxham (NP) is the first in Breckland to reach this point and it is clear a great deal of research, knowledge, and 
consultation has gone into forming the plan which is to be greatly commended.  

 The Council supports the principle of the Yaxham Neighbourhood Plan. However, there are a number of outstanding issues raised by the Council in 
it’s previous representations which have still not been addressed in the submission version.  The preamble to the NP policies sets the context for what is 
significant about Yaxham and what it seeks to preserve (albeit this could be expressed more succinctly).  It is clear that the rural nature of the settlement is 
valued and that the existing settlement pattern, design and density of development are preferred.  

 Of concern is that many of the plans policies appear restrictive; setting general limitations on development rather than being positively prepared (as 
required by national guidance).  The NP would be improved by developing policies, which would deliver the plans stated aims, by setting out what 
proposals would be encouraged and where located, as well as some restrictions where required.

 There is also concern that regard has not been given to the issue of viability – cumulatively the policies restrict the potential for planning gain by 
limiting the housing numbers on a site to 10, limiting density, limiting storeys of dwellings, but also seeks some costly improvements such as connecting 
footpaths to neighbouring lanes, providing like for like replacement hedgerows etc.  The limitations on development may reduce contributions and hinder 
the delivery of NP policy COM2. 

 In addition to this, a number of the NP policies either repeat existing policies in the adopted Local Development Framework (LDF) or the emerging 
Local Plan (LP), or provide slight variations to those policies which have the potential to create conflict.  As it stands this may make it difficult for 
decision takers to interpret two very similar policies in either the LDF or emerging LP, with the NP.  The LP is due to be adopted after the NP is in force; 
therefore, a number of NP policies would be superseded and effectively become obsolete. 

 Whilst the Council considers that the Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic conditions, the Council is mindful that without yet further amendment, the 
plan may not be as effective as is intended. A number of the comments contained in the tables below were raised at previous consultation stages.  As it is 
in the interest of all parties for the NP to be successful, it is disappointing that there are still a number unresolved issues.  Amendments have been 
suggested, but it is acknowledged that they could not be implemented at this stage in the plan process.

N.B. Any Heritage comments to be verbally given as an update to Committee. 
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Page and 
Policy/ 
Paragraph 
No

Comment Justification Suggested Amendments (expressed as a 
comment in bold or strikethrough) 

Whole Plan Document Structure – generally well 
structured, but needs to be developed in 
few places.

To enable effective referencing of 
comments as the NP progresses during 
consultation, examination and future use 
of the document e.g.an appeal.  

In policies, all bullet points should be 
replaced with a lettered or numbered list e.g. 
STR1; HOU1; HOU6; ENV2; ECN1; COM2.

Whole Plan Footnotes – some need to provide more 
detailed information e.g. pages 16, 414, 
4493& 4696 refers to the NPPF, but the link 
fails to the specific page where this can be 
found on the gov.com website.
This also applies to links to the Breckland 
Council website pages 618 & 3166& 
Norfolk County Council page 4188.

Provide a direct website link to the relevant 
page.

Whole Plan The evidence for a few of the policies is 
weak.

Planning Practise Guidance (PPG), 
Neighbourhood Planning, Preparing a 
neighbourhood plan or Order, para 040 
“…Proportionate, robust evidence should 
support the choices made and the 
approach taken…”.

Beneficial for cross-reference to relevant 
evidence to be placed either before or after 
the relevant policy to justify the positions 
taken.

p 1 – 34 It takes the reader until page 34 to reach 
the first policy in the NP.  Whilst setting 
the context, evidence base and aims and 
objectives are important, these could be 
expressed more succinctly in the NP. 

Whilst not contradictory to regulations or 
guidance, refining the NP highlight key 
points and drawing the reader to the NP 
policies will help make the NP easy to 
read and therefore more effective.

The detailed supporting information could be 
placed in a separate document to form part of 
the evidence base.  This was previously 
suggested in the pre-submission consultation. 

Preface, 
3rd para, 1st 
sentence

The NP will not form part of the Breckland 
LP.  As correctly identified in para 1.3, 2nd 
sentence, it forms part of the “statutory 
development plan” for Breckland.

Reword as follows: “...part of the 
development plan for Breckland Local Plan 
and will...”.
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Preface, 
3rd para, 2nd 
sentence

As previously advised, reference to 
“...Core Strategies in the current 
Breckland Development Plan Document 
2009...” is technically incorrect.

There are three “development plan 
documents” that make up the current 
“development plan” in Breckland; these 
are collective known as the Local 
Development Framework (LDF).

Replace “Core Strategies” with “strategic 
policies”. 
Also replace with the correct title ‘Core 
Strategy and Development Control Policies 
Development Plan Document (2009)’.

p i, 
Abbreviation
s

The LDF is not part of the Breckland 
Development Plan Document 2009; the 
latter forms part of the former. 

Reword “Local Development Framework, 
made up of a number of documents 
including three Development Plan 
Documents Part of Breckland’s Development 
Plan Document (2009)”.

p 4, 
para 1.2

As previously advised, reference to 
“...Core Strategies in the current 
Breckland Development Plan Document 
2009...” is technically incorrect.

Replace with the correct title ‘Core Strategy 
and Development Control Policies 
Development Plan Document (2009)’.

p 4, 
para 1.12

As previously advised, planning 
applications need to conform to the LDF, 
and take account of the emerging LP.  

Reword “with the policies in Breckland’s 
development plan Local Plan in place at the 
time and...” 

p 6, 
para 1.21

With regards to NP policies being in 
abeyance, this would only apply to those 
that allocate sites for housing, which this 
NP does not do.

Remove paragraph, as not technically correct.

p 7, 
para 2.2
1st sentence

Some future users of the NP, particularly 
those outside the area, will not know what 
or where “the Brecks” is.

Clarify what or where the “the Brecks” are. 

p 7, 
para 2.3
4th sentence

There is no detailed map showing 
Brakefield Green.

Add location map of Brakefield Green to the 
NP. 

p 22/23, 
Parish 
Consultation 
response

This would be better placed in the 
Consultation Statement or next to the 
policy where relevant.

Amend as suggested.

p 24-28, 
Vision, key 
principles 
and 
objectives

The vision, key principles and objectives 
could be expressed more succinctly for the 
reader.  The key issue is that the objectives 
make reference to non-planning policies 
(PAPs); however the NP objectives should 

It is good practice to separate non-
planning policies from the NP to aid the 
reader to clearly identify planning 
policies.  Government guidance in the 
Neighbourhood Planning Practice 

Remove references to non-planning policies 
in the objectives.  This may require 
redefining objectives in the case that they can 
only be met by implementation of Parish 
Action Points (PAP’s) e.g. page 27 
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be deliverable through implementation of 
planning policies alone. 

Guidance1 “Wider community 
aspirations than those relating to 
development and use of land can be 
included in a neighbourhood plan, but 
actions dealing with non land use 
matters should be clearly identifiable. 
For example, set out in a companion 
document or annex” (Paragraph: 004).

Objective1; page 28, objective 13 and 
objective 16.

p 29, 
Chapter 5

This chapter sets out how to differentiate 
between NP policies and PAPs.  As raised 
previously it is recommended that the 
PAP’s are separated from planning 
policies.  

See reasoned justification above Place PAPs in an appendix or annex.  They 
could be referred to and explained in the 
introduction/context section but should 
ideally be taken out of the main document 
text.  

p 29, 
The Parish 
Action points 
box,
2nd sentence

Planning Policies address more than 
“future housing development”, such as 
employment, infrastructure and heritage 
issues.

Text needs to be amended to reflect this.

p 30, 
para 6.3 
Strategic 
Planning 
Context

This section outlines a disagreement with 
the status of Yaxham as a Local Service 
Centre (LSC) in the Preferred Directions 
(emerging) LP.  The statement undermines 
the Strategic Policy for Local Service 
Centres, although it is acknowledged that 
ongoing dialogue is taking place between 
the Parish Council and Breckland District 
Council to try to resolve this issue.  
However, once in force, the NP would last 
for a period of 20 years and therefore this 
section would quickly become dated.

The issue raised will be resolved upon 
completion of the LP and this matter will 
become out of date.

Remove para’s 6.1-6.3.

p 35-36, 
Maps 10.1-
10.3

Having them on three separate maps, on 
three different scales, will make it difficult 
for those needing to use the maps to make 
decisions on planning applications.

Revert back to one map as in the previous 
draft of the NP.

p 34, While acknowledging that the three The NPPF para 17, sets out in its Core Smaller gaps with stronger policy restrictions 

1 http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/neighbourhood-planning
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Policy STR1 strategic gaps have been amended slightly, 
as previously raised at pre-submission 
stage, the Strategic Gaps are still 
considered to be too restrictive, and could 
potentially undermine development in the 
parish for the NP period of 20 years.  The 
wording could be misinterpreted by readers 
as a blanket protection policy.  Although 
the policy is well evidenced in a separate 
document, it is the extent of the gaps 
(which join up to form one large area) and 
the precise wording of the policy which 
causes continued concern.  

Planning Principles that planning 
policies: “…should provide a practical 
framework within which decisions on 
planning applications can be made with 
a high degree of predictability and 
efficiency; …”
The policy, as currently worded could be 
subject to misinterpretation. 
Core Strategy Policy CP11 and emerging 
ENV05 offer a degree of landscape 
protection.

would be more effective in retaining the gaps 
between settlements and the objectives of the 
policy. 
The evidence base on strategic gaps could be 
utilised to develop a more specific policy – it 
could define important viewpoints and 
significant visual screens and landmarks 
(which are presented in the evidence 
document).  Positive policy criteria could be 
created so that any development which would 
impact on these identified features would 
have regard to said feature, for example by 
orientating the development in a way that 
would make the most of a significant 
viewpoint.
Should the extent of the strategic gaps 
remain, the policy wording could be altered 
to allow for development provided it does not 
have a negative impact on the openness of the 
landscape or result in the joining of two 
settlements.

Section 1 is a statement, not policy e.g. it 
justifies the policy in section 2.

Move Section 1. of the policy into the text.

Section 2 of the policy outlines three 
criteria which must be met for 
development to be permitted in a strategic 
gap.  It is not clear how this would be 
implemented.  All development in the 
strategic gap would to some extent 
undermine the physical and/or visual 
separation of settlements.  This clause 
could be misused to avoid any 
development in the area defined as 
strategic gaps?  
The policy essentially only allows 
development if it cannot be located 
elsewhere.  How could this ever be proven 

Amend approach and wording of policy to 
remove point c.
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or justified?
p 37, 
Policy HOU1

As previously raised, some of the policy 
repeats and conflicts with the intentions of 
emerging LP policy PD05 Rural Areas, 
which will provide criteria for 
development beyond the adopted 
settlement boundaries. 
The LP will also allocate sites outside the 
development boundary, which is not 
addressed in the policy wording.

NPs must be in general conformity with 
the strategic policies of the Local Plan 
(LP)/ Local Development Framework 
(LDF) (a Basic Condition). However, it 
is worth noting the emerging Breckland 
LP which is under preparation.  As such, 
in its present form; policy HOU1 does 
not align with the emerging LP policy 
PD05 and would therefore be superseded 
by the aforementioned Local Plan policy 
once adopted.
National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), para 55, regarding development 
in the countryside subject to special 
circumstances.

Remove policy, or if it is considered 
necessary in the interim prior to adoption of 
the LP, align the wording to be consistent 
with the emerging PD05, bearing in mind that 
the final wording of PD05 may be subject to 
change and that the most recently adopted 
policy prevails . 

This policy also has wording which is not 
required; the 1st 3 bullet points duplicate 
current legislative, policy and planning 
practise requirements.

Remove “In principle” from the start of the 
policy band the first three bullet points.

4th bullet point - This reverses the 
overarching presumption in favour of 
development, which is contrary to the 
NPPF. i.e. only permit the development 
where the “benefits significantly outweigh 
any adverse impacts” rather than 
permitting development unless the adverse 
impacts outweigh the benefits. 
This also fails to state the ‘benefits’, or the 
criteria to judge this.

NPPF, para 15 “All plans should be 
based upon and reflect the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development.”

Amend approach to reflect the presumption in 
favour of development, with the criteria 
needed to assess this against.

The policy seeks not to permit new 
development beyond the current settlement 
boundary.  However, indirect impacts 
could occur to the Norfolk Valley Fens 
Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) e.g. 
drainage or damage resulting from 

“In principal, new residential development 
will be permitted in principle on suitable sites 
within the development boundary as long as 
this does not negatively affect Badley Moor 
SSSI and Norfolk Valley Fens SAC either 
through direct or indirect impacts. 
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increased recreational access to the SAC 
through an increase in population numbers.

In the list of exceptions one should be added 
“Unless it is determined that no likely 
significant effects will occur to Norfolk Valley 
Fens SAC”.

p 37, 
Policy HOU2

As previously raised, it is unclear what 
evidence has been used to derive the 
density figure 17.5? (It would be helpful to 
outline this in the supporting text on page 
37).  The blanket requirement for low 
density will not make the best use of land, 
may have knock on effects for the type of 
dwelling provided (affecting viability and 
therefore limit the delivery of lower cost 
dwellings and affordable housing).  The 
requirement for developers to demonstrate 
over-riding considerations for a higher 
density appears an excessive burden.  

The NPPF is clear that good design 
(which includes density as a 
consideration - paras 59), is a key aspect 
of sustainable development, is indivisible 
from good planning and should 
contribute to making places better for 
people.  Permission should not be refused 
for development “which promotes high 
levels of sustainability because of 
concerns about incompatibility with an 
existing townscape if those concerns are 
mitigated by good design” (para 65).  As 
such, higher density may well be 
acceptable if there is a design-led 
approach.  In line with future 
development proposals, think viability – 
potentially this is not enforceable. 

Remove policy. 

The 1st sentence is a statement, not policy 
e.g. it justifies the rest of the policy.

Move 1st sentence Into the text.

As previously identified, in the 2nd 
sentence is this figure net or gross? 
Also where is this evidence for this figure?

Planning Practise Guidance (PPG), 
Neighbourhood Planning, Preparing a 
Neighbourhood Plan or Order, para 040 
“…Proportionate, robust evidence 
should support the choices made and the 
approach taken…”

Clarify whether the figure is net or gross.
Also need to demonstrate in the text evidence 
for this figure.

All developments will need to be designed 
to avoid direct or indirect impacts to 
Badley Moor SSSI and the Norfolk Valley 
Fens SAC which abuts the parish boundary 
such as changes to hydrology and impacts 
from recreation resulting from an increase 
in population from new housing.

Amend to reflect comments.
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p 38, 
Policy HOU3

The 1st sentence is a statement, not policy 
e.g. it justifies the rest of the policy.

Move 1st sentence Into the text.

As previously identified, the phrase, 
‘...development of an appropriate scale 
commensurate with the existing pattern ...’ 
has not been clarified.

Need to clarify how this phrase is to be 
interpreted.

Where is the evidence to limit 
development to 10 units? 
Also where is the evidence for allowing 
sites larger than 10 units for affordable 
housing; rural exception sites are a better 
option for this type of development.
Also, the text fails to clarify why ‘it is the 
most advantageous way of providing for 
local housing need’. 

Planning Practise Guidance (PPG), 
Neighbourhood Planning, Preparing a 
Neighbourhood Plan or Order, para 040.

Need to demonstrate in the text the evidence 
for this figure, showing the circumstances and 
where, in excess of 10 dwellings, would be 
appropriate in Yaxham; it is not enough to 
report on what has happened to date.
Also why the approach taken ‘is the most 
advantageous way of providing for local 
housing need’. 

Last sentence - as mentioned with regard to 
Hou1 re 4th bullet point, this reverses the 
overarching presumption in favour of 
development, which is contrary to the 
NPPF. 
This also fails to state the ‘benefits’, or the 
criteria to judge this.

NPPF, para 15 “All plans should be 
based upon and reflect the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development.”

Amend approach to reflect the presumption in 
favour of development, with the criteria 
needed to assess this against.

Any proposals brought forward will need 
to be assessed alone and in combination for 
direct and indirect impacts e.g. 
hydrological and recreational impacts to 
the SAC, part of which is common and 
open access land.

Amend text as follows: Residential 
development that is of an appropriate scale 
commensurate with the existing development 
pattern and rural nature of the parish and the 
village will be supported encouraged. All 
developments will need to be designed to 
avoid or mitigate likely significant effects to 
the Norfolk Valley Fens SAC, both alone 
and in combination with other 
developments. Development of more than 10 
homes on a single site will only be permitted 
if it is necessary to provide affordable homes 
and it does not cause direct or indirect 
effects on the Norfolk Valley Fens SAC, is 
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clearly the most advantageous way of 
providing for local housing need, or it can be 
demonstrated in some other way that the 
benefits significantly outweigh any adverse 
impacts. 

p 38, 
Policy HOU4

As previously raised, this policy replicates 
the wording and the intentions of Policy 
PD05 rural areas.  

“Avoid duplication – there is little point 
in addressing issues that are already 
covered by the policies in your Local 
Plan” Writing Planning Policies 
(Locality).

As this policy duplicates emerging LP policy 
PD05, it should be deleted as once adopted, 
the LP policy would supersede the NP policy 
in this instance.

p 38, Policy 
HOU5

As previously identified, the evidence for 
this approach needs to be outlined in the 
missing text. 

PPG, Neighbourhood Planning, 
Preparing a Neighbourhood Plan or 
Order, para 040 regarding evidence.

Demonstrate in the text by the policy 
evidence for this approach, such as text from 
para 2.24.

p 39, 
Policy HOU6

The 1st paragraph is a statement, not policy 
e.g. it justifies the rest of the policy.

Move 1st paragraph Into the text.

There is no “accredited” status with regard 
to Building for Life (ceased to exist on 20 
Sept 2012) therefore the policy requires 
rewording.  Collectively the design criteria 
could affect the viability of a development.  
It may not be possible to achieve, 
particularly in affordable housing schemes. 
Bullet point 6 - the removal of trees and 
hedgerows may be required for reasons 
other than just those outlined.
Overall the design criteria in bullet points 
in this policy and the density policy 
(HOU2) is too rigid and therefore may 
hinder good design. The wording in some 
places contradicts or overlaps with the 
Building for Life criteria.

As with policy HOU2, the NPPF is clear 
that good design is a key aspect of 
sustainable development. This is also 
indivisible from good planning and 
should contribute to making places better 
for people.  Permission should not be 
refused for development which promotes 
high levels of sustainability because of 
very rigid design criteria (para 65). It is 
potentially unenforceable.

Latest guidelines on Building for Life (BFL) 
are available on the BFL website which 
suggests how the BFL 12 document may be 
referred in planning policies.  Suggest either 
incorporating BFL criteria into this policy or 
referring to BFL and successor documents in 
the policy. 
It is considered that along with policies in the 
emerging LP this would adequately address 
design issues and therefore recommend 
deletion of the bullet points. 

p 40, 
Policy HOU7

This policy is considered unnecessary as 
Affordable housing is addressed in the 
emerging LP and it does not add any 
locally specific criteria. 

Remove policy.

p 41, para 9.1 It is not clear why this paragraph is located Move to follow paragraph 8.3.
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here as it deals with the issue of scale of 
development.

p 41, 
Policy ENV1

The 1st paragraph is a statement, not policy 
e.g. it justifies the rest of the policy.

Move 1st paragraph Into the text.

p 43, 
Policy ENV2

2nd bullet point, reference to “Tree 
Preservation Designation Order” is in 
incorrect. 

Delete reference to “Designation”.

p 46
Policy ENV3 

Local Green space designation - as 
previously advised, need to assess each of 
the sites against the NPPF and the template 
in the emerging LP Preferred Directions to 
detail this.  
More information is required, especially 
with Site 4, as to how the space would 
meet the criteria ‘The space must be 
demonstrably special to the Local 
Community’ (NPPF, para 77).  

NPPF and PPG guidance provides 
criteria that all Local Green Space must 
meet (para 77).  Also the LP Preferred 
directions document provides the 
template for assessment of Local Green 
spaces. Page 101-106 of the emerging LP 
Preferred Directions document was 
referred to in order to provide a template 
to follow.

Provide evidence justification (e.g. why an 
additional policy to the LDF is required) and 
provide further detail on how the criteria was 
met (e.g. how each Local Green Space met 
the criteria). 

Rights of way and footpaths - 1stsentence. 
The intention of the policy is clear, but has 
implications for viability, particularly as 
the plan limits developments to 10 houses.    
The parish is rural in nature and therefore 
unlikely to see the scale of growth which 
would deliver a completely pedestrianised 
network of lanes. 

Whilst not contradictory to regulations or 
guidance, some further consideration of 
the implications of the policy is advised.

Reword policy to scale back the requirement 
to connect to neighbouring lanes or more 
clearly define what this means (to some 
extent connectivity is covered by the building 
life criteria referred to in policy HOU6 and 
therefore the wording may not be necessary).  
The plan has defined where existing 
deficiencies in the footpath network lie and 
included two routes in NP policy COM2. 
This is the suggested preferred approach.

Hedgerow - as previously advised, it was 
recommend that it should be made clear in 
the text that policy would be partly 
implemented through the submission of a 
landscaping scheme accompanying 
planning applications and could be 
satisfactorily dealt with through the 
imposition of planning conditions on any 

Reference in the text (or policy) for a need for 
a landscaping scheme accompanying any 
planning application, where relevant.
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grant of planning permission.

p 49, 
Policy ENV4

Unclear why title has been amended to 
‘Surface Water Management Plan’ when it 
addresses “Flood Risk”.

Amend title as advised.

Unclear whether this policy has been 
formulated with reference to emerging LP 
policy ENV09 which covers flood risk and 
surface water drainage. Previous comments 
advised that the neighbourhood plan body 
contact the Lead Local Flood Authority 
before the wording of this policy is 
finalised.

Whilst not contradictory to regulations or 
guidance, there is no merit in repeating 
or creating very similar policies to those 
emerging in the LP.

Consider that the policy is not required.

p 50, 
Policy ECN1

As previously advised, it adds little to 
existing policies on amenity Policy DC 1 
of the Core Strategy and COM 02 in the 
emerging LP.

Needs criteria to link back to vision and 
objectives about what the parish would like to 
see.

Also overly complicated and restrictive.  
No need or justification for “conditional 
on appropriate mitigation and design”’

Amend first section as follows:
“New economic development that comprises 
a micro or small business will be encouraged 
and supported in principle, conditional on 
appropriate mitigation and design Any 
proposal for an employment-generating-use 
will subject to: 

p52,
Policy TRA2 

As previously advised, this policy is in 
conflict with the emerging parking 
standards contained in the Appendix 2 of 
the emerging LP as included in the 
‘Preferred Directions’ consultation 
document and this could affect the viability 
of a site. 

Local parking standards should only be 
imposed where there is clear and 
compelling justification that they are 
necessary to manage their local road 
network.  Any alternatives would require 
robust evidence to support the approach. 
Therefore, the policy is not supported. 

Remove policy.

p53, 
Policy COM1

Supporting text does not justify why this 
policy is required.

PPG, Neighbourhood Planning, 
Preparing a Neighbourhood Plan or 
Order, para 040 regarding evidence.

Demonstrate in the text evidence for this 
approach.

p55, 
Policy COM2 

Commutation of play areas/open space 
planning conditions 1 and 2.  The 

CIL Regulations and tests for 
contributions; and policies set out in the 

Need to amend / ensure appropriate wording 
within the policy to ensure compliance with 
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implications of pooling of contributions are 
that no more than 5 obligations can be 
pooled to one infrastructure project.
NPPG states that tariff style contributions 
can only be sought on developments of 11 
or more dwellings and floorspace of 1,000 
m2. 

NPPG on tariff style obligations for 
schemes of 10 or less dwellings and local 
policies in Core Strategy and emerging 
LP. 

the CIL regulations and the tests and 
restrictions within it; and comply with the 
NPPG.

p56, 
para 13.1

Need to make reference to which 
“Development Plan Document” is being 
referred to.

Breckland has three “Development Plan 
Documents”.

In 2nd sentence add ‘in conformity with 
Breckland Core Strategy and Development 
Control Policies Development Plan 
Document (2009) and emerging Local 
Plan...’.


