
Consultation Statement – Appendix C – Responses to pre-submission consultation and amendments made

Note: consultees have been coded as follows:

Bodies listed in annex A as consultation bodies

Others



Consultee Comment Response

Rosemary Ellis

An incredible amount of detailed work has clearly gone into this plan. As a long term resident I am grateful for 

the attention to residents’ concerns, suggestions and aspirations. The integrity of the consultation process is 

here for us all to see and digest. Thank you for the opportunity to view the proposals and to be able to see 

clearly how it has evolved. Thank you also to the ladies who took time to precis the whole document into 

'manageable chunks'. Great work. Congratulations and fingers crossed. Noted with thanks

David Waters

It would be useful to see more detail on maps outlining ALL possible development/changes being considered. 

The information provided this evening is useful in as far as it goes, but please provide some more detailed 

information.

Maps provided are being updated with missing information 

(employment allocations and Conservation Area boundaries)

 David Waters

Could you please email me a copy of the July 2017 pre-submission consultation draft. 

d.waters@blueyonder.co.uk Done

Trevor Jones Approve of settlement boundaries. How reliable are they? 

Noted - it is hoped that they will provide a robust framework for 

decision-making

David Chrimes What, if any restrictions, would affect the change of an existing caravan site to housing development. 

Any application would be considered against the planning policies 

in the Neighbourhood Plan and the NPPF (and where relevant, 

the Berwick plan)

Frederick Bolton

We are so pleased with the joined up thinking behind this proposal and hope it is adopted by the local council. 

We all need to protect this beautiful part of the Northumberland coast. Noted with thanks

Amanda Bolton

Very pleased to support this Neighbourhood Plan, it makes sense to protect what is a unique coastline and 

consider with public consultation the areas for building appropriate housing. Noted with thanks

John Lovell

I am in total agreement with the proposed settlement boundary plan (policy 8) This will help to ensure that 

infrastructure of Seahouses is not overloaded, and the integrity of Seahouses as a coastal VILLAGE is kept intact. Noted with thanks

Alison Claydon

*Audit of housing needs - What is actually needed by people who want to live here - young and old, retired and 

working. 

Noted; the plan and housing evidence paper reflects housing 

survey carried out to support the plan. 

Alison Claydon  *Display maps not accurate – Seafield caravan park has already extended, cemetery likewise. 

Noted - up to date maps will be produced although the maps 

used are the latest O/S maps. The policies reflect the latest 

developments even where O/S maps don't.

78 King Street, Seahouses *No mention of 1st School site and plans for it now the 1st School is moving to the Middle School. 

Any application would be considered against the planning policies 

in the Neighbourhood Plan and the NPPF (and where relevant, 

the Berwick plan)

Alison Claydon

Concern over recent developments which go against local plans - Holiday home estate at Beadnell Point and 

house between Beadnell and Seahouses. So feel that planning permission will still be given to developers despite 

opposition from local residents. Noted

David Donaldson Plan does not show wildlife corridors at rear of St Aidans and its extensions.

Noted - wildlife corridors have been added onto the Policy maps 

(this was an omission)

G. Chambers

Loads of nice presentations. Main point seems to be a need for social housing not just affordable housing. Not 

enough being done to keep young people in village. My son is single and he is moving to ASHINGTON to get a 

place that is affordable. This is a drain of talent and young people to replenish the continuation of life of village. 

Agreed. There was insufficient evidence to promote additional 

social housing although steering committee members continue to 

press for this politically. 

Jacqueline Gray

I feel that whilst some efforts are in place to try and stem the flow of more new homes for rental and not 

permanent homes, there still needs to be greater efforts to enforce this. The 40 new houses on Beadnell Point 

are an example of building yet more homes which are not for permanent use and are certainly not affordable to 

first home buyers and the like!

Noted - it is hoped that Policy 14 will in some way re-dress this 

imbalance

Carol Lovell

I agree with the proposed settlement boundaries. We don’t need any more caravan sites. I am afraid its too late 

to encourage young families as there is no schooling or jobs (permanent) Noted with thanks

Ann Lathan I agree with the proposed boundaries in the plan. It would be useful if the maps were updated. Noted - up to date maps will be produced

Marjorie Turner

In view of current development and future (if any) How will we travel from A to B? Single carriageway. Busy A1. 

More traffic. Public transport - hopeless. Trains? Parking? 

Noted; this is not an issue that can be addressed by the 

neighbourhood plan. 

Anthony Dixon

The Bamburgh Settlement Boundary background paper incorrectly names Friary Farm as being excluded and 

that the western edge of the settlement is formed along the access and bridle way the the (sic) east of Friary 

Farm. Where Friary Farm is indicated this should read 'The Friars' as Friary Farm is within the Settlement Area. Noted - changes will be made to the background paper.

Gillian Bardgett

Have learned a lot from todays talk. Pleased to hear that the new field in Beadnell is part affordable housing/part 

permanent residences. Well done! Amazed that new dwellings have to have parking spaces to match the 

number of bedrooms, Thank you for the tour. Noted with thanks

Vivien Crowther

Wooded area behind St Aidans (Lord Crewe land) to be included in green area (lots of wildlife). Plantation to be 

extended to provide corridor for wildlife. 

Noted - wildlife corridors have been added onto the Policy maps 

(this was an omission)

Vivien Crowther

Ref section North West Bamburgh Settlement Boundary along B1342. There is confusion here in the naming of 

the properties that lie inside and outside the property boundary. 

Noted - changes will be made to the background paper which is 

now included in the main document as an Appendix.

Mr R Narraway

The Friars' is outside the boundary. The properties which comprise 'Friary Farm' are inside the boundary. The 

plan has incorrectly named 'The Friars' as 'Friary Farm'.  Friary Farm consists of 8 properties, some grade 11 

listed, which were originally the farm buildings that served the farm- now named 'The Friars'! These Friary Farm 

properties are within the boundary - edged by a stone wall which separates these from ‘The Friars’ by the two 

green fields shown photographed in the draft plan. Please correct this in the final document!

Noted - changes will be made to the background paper which is 

now included in the main document as an Appendix.

Pat Scott

Community Facilities - Keeping the Recycling Facility open is essential for the community. Several years ago when 

it was closed there was a large increase in fly tipping and the increase in car use to take waste to Alnwick went 

against any environmental policies of the council. 

Noted.  Policy wording has been changed to include rentention of 

community facilities to more clearly link the policy to the 

supporting text

Judy Cowan

I think the proposed Neighbourhood Plan is an excellent piece of work and congratulate all those involved for 

their hard work and long hours on this very important document. Noted with thanks

Judy Cowan Theme People, Place and 'Prosperity' covers areas for the future admirably. Noted with thanks

Judy Cowan

Comments specifically relating to Bamburgh are - Any new housing developments must be for Principal 

occupancy as the majority of second and holiday home owners are not interested in committing to any 

volunteer work that helps keep our village as a sustainable resource eg Bamburgh Parish Council, beach and 

village litter clean teams, developing the cricket field area as an active health resource for all ages (tennis court, 

outdoor adult gym etc) but particularly the aged as they are the majority population in the village. Noted with thanks

Judy Cowan

Land owners/developers/builders must not retain any land built on as leasehold allowing them to charge a rent 

to the owner of the property this will apply to any new build and is now a legal requirement. This is not a matter that can be covered in a Neighbourhood Plan

Judy Cowan

Conversion of redundant buildings there are many barns and some old dwellings that are standing empty in the 

village these could be modernised without losing their traditional vernacular appeal and made into craft hubs, a 

tourist information centre and heritage museum, as there would be room for off road car parking behind these 

buildings. 

Policy 23 supports the conversion of buildings for business 

employment use in the settlements.

Judy Cowan

Traders should recognise the need for every day requirements needed by residents again as Bamburgh has an 

aged population many of whom can no longer drive (the bus service is not fit for purpose it is so infrequent) The 

need for a general dealer or local corner shop is extremely necessary and traders seem to be catering more and 

more exclusively for the holiday makers who do not mind paying high prices for the goods they sell. This is not a matter that can be covered in a Neighbourhood Plan

Judy Cowan

Outdoor Advertising - There is a proliferation of free standing advertising boards littering the village. Not only 

does this look untidy but they often create a hazard for pedestrians and those using push chairs, wheel chairs, 

Zimmer frames and walking sticks. The area in front of the Victoria Hotel is especially a danger as there is an 

external TV screen displaying pictures with sound and tables and chairs littering the pavement, making it 

impossible for pedestrians to use the pavement safely. 

Policy 7 refers to outdoor advertising, but there is a limit what the 

NP can control through policy. 



Ann Dawson Priority is footpath made safe from Beadnell to Annstead Farm, its an absolute disgrace. 

Noted, but this is not a matter that can be covered in a 

Neighbourhood Plan

Ann Dawson

No more housing. We have enough with holiday homes as it is, it’s a ghost village in the winter. All for second 

home owners to rent out and make a fortune. 

Noted - it is hoped that Policy 14 will in some way re-dress this 

imbalance

Ann Dawson

The idea of knocking the old school building down is just another con to make money in building flats. They can't 

live in 4 flats at one time, so just another con for making money to line their pockets. So Meadow Lane School 

House should be stopped before it ever gets off the ground. Housing on Swinhoe Road should be stopped 

before it gets off the ground, but worst of all, who gave planning permission for the Link House to be pulled 

down, and the eye sore of a space ship to be built in its place? Who allows these abstroukins (SP?) to take place? 

Sorry I can’t put everything down on paper, I get lost for words and hope that I have made my points. 

Noted.  Policies in the NP will seek to secure the best and highest 

quality development in the Plan area

James Williamson, Swinhoe 

Cottage, Chathill

I wish to register my support for adopting the Plan as its aims and policies reflect my thoughts on protecting and 

enhancing the three parishes, in particular the protection of the coastal strip which is vitally important to this 

area Noted with thanks

James Williamson, Swinhoe 

Cottage, Chathill

Beadnell Parish has no public meeting facility other than the WI Hall. Therefore I feel that in some way it should 

be protected for future public use if ever the WI should cease to exist. The other community assets important to 

Beadnell are the Sailing Club, the shop, the Towers Hotel, the Craster Arms, the Salt Water Café and the Church.

The WI hut has been added to the supporting text.  Other 

community assets can be registered, and then will fall within 

Policy 20 which seeks to protect registered ACVs

James Williamson, Swinhoe 

Cottage, Chathill

I also feel that there should be reference in the policies to the height of buildings. This is an important planning 

consideration and is referred to in Berwick upon Tweed Borough Council saved policy F2. It is important to limit 

the height of buildings to preserve the visual impact high developments would have on our villages and the 

AONB, in particular when approaching the entrance to each village. 

Height is already a criteria in Part a) of Policy 5.  However, 

additional information in the supporting text has been provided 

to further elaborate on the importance of height in relation to the 

approach to the settlements in particular. 

Michael and Jennifer Spark, 

West House, 19 Meadow Lane, 

Beadnell

We care passionately about this beautiful part of the North Northumberland and coast. We believe future 

planning to be of the utmost importance. If there is a need for housing for local people to live and work then we 

would wholeheartedly support this. We fervently believe that there should be no further building of second 

homes, 83% is far too many anyway. We believe that the 106 agreement should be applied to any further 

developments. We live here and do not want to live in a winter ghost village. We also lack the infrastructure to 

cope with any further building. 

Noted - it is hoped that Policy 14 will in some way re-dress this 

imbalance

Michael and Jennifer Spark, 

West House, 19 Meadow Lane, 

Beadnell

The meeting at Beadnell was very well conducted and Christine Williamson gave us an excellent tour of all your 

neighbourhood plans. Noted with thanks

Gordon and Joan Brown

We thought that your drop in session was extremely informative and the material well planned and displayed. 

We fully support what you are doing. Noted with thanks

Sheila D Bacon, 5, Friary Farm 

Bamburgh

Following my visit to Bamburgh Pavilion to view the Draft Coastal Neighbourhood plan, I feel the team who put 

this together need congratulating on a very professional clear and informative set of documents.  The 

information relayed by the person giving a tour of the plans on view were extremely helpful and answered all 

queries competently.  I feel it would be very beneficial to the area if the current plant be adopted in its present 

form.  Noted with thanks

John Woodman, Elford 

Farmhouse, Elford

One of the key parts of the plan is the focus on good and compatible design of new developments and changes.  

An important aspect of the character of each village is the height of buildings. This is important both for 

compatibility and to avoid competing with key views.The entry points of each village tend to have low rise 

properties, in many cases bungalows, rising to two/two and a half stories in the centres. There should be a policy 

to keep this consistent.The exception would be around the Grove in Bamburgh where most properties are 

bungalows and should remain so.

Height is already a criteria in Part a) of Policy 5.  However, 

additional information in the supporting text has been provided 

to further elaborate on the importance of height in relation to the 

approach to the settlements in particular. 

Barbara Brook, Bamburgh 

Parish Council

The Parish Council feel strongly that the “character” of Bamburgh is an inherent part of this beautiful village. The 

coastal area neighbourhood plan should reflect this and there should be no material change in the event of new 

housing developments and in particular with regard to heights of buildings. The village has 5 entry points and all 

start with low line buildings(bungalows). Only in the centre of the village do we see any buildings above 2 stories 

and none above 3 stories. We would appreciate, if you took our view into consideration in the final plan. 

Height is already a criteria in Part a) of Policy 5.  However, 

additional information in the supporting text has been provided 

to further elaborate on the importance of height in relation to the 

approach to the settlements in particular. 

Elaine Godber, Stone close, 

Seahouses

Having attended a drop in event and read the relevant documents the draft plan looks good. Well thought 

through, all major points seemingly addressed. We will certainly vote to approve it. Noted with thanks

Marine Management 

Organisation

We note there is reference to the Marine Policy Statement and Marine Planning in section 3.19 but the 

reference is indirect – it is taken from the NPPF. We would appreciate if direct reference could be made in 

section 1 under Planning Policy Background. This would improve the soundness standing of the neighbourhood 

plan. In addition it may be useful to increase direct references throughout the document for example:

Noted.  It is not clear exactly what changes are requested here.  

Reference to the Marine Planning Statement have been included, 

but it is not clear how it would have a bearing on Neighbourhood 

Plan policy.

Marine Management 

Organisation

-        <!--[if !supportLists]--><!--[endif]-->Reference MPS section 2.6.5 within supporting text of local plan policy 

2 

Marine Management 

Organisation -        <!--[if !supportLists]--><!--[endif]-->Reference MPS section 3.1 within supporting text of local plan policy 3 

Marine Management 

Organisation

-        <!--[if !supportLists]--><!--[endif]-->Reference MPS section 2.6.8 within supporting text of local plan policy 

4 

Marine Management 

Organisation

-        <!--[if !supportLists]--><!--[endif]-->Reference MPS section 2.6.5 within supporting text of local plan 

objective 3 or policy 13 

Pauline Lees

I would like to thank the team of people from Bamburgh, Seahouses and Beadnell who gave their time to 

produce the Neighbourhood Plan. I think that it was very informative and exceptionally well done and obviously 

took a great deal of time and effort. Noted with thanks

Andrew Brown  9 Swinhoe 

Road, Beadnell

I attended the launch of the NP at Seahouses Hub and was most impressed by both the presentation and the 

guidance and support given by the Steering Group representatives.I should like to offer three minor suggestions 

to clarify and strengthen some definitions within the 'Glossary of Terms' 1. p.51 'Affordable rented housing'  

Rather than "80 per cent of the local market rent", it should read,"80 per cent of the average market rent for the 

county".Reason: It is well known that in our region there is a substantial premium on 'local' market rent. This 

would render 80 per cent as still unaffordable to the very 'local' residents targeted for 'affordable rented 

housing'.

There is no reference to 8-% in the glossary.  Perhaps this is 

referring to the background housing paper.  This paper is a 

supporting document, and does not form part of the Plan itself.

Andrew Brown (cont..)

Major Development'  Add the following sentence (or similar words):"As a guide, however, a development of 10 

or more dwellings would be classed as 'major'."[See p.55 'Small scale housing development' where a 

development of between 1 and 9 dwellings is classed as 'minor'] Reason: It would help to have a quoted figure 

as a reference point for the classing of a 'major' development, particularly as there is a quoted figure for the 

definition of  'Small scale housing developments'.

 Major development may be small scale.  Whether a development 

is 'major' or not, is to do with the impact it has, not necessarily on 

the scale.  There is a difference between 'major' development as 

classed in the General Development Order and 'major' as defined 

in planning policy.  It would not be unreasonable for instance, to 

have small-scale major development.  This has been clarified in 

the supporting text. 

Andrew Brown

Starter Homes'  Add the following words to the final sentence:"and then only for principal residency housing." 

Reason: To ensure more second homes/holiday lets are not added by the back door which would negate all the 

efforts of other sections of this NP, specifically aimed at  limiting this type of housing in our area.

No change.  This is the government definition of 'starter homes' 

and is in the glossary.  It is not policy. 



Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

Northumberland Estates welcome the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan in this area, and supports the Plan’s 

objectives of increasing the availability of housing in the area, including the provision of affordable housing. It is 

recognised that new housing development should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of 

rural communities, and it is agreed that new housing development in the villages of Bamburgh, Beadnell and 

North Sunderland will contribute substantially to the vitality of these areas (Objective 4). It is welcomed that the 

Neighbourhood Plan has been positively prepared in the sense that it recognises that new development will and 

should come to the area in order to support the economy and create sustainable communities. Northumberland 

Estates welcome the Plan’s objective to provide sites for business, and again recognises the importance of 

employment and business opportunities to support rural communities such as those covered by the emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan (Objective 7). Noted with thanks

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

Policy 1 seeks to ensure that new development is small-scale and supports the sustainability and viability of 

existing settlements. The Policy states that small-scale development will be supported which provides new 

principal residence dwellings (including affordable housing), local employment opportunities, new and 

expanded business premises, and social, community, leisure and educational facilities. 

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

Although Policy 1 does not specify what ‘small-scale’ means, ‘small-scale’ is defined in the Plan’s Glossary as 

being aligned to the Government criteria differentiating between ‘major’ and ‘minor’ development, which 

defines ‘minor’ development as less than 10 dwellings or a site area of less than 0.5 hectares. Northumberland 

Estates would point out that there are viability issues with small-scale development being the means to deliver 

principal occupancy and affordable housing. Restricting the occupancy of a private market dwelling and 

providing affordable housing reduces the final value of a development site, and therefore requiring small-scale 

development to deliver these types of housing could compromise the viability of the whole development and 

prevent it from coming forward at all. Major development is the vehicle by which principal occupancy and 

affordable housing can be delivered. A major development of a sufficient number of private dwellings will be 

viable to deliver a meaningful percentage of restricted occupancy and affordable dwellings. In order to deliver 

these types of housing, the Neighbourhood Plan should be more flexible to permit major development, and 

recognise that permitting major development is the only realistic way of securing principal occupancy and 

affordable housing, and thereby achieving the Plan’s objective of supporting the sustainability and viability of its 

communities. 

There have been some changes to the definition of 'small scale' 

and clarification about the difference between 'major' as defined 

in the General Development Order, and 'major' in the context of 

planning policy and the NPPF.  Every application is considered on 

its merits.  Major development is not acceptable in an AONB 

except in exceptional circumstances.  These exceptional 

circumstances are defined in the NPPF.  If these can be 

demonstrated in an application, then major development may in 

some cases be appropriate.  The Neighbourhood Plan cannot 

propose policy that takes a strategic direction which is different 

from the NPPF (paragraph 116) as it would fail to meet the Basic 

Conditions.

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

The most recent Government guidance requires affordable housing provision for developments of more than 10 

dwellings. On 28 November 2014 the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government announced in a 

Written Ministerial Statement that there would not be a requirement to provide a contribution to affordable 

housing for developments of 10 dwellings or less. This announcement was subject to judicial review, and was 

upheld on 13 May 2016, giving legal justification to the policy of the Written Statement. Furthermore, the 

Government issued a Housing White Paper on 7 February 2017, which suggests that sites deliver a minimum of 

10% affordable homes, but only on sites of 10 units or more. There is a clear precedent and expectation within 

Government Policy that affordable housing should only be delivered on sites of 10 or more dwellings, which is 

defined as a ‘major’ development site. The Neighbourhood Plan’s expectation that small-scale development (i.e. 

‘minor’ development of less than 10 dwellings) is the vehicle by which affordable housing (and principal 

occupancy dwellings) will be delivered is unrealistic. It is not in accordance with Government guidance and will 

result in a Policy that is ineffective in that it will not deliver these types of housing, and it is not positively 

prepared in accordance with national planning policy. 

The 10 dwelling threshold referred to does not apply in an AONB, 

which is classed as a 'rural area'.  This means that a 5 dwelling 

'threshold' applies.  This is within the Plan's definition of 'small-

scale', although this does not necessarily mean that the 

development would not be 'major'.  Major, within the context of 

an AONB, is definined in terms of impact, not of scale. (see 

comments above)

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

In order to generate the type of housing required in order to address the social problems facing the 

Neighbourhood Plan area (shortage of affordable homes and lack of permanent residents), it is considered that a 

greater level of acceptable and flexibility should be given to larger-scale development, as small-scale 

development is not required by national policy nor viable to deliver a meaningful number of affordable homes 

or permanent residents. Northumberland Estates suggests that Policy 1 is revised to support development of 

more than 10 units, and for it to recognise that this scale of development is the only way to achieve the 

sustainable and viable communities that the Policy is designed to create. See previous response

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

Development within the Settlements states support for ‘small-scale’ development. Please see the above 

comments on small-scale development, as the same issue applies in that small-scale development will not deliver 

the type of housing (affordable and principal occupancy) that the Plan aims to provide. See previous response

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

Although the Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate sites for development, it does define settlement boundaries 

for Bamburgh, Seahouses and Beadnell. Policy 8 specifies that development within the defined settlement 

boundaries will be supported. The defined settlement boundary for Beadnell is not considered to be up-to-date, 

as it does not include permitted development. A planning application for 45no. dwellings and access road (ref. 

no. 16/01688/OUT) was approved on 1 March 2017. The approved access road is outside of the Plan’s proposed 

settlement boundary (‘Proposed Site Plan with Access’, no. SD-10.03 Rev E). Northumberland Estates suggest 

that the settlement boundary for Beadnell is revised to include the approved development, otherwise the access 

road will be constructed outside of the settlement area. 

The settlement boundaries have been drawn using a clear 

methodology.  This methodology did not require the inclusion of 

access roads.  No change. 

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

Furthermore, it is suggested that the settlement boundary for Beadnell is revised to include the wider area of 

Beadnell Green, as shown on the plan (‘Proposed Settlement Boundary’) included with these representations. 

This is because the approved access road has been designed to not only serve the approved 45no. dwellings, but 

to also serve future development of Beadnell Green. As referenced in the planning application (16/01688/OUT), 

the access road and development of 45no. dwellings would enable the delivery of a wider plan for the area, 

including various facilities such as an enterprise hub (office space), community hall, allotment gardens, multi-use 

games area, car parking, and additional housing (please see the indicative masterplan included with these 

representations, entitled ‘Masterplan as Proposed’, no. SK-10.06 Rev A). It is suggested that the settlement 

boundary is extended to include Beadnell Green, so that this area can be developed in the future and land is 

designated for these facilities. The provision of development such as community facilities, leisure facilities, office 

space and housing would greatly contribute to the Plan’s stated objectives for the area (for example Objective 6 

Community Facilities/Policy 20 and Objective 7 Business Development/Policy 23). This would also support the 

delivery of development specified in Policy 1, namely local employment opportunities, new and expanded 

business premises, and social, community, leisure and educational facilities. 

The Plan, if adopted, will be in place for 15 years.  After that time, 

the Plan will be reviewed, and at this stage, it may be appropriate 

to re-visit the settlement boundaries.  Many of the facilities 

proposed (community facilities, enterprise hubs, allotment 

gardens, etc.) could in any event be provided outside the 

settlement boundary.  The settlement boundary is robust and will 

remain. 



Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

Policy 14 states that new housing development will only be supported where first and future occupation is 

restricted in perpetuity to ensure that each new dwelling is occupied only as a principal residence, secured via a 

S106 agreement. Northumberland Estates support the Plan’s ambition of creating sustainable communities, and 

recognise the high level of second home ownership in the area which impacts upon the vitality and viability of 

the local communities. Northumberland Estates are proud to have been at the forefront of finding a solution to 

this problem in Northumberland. Having worked closely with Beadnell Parish Council, Northumberland Estates 

agreed to restrict all 45no. dwellings of application 16/01688/OUT for permanent occupancy. This is a new 

mechanism to secure permanent occupancy and has not been suggested by any other developer in the County, 

but Northumberland Estates are proud to be investing in the County’s communities and taking a significant step 

towards redressing the imbalance within Beadnell between second home owners and local people. Noted and supported

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

However, Northumberland Estates suggests that the wording of Policy 14 is too restrictive in that it only allows 

for new residential development if it provides principal occupancy housing. This it too restrictive and would not 

be viable for all housing development to be solely for permanent occupancy. Please see the comments above 

made in regard to Policy 1. Expecting small-scale development to deliver principal occupancy housing is 

unrealistic, and this type of housing should only be expected from development where it is financially viable to 

deliver. It is suggested that Policy 14 is revised in order to specify that principal residence housing should only be 

expected from development of at least 10 or more dwellings. 

It is not considered that this policy is too restrictive, or unrealistic.  

This policy approach has been adopted in other parts of the 

country that have high levels of second home ownership (and 

indeed, far less than in this area) and it has so far been successful  

and has survived challenge in the Courts.  It is felt that this policy 

approach is robust. 

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

Northumberland Estates consider that there would be a benefit to Beadnell in allowing additional housing 

development for second-home owners (holiday homes). As recent trends and the property market has shown 

(for example the popularity of Beadnell Point), there is clearly a demand for holiday home accommodation in the 

Beadnell area. It is considered that actually encouraging further holiday home development in Beadnell (with 

restricted occupancy to holiday purposes only, not as a person’s main place of residence) would have a positive 

impact on the rest of the village. For example, if Beadnell Point was extended to include a further 20-30no. 

holiday homes, it would provide the holiday home accommodation that people desire in the village of Beadnell. 

This would mean that existing housing stock in the village is not sold at inflated prices to second-home owners, 

as these houses would no longer be seen as the premium location for a holiday home (compared to a new build 

home adjacent to the beach) but would rather return these properties to be sold to local people wishing to 

permanently live in the village. This would have the effect of increasing the vibrancy and vitality of the 

community living in the existing housing stock in Beadnell, and create a hub of permanent residents in the village 

core. It is considered that this approach would complement the Plan’s policy to restrict occupancy to permanent 

residency for new development, as it would encourage existing housing stock to be sold to permanent residents, 

rather than as holiday homes. Please see the plan (ref. no. SK-10.06 Rev A) which shows the suggested location 

for an extension to Beadnell Point as an area for specifically designated holiday homes. 

We do not accept the argument that building more second homes 

will reduce pressure on the existing housing stock.  The pressure 

for second homes will remain and there is no evidence to suggest 

that building more holiday homes will increase the availability of 

permanent housing. 

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

Policy 15 states that new dwellings and self-build plots in the hamlets will only be supported as local needs 

housing, and that the restriction to local need will be retained in perpetuity through a S106 agreement. It is 

unclear what this is trying to achieve – whether it means restricting occupancy for permanent residents, or 

securing an element of affordability for future occupants? Either way, it is considered that this is an unrealistic 

expectation to make on a single self-build dwelling. Restricting occupancy or requiring a discounted-market 

value sale would reduce the value of the dwelling, and therefore make the self-build potentially unviable for an 

individual to build, as it may prevent bank funding being available. It is suggested that the local needs restriction 

for new dwellings and self-build plots in the hamlet areas is removed from Policy 15. It is an unreasonable 

restriction to make, and it would deter individuals from building single plot dwellings and adding to the built 

environment and vitality of the smaller hamlets. It is also worth pointing out that in the majority of cases, a self-

build dwelling will likely be retained for permanent occupancy and local need anyway, given that it will be 

custom-designed and intended for permanent use by the end user anyway. This is a likely scenario and does not 

need to be specified in planning policy. 

Policy has been amended to clarify that it refers to the 

construction of single dwellings for permanent occupancy.  

Viability arguments are not accepted in this context. 

Guy Munden, Northumberland 

Estates

It is worth stressing again that Northumberland Estates welcome the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan in 

this area and supports the objective of increasing the availability of housing in the area, including the benefit 

that affordable housing and permanent occupancy will bring to the vitality and viability of the local communities, 

as well as recognising the contribution that development can make to the sustainability of this area of 

Northumberland Support noted with thanks. 

Mike Cadwallen

(I)would like to raise the following observations and questions as a consequence, all of which are predominantly 

relevant to the North Sunderland and Seahouses Settlements.Please note that whilst the documents have many 

words and pages, there is little detail and due to the Complexity of the same and their density, statistics etc. I 

may have overlooked the answers that I am seeking and thus apologise in advance should this indeed be the 

case. Noted.

Mike Cadwallen

The Settlement boundary background paper – Seahouses contains tables and maps that are unreadable as their 

resolution is not correct for the document – see attached – these should be revised and re-submitted for view, 

please check.

Revised documents were uploaded onto the website.  The tables 

were extracts from an evidence report which was a poor quality 

version. 

Mike Cadwallen

The Report – Parish housing needs 2008, now almost ten years out of date, can you be assured that this 

information is still relevant and reflects the demographic and true requirements of the Parish in 2107?

An Housing Evidence Paper has been submitted as part of the 

evidence base, which contains up to date statistics and 

information on the local housing situation 

Mike Cadwallen

I am pleased to see that there will be no support for the future expansion of caravan sites as stated within the 

plan. Noted with thanks

Mike Cadwallen

I was unable to find any clear information (this may be buried in another report) with regards to the prevention 

(or slowing down) of Coastal Erosion that will ultimately affect the “local green space” in front of St. Aidan’s. 

What, if anything is planned?

The Plan does not deal with coastal erosion.  The Shoreline 

Management Plan (referred to in the evidence base) contains long 

term management options for the coastline.  Policy 4 seeks to 

take forward to some extent the aims of the SMP, and has been 

expanded to be more specific in this regard. 



Mike Cadwallen

I believe that there were plans to extend the Kings Field estate, but I, as yet, have been unable to find mention of 

this within any of the documents, please advise.

There may be planning applications pending, but there are no 

plans in the Neighbourhood Plan to extend the Kingsfield Estate. 

Mike Cadwallen

The North Northumberland Coast Neighbourhood Plan mentions the proposal for a development of “significant” 

new housing East of Broad Road along with improvements to the road itself. Please provide details of this 

proposal – layout, timescale, numbers etc. As I am concerned that the Rotary Way/Woodland walk, which runs 

parallel to Broad Road should under no circumstances be disturbed or modified. The latter is used daily 

throughout the year by locals and tourists alike and is the habitat for a variety of wildlife including hedgehogs 

(becoming a species at risk), foxes, birds and amphibians to name but a selection, and as such must be 

protected. I would not be able to support any plan or proposal that put the Rotary Way at risk and as such 

request your assurance that it will be preserved for future generations and this should be reflected in the plan 

before submission or acceptance

The wording has been amended, and 'significant' has been 

removed.  Rotary Way/Woodland Walk has been added to the list 

of Local Green Spaces identified in Policy 19.  It will therefore be 

protected from any development.

Mike Cadwallen

Affordable Housing is frequently mentioned throughout the Plan documents and reports, however, it is never 

given a monetary value, and therefore there is still not an adequate definition of the same. Yet there will be 

covenants and restrictions placed upon any proposed new dwellings “First and future occupancy is restricted in 

perpetuity to a Principal Residence”. There is mention that local employment is typically seasonal/part time 

(Cash in hand – I have included this element into the equation) and is more likely to be Minimum or “Living 

Wage” This will consequently affect the style and type of any housing project and as such I assume will require 

significant subsidies if it is to work, where will these come from?

Affordable housing is defined (as in the NPPF) in the Glossary of 

the Plan.  There are no policies in the Plan to require 'affordable 

housing' although this may still be sought as part of any scheme 

over 5 dwellings.   Affordable housing is retained in perpetuity in 

line with the definition in the glossary. 

Mike Cadwallen

Interestingly the Housing Evidence Paper 7:35 goes on to mention that even with all of the above in mind 

Affordable Housing is still likely to be beyond the incomes of the local people – contradictory and confusing to 

say the least in my view. Can we please see more details as to how this affordable housing will be achieved, what 

it will look like, where it will be sited and who is proposing to provide/build it in the first place, for how much, 

how many and when? Surely this kind of detail is important to reconcile before any sort of plan can be agreed or 

submitted?

There is no specific policy on affordable housing in the 

Neighbourhood Plan.  This is because the surveys carried out did 

not identify a specific need which justified a policy intervention 

over and above the amount of affordable housing that is 

currently sought by the County Council.  The focus is on securing 

permanent occupancy housing, which it is hoped will then be 

more affordable for local people, although it will not be 

'affordable' in the sense that it will be managed by a social 

housing provider. 

Jim Bewley

My next door neighbour Mike Cadwallen has very helpfully copied me in on his correspondence with you. First 

of all may I say I agree with Mike regarding the importance of Rotary Way / woodland walk but will not subject 

you to a repetition of his arguments. Noted.

Jim Bewley

Next can I turn to the subject of Kings Field. I note you have not so far given Mike the advice he sought about 

more proposed housing there. I can see why that area would be attractive to developers since the close 

proximity with existing roads and footpaths to the centre of the village means residents have excellent access to 

schools and shopping. Therefore it fits well with the very sensible expressed need for minimal reliance on the 

car for short journeys. Yet the proposal to ban building on all land seaward of all coastal roads could almost be 

deliberately designed to protect that area at the expense of others. There has been new development there and 

I would challenge the line that a bit more would be unacceptable.

The settlement boundaries have been drawn using a clear 

methodology which has been accepted as robust as part of an 

independent Health Check.  

Jim Bewley

Para3.34 suggests potential for significant development on land east of Broad Road but insists on it being "well 

linked to the rest of Seahouses” This seems contradictory. Broad Road in no way resembles its name. There is no 

footpath and extreme caution is needed when meeting oncoming traffic such as the double decker bus. 

Significant works to widen the road would be needed. Even then the journey is either via North Sunderland, 

round by St Aidans or down the old railway line A young mother pushing a pram from the middle of such a 

development would take the best part of 30 minutes to reach the village centre. I fear that choosing such an 

area for significant development would merely add to the extreme car congestion which has become such a 

feature of the village centre. Unlike Kings Field it is much too far to expect residents to carry their shopping or 

even for the less than fit to walk.

The text has been amended to remove the word 'significant'.  The 

second part of Policy 8 requires the widening of Broad Road if it is 

required as a result of development here. 

Jim Bewley

It should also be noted that this area was extensively undermined for coal in former years. Certainly maps show 

many mine entrances and I have been advised that a combine harvester actually fell into a sink hole right next to 

the existing right of way in recent memory. As you will be aware there has been much publicity of late with 

concern that increasing extreme weather events are causing unsuspected sink holes to open up in many places. 

This is worrying especially where the mining was known to be extensive but accurate records are not available. 

Bearing in mind potential liabilities I feel it would be quite wrong for an official document such as this to urge 

significant development in such a risky area without a proper geological survey.

The Plan does not 'urge significant development'.  It merely 

defines settlement boundaries, beyond which, development 

would be unacceptable.  Any application in a coal risk area would 

need to include a coal mining report, and if geological risks are 

identified, these would need to be mitigated as part of any 

scheme. 

Jim Bewley

 Several of the maps and tables in the published supporting documents are unreadable, as they are of very low 

resolution. For example, the lower table on Page 8 of the Settlement Boundary – Seahouses is a mere 190 x 211 

pixels. Our friend Mike Cadwallen has already drawn your attention to this, and been told by John Woodman 

that they are readable on his computer – could it be that he is looking at the original documents rather than the 

ones published on the website for public consultation? Assuming the published maps and tables contain 

relevant information, updated (i.e. readable) versions of the documents must be released, and the consultation 

period must be started again.

The information was re-posted on the website.  The document 

from which the maps and tables originated (the Landscape 

Sensitivity Capacity Study) were available as part of the Evidence 

Base documents.  This was a background report, and the 

consultation period will not be re-started as the consultation was 

not on the background reports.

Don Harris 7 Castle Dr 

Seahouses

 The idea of making Broad Road into a major access to Seahouses is ludicrous and appears not to have been 

thought through. This narrow road leads to the narrow central part of North Sunderland Conservation Area 

where heavy traffic is undesirable and from which there is no sensible exit to the south or west. If it is to become 

a major access, the Neighbourhood Plan must make provision for traffic passing through the area en route to 

some other destination as well as that heading for Seahouses. Similar considerations apply to the proposals in 

the Bamburgh Management Parking Report – this has been written as if Bamburgh is a final destination for all 

traffic. In reality, much traffic is through traffic for which this document makes no provision. As for the 

suggestion that The Green be an “informal one way system” – well, a street is either one-way or it is not. So, in 

terms of roads and traffic, the Neighbourhood Plan is totally impractical and falls far short of what is needed. It 

should cater both for people visiting the villages and for people forced to pass through them due to the lack of 

reasonable alternative routes.

The intention is not to make Broad Road into a major access to 

Seahouses.  Policy 8 seeks to secure improvements to Broad Road 

in the event that housing is built which increases traffic pressure 

on that road.  Other traffic issues raised are difficult to resolve 

through a Neighbourhood Plan, which is only related to the use 

and development of land. 

Don Harris 7 Castle Drive

 Development of the land east of Broad Rd can never be well linked to the rest of Seahouses. Unsatisfactory past 

planning processes have allowed Seafield caravan site and other developments to totally block this area off from 

the shopping area. The shortest route on foot to the village centre is along the old railway line, which gets very 

wet and muddy in bad weather. The “cleaner” foot routes via North Sunderland Main Street, or Broad Road / St 

Aidans are much longer. In effect, any development east of Broad Road will be extending the existing ribbon 

development running from the War Memorial along Seafield Road, St Aidans, and Broad Road. Undoubtedly this 

will greatly increase car use, which contravenes the objectives set out elsewhere in the plan. Similar objections 

apply to the other proposed area for development (i.e. at the west end of North Sunderland

The Plan must plan positively for a sustainable future.  The railway 

line in Seahouses is on the list of footpaths to be 'improved' 

under Policy 22.   The settlement boundary to the west end of 

North Sunderland has been re-drawn to exclude the fields that 

had been included in the consultation. 



Don Harris 7 Castle Drive

 Whilst it may have been convenient to include the area south of Main St and east of King St when defining the 

“Coastal Area”, in reality it is totally built-up and there is no reason to prevent further development. The 

“Coastal Area” should have been defined to lie totally outside the “Settlement Area”. Furthermore, the plan 

should have designated the “Kingsfield Phase 2” site and the fields to its south as being within the settlement 

area, and have selected it as the best area for further housing. The prime advantage is its nearness to the central 

facilities of Seahouses. Using suitable styles of housing (i.e. not crammed-in city type developments like 

Kingsfield Phase 1 or Persimmon Castle Drive Phase 2), with appropriate wooded screening like Quarryfields 

would not visually detract from the area. The plan only expects that about 100 properties will be built up till 

2031, so there seems little reason in assigning such huge areas around Broad Road and North Sunderland for 

house building.

Agreed.  The Coasal zone has been re-drawn to be outside the 

settlement boundary.  It would present a significant conflict with 

Policy 4 were it to be within the settlement boundary.  The 

settlment boundary methodology was (amonst other things) to 

seek to focus development away from sensitive designated sites.  

For this reason, the land at Kingsfield has not been included in the 

settlement boundary.  In addition, it was identified as sensitive in 

landscape terms, in the AONB Landscape Sensitivity Capacity 

Study. 

Don Harris 7 Castle Drive

It is very surprising and frankly rather shocking that Rotary Way alongside Broad Road and the wooded area 

between Castle View / Castle Court and St Aidans have not been designated as Green Spaces

Rotary Way has now been added to the list of LGS in Policy 19.  

The wooded area will form part of a wildlife corridor (which was 

unfortunately omitted from the Policies Map, but will be included 

in the final version)

Don Harris 7 Castle Drive

A few minor discrepancies in the Neighbourhood Plan:- Para 3.2 Seahouses does NOT have a library. Para 5.4 

The land opposite the recycling facility is NOT outside the AONB as shown on the Policies Map. Policy 23(c) The 

employment site is NOT identified on the Policies Map.

Noted.  Text will be changed.  The employment site was an 

ommission which will be included in the final version of the Plan. 

Don Harris 7 Castle Drive

I note that the only official named in the plan is John Woodman. In the interests of transparency and freedom of 

information I feel strongly that the names and addresses of everyone in the Steering Group should be attached 

to the draft.

Noted.  There is no requirement for this.  Names of all Steering 

Group members are available on the website. 

Don Harris 7 Castle Drive

First of all it is clear that a significant amount of time and effort has gone into the production of the NNCNP; we 

wish to congratulate, and thank, members of the Steering Committee for this excellent work on behalf of our 

communities. Noted with thanks

Steve and Trish Williams Overall we support the draft NNCNP, but have a few comments as follows: Noted.

Steve and Trish Williams

We broadly agree with Policy 8, settlement boundary definitions, except we believe the North Sunderland and 

Seahouses western boundary should run from the edge of the last property on Main Street, up Main Street and 

along the western boundary of existing properties in Islestone Drive, and NOT extend into the adjoining 

agricultural land, as currently shown on the map.

Noted.  The settlement boundary has been amended to exclude 

the agricultural land. 

Steve and Trish Williams

Policies 9 and 21 could propose not just the establishment of a car park, but a park and ride facility, in 

Seahouses, to enable visitors and residents to travel more easily to Bamburgh and Beadnell and minimise 

parking issues in all three villages. This will also provide an opportunity for a new business delivering this service 

(Policy 23).

Noted.  It is not considered that any of the settlements are large 

enough to support a Park and Ride facility. It is also not an issue 

that can be addressed by the neighbourhood plan. 

Steve and Trish Williams

Policy 22 should include provision for a new cycleway/footpath along the B1340 between Seahouses and 

Bamburgh, to limit the danger along this busy road, where drivers are easily (and frequently) distracted by the 

fabulous views, parked cars, cyclists and pedestrians along the way

Agreed.  The footpath between Swinhoe and Budle Bay includes 

the footpath between Seahouses and Bamburgh???

Steve and Trish Williams

It is disappointing that there is no mention of lobbying Northumberland County Council for improved public 

transport links all year round, to reduce car use by local residents and visitors alike.

This is a planning policy document, related to the development 

and use of land.  A number of 'Community Actions' are identified.  

It is suggested that the respondents contact their local parish 

council, to request that they lobby for improved public transport. 

It is not an issue that can be addressed by the neighbourhood 

plan. 

Steve and Trish Williams

Policy 23 describes a potential 'further employment site on land opposite the recycling facility.... identified on 

the 'Policies Map'. We could not find any such designated site on this map and note this area is shaded as part of 

the AONB, although paragraph 5.4 states it is not in the AONB. This anomaly should be corrected before the final 

NNCNP is published.

Noted.  This was an ommission.  The site will be shown on the 

final Policies Map, and the text amended accordingly to note that 

the employment site is within the AONB. 

Steve and Trish Williams

In general, we feel adopting this NNCNP will ensure future housing and economic development is sustainable 

and addresses the needs of residents, businesses and visitors equally, across the communities it serves. Most 

importantly for us, it also aims to protect and enhance the beautiful natural landscape and habitats, in which we 

are so fortunate to live. Noted with thanks

Steve and Trish Williams To sum up, we support the draft NNCNP and intend to vote FOR it in the upcoming referendum. Noted with thanks

Laura Kennedy, Northumbrian 

Water

We have reviewed the Pre-Submission Consultation Draft, and we set out below comments which we feel are of 

relevance or have an impact on us, as the statutory water and sewerage undertaker. We welcome that the vision 

identified for the Neighbourhood Plan includes reference to sustainable villages, which reflects the principles 

contained within the National Planning Policy Framework. We support this vision and the objectives included in 

the Neighbourhood Plan to support the delivery of the vision. Noted with thanks

Laura Kennedy, Northumbrian 

Water

 Moving on, we welcome that Part D of Policy 5 promotes the incorporation of sustainable design measures in 

new developments, with specific reference to sustainable drainage systems (SuDS). Such systems can provide 

multiple benefits in addition to their primary role in flood risk management. Additional benefits include the 

potential for improvements to water quality, amenity and biodiversity in the local area. We welcome that the 

Neighbourhood Plan encourages the use of SuDS on new developments and consider that this will promote 

sustainable water management in the neighbourhood plan area. We further welcome that this requirement is 

reiterated within Part G of Policy 8. Noted with thanks

Laura Kennedy, Northumbrian 

Water

 We recognise that the Neighbourhood Plan identifies a requirement of around 100 dwellings between 2011 and 

2031 in relation to the indicative scale of housing proposed for the area in the emerging Northumberland Core 

Strategy. For any development of three or more dwellings, we would encourage early consultation with 

Northumbrian Water prior to the planning process to ascertain a sustainable drainage strategy, including 

suitable connection points and discharge rates to the public sewer network where appropriate.

Noted however it would not be appropriate to include this detail 

in a planning policy. 

Laura Kennedy, Northumbrian 

Water

To conclude, we congratulate the steering group on the production of policies that promote sustainable 

development in the North Northumberland Coast Neighbourhood Plan area. We hope that our comments are 

useful and we look forward to the progression of the Neighbourhood Plan towards submission and adoption. Noted with thanks

Denise Taylor

I am writing to add my support to the proposed North Northumberland Coastal Area Plan.  In particular I support 

the Southern Settlement Boundary for Seahouses & North Sunderland which follows natural boundaries along 

properties of South Lane before joining Main Street.  I believe that land which falls within Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty should be protected from unnecessary development for the benefit of future generations.  Once 

such land has been lost to the 'greed' of Developers, it can never be reclaimed.  Support noted with thanks. 

Denise Taylor In its present form, I will certainly be supporting the Plan as and when there is a public vote Support noted with thanks. 

Denise Taylor

Since moving to North Sunderland I have taken a great interest in local issues and, in particular, the emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan.  I attended one of the 'drop-in' sessions and had a lengthy discussion with a Councillor 

which showed how much research and effort had gone into preparing the plan.Overall I am in full support of the 

proposals.  i am pleased that the opportunity to restrict developments to 'in-fill' sites as far as possible as I have 

seen how development 'sprawl' can change the very character of an area. Support noted with thanks. 

John Taylor

I appreciate the need for affordable housing and believe that this should be prioritised above those developers 

who are more concerned with 'personal' gain than the issues they leave behind (e.g. excess pressure on limited 

services and facilities).  Noted

John Taylor

It is vital that the area retains it's appeal to visitors old and new if jobs and services are to prosper.  To do this, 

development should be restricted to land which does not create a negative impact on the surrounding 

countryside and wildlife.  In particular, land within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) should be 

rigorously defended from unnecessary development. Noted 



John Taylor

On a more personal note, retaining the southern boundary from Quarry Walk, around Middle School, following 

the natural boundaries of properties on South Lane (including St Cuthbert Close and Regal Close) before joining 

Main Street, is vital to protect the special qualities of the AONB and the wildlife in the area. Noted

John Taylor

Subject to the above, please add my name to the list of those who will support the plan as and when there is an 

opportunity to vote on it. Noted

Barbara Harris Firstly I would like to say a thank you to everyone involved in producing this plan. What a lot of work.  Noted with thanks



Barbara Harris

The only issue I have with it is the proposed building area to the southwest of Islestone Drive. I feel that the 

traffic issues already in this area, notwithstanding the new development already started, will impact on the 

enjoyment of tourists to the area. Being part of the national cycle route 1 there are many cyclists who use the 

route from main street. Also the road is frequently used by riders from the stables, including many very young 

children on holiday. It is also popular with walkers. 

This area has been removed from within the Settlement 

Boundary

Barbara Harris

I feel the only answer to limiting increased traffic problems both in this area and in all of Seahouses is to limit 

new building to Broad Road, with associated widening of the road. I believe this was part of the old Berwick plan.

Policy 8 seeks improvements to Broad Road as part of any major 

housing development. 

Barbara Harris

Seahouses and North Sunderland are wonderful places to live in and visit, and while acknowledging the 

requirement for some new housing, it would be a shame to destroy the things that make it such a great place. Noted

Graham Harris

1. North Sunderland road infrastructure is already at saturation point and further building outside of current 

boundaries north and south of Main Street would cause further congestion. The present situation remains a 

'fragile environment', for a number of disparate reasons. Noted

Graham Harris

a. Existing road through from Seahouses through to North Sunderland is narrow and is limited all year round by 

parked vehicles of residents and temporary occupants of the housing along the road. Noted

Graham Harris

b. The local bus service operator has redirected its route down Broad Road, in order to avoid the congestion and 

minor RTAs within the centre of Seahouses.  Noted

Graham Harris

c. Presently the North Sunderland end of Main Street is also a main route for cyclists, runners (both competitive 

and individual uses) and pony trekking. The current parking congestion further along in the village however, 

does create a positive traffic calming effect to the benefit of these activities. Noted

Graham Harris

2.The ground west of broad road and within the current boundaries has sufficient capacity for further 

development of all forms of accommodation as well as; Noted

Graham Harris a. The scope to widen the road. Noted

Graham Harris b. Not encroaching on good agricultural ground, or degrading rural views /vistas/AONB etc. Noted 

Graham Harris

c. Being closer to the central Seahouses amenities. Enabling traffic to the A1  to avoid the congestion of the 

villages. Noted 

Graham Harris

3. There are other sites within the village and shown on the development plan map which are well within the 

current boundaries and could be developed for accommodation. Noted

Graham Harris

 4. The current arguments / cases that on-going house building within North Sunderland are for affordable 

homes, are economic with the truth, or at best creative. £300K (+) threshold price; clearly is not a 'starter home', 

or a property for lower paid workers to rent. Noted

The Coal Authority As you will be aware the Neighbourhood Plan area lies within the current defined coalfield.  Noted

The Coal Authority

According to the Coal Authority Development High Risk Area Plans, there are recorded risks from past coal 

mining activity in the form of 227 mine entries, 12 report hazards and recorded and likely unrecorded coal mine 

workings at shallow depth.   If the Neighbourhood Plan allocates sites for future development in these areas 

then consideration as to the development will need to respond to these risks to surface stability in accordance 

with the National Planning Policy Framework and the relevant Development Plan.  In addition any allocations on 

the surface coal resource will need to consider the impacts of mineral sterilisation in accordance with the 

National Planning Policy Framework and the relevant Development Plan. Noted

The Coal Authority

It is noted that the draft Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate any sites for future development and 

consequently at this stage The Coal Authority has no specific comments to make. Noted

The Coal Authority

In accordance with the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as amended) please continue to 

consult The Coal Authority on planning matters using the specific email address of 

planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk. Noted

Stephen Copeland

I wish to express my partial support for the North Northumberland Coastal Area Plan as it relates to the 

settlement boundary for North Sunderland / Seahouses. Support noted with thanks. 

Stephen Copeland

I fully support the area where the proposed boundary adjoins the existing properties in Cuthbert Close, Regal 

Close and Main Street, thus protecting the A.O.N.B.. Support noted with thanks. 

Stephen Copeland

I am concerned that the proposed boundary then crosses the fields to enclose an area large area of farmland for 

development! There is a stunning view across these fields to Bamburgh Castle in the distance. It is a view 

enjoyed by the hundreds of cyclists, who each year enter the village by the National Cycle Route. Indeed, cars 

are often seen to stop so that the occupants can take photographs of this view. I feel it would be possible to 

develop some of this area i.e. on the reverse slope of the field, without destroying the view This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Gordon Banks  4 St., Cuthbert 

Close

I am very much in favour of the proposed plan for Seahouses and North Sunderland. The settlement boundary 

takes into account the “important views into the settlement “along with protecting the AONB areas.  With regard 

to these two points , one of the options for building any further  "necessary housing" , the site that goes along 

with these requirements is surely the land to the East of the Broad Rd., which is already sheltered from the roads 

by an existing tree line provide by the Rotary Way path. 

This area is within the settlement boundary and may be suitable 

for new housing development if it complies with relevant policies 

in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Gordon Banks  4 St., Cuthbert 

Close Can I add my thanks to all the officers and volunteers who have helped with this plan. Noted with thanks

Barbara Harris Firstly I would like to say a thank you to everyone involved in producing this plan. What a lot of work.  Noted with thanks

Barbara Harris. 

The only issue I have with it is the proposed building area to the southwest of Islestone Drive. I feel that the 

traffic issues already in this area, notwithstanding the new development already started, will impact on the 

enjoyment of tourists to the area. Being part of the national cycle route 1 there are many cyclists who use the 

route from main street. Also the road is frequently used by riders from the stables, including many very young 

children on holiday. It is also popular with walkers. This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Barbara Harris. 

I feel the only answer to limiting increased traffic problems both in this area and in all of Seahouses is to limit 

new building to Broad Road, with associated widening of the road. I believe this was part of the old Berwick plan.

This area is within the settlement boundary and may be suitable 

for new housing development if it complies with relevant policies 

in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Barbara Harris. 

Seahouses and North Sunderland are wonderful places to live in and visit, and while acknowledging the 

requirement for some new housing, it would be a shame to destroy the things that make it such a great place. Noted

Stephen and Linda Taylor. 33 

Kingsfield Seahouses

We would wish to register our support for the Neighbourhood Plan. We own a property at number 33 

Kingsfield. The adjacent area is of significant beauty and an important habitat for numerous wildlife. We believe 

it to be of importance to have a settlement boundary to protect this area of outstanding beauty. We thank you 

for registering our support Noted with thanks

Mr P Tomkins, 62 Kingsfield, 

Seahouses

As the owner of the property at 62 Kings Field Seahouses, I would like to register my support of the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan. I understand that the plan proposes a settlement boundary which, in my view, will help 

protect the landscape and views enjoyed by myself and visitors to this area. Noted with thanks

Jonathan Westhoff

I would like to record my support for the draft Neighbourhood Plan. Having a settlement boundary that protects 

and preserves the important landscape and associated views is paramount.   Noted with thanks

Jonathan Westhoff Accordingly, I strongly support the proposed boundary. Noted with thanks

Stephen Wilkinson I write in order to endorse and support the draft neighbourhood plan for Seahouses and its environs.

Stephen Wilkinson

The proposed boundaries within the draft would preserve the landscape, wildlife and views that are such an 

essential and unique part of this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Noted with thanks



Stephen Wilkinson We must all work towards their upkeep. Noted

Stephen and Heather Nicholson

I am writing to register our support for the draft neighbourhood plan. In particular we support the proposed 

settlement boundary which will protect the local AONB. Noted with thanks

Elizabeth and John Capstaff 39 

Kings Field

Myself and my husband John wish to support the proposed boundary in the draft neighbourhood plan in order 

that important landscape and views are preserved. Noted with thanks

Allison Claydon

I wish to register my support for the plan. Especially with the settlement boundaries as it will preserve the village 

nature of the settlements and stop further development along the coast eroding the AONB, the views and the 

open landscape which is very important.  Noted with thanks

Austin  and Margaret Iliffe 52 

Kings Field Seahouses

We are keen to register our support for the draft Neighbourhood Plan. It is very important to prevent the sprawl 

of development around coastal settlements in this area of outstanding natural beauty and we believe settlement 

boundaries are the best way of doing this. We support the proposed boundary. Noted with thanks

Dr and Mrs R. W. Fisher

We want to register support for the draft neighbourhood plan. We feel it is important to have a settlement 

boundary which preserves the exceptional landscape and views of the area. We support the proposed 

boundary. Noted with thanks

G J Dodds 1 St. Cuthbert Close

Having viewed your neighbourhood plan online and owning a cottage in St Cuthbert Close, North Sunderland I 

am very happy with the existing Seahouses settlement boundary defined in the NNCNP showing that it adjoins 

the existing properties in St Cuthbert Close, Regal Close and up to Main Street. I feel that this is the natural end 

of the village and don’t think that the parish council should be allowed to extend it in this direction. I will vote for 

leaving the boundaries as it stands in the upcoming referendum. Noted with thanks

Liz Fowler

I want to register support for the draft neighbourhood plan. In particular, I believe it is important to have a 

settlement boundary which preserves the important landscape and views of the area. Noted with thanks

Liz Fowler I support the proposed boundary. Noted with thanks

Malcolm C Cresswell

I want to register support for the draft plan. In particular it's importance to have a settlement boundary for the 

village of Seahouses. It preserves the important landscape and views. I therefore fully support the proposed 

boundaries in the neighbourhood plan. Noted with thanks

Susan M. Wilkinson 59 kings 

field Seahouses

I would like to register my support for the proposed draft plan for the Seahouses neighbourhood. The plan 

covers the matter of a future settlement boundary which is essential given the increasing encroachment of 

buildings across the beautiful heritage coastline. Preservation of wildlife and views are of prime importance to 

both residents and visitors alike and cannot be allowed to be destroyed in the pursuit of monetary gains for 

careless developers. Noted with thanks

Raymond Beech

I would like to give my support for the neighbourhood plan to give local people more say in what is and what is 

not acceptable development in our coastal communities  Noted with thanks

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

Objection over Settlement Boundary and the Implications for Islestone Drive and the western edge of North 

Sunderland. This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

The concept of a settlement boundary for Seahouses and indeed the other settlements is supported and the 

need for it recognised. It is the implication of where the boundary has been drawn for Islestone Drive and the 

western end of North Sunderland that is not supported. This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.2 The methodology paper for the settlement boundary states that sites on the edge of settlements will not 

normally be included other than if they have planning permission or are identified in the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment. Neither applies to the land west of Islestone Drive. The methodology paper also 

identifies one of the benefits of having a settlement boundary to be a planned approach to development but the 

NNCNP singularly fails to do this by leaving it entirely unclear where the c 110 dwellings will be provided. This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.3 The plan states it aims to provide housing (110 units) to meet local need for housing occupied as a principal 

residence. It wishes to ensure, other than small scale infilling and redevelopment of previously developed sites, 

that development is kept away from the coastal zone and is accommodated inland and not within the AONB. 

Policy 1 as currently worded prevents any larger scale development in the AONB. This therefore specifically 

precludes larger scale development on land east of Broad Road which is within the AONB (Paragraph 3.34) yet 

this is the only site area that has actually been assessed and identified for development.

Policy 1 has been amended.  It supports small-scale development 

. Policy 1 maintains that 'major' development (as defined in the 

Glossary) will not be acceptable within the AONB, in line with 

NPPF paragraph 116.  Broad Road has not been specifically 

identified or assessed for development.  Policy 8 supports 

development within the settlement boundaries, subject to other 

constraints.  If development does come forward on land to the 

east of Broad Road, then Policy 8 seeks to secure improvements 

to Broad Road to make that development acceptable.  Similaraly, 

in Beadnell, the same approach has been taken to Swinhoe Road

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.4 The implication of policy 1 is that the only site outside the AONB and within the settlement boundary 

appropriate for large scale development is that west of Islestone Drive. This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.5 Whilst the documents in the evidence base assess in some detail the land east of Broad Road and its capacity 

for development (despite the fact that the plan as drafted would preclude this) there is no similar information 

assessing the land west of Islestone Drive. This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.6 The failure of the plan to allocate any housing land means it will be impossible to satisfactorily control 

housing development in the plan area and more specifically development on this site. The failure of the plan to 

allocate means that development of the 110 dwellings will be on an adhoc basis with no control over where 

larger scale development goes. The land west of Islestone Drive is easily capable of accommodating 50 /60 

dwellings and more and given the recent experience in Beadnell it is highly likely that an application will be 

submitted on this land probably before the NNCNP is even completed.

There is no requirement for a neighbourhood plan to allocate 

land for housing.  This land has been removed from the 

settlement boundary due to a lack of local support in the pre-

submission consultation. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.7 There is no analysis of the implications of development of this area and whether it would be suitable and for 

how many dwellings. The only references in the evidence regarding the drawing of the settlement boundary are 

generic references to the landscape character of the Farmed Coastal Plain Character Area but even in that 

respect the evidence of the AONB Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study suggests the landscape containment 

on the west side of North Sunderland and the inward views of the village from the west should be protected. This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.8 Although Policies 5 and 8 would give some control over potential development it would allow no control over 

the scale of development in this area and whether indeed any development is appropriate for other reasons. 

Islestone Drive is a small estate of principally single storey houses in smallish plots and those on the west side of 

the road are therefore very close to the land that is likely to be developed. Residents here should be able to rely 

on the neighbourhood plan policies to ensure that if development takes place here the scale, form and design of 

housing is appropriate. This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.9 The Parish Councils have failed to provide the guidance expected of a Neighbourhood Plan and, if not 

changed, the plan leaves the residents of Islestone Drive and west North Sunderland  open to development 

which is not capable of being satisfactorily controlled to the extent that it could have been had an allocation 

been made. This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.10 It is understood that no allocations were made partly in order to avoid the need for a Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) of the Plan. However, rightly, the 

prospect of c110 dwellings for permanent occupation within close proximity to the coastal European sites has 

triggered an SEA and HRA. Noted 



Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.11 The HRA concluded that there was the potential for likely significant effects on the European Sites as a 

result of the absence of information relating to locations, size and types of development, and cases where policy 

wording was not robust enough to protect European Sites. Noted

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

1.12          Whilst the policy wording concerns have been addressed, the impact of development has been left to 

be dealt with in project level HRA. This would not have been necessary had allocations been made and the most 

appropriate sites and the scale of development on them identified.

There is no requirement for a neighbourhood plan to allocate 

land for housing.  This land has been removed from the 

settlement boundary due to a lack of local support in the pre-

submission consultation. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

2.        Why Does the NNCNP Fail to Meet the Basic Conditions?   4.1 The first basic condition is that having regard 

to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make 

the neighbourhood plan;

It is considered that the Plan does meet the Basic Conditions.  This 

will be set out in full in the Basic Conditions Statement to be 

submitted with the submission version of the Plan. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

4.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) indicates that plans should provide a practical basis within 

which decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency.

It is considered that the Plan does meet the Basic Conditions.  This 

will be set out in full in the Basic Conditions Statement to be 

submitted with the submission version of the Plan. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states that “Neighbourhood planning provides the opportunity for 

communities to set out a positive vision for how they want their community to develop… in ways that meet 

identified local need and make sense for local people” .

It is considered that the Plan does meet the Basic Conditions.  This 

will be set out in full in the Basic Conditions Statement to be 

submitted with the submission version of the Plan. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland The PPG requires proportionate, robust evidence to support the choices made and the approach taken.

It is considered that the Plan does meet the Basic Conditions.  This 

will be set out in full in the Basic Conditions Statement to be 

submitted with the submission version of the Plan. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

The PPG requires that policies in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. They should be 

drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence when 

determining planning applications.

It is considered that the Plan does meet the Basic Conditions.  This 

will be set out in full in the Basic Conditions Statement to be 

submitted with the submission version of the Plan. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

4.3 Against these tests the plan currently fails in respect of the statements it makes on settlement boundaries 

and development. The NNCNP policies are directly contradictory to stated intentions in the plan

The plan has undergone a thorough Health Check.  The 

settlement boundaries methodology and other supporting 

information were found to be robust and satisfactory.

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

4.4 Policy 1 directly states that large scale development will not take place within the AONB and yet the Plan 

advocates large scale development east of Broad Road within the AONB in paragraph 3.34. Policy 1 appears to 

suggest it will only support small scale development as defined in the glossary but on at least two sites larger 

scale development is envisaged.

Policy 1 states that major development will not take place in the 

AONB.  The definition of 'major' is explained in the glossary.  

References to 'large scale' have been removed, to avoid 

confusion. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

4.5 Policy 8, ostensibly to control all development within the settlement boundary, is confusing and unclear in 

appearing to support only small scale development when paragraphs 3.33 and 3.34 clearly indicate land east of 

Broad Road and, by implication, west of Islestone Drive as capable of accommodating large scale development.

Land west of Islestone Drive has been removed from the 

settlement boundary.  Policy 8 has been and reference to 'small 

scale' has been removed, as this is covered adequately in Policy 1.

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

4.6 A proposed requirement of 110 homes to be accommodated in the plan area is not insignificant in the 

context of the Northumberland Coast. If the NNCNP is to provide a practical basis within which decisions on 

planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency, as the NPPF requires, and 

to set out a positive vision of how the community is to develop, as the PPG requires, then possible development 

sites should have been formally put through a process of objective site assessment and, those proving most 

appropriate against the criteria, allocated for development including an indication of the scale of development 

proposed on each site. 

There is no defined housing requirement as the Core Strategy has 

been withdrawn, which did specify a housing requirement for the 

area.  There is no requirement for a neighbourhood plan to 

allocate sites for development. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland 4.7 Without this the plan does not meet Basic Condition No 1. 

It is considered that the Plan does meet the Basic Conditions.  This 

will be set out in full in the Basic Conditions Statement to be 

submitted with the submission version of the Plan. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

3.        What is it we are asking to be changed in the NNCNP? 5.1 Provide a more detailed assessment of reasoning 

for the boundary west of Islestone Drive as provided in respect of land east of Broad Road.  Reason – Insufficient 

evidence is provided contrary to the Planning Practice Guidance.

This area has been removed from the Settlement Boundary.  

Notwithstanding this, an independent Health Check has 

confirmed that the evidence is thorough and robust, and is in 

accordance with PPG. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

5.2 If the plan retains the settlement boundary as proposed – the following should take place:a)     Carry out an 

objective site assessment against environmental, economic and social constraints and criteria of all potential 

sites capable of accommodating more than 5 or 6 dwellings and assess their development capacity. b)     Select 

the best performing / most sustainable sites sufficient to provide a total of c110 dwellings c)      Allocate those 

sites with a controlling policy setting out the scale of development proposed and identifying any design 

requirements. d)     Make consequential amendments to the text of section 3 in particular to paragraphs 3.4, 3.33 

and 3.34 as necessary to clarify that sites are allocated and the process that has been gone through to identify 

them.Reason – the plan is failing to give clear and appropriate guidance regarding the future development of 

housing in the plan area. Without setting out which sites will be developed and the scale of development on 

each it fails to provide the guidance sought by the NPPF and the PPG. The settlement boundary is not to be retained.

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

5.3 The purpose of Policy 1 needs to be reconsidered and the wording reviewed to clarify that it applies to both 

small scale development and larger scale development on land east of Broad Road and land west of Islestone 

Drive. 

Policy 1 has been amended, because land outside the AONB has 

been removed from the settlement boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

Reason - At present Policy 1 only seeks to ensure that small scale development (ie Minor as defined in the 

glossary) must meet the first bullet point regarding principal residences and affordable housing. The policy is 

unclear as to whether it would apply to larger scale development east of Broad Road and west of Islestone Drive 

and whether development here  would be required to be for use as principal residences only. See previous response

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

5.4 Policy 1 - 2nd paragraph line 4/5 – reword to read: “…development may be appropriate if it does not impact 

negatively on the AONB and its special qualities”.

Policy 1 has been amended, because land outside the AONB has 

been removed from the settlement boundary

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

Policy 1 3rd paragraph reword to read: “Major development in the AONB or affecting its setting will only be 

permitted in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated to be in the public interest.  Reason – 

this would provide for the area east of Broad Road which is within the AONB to be developed for larger scale 

development which is what the plan purports to seek.

No change.  The current wording is consistent with Paragraph 116 

of the NPPF, bullet point 2. 

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

5.5  Policy 8 Line 1 – Delete “ small scale” Reason - The use of the term in the policy means it is unclear in the 

context of the larger sites as to whether the policy applies to them when it should. In any event as ‘scale’ is 

covered by criteria in Policy 5 it is superfluous to repeat it in Policy 8. Small scale' is being deleted from Policy 8.

Argyle Planning Consultancy Ltd 

on behalf of 10 residents in 

North Sunderland

4.        Conclusion  6.1 The ‘signatories’ to this representation are concerned for the reasons above that the 

neighbourhood plan does not provide the guidance required of it in respect of the settlement boundary and 

housing development and request that the above points are carefully considered in preparing the draft plan for 

submission to the County Council and that a full response is provided to them in due course. Noted - see comments above.

Mr R Brooks and Mrs S Brooks 

25 Kings Field Seahouses

We feel it is very important to preserve our wonderful landscape and sea views around our area. For this reason 

we are pleased to support the proposed boundary. Noted with thanks

Mr and Mrs A Hutchinson

My wife and I give our support to the draft neighbourhood plan as we both believe it is very important to have a 

settlement boundary as it keeps the important landscape and views we both fully support the proposed 

boundary Noted with thanks

Carole & Russell Field

In respect of the above, we are in favour of the boundaries as indicated for Beadnell given that there has to be a 

curtailment of the overwhelming quantity of new build. Noted with thanks

Carole & Russell Field

Having been mindful of the urgent need to finalise our Neighbourhood Plan, we can now only welcome this 

document. Noted with thanks



Carole & Russell Field

Concerns regarding the delay in this publication have exercised us over a long period during which we have as a 

community been asked to consider large scale development ahead of this documents findings! It is now 

imperative that we call a halt to the needless exploitation of our village. Noted

Tish Brown

I agree with the boundaries proposed in the neighbourhood plan and believe that any building should be for 

local needs.  I feel Beadnell has too many holiday homes and this needs to be addressed.  This plan allows local 

people more say about what happens  in the village we live in. Noted with thanks

Denise Taylor

I am writing to add my support to the proposed North Northumberland Coastal Area Plan.  In particular I support 

the Southern Settlement Boundary for Seahouses & North Sunderland which follows natural boundaries along 

properties of South Lane before joining Main Street.  I believe that land which falls within Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty should be protected from unnecessary development for the benefit of future generations.  Once 

such land has been lost to the 'greed' of Developers, it can never be reclaimed.  Noted with thanks

Denise Taylor In its present form, I will certainly be supporting the Plan as and when there is a public vote Noted with thanks

Rachel Taylor (aged 19) I fully support the proposed Plan in its current form. Noted with thanks

Rachel Taylor (aged 19)

I am a student at University and have been a regular visitor to Seahouses all my life until it has recently become 

my family home. I understand the desire to keep and attract young people to the area and to ensure that there 

is suitable housing. For the summer vacation I have secured part-time employment in the village which is 

relatively low paid, seasonal and certainly not sufficient for me to rent or to consider purchasing my own 

property. For my part, I know that the area will not be able to offer appropriate career jobs for me when I 

graduate and I will need to look towards city living.  However, I am passionate about the contrast the North 

Northumberland coast offers and believe that the protection provided by the AONB status and the 

recommendations of other bodies are well founded. It is vital that the special qualities that exist by way of open 

fields for wildlife, dark skies and tranquillity are maintained for my generation. If they are allowed to be 'eaten 

up' by unnecessary development, there is no going back. Noted.  The Plan seeks to address these isses.

Rachel Taylor

Developments which extend the village footprint into a greenfield area that is enjoyed by hikers, dog walkers 

and cyclists amongst others, sometimes as their first view of the village, should be restricted. These are very 

people that are vital to the local tourist industry. Yes, they do not visit simply to see an area of open fields, but is 

all part of the experience and beauty of the village. Sprawling housing developments are what they see at home, 

and what they travel to get away from! Noted.

Rachel Taylor

Certainly, as identified by the Plan, there are plots of land in Seahouses that are far more appropriate for 

development, as areas of 'in-fill' without taking away areas of valuable countryside.  Noted

Rachel Taylor

As explained above, I know I will have to take up city living to further my career. One day, however, I may wish 

to return, perhaps with a young family.  I do hope I will find that the village and surrounding area has been 

respected by those currently responsible for its future and that development has been conducted 

sympathetically and with an appreciation of the importance and uniqueness of what we have. To destroy that 

would be the beginning of a downward spiral that could have very severe longer term consequences.Providing 

the Plan remains as it is, I will certainly be voting for its approval Noted with thanks

Deni and Alan Wilkinson

We wish to strongly register my support for the draft neighbourhood plan. We believe it is important to clearly 

define a settlement boundary which allows for preservation of the landscape and views which are critical to this 

area.  The proposed boundary appears to do exactly this so we would strongly support it Noted with thanks

Ellen Bekker Natural England Policy 1: Sustainable development

Ellen Bekker Natural England

Natural England welcomes the consideration of European designated sites into this policy. The policy currently 

states that: “Development that would result in an adverse effect on internationally important wildlife sites will 

not be permitted unless it can meet the ‘No Alternatives’ and ‘Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest’ 

tests of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations, and unless adequate mitigation and/or 

compensatory provision has been agreed.  Planning permission for development that would result in a net 

increase in temporary or permanent residents or a net increase in recreational pressure within the coastal 

European sites will require project-level HRA and planning permission will only be granted if it can be 

demonstrated that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of any European site, either alone or in 

combination with any other plan or project.” Noted

Ellen Bekker Natural England

This policy seems to contradict itself. Firstly, it states that development could be allowed if it has adverse effects 

on European sites, but in the second paragraph it states that it will not allow development if it causes 

recreational disturbance. Therefore, these two paragraphs do not make clear how the Conservation of Habitats 

and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) (‘The habitats Regulations’) specify how to assess proposals. Firstly, 

development that is not directly related to the management of the site, but which is likely to have a significant 

effect on any internationally designated site alone or in combination with other plans and projects, should be 

subject to an Appropriate Assessment. Development should only be allowed where, taking into account any 

mitigation, the project would not have an adverse effect on site integrity. If adverse effects cannot be 

prevented, only as a last resort, where there are no alternatives, but there are reasons of overriding public 

interest, should the project be allowed.

The final paragraph of Policy 1 has been removed to Policy 3, in 

line with original recommendations of the HRA.  Wording has 

been changed following recommendations in a Health Check, to 

ensure the Policy meets the Basic Conditions.  The next round of 

consultation will, it is hoped, clarify whether this is acceptable to 

Natural England. 

Ellen Bekker Natural England

Regarding the first paragraph: if a project has adverse effects, but is allowed because of reasons of overriding 

public interest, the term ‘mitigation’ is no longer relevant (as mitigation can only be used to prevent significant 

likely effects or adverse effects), therefore only the term compensation’ is relevant here. mitigation' deleted, and 'compensatory provision' retained.

Ellen Bekker Natural England

Regarding the second paragraph: Natural England welcomes including a specific reference to recreational 

pressure, which can not only be caused by residential development, but also byrecreational/ leisure 

development; this reference should therefore be maintained. However, it is unclear whether ‘within the coastal 

European sites’ refers to development or recreational pressure. In addition, the abbreviation HRA is not 

explained elsewhere.

This paragraph has been moved to Policy 3 and amended.  

Additional text to explain 'HRA' has been added. Wording has 

been changed following recommendations in a Health Check, to 

ensure the Policy meets the Basic Conditions.  The next round of 

consultation will, it is hoped, clarify whether this is acceptable to 

Natural England. 

Ellen Bekker Natural England

For clarity, Natural England advises to rewrite this policy. In addition, you could consider moving the rewritten 

text to policy 3 and replace the paragraphs with a reference to Policy 3.

Agreed.  This part of the policy has been moved to Policy 3.  The 

NP is seeking not to cross-reference policies, as the Plan is to be 

read as a whole (additional text at the beginning has been added 

to clarify this)

Ellen Bekker Natural England Policy 3: Habitats and Species

Ellen Bekker Natural England

Natural England welcomes the inclusion of this policy and advises for this policy to be the main policy that 

considers impacts on internationally, European and nationally designated sites that other relevant policies could 

refer to. This would result in having one, clear criteria-based policy dealing specifically with the relevant 

internationally designated sites, with other policies referring to this. Policy 3 would then also include the text on 

internationally designated sites from policy 1, with policy 1 making a reference to policy 3. Agreed, but see point made above about cross-referencing



Ellen Bekker Natural England

Furthermore, on page 19, paragraph 3.10, “SPA’s” and “SAC’s” should be spelled as SPAs and SACs and “notified 

interest” should be plural, as every site has multiple features. In addition, the policy should include 

Northumberland Marine SPA and Lindisfarne SPA and Ramsar Site. Agreed.  Changes made

Ellen Bekker Natural England

With regards to SSSIs: the policy wording only focuses on allowing development when the benefits of 

development outweigh the harm, without taking alternatives and mitigation/compensation into account. We 

therefore advise adding to the sentence: “, no reasonable alternatives are available and mitigation, or where 

necessary compensation, is provided for the impact.” Agreed.  Changes made

Ellen Bekker Natural England Policy 4: Coastal management and the coastal strip

Ellen Bekker Natural England

The following sentence is unclear: “3.14 This policy seeks to ensure that development along the coastal strip 

defined on the Policies Map.” This policy or supporting text should also refer to policy 3 as it has the potential to 

affect designated sites.

Agreed.  Sentence grammar changed.  Reference to Policy 3 has 

been added into the supporting text. 

Ellen Bekker Natural England

Furthermore, in section 3.16 it is stated that designated sites are included on the policies map, however, this is 

not the case. We recommend including internationally, European and nationally designated sites on the map. Noted.  The designations will be added to the Policies Map.

Ellen Bekker Natural England Policy 8: Development within settlements

Ellen Bekker Natural England

Point a) refers to promoting access to the beaches, Please be advised that this can be contrary to policy 1 and 3, 

that it might cause adverse effects on coastal designated sites, or that preventing access could be a mitigation 

measure to prevent such effects. Therefore, there should be a reference to policy 3.

Reference to 'the beaches' has been removed from the policy.  It 

is accepted that this contradicts the intention of Policy 3 and the 

need to reduce impact on designated sites. 

Ellen Bekker Natural England

Point h refers to strategic mitigation, however, it is unclear whether such a scheme exists. If a reference is made 

to a potential strategic mitigation scheme to be developed by NorthumberlandCounty Council, then this should 

be explained. This could be explained in policy 3 or its supporting text, e.g. by stating that development should 

contribute to a strategic mitigation scheme to be developed by Northumberland County Council, or in its 

absence, bespoke mitigation measures agreed with the Council, before permission can be granted.

This paragraph was added on recommendation of the HRA report 

by AECOM.  Further discussion needed. 

Ellen Bekker Natural England Policy 9: Sustainable development outside the settlement boundaries

Ellen Bekker Natural England We advise to refer to policy 3 within this policy to consider potential effects on designated sites

Additional information has been added to the beginning of the 

Plan to clarify that the Plan is to be read as a whole, and 

particularly drawing attention to Policy 3, and the fact that all 

policies (where relevant) will need to comply with Policy 3.

Ellen Bekker Natural England Other policies

Ellen Bekker Natural England

We welcome the reference within policies 19, 21, 22, 23 and 25 to potential impacts on internationally 

designated sites. The wording, however, differs in some of the policies. Instead of referring to the need to 

demonstrate avoiding adverse effects, a reference could be made to policy 3, such as: ‘all proposals should take 

into account the requirements of Policy 3, including any necessary mitigation, to ensure that there will be no 

adverse effect on internationally and European designated sites.

These paragraphs have now been removed and an additional 

statement has been put at the beginning of the Plan, explaining 

that ALL policies must be read alongside Policy 3, and Policy 1 has 

been cross-referenced to Policy 3 (Policy 1 is a general strategic 

development policy).

Ellen Bekker Natural England Report to inform a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)

Ellen Bekker Natural England

We note that the report to inform the HRA refers to an older draft of the neighbourhood plan (May 2017, 

instead of July 2017) and we therefore request the (shadow) HRA to be updated. Request made.

Ellen Bekker Natural England

The HRA concludes that: “Therefore it is concluded that if these amendments to the document are made, none 

of the Neighbourhood Plan Policies require to be taken forward to Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment and a 

conclusion of no likely significant effect can be drawn.” (p 28).

Ellen Bekker Natural England Please see above for our advice regarding policy wording, which will provide greater clarity. Paragraph has been added at the beginning of the Plan

Ellen Bekker Natural England

However, we concur with the conclusion of the HRA in principle, namely that an AppropriateAssessment is not 

necessary. The neighbourhood plan does not include specific allocations and therefore it is sufficient to refer to 

the need for assessment at the project level, as long as the need to do so is included in policy 3, which is referred 

to in other relevant policies. See above

Ellen Bekker Natural England Furthermore, please be advised that Northumberland Marine pSPA is now an SPA. Noted

Ellen Bekker Natural England

Strategic Environmental Assessment Natural England welcomes the inclusion of the objective for biodiversity 

and geodiversity. The first question refers to ‘the status of the European designated sites of significance within 

the NNCNP area’, however, this should also include sites that are near the area, as impact pathways can cross 

the plan area boundary.

Do these changes need to be made by AECOM?  Not in the 

NNCNP

Ellen Bekker Natural England Lastly, it is unclear whether monitoring of the significant effects of the plan has been considered

Mr Erik Tengelsen

The Plan gives an excellent balance between preserving the existing character of the areas included and its 

attractions, while at the same time suggesting a good way forward for future growth and prosperity. In particular 

I'm very pleased to see the settlement boundary for North Sunderland to the south, placed along St Cuthbert 

Close, Regel Close and Main St.  By keeping the fields to the south, part of the AONB, it enhances this area and 

helps to keep its scenic beauty. Noted with thanks

Mr Erik Tengelsen

The Plan strongly emphasises not to over develop the areas with unsustainable developments as it has in the 

past but to keep things within the existing character. This aspect, I feel, is very important in attracting visitors to 

the area. It's not only the beaches but also the green and open spaces that is part of the attraction. Noted 

Mr Erik Tengelsen

As to future housing needs I'm pleased to see that the area to the east of Broad Road has been suggested as it 

has large open areas, well suited and as stated in the Plan, with less impact on designated areas. With so many 

seasonal jobs on the minimum/living wage scale in this area, I also hope that affordable housing for rent will 

reflect this, when future developments are considered.  

Noted.  Affordable housing contributions will be sought in line 

with the latest NCC requirements. 

Simon Herriot

The traffic situation during the high season can be challenging and it's therefore good to see that there is a plan 

for a car park to the south of Seahouses. However being a regular user of the beach at St Aiden's dunes, I 

strongly suggest looking at a better parking solution for the Links Rd, B1340 at this location. The beach is one of 

the main attraction for many families and its only natural that they want to park as close to the beach as 

possible. Policy 22, foot paths and cycle ways, is something there should be a stronger emphasis on in the 

future, as it will benefit the safety of both young and old. I fully support the plan and the good work of the 

Committee.

Noted.  The Neighbourhood Plan does support the provision of 

car parking but cannot specify specific areas.  Support for Policy 

22 noted with thanks. 

Mrs Ann Tengelsen

I agree with the settlement boundary for North Sunderland running along the garden boundaries of St Cuthbert 

Close, Regal Close and Main St. The area to the south being part of the AONB. Noted with thanks

Mrs Ann Tengelsen

For further housing needs the land east of Broad Rd has been suggested and it has less impact on the village as it 

is enclosed by trees. Other infill sites off North Lane are well placed for further development. Noted with thanks

Mrs Ann Tengelsen My I also say the maps on display were not up to date some people had difficulty making things out.

Noted - final maps will be updated with all existing development 

included



Simon Dobson

My parents live in Beadnell and have done so for many years. Indeed, my father lived their when he was a child 

and took his family there for holidays for years, buying a house in Beadnell in 1973. My brother and I and my 

children and nephew all have a strong family connection with Beadnell and will do for at least another 

generation to come. I support the draft plan put forward by your group. I hope you are successful with it. Noted with thanks

Northumberland County 

Council

I have consulted colleagues throughout the County Council on the Pre-Submission Draft Plan and have received 

comments from various service areas. The County Council’s comments are presented in the schedule attached 

to this letter. We have examined the content of the Draft Plan closely and have provided general comments 

about how the Plan is presented and on the substance and intent of the draft policies. Unfortunately, we have 

not been able to include comments from the Council’s Conservation Officer at this time but these will follow 

separately via email. It is likely that we will not be able to provide their comments relating to the historic 

environment until after the 1st September deadline set out in the Pre-Submission Draft Plan but would be 

grateful if you could still give them your consideration once received.

Noted.  Conservation Officer comments have now been received, 

and responses to those comments are included at the end of this 

list.

Northumberland County 

Council

There are a number of areas where we have identified concerns in terms of how well the Plan currently meets 

the ‘basic conditions’. We would hope that you will see these comments as critical support. They are intended to 

inform modification to the Plan so that it best meets the expectations of the Parish Council in terms of the future 

determination of development proposals, and, more importantly, so that the Plan can proceed to Independent 

Examination once it has been submitted to me with a greater expectation of a positive outcome. Where we have 

specific concerns about the extent to which the Pre-Submission Draft Plan meets the ‘basic conditions’, these 

are highlighted in bold text in the attached schedule. I hope that the comments made by the County Council will 

be helpful in reaching your conclusions about any modifications required prior to submission of the Plan.

Noted.  The support of NCC has been invaluable throughout the 

process.  Comments are welcomed, and addressed below. 

Northumberland County 

Council

This policy supports sustainable development and its intentions in this respect are supported by the LPA. 

However, it appears to imply support for development without any particular consideration of amenity impacts. 

Generally the Plan is strong in offering protection to species, habitats, heritage assets and landscapes including 

the AONB; and in supporting good design. Unfortunately, the Plan does not seem to include any policies that 

particularly address the issue of development impact on amenity, for example in relation to potential effect on 

the living conditions of existing residents from new housing, extensions to dwellings or the creation of other 

new development by, for example: overshadowing, overdominance, or loss of light associated with massing, 

height and proximity. This matter could easily be addressed through modification, perhaps to Policies 5, 8, 9 and 

18; or through the creation of an additional policy. Without modification to address this matter, in the opinion of 

the Local Planning Authority the policy would fail the basic conditions because it does not have regard to the 

core planning principles established in paragraph 17 of NPPF which require that planning should always seek to 

secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and 

buildings.

An additional criteria has been added to Policy 5.  As the plan is to 

be read 'as a whole', it is considered that Policy 5 will be applied 

to all proposals, including proposals considered under Policies 8, 9 

and 18.  

Northumberland County 

Council

It would be appropriate to modify Policy 1 to ensure that decisions to support the types of development 

specified are made in the context of other controls included elsewhere in policies in the Plan, and in the 

development plan generally where this is relevant. Subject to including modifications to other policies regarding 

amenity impact controls, it is recommended that Policy 1 be modified to require compliance with other relevant 

policies to avoid any misinterpretation about the extent of support for development. It is recommended that 

Policy 1 is modified as shown below. The fourth bullet point could benefit from minor modification to confirm 

that the provision of new facilities will be supported where they maintain or allow for the growth of local 

communities.

The fourth bullet point has been amended in line with 'Health 

Check' recommendation, which was to remove 'which contribute 

to sustainable communities', as it was considered difficult to 

quantify.  An additional paragraph has been inserted at the 

beginning of the Plan, entitled 'How to Read the Plan', and it 

makes clear reference to the fact that the Plan must be read as a 

whole, and drawing particular attention to Policy 3, as 

recommended by Natural England in their responses.

Northumberland County 

Council

Policy 1 has been modified to reflect the outcome of the Habitats Regulations Assessment. However, this 

modification seeks 'no adverse impact' from development. The LPA would question whether this is too onerous 

a test. The changes were made as a result of recommendations made by consultants AECOM in their HRA work 

and there are concerns that these may be excessive in terms of the tests to be applied and the burden placed on 

small development. It would be helpful to seek further informed and qualified advice on this matter before 

proceeding with the Plan. This matter may be addressed in the ongoing pre-submission health-check.

Agreed.  Health Check has recommended revised wording, and 

changes to the Policies.  This, along with changes recommended 

by Natural England will, it is hoped, mean that the plan does meet 

the Basic Conditions. 

Northumberland County 

Council

It is recommended that reference to ‘HRA’ in the last paragraph of the policy be modified to say ‘Habitats 

Regulations Assessment’.

Agreed.  Changes made, although this paragraph is being moved 

to Policy 3. 

Northumberland County 

Council

There is a contradiction between paragraphs 4 and 5 of this policy; paragraph 4 states that development that has 

an adverse effect on European sites will not be permitted unless certain tests are met, whereas paragraph 5 

states that development that has an adverse effect on European sites will not be permitted. Paragraph 5 has been moved to Policy 3.

Northumberland County 

Council

Paragraph 5 provides the more appropriate wording for a Neighbourhood Plan because developments that 

could be approved despite having an adverse effect on a European site will necessarily be developments of 

commensurate importance and so will be considerably beyond the remit of a neighbourhood plan. Accordingly, 

paragraph 4 should be deleted. The first part of paragraph 5 should also be deleted because it is unnecessarily 

restrictive. In light of the above comments, the following amendments to Policy 1 are suggested: “Within the 

Neighbourhood Plan Area , subject to compliance with other relevant policies in the development plan, including 

those in this Plan, and having regard to other material planning considerations, small-scale development will be 

supported which provides:• new Principal Residence dwellings, including affordable housing to meet local 

needs,• local employment opportunities,• new and expanded business premises, and• social, community, 

leisure and educational facilities which contribute to the maintenance or growth of local sustainable 

communities

Alterations to this policy have been made in accordance with 

recommendations from Natural England - some amendments 

made as suggested.

Northumberland County 

Council

The majority of development in the Plan area will be accommodated in Seahouses, which is a service centre, 

with associated facilities and transport links. Small scale development will be supported in the smaller 

settlements of Bamburgh and Beadnell. In Seahouses, larger scale development may be appropriate if it is 

outside the AONB and does not impact negatively on its special qualities.

This sentence has been removed, and is now in the supporting 

text, following comments received in relation to the Health Check, 

and comments elsewhere with regard to confusion about 'larger 

scale' and what that means. 

Northumberland County 

Council

Major development in the AONB, or affecting its setting, will not be permitted except in exceptional 

circumstances and where it can be demonstrated to be in the public interest and where there is no alternative 

location which could absorb the development without a significant adverse impact on the AONB.  NCC requests 

deletions of Paragraph 4, and first sentence of Paragraph 5 in letter. Noted.  See comments above. 

Northumberland County 

Council

The NPPF makes numerous references for the need for flexibility in plan-making, most notably in paragraph 14 

which sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Policy 2 requires all proposals to have 

regard to the Northumberland Landscape Character Assessment (2010). This dates the policy and could prevent 

further iterations of that document from being considered. It is suggested that a minor revision could be made 

to the policy to ensure that there is sufficient flexibility to allow for changes in guidance and/or evidence. For 

example, the opening paragraph of the policy could be revised as follows:

Northumberland County 

Council

“All proposals in the Neighbourhood Plan area should demonstrate how they respect the particular features of 

the landscapes identified in the Northumberland Landscape Character Assessment(2010) and any other relevant 

guidelines extant at the time the application is determined ,including…”.

Changes have been made to this policy in relation to Health Check 

- reference to LCA 2010 was recommended to be removed into 

supporting text.  Supporting text will be amended further to 

include recommended sentence from NCC>

Northumberland County 

Council The LPA recommends that the policy be modified as follows, in order to provide clarification:

Northumberland County 

Council

“Proposals which promote the preservation and restoration of priority habitats and species in the Plan area will 

be supported. The creation of new habitats will be supported, particularly where opportunities are identified in 

the most recent Shoreline Management Plan for habitat recreation.

The Health Check proposed removing parts of this text to the 

supporting text.  However, recommendations have been 

incorporated - reference to new habitat creation has been 

included in Policy 4 as it is relevant to the SMP.

Northumberland County 

Council

The impact of proposals on and adjacent to the European Sites in the Plan area will be assessed in accordance 

with the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended).



Northumberland County 

Council European sites within the plan area at the time of publication comprise:

Noted.  The Northumberland Marine pSPA is now an SPA (as 

advised by Natural England.  Natural England made detailed 

comments on this policy, and it has been amended in accordance 

with their comments.   It is considered that to include places 

within the policy that are not in the Plan area, would not be 

appropriate.  The supporting text has been amended to add in the 

list of SSSIs that are within and adjacent to the Plan area.   For 

consistency, the SPAs have also been added to the supporting 

text, as this is information, rather than policy. 

Northumberland County 

Council · Berwickshire & North Northumberland Coast SAC

Northumberland County 

Council · Farne Islands SPA

Northumberland County 

Council · Northumbria Coast Ramsar site

Northumberland County 

Council · Northumbria Coast SPA

Northumberland County 

Council · Northumberland Marine pSPA

Northumberland County 

Council · North Northumberland Dunes SAC

Northumberland County 

Council

Proposals likely to have a negative effect on the notified interest features of any SSSI will normally be refused 

unless the benefits of the proposal clearly outweigh the impacts andthere are no alternative solutions. SSSIs 

within or adjacent to the plan area at the time ofpublication comprise: The list has been included in the supporting text. 

Northumberland County 

Council · the Farne Islands SSSI

Northumberland County 

Council · Bamburgh Coast and Hills SSSI,

Northumberland County 

Council · Bamburgh Dunes SSSI,

Northumberland County 

Council · Bradford Kaims SSSI,

Northumberland County 

Council · Brada Hill SSSI,

Northumberland County 

Council · Northumberland Shore SSSI

Northumberland County 

Council · Lindisfarne SSSI

Northumberland County 

Council · Spindlestone Heughs SSSI

Northumberland County 

Council · Newton Links SSSI

Northumberland County 

Council

Second line - reference to the “...Plan area…”. Suggest review throughout and ensure common referencing in all 

supporting text and all policies to either the Plan Area; the Neighbourhood Plan Area; or the Neighbourhood 

Area. This should be explained in the Introduction (page 4 and 5). Agreed.  

Northumberland County 

Council

See recommendations suggested above in comments about Policy 1 regarding the need for amenity 

considerations to be included in the Plan to demonstrate regard for paragraph 17 of NPPF. Criterion e) makes 

reference to the ‘Exterior Lighting Master Plan’ as a means of guiding developers on how to incorporate 

measures to reduce glare and intensity values of new lighting. This document relates specifically to the 

designated Northumberland International Dark Sky Park whose area covers the Northumberland National Park 

and adjacent Kielder Water and Forest park. This is some considerable distance from the North Northumberland 

Coast Neighbourhood Area. It is noted that there may be a local aspiration to extend the Dark Sky Park 

designation (paragraph 3.24). However, at present the Dark Sky Park and any associated guidance or 

management documents have no particular relevance to this Neighbourhood Area. The LPA would support 

policy that seeks to limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark 

landscapes and nature conservation in accordance with policy established at paragraph 125 of NPPF. It would be 

appropriate to redraft criterion e) so that it has regard to paragraph 125 of NPPF without making reference to 

guidance that does not apply to this Neighbourhood Area. It is recommended that criterion e) is modified as 

follows:

Agreed.  Changes to policy made.  Additional information in the 

supporting text to explain the importance of Dark Skies on the 

Northumberland Coast, and information about where to access 

technical guidance. 

Northumberland County 

Council

e) measures have been incorporated to limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, 

intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. Agreed

Northumberland County 

Council

It would be helpful if the photograph at the top of the page was annotated. It is not clear whether this photo is 

associated with Policy 6 and whether it is intended to be an example of good or bad shop design. Clarification 

required. Agreed.  Text added to photo

Northumberland County 

Council

The reason for criterion (d) should be better explained - perhaps in the context of retaining dark skies (having 

regard to paragraph 125 of the NPPF). Use of the term ‘...should be minimised.’ may be seen as imprecise and 

subjective and therefore difficult to apply in practice. In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the policy 

would fail the basic conditions because criterion (d) does not provide a practical framework within which 

decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency as required by 

paragraph 17 of NPPF. Planning Practice Guidance also requires: ‘ A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be 

clear and unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it consistently 

and with confidence when determining planning applications. It should be concise, precise and supported by 

appropriate evidence.’ (PPG ID 41-041-20140306). This policy also shows conflict in respect of the expectations 

of paragraph 154 of NPPF which seeks to ensure that policies provide a clear indication to decision makers on 

how they should react to a proposal.

Changes to criterion d) have been made as suggested in the 

Health Check

Northumberland County 

Council

The final sentence of the policy states: “Where new shop fronts are proposed, or where no original design or 

detail has survived, proposals will be expected to be of high quality design using high quality materials.” NPPF 

paragraph 58 requires developments to respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local 

surroundings and materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation. It would be helpful if 

the policy were drafted to better reflect NPPF. It is suggested that the final paragraph be redrafted as follows: Noted

Northumberland County 

Council

“ ...proposals will be expected to be of high quality design that responds to local character and history, and 

reflects the identity of local surroundings and materials.” Agreed.  Changes incorporated as suggested.



Northumberland County 

Council There is a typing error in criterion (d): “ilumination” should read “illumination” Change made

Northumberland County 

Council

It would be appropriate to use the term ‘express consent’ rather than “...advertisement consent…” since this 

gives clearer meaning to the terms of the policy. Policy 7 requires advertisements to be “...of high quality design 

and a suitable size in proportion to the building or land…” . Controls over advertisements are a complex area of 

legislation, policy and guidance. Controls can only be exercised in the interests of amenity and public safety 

(paragraph 67 of NPPF applies); and controls will only apply where the advert will clearly have an appreciable 

impact on a building or on their surroundings. Reference to high quality design are not appropriate in the 

context of advertisement control since this would be beyond the meaning of amenity.

Additional information has been added to the supporting text 

with regard to amenity.   Recommendations from Health Check in 

relation to this policy have also been incorporated.

Northumberland County 

Council

Reference to suitable size in proportion to the building is unclear and open to interpretation and would 

therefore be difficult to apply consistently. Planning Practice Guidance ( Paragraph: 029 Reference ID: 18b-029-

20140306) confirms that local plans do not have to include advertisement policies. Where policies are proposed 

to protect the unique character of an area these must be evidence based. Whilst the supporting text at 

paragraph 3.29 refers to a proliferation of advertisements leading to the erosion of local character, there is no 

clear evidence to justify the introduction of any particular policy control over future outdoor advertising. This 

challenges the expectations of national guidance.

Additional information has been added to the supporting text 

with regard to amenity.   Recommendations from Health Check in 

relation to this policy have also been incorporated.

Northumberland County 

Council

Having regard to the nationally described controls over advertisements it is recommended that criterion a) be 

modified by deleting the word “ . ..visual… ” since this does not fully cover amenity impacts. Planning Practice 

Guidance refers in detail to the impact of advertisements on road users and it is questionable whether it is 

necessary to refer specifically to ‘...hazard to traffic..’ in the policy. It is recommended that the words “ ...or pose 

a hazard to traffic… ” should be deleted since they are not necessary because advice on this matter is given 

separately in national guidance. The final paragraph of Policy 7 requiring free standing advertisements to be 

located ‘...as close as possible to the premises to which they relate’ is imprecise and subjective and therefore 

difficult to apply in practice. In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the policy would fail the basic 

conditions because it does not provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning applications 

can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency as required by paragraph 17 of NPPF. Planning 

Practice Guidance also requires: ‘ A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It should 

be drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence when 

determining planning applications. It should be concise, precise and supported by appropriate evidence.’ (PPG 

ID 41-041-20140306). This policy also shows conflict in respect of the expectations of paragraph 154 of NPPF 

which seeks to ensure that policies provide a clear indication to decision makers on how they should react to a 

proposal.

Additional information has been added to the supporting text 

with regard to amenity.   Recommendations from Health Check in 

relation to this policy have also been incorporated.

Northumberland County 

Council

See recommendations suggested above in comments about Policy 1 regarding the need for amenity 

considerations to be included in the Plan to demonstrate regard for paragraph 17 of NPPF.

Amenity considerations have been incorporated into Policy 5.  

The Plan is to be read as a whole.

Northumberland County 

Council

In order to justify criterion (c) it would be helpful to refer to specific evidence to justify the intended departure 

from parking standards usually applied by the LPA. If evidence is not available this may be an issue in meeting 

the basic conditions because national guidance requires that policies are supported by appropriate evidence. In 

any event, the application of such standards through planning policy would be challengeable. Additional evidence is being provided

Northumberland County 

Council

Criterion (c) and (d) are likely to be seen as unreasonable since they apply additional costs on development 

which has not been justified. As drafted the policy would expect that new development that creates an 

additional bedroom will be refused unless an additional off-street parking space is provided. This is likely to 

conflict with paragraph 32 of NPPF which significantly restricts the circumstances in which development may be 

refused on transport grounds to those applying to developments that generate significant amounts of 

movement and where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.

Criterion c) has been removed.  Criterion d) is felt to be 

reasonable, given the local context, where over development is a 

frequent issue.  Examples have been provided in the supporting 

information

Northumberland County 

Council

In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the policy would fail the basic conditions because criterion c) and 

d) present conflict with paragraph 32 of NPPF which defines those circumstances where development should be 

prevented. The policy is not supported by appropriate evidence and therefore conflicts with national guidance 

(PPG ID 41-041-20140306).

Criterion c) has been removed.  Criterion d) is felt to be 

reasonable, given the local context, where over development is a 

frequent issue.  Examples have been provided in the supporting 

information

Northumberland County 

Council

It is recommended that modifications are made to criterion (f) by deleting “...: and …” at the end of the criterion; 

then modifying criterion g) to read “...where necessary ; and …” Agreed.  Changes made

Northumberland County 

Council

It may be helpful to deal with matters regarding public (visitor) parking in a separate policy. This could 

incorporate policy to seek to prevent the loss of existing parking, provided evidence is presented to support the 

need for public car parking. Agreed. Separate policy will be considered.  

Northumberland County 

Council It may also be helpful to deal with planning obligations as a separate policy Agreed. Separate policy will be considered.  

Northumberland County 

Council

Criterion (e) makes reference to wildlife corridors which are not shown on the Policies Map. These should be 

added to the Policies Map for the Submission version. This was an omission.  Final maps will show wildlife corridors. 

Northumberland County 

Council

Criterion (h) should be amended as it should apply to SSSIs as well as European sites. The following modification 

is suggested:“(h) contribute as necessary to any strategic mitigation initiatives devised to protect the 

Northumbria Coast SPA/Ramsar site, or other internationally or nationally important wildlife sites.”

Criterion h) was written by AECOM as part of the Habs Regs 

Assessment.  However, a clear statement at the beginning of the 

Plan should mean that all policies will be read alongside Policy 3 as 

well as other policies in the Plan.  It is proposed to delete criterion 

h)

Northumberland County 

Council

See recommendations suggested above in comments about Policy 1 regarding the need for amenity 

considerations to be included in the Plan to demonstrate regard for paragraph 17 of NPPF.

Policy 5 now contains reference to amenity - plan to be read as a 

whole. 

Northumberland County 

Council

In order to aid application, interpretation and explanation of the policy, rather than using bullet points it would 

be more helpful to have each bullet point given a letter, ie a), b), c) etc. This would be consistent with the 

approach taken elsewhere in the Plan. Agreed.  Changed to letters. 

Northumberland County 

Council

It is recommended that Policy 9 is modified to remove the terms ‘...as defined in the NPPF…’. The policy should 

then identify relevant exceptions where development would be allowed in the countryside having regard to 

policy set out in paragraphs 28 and 55 of NPPF. Changes have been incorporated as suggested in Health Check

Northumberland County 

Council

It may be appropriate to modify the policy to provide clarity by including a distinction or re-affirmation of the 

approach to be taken to development in the countryside where that is also part of the AONB. In addition, having 

regard to the various coastal habitat designations it is suggested that the end of the second bullet Changes have been incorporated as suggested in Health Check

Northumberland County 

Council

“ ...with pedestrian links to town or village centres and beaches so long as this would not adversely affect 

designated sites”

Policy has been amended following Natural England's concerns 

about access to beaches.

Northumberland County 

Council

The final bullet point refers to Principal Residences. As this part of the policy relies on Policy 14 (Principal 

Residence Housing), consideration could be given to a reference to Policy 14 within Policy 9.

The Plan is to be read as a whole.  Principal Residence is defined in 

the glossary as well. 

Northumberland County 

Council

It is noted that the two North Sunderland / Seahouses Conservation Area boundaries are not shown on the 

Policies Map inset for that settlement. For clarity and consistency, this should be remedied before submission of 

the Plan.

This was an omission.  Final maps will show Conservation Area 

boundaries. 

Northumberland County 

Council

In order to strengthen the policy and its general alignment with national policy and guidance (paragraphs 64, 126 

and 131 of NPPF) it may be appropriate to make modifications that secure the need for a positive contribution to 

local character being made by new development. The following minor modification to the second sentence is 

suggested:

Northumberland County 

Council

“Development proposals, including……, will be required to make a positive contribution to local character and 

distinctiveness. Development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the 

character and quality of the Conservation Area and the way it functions will be refused. ” Agreed.  Wording amended.

Northumberland County 

Council

In order to strengthen the policy and its general alignment with national policy and guidance (paragraphs 64,126 

and 131 of NPPF) it may be appropriate to make modifications that secure the need for a positive contribution to 

local character being made by new development. The following minor modification to the second sentence is 

suggested: Agreed. 

Northumberland County 

Council

“Development proposals, including……, will be required to make a positive contribution to local character and 

distinctiveness. Development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the 

character and quality of the Conservation Area and the way it functions will be refused. ” Agreed.

Northumberland County 

Council

It may be helpful to include a map in the Plan that specifically defines the Duckett and its setting referred to in 

element e) of the policy. Agreed.  Request will be made to add Duckett.



Northumberland County 

Council

This policy seeks to elevate consideration of development impact on historic character above that normally 

applied. It is accepted that it may be possible to identify areas that could be considered as non-designated 

heritage assets. It is also recognised that work has started on defining a Conservation Area for Beadnell. Noted.

Northumberland County 

Council

However, the difficulty with Policy 12 may lie in its interpretation and application. In particular, there is no 

definition of what ‘ ...must have special regard to… ’ would mean in practice which could lead to uncertainty and 

lack of consistency in decision making. This presents a challenge in meeting the basic conditions.

Amendments to policy have been incorporated following Health 

Check.  'have regard' has been changed to 'reflect', as suggested. 

Northumberland County 

Council

Although paragraph 3.49 seeks to provide some justification for this policy, this is very limited in its description 

of any justification for designating a historic core. It is recommended that further evidence should be provided if 

this policy is to remain in the Plan. As currently drafted and without further definition and evidence, in the 

opinion of the Local Planning Authority the policy would fail to meet the basic conditions because it does not 

provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree 

of predictability and efficiency as required by paragraph 17 of NPPF. Planning Practice Guidance also requires: ‘ 

A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity 

that a decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence when determining planning applications. It 

should be concise, precise and supported by appropriate evidence.’ (PPG ID 41-041-20140306). This policy also 

shows conflict in respect of the expectations of paragraph 154 of NPPF which seeks to ensure that policies 

provide a clear indication to decision makers on how they should react to a proposal.

 There is robust evidence that the central core of Beadnell is of 

historic interest.  Work is being done on this within the AONB 

Partnership.  The boundary has been clearly defined, which gives 

clarity.  Historic maps, and information locally have been used to 

define the extent of the area. 

Northumberland County 

Council

Policy 13 refers to a list of non-designated heritage assets which are considered suitable for local listing. The 

policy references these as being set out in Appendix A. However, while Appendix A lists these non-designated 

heritage assets, it does not provide details; Appendix A simply refers to an evidence base document which 

provides further detail. NPPG ( Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 18a-006-20140306) states: “While there is no 

requirement to do so, local planning authorities are encouraged to consider making clear and up to date 

information on their identified non-designated heritage assets, both in terms of the criteria used to identify 

assets and information about the location of existing assets, accessible to the public. In this context, the inclusion 

of information about non-designated assets in Local Plans can be helpful, as can the identification of areas of 

potential for the discovery of non-designated heritage assets with archaeological interest.”

The final list document is very long, and it was felt inappropriate 

to append the whole document to the Plan.  The inclusion of the 

list on a suitable website may be the most appropriate way of 

referencing it as a document. 

Northumberland County 

Council

Northumberland County Council supports the inclusion of this policy and considers that the policy is sufficiently 

robust both in its evidence and in its currently-drafted form. Noted with thanks

Northumberland County 

Council

The first sentence of Policy 18 may be meaningless without qualification. It could, for example, require 

extensions and annexes to be in keeping with the existing building(s). Policy 18 has been deleted and replaced with a different policy.  

Northumberland County 

Council

Please see comments made in respect of Policy 8(c) in relation to car parking. The comments provided in relation 

to Policy 8 also apply to Policy 18(d) with regard to parking within the curtilage. This is likely to conflict with 

paragraph 32 of NPPF which significantly restricts the circumstances in which development may be refused on 

transport grounds to those applying to developments that generate significant amounts of movement and 

where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.  In the opinion of the Local Planning 

Authority the policy would fail the basic conditions because criterion c) and d) present conflict with paragraph 32 

of NPPF which defines those circumstances where development should be prevented. The policy is not 

supported by appropriate evidence and therefore conflicts with national guidance (PPG ID 41-041-20140306).

As the parking issue relates to the use of dwellings as holiday lets 

for multiple families/occupiers, a separate policy has been added, 

with regard to this type of development.  The car parking issue is 

now covered in this policy. 

Northumberland County 

Council

Policy 19 proposes to designate the school playing fields as local green space. Northumberland County Council is 

supportive of the retention of the field as a community resource. Support welcomed

Northumberland County 

Council

It is difficult to identify many of the sites to be designated as local green space. While these are listed within the 

policy, they are not numbered, either within the policy itself or on the policies map. It would be helpful if these 

could be numbered, for example, 1-18 both within the policy and on the policies map. In addition, it would be 

helpful if some of the site names within the policy could be revised to provide absolute certainty (for example, 

the inclusion of street names where possible). In particular, “Seafield Primary School Playing Fields” would 

appear to actually be “Seahouses First School Playing Fields” and should be amended accordingly. Agreed.  Numbers added and wording clarified

Northumberland County 

Council

The final paragraph of the policy should be amended as it should apply to SSSIs as well as European sites. The 

following modification is suggested:  “Any proposals for development of Local Green Spaces would also need to 

ensure that their loss would not result in an increase in visitor pressure within the Northumbria Coast 

SPA/Ramsar site or other internationally or nationally important wildlife sites.”

Northumberland County 

Council

Policy 21 identifies proposals to provide small-scale new or improved visitor facilities which will be supported, 

subject to other policy requirements within the Plan. However, the Plan does not provide further details. Given 

that some of these proposals, particularly those at (a), (d) and (e), are quite specific, it may be helpful to indicate 

these on the Policies Map.

The policy wording is clear, and the proposals do not have clear 

site boundaries, so it is difficult to show them specifically on the 

policies map.  These are not intended to be site allocations - they 

are policies to support the development of community and 

tourism facilities in these general areas

Northumberland County 

Council

The following clarifications are suggested to the final paragraph of this policy, as it should apply to all adverse 

effects and to SSSIs as well as European sites: “Any proposals for new or improved visitor facilities would need 

to demonstrate that they would avoid an adverse effect through an increase in visitor pressure within the 

Northumbria Coast SPA/Ramsar site or other internationally or nationally important wildlife sites.” Agreed.  Wording amended.

Northumberland County 

Council

There is concern regarding the proposal for a new car park on the southern edge of the settlement boundary at 

Seahouses. This is a very specific proposal at a specific location and so is akin to a site allocation. There are 

significant landscape and ecological issues associated with this site which have not been addressed in the plan

This is not intended to be a site allocation.  It merely supports the 

provision of car parking at the southern edge of Seahouses.  Any 

planning application would be considered on its merits, and in line 

with other policies in the Development Plan.  The policy intends 

to lend its support, and to give some material weight to the need 

for a car park in this area.

Northumberland County 

Council

Northumberland County Council supports Policy 22 to increase visitor travel by more sustainable means by 

improving footpaths and cycle ways. This is also likely to assist local residents to travel by more sustainable 

modes. Additionally, the policy states that these routes are shown on the Policies Map but they appear to have 

been omitted.

Support welcomed.  The footpaths will be shown on the Policies 

Map, and the route numbers clarified within the policy. 

Northumberland County 

Council

The following clarifications are suggested to the final paragraph of this policy, as it should apply to all adverse 

effects and to SSSIs as well as European sites:“Any proposals for creation and/or improvements of footpaths 

and cycleways would need to demonstrate that their improvement or creation would not result in an increase in 

visitor pressure within an adverse effect on the Northumbria Coast SPA/Ramsar site or other internationally or 

nationally important wildlife sites. ” Wording amended as suggested

Northumberland County 

Council

Policy 23(c) identifies two sites at North Sunderland for employment use (one existing and one proposed). The 

policy states that these are shown on the Policies Map but this is not the case.  Although Policy 23(b) does not 

refer to the Policies Map, it would be useful if the specific sites identified within Policy 23(b) were also included 

on the Policies Map.

Agreed.  This was an omission and the sites will be shown on the 

policies map. 

Northumberland County 

Council

The following clarifications are suggested to the final paragraph of this policy, as it should apply to SSSIs as well 

as European sites:  “Any proposals for new or extended business and employment facilities would need to 

demonstrate that they would avoid an adverse effect on the integrity of internationally or nationally important 

wildlife sites.” Wording amended as suggested



Northumberland County 

Council

The following clarifications are required because landscape impacts are assessed through the preparation of 

LVIAs rather than landscaping plans and because the final sentence of the policy should apply to SSSIsas well as 

European sites:“Expansion of existing static caravan sites and the creation of new static caravan sites will not be 

supported.  Proposals for bunkhouses, chalets, touring caravans and camping accommodation will be supported 

where they are small scale and can be accommodated without a negative impact on the local landscape. This will 

be determined through the submission of a landscaping plan Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA). 

Proposals would need to demonstrate how their implementation will avoid an adverse effect on the integrity of 

internationally or nationally important wildlife sites.”In terms of areas within the AONB, there is a 

comprehensive assessment of the landscape and visual impact of these items in Chapter 9 of the document 

entitled ‘Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study’, prepared for the Northumberland AONB Partnership in 

2013. The document can be accessed via the following link: 

http://www.northumberlandcoastaonb.org/files/Downloads/6882-Sensitivity-Capacity-Study.compressed.pdf Wording amended as suggested

Northumberland County 

Council

There are a number of issues relating to the Policies Map, particularly where references to the Map are made 

within individual policies but these are then not shown on the Map itself. Issues identified with the Policies Map 

are set out below:● Order of appearance in the legend: Policies maps amended

Northumberland County 

Council

○ It would be helpful if the legend could be re-ordered so that the Neighbourhood Plan Boundary appears first, 

followed by the policies in order. Noted.

Northumberland County 

Council

● Policy 8: This policy is identified on the Policies Map as “Settlement Boundary”. These are indicated on the 

Policies Map. However, Policy 8 also identifies linkages between wildlife corridors (see Policy 8(e)). These are not 

shown on the Policies Map. Since Policy 8 is already identified on the Policies

Noted - final maps will be updated with all existing development 

included

Northumberland County 

Council

Map as “Settlement Boundary”, these linkages will need to be differentiated as being separate, but also part of 

Policy 8;

Northumberland County 

Council

● Policy 10: The Seahouses / North Sunderland Conservation Areas are identified in the legend on the Policies 

Map but the conservation areas themselves are not shown on the map;

Northumberland County 

Council

● Policy 19: Please see comments provided in relation to Policy 19 with reference to the numbering of areas of 

Local Green Space both within the policy and on the Policies Map;

Northumberland County 

Council

● Policy 21: Please see comments provided in relation to Policy 21. The policy identifies some specific sites but 

these are not shown on the Policies Map;

Northumberland County 

Council

● Policy 22: The policy refers to specific footpaths which are identified on the Policies Map. However, Policy 22 is 

not included on the map legend, nor are these areas shown on the Policies Map;

Northumberland County 

Council

● Policy 23: Policy 23 identifies employment sites which are, according to the policy text, included on the Policies 

Map. Policy 23 does not appear on the map legend, nor are the sites identified on the map itself. Please see 

comments provided under Policy 23 for more detail

Northumberland County 

Council

Main Observations/Issues There appears to be some confusion within the document regarding the plan period. 

On the front page of the plan, this is stated as 2031; however, the header at the top of each page (including the 

front page) is shown as 2032

Northumberland County 

Council

Throughout the Plan, there are references to “Plan Area”, “Neighbourhood Plan Area” and “Neighbourhood 

Area”. It would be helpful, for the avoidance of doubt, if one term could be used throughout the Plan.

Northumberland County 

Council

In view of the withdrawal of the Core Strategy and the uncertainty as to the form and timing of its replacement, 

it is suggested that the section on this is redrafted as follows

Northumberland County 

Council “Northumberland County Council Local Plan (emerging)

Northumberland County 

Council

1.5 Northumberland County Council is preparing a Local Plan for Northumberland. The Local Plan will contain 

updated strategic planning policies. Policies in the Neighbourhood Plan have been prepared having regard to the 

draft policies in the emerging Core Strategy and are closely aligned to those policies relevant to the 

Neighbourhood Area. Subsequent to preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan, the County Council resolved to 

withdraw the Core Strategy. In spite of this, it is considered that the scope and content of the Neighbourhood 

Plan is in general conformity with strategic policies in the saved elements of the Berwick upon Tweed Local Plan, 

as modified by national planning policy. There is nothing to suggest that a revised local plan covering 

Northumberland would radically alter the former Core Strategy policies insofar as the Northumberland Coast 

AONB is concerned.

The health check proposed removing this paragraph, as it was felt 

more appropriate for a Basic Conditions statement than to be 

contained within a Neighbourhood Plan.  This paragraph has now 

been removed. 

Northumberland County 

Council

1.6 Up to date evidence prepared by the County Council and used to support the formerly emerging Core 

Strategy has been used to inform policies proposed in this Plan. Evidence base documents used in preparing the 

Neighbourhood Plan are listed in Appendix B.”In view of the withdrawal of the Core Strategy and the uncertainty 

as to the form and timing of its replacement, it is suggested that the first sentence of this paragraph is redrafted 

as follows:

Northumberland County 

Council

“ An indicative amount of new housing required for the Plan area (230 dwellings over the Plan period) is not set 

by the Neighbourhood Plan, but by the emerging Core Strategy that has now been withdrawn. In the absence of 

a revised Local Plan figure, it is considered that 230 could still be used given the level of developments already 

completed or ‘in the pipeline’ and given the aspirations for growth set out in this Neighbourhood Plan .” Agreed wording amended. 

Northumberland County 

Council

As the new County Council administration is looking to reduce the housing total, it is unlikely that a figure higher 

than 230 would be proposed for this sub-area. Were it to be lower, this would not create a problem in terms of 

general conformity, as neighbourhood plans are entitled to propose higher levels of development Noted

Northumberland County 

Council

At the time of writing, these evidence base documents have been withdrawn along with the Core Strategy. 

However, the paragraph can remain as currently drafted, as the evidence was intended to inform all future plans 

and strategies and did not rely on the then emerging Core Strategy. There is a strong chance that these 

documents will be reinstated Noted

Northumberland County 

Council

Check references throughout the Plan for use of uppercase letters in reference to ‘Neighbourhood Plan Area’. 

Generally it would be more accurate to refer to this as the Neighbourhood Area since this relates specifically to 

the area designated and the area to which the Plan relates. Noted

Northumberland County 

Council

It is suggested that the second sentence of this paragraph would make better sense if it were to read: They are 

shown on the Policies Map to ensure that proposals coming forward can be planned and designed having regard 

to what these designations are, and the level of protection afforded to them Agreed wording amended. 

Northumberland County 

Council

The caption below the photograph states that the subject is an Arctic Tern; however, the photograph is of a 

Little Tern rather than an Arctic Tern. The caption should be amended accordingly. Agreed wording amended. 

Northumberland County 

Council

In view of the withdrawal of the Core Strategy and the uncertainty as to the form and timing of its replacement, 

it is suggested that the section on this is redrafted as follows area in the now withdrawn Core Strategy for 

Northumberland is for 230 dwellings between 2011 and 2031.” Agreed wording amended. 

Northumberland County 

Council

In view of the withdrawal of the Core Strategy and the uncertainty as to the form and timing of its replacement, 

it is suggested that the first sentence of this paragraph is redrafted as follows: “Seahouses is defined as a 'Service 

Centre' in the now withdrawn Northumberland Local Plan Core Strategy and this status also reflects the existing 

development plan (Add footnote here that states: The Berwick upon Tweed Local Plan encourages development 

in the settlement that maintains its role as a secondary centre for housing, employment and the provision of 

services). This means the majority of new development will be directed to Seahouses.” Agreed wording amended. 

Northumberland County 

Council

It is noted that items mentioned in this paragraph as being depicted on the Policies Map - i.e. the two Seahouses 

/ North Sunderland Conservation Area boundaries, and wildlife corridors. While these are included within the 

Legend on the Policies Map, they do not appear on the map itself. Noted.  Policies maps being updated.

Northumberland County 

Council

Typing error in first sentence. Sentence should be revised to read as follows: “Beadnell has over the last 20 years 

…” Agreed wording amended. 

Northumberland County 

Council Second line “ distruptive ” should read “ disruptive ”. Agreed wording amended. 

Northumberland County 

Council Please see comment made in relation to Policy 8.

Northumberland County 

Council

The disruptive parking referred to in paragraph 4.2 could be controlled via parking/waiting restrictions on the 

existing highway to the benefit of other road users. There is no disruptive parking referred to in Paragraph 4.2. 



Northumberland County 

Council

The term “the elderly” is used in both paragraph 4.6 and Policy 16. It is suggested that this be removed and 

replaced with “older people”. Agreed.  Policy 16 now deleted and incorporated into Policy 1. 

Northumberland County 

Council

It is fully understood that the Neighbourhood Plan Group carried out local surveys of employers and the general 

public that indicated that new employment land was needed but this may need justification in a wider context. 

Consideration should be given to the inclusion of references to the employment land information available from 

the County Council. It is fully appreciated that the evidence base documents for the Core Strategy have currently 

been withdrawn from public view to reflect the withdrawal of the Core Strategy. Nevertheless, they contain 

much useful evidence on the site and the need or otherwise for more land. Some of this is relatively low key, 

even negative, on the need for additional land - notwithstanding the importance that it attaches to keeping the 

existing North Sunderland employment area in B1, B2 and B8 uses.  The original Northumberland Employment 

Land-Review-January-2011.PDF ) Land Review of January 2011 is available via the link 

below:http://www.northumberland.gov.uk/NorthumberlandCountyCouncil/media/Planning-and-

Building/planning%20policy/Studies%20and%20Evidence%20Reports/Economy%20Retail%20Studies/2.%20ELR/

Employment-

Noted.  However, the existing employment site is full, and the 

plan seeks to make provision for future employment need, by 

allocating a site for employment use.  

Northumberland County 

Council

The overall recommendation of the 2011 Study was that the site should be retained for employment use. 

Subsequently, the Northumberland Local Plan Core Strategy Employment Land Review Update of October 2013 

continued to place value on the importance of retaining the site, stating: “Site is largely b-class operators, with 

some recent incursion by other economic activity. The site plays important local role in the Coastal area as a 

location for b-class uses and the will continue to be protected for this role.” (See link:http://northumberland-

consult.limehouse.co.uk/file/2684333 )

Noted.  The neighbourhood Plan seeks to protect this site for 

employment use in Policy 23 c)

Northumberland County 

Council

A further document, entitled “Employment Land and Premises Demand Study” July 2015 (see link 

http://www.northumberland.gov.uk/NorthumberlandCountyCouncil/media/Planning-and-

Building/planning%20policy/Studies%20and%20Evidence%20Reports/Economy%20Retail%20Studies/3.%20Emp

loyment%20Land%20Premises/Employment-Land-and-Premises-Demand-Study-July-2015.pdf ) brings this 

evidence more up-to-date. It states that the North Sunderland site, whilst small, is the town’s main industrial site 

and as such will meet the requirements of from small scale local occupiers. It does not see any substantial 

increase in demand as being likely but does see the possibility that the strong visitor and tourism economy may 

bring demand from support services. It notes that private sector speculative development is not viable. It also 

regards the high number of second homes as limiting market demand. As with previous studies it sees the 

importance of retaining the existing industrial estate in employment use but with no recommendation that 

additional land is needed. Noted 

Northumberland County 

Council

The Northumberland Employment Land Take-up Study 1999 – 2016 shows that there has been some relatively 

recent activity on the estate. (see link 

http://www.northumberland.gov.uk/NorthumberlandCountyCouncil/media/Planning-and-

Building/planning%20policy/Studies%20and%20Evidence%20Reports/Economy%20Retail%20Studies/4.%20Emp

loyment%20Land%20Takeup/Employment-Land-Take-up-Study-1999-2016.pdf ) Noted.

Northumberland County 

Council

It is recommended that the proposal for additional land needs to be more substantially justified with reference 

to these studies - perhaps refuting their arguments that more land will not be needed through the Group’s own 

local evidence. In addition, it is considered that additional evidence would be required to demonstrate that the 

new site can be delivered - e.g. land ownership issues etc. (NB the Employment land Review noted the relative 

isolation of the existing North Sunderland site from the centre of the village).

Landowners have been contacted with regard to this site.  The 

existing site is full, and the Neighbourhood Plan is seeking to 

support sustainable development.  This means allowing for 

growth in the local economy.  

Northumberland County 

Council

Paragraph 5.4 refers to the new site being on the Policies Map but it is not shown. The Policies Map should be 

amended accordingly. Agreed.  The policies map will be amended. 

Northumberland County 

Council

In view of the withdrawal of the Core Strategy and the uncertainty as to the form and timing of its replacement, 

it is suggested that this paragraph is redrafted as follows:“The North Northumberland Coast Neighbourhood 

Plan will, in all likelihood be 'made' before a Local Plan is adopted. It may therefore be necessary to review the 

neighbourhood plan in light of any policy shifts.” Agreed wording amended. 

Stephen Hall and Vicky 

Cordingley 

We have studied the North Northumberland Coast Neighbourhood Plan and would like to register our support 

for the findings and proposals contained within the comprehensive suite of documents. In particular we are fully 

supportive of the proposed “Seahouses Settlement Boundary “ which if implemented will go a long  way to 

preserving  the beauty of the current landscape on the approaches to the village and contribute to maintaining 

the ANOB status of the adjacent area. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert

The proposed neighbourhood plan is a commendable document that captures many of the issues and provides 

creditable solutions within the planning framework proposed. I welcome its creation and would like to support it 

going forward. Support welcomed

Introduction: The focus on people, place and prosperity is a good reflection of the issues and a constructive 

attitude for forward planning in the North Northumberland Coast area.

Yvonne Probert

Vision and Objectives:·        I support the vision and the objectives as I feel they address many of the issues that 

are af Policy 1: Sustainability – agreeing that there will be a single focus for development along the coastal strip 

and proposing Seahouses as the service centre is a practical resolution. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert

·        Policy 2: Landscape and seascapes – The proposal for conservation is greatly needed along the coastal strip 

and enhancement of landscaping is much needed. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert

·        Policy 3: Habitats and species – I welcome this proposal but wonder if there is a need to consider more SSSI 

provisions in particular the dune systems at Bamburgh and Beadnell and potentially a marine conservation area. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert

·        Policy 4: Costal management strip - Encouragement of tourism for economic benefit has a negative impact 

on the environment, especially the increase in walker along the coastal path and to the little terns nesting sites. 

In the coastal management policy can shoreline management plan be extended to include the coastal path? Or a 

separate management plan for the coastal path be added?

Policy 1 seeks to ensure that recreational pressure does not 

impact on the designated areas. 

Yvonne Probert

·        Policy 5: Design in new developments – additional guidance for new buildings is needed. Could new designs 

include the limitation of glass frontages sea/open countryside facing properties? This would link into the 

Northumberland dark skies and lighting management plan.

Dark skies are referred to in the policy and supporting text.  

Limitation of glass frontages and countryside facing properties 

would be too prescriptive for a planning policy 

Yvonne Probert ·        Policy 6: Shop front design – I support the proposal for the ANOB design guide being more widely included. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert ·        Policy 7: Outdoor Advertising – I agree with this proposal. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert

·        Policy 8: Development within settlements – This suggestion I strongly approve of, but enforcement is 

required (especially of inappropriate parking) to ensure this policy is effective. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert ·        Policy 9: Sustainable development outside of the settlement boundaries – Agree. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert ·        Policy 10: Seahouses and North Sunderland Conservation areas – Agree Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert ·        Policy 11: Bamburgh Conservation areas – Agree Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert ·        Policy 12: Historic Core of Beadnell – Agree Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert ·        Policy 13: Non designated heritage assets – Agree Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 14: Principle Residence Housing – This policy in particular I welcome as it addresses the current 

imbalance between holiday lets and principle residence housing. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert ·          Policy 15: Local needs housing in hamlets – Agree Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 16: Housing mix and type – a mixed range and style of housing is a long-awaited addition to the 

coastal area and would reflect the true needs in the community.

Support welcomed although Policy 16 is now to be incorporated 

into Policy 1. 

Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 17: Change of Use from holiday use to principle residence housing – Excellent policy and something 

much needed to reverse the current situation. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 18: Extensions and annexes – Over development is a major issues and this policy is appropriate. 

Should this also include the limitation of glass frontages sea/open countryside facing properties? This would link 

into the Northumberland dark skies and lighting management plan. See earlier comments on the same matter

Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 19: Local green space – This covers a range of sites, but can I clarify why the play area at Castle 

Green (Bamburgh), the bullring (Beadnell) and WI memorial garden (Beadnell have been excluded?

Play area is included in Bamburgh (site boundary to be checked), 

the Buill ring and WI memorial gardens in Beadnell are already 

Village Green designated, so no need to have them as LGS.



Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 20: Assets of community value and community facilities – agree with the policy but why are the WI 

building (Beadnell), Fishing hut/heritage buildings (Beadnell) and the Cricket Pavilion (Bamburgh) excluded?

WI building is referred to in the supporting text, as is the cricket 

pavillion in Bamburgh.  The fishing huts are not community 

facilities, as they are not used by the community.  They are, 

however, heritage assets.

Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 21: New tourist and community facilities – clarity on whether this would include the provision of all 

seasons’ public toilets at key locations in each of the three settlements would be good? The encouragement of 

low-impact water sports facilities at Beadnell is positive addition, heritage hub at Bamburgh and the all-weather 

attraction at Seahouses.

Additional bullet point with regard to provision and/or 

improvements to public toilet facilities has been added to the list 

in Policy 21.

Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 22: Footpaths and cycle ways in the plan area – Agree but a suggestion would be to aspire to 

providing a cycle way that could link the three parishes to neighbouring parishes (e.g. Newton and Belford) along 

the coastal strip to enhance the Sustrans Coast and Castles South (Route 1).

This goes beyond what the Neighbourhood Plan can achieve; it is 

not an issue that can be addressed by the neighbourhood plan. 

Yvonne Probert ·          Policy 23: Business and employment – Agree. Support welcomed

Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 24: Broadband Infrastructure – I agree with the minimisation of telecommunication equipment (e.g. 

masts) and utilising existing structures but better signal coverage for mobile phones is desperately needed as 

there are many black spots within the area. As someone who works from this area on occasions, remote access 

to effective mobile and Wi-Fi connections is essential for my business.

Noted.  Policy 24 seeks to support new broadband and 

telecommunications infrastructure.  

Yvonne Probert

·          Policy 25: Caravans, Camping, Bunkhouses and Chalets – The expansion of static caravan sites needs to be 

curtailed so I agree with this policy. However, more consideration needs to be given to the mobile tourism offer, 

creation of more touring caravan, motorhome and tent sites will need to be created to accommodate the over 

demand that currently prevails. The location and impact of these sites on the natural environment will need to 

be scrutinised. Also the enforcement of illegal stayovers by mobile tourists (especially at the Wyndings in 

Bamburgh and the land south of the car park in Beadnell) needs addressing currently because of the over 

demand on existing provision.

Support welcomed.  Touring caravans can be accommodated (up 

to 5) without the need for planning permission.  Camping 

accommodation is supported within policy 25.  Policy 25 is to be 

read alongside the rest of the policies in the plan.  Other policies 

seek to ensure that designated sites are protected.  Illegal 

stayovers cannot be a subject for planning policy. 

Yvonne Probert

·        Designated wild camping needs to be considered for inclusion to ensure conservation and landscapes are 

maintained. Many tourists walk the coastal path and camp on route, some are respectful but some leave behind 

a footprint like that of a festival site. The informative approach and enforcement of this needs to be considered 

as part of the proposal to protect the natural environment. This is outside the scope of planning policy. 

Yvonne Probert

·        Both estate management (damaged styles, over grown footpaths, gates locked) and dune erosion 

rectification/protection need attention; can the plan propose that the landowners (National Trust, private land 

agents, farmers and family estates) are responsible for this? Or is this more about enforcement of existing 

duties?

This is outside the scope of planning policy.  These are land 

management matters.

Yvonne Probert

·        To conserve the villages’ unique character new planning application should keep the profile of existing 

rooflines. It would not be within character to build a three story town house in the middle of an area where the 

majority of buildings are single story. E.g. developments around the Beadnell WI hall should be of a similar 

roofline of single story dwellings/buildings.

Further supporting information has been added to Policy 5 with 

regard to the importance of 'height' which has been raised by a 

number of other consultees. 

Yvonne Probert

·        The development of garden sites to create additional permanent structures (e.g. dwellings or buildings) 

needs addressing, as the general green attractiveness of the village locations are being lost by over development 

of gardens. 

Much development within gardens can be carried out without the 

need for planning permission.   Planning policy cannot be too 

prescriptive or restrictive.  However, revised policy 5 now seeks 

to ensure that amenity space is not lost through 

overdevelopment of sites. 

Yvonne Probert

·        The over development of existing sites needs to defined in planning terms. Many single buildings are being 

bought and either developed extensively (e.g. one bedroom bungalow becoming a four bedroom house on the 

same footprint) or replaced by multiple developments (e.g. there was a recent planning application to demolish 

two dwellings and replace them with six dwellings on the same footprint).

Examples would be helpful, as well as further information on the 

negative impacts these developments have.  The permanent 

occupancy policy will mean that any new housing will be for 

permanent occupancy.  Policy 5 also has additional criteria to 

ensure that sufficient amenity space is provided in new 

development. 

Yvonne Probert

Appendix A: non designated assets………..·        An addition of the Vintage AA telephone box at Beadnell on the 

B1340.·        Inclusion of the medieval old pier of Beadnell Harbour (only visible at low tide).

Both the AA telephone box and the old pier at Beadnell Harbour 

are Grade II listed.  The non-designated heritage assets are those 

structures and buildings that are of historic interest, but are NOT 

already listed

Yvonne Probert Finally: You’ve all done excellent work so far with the Neighbourhood Plan ……….. Thank you! Support welcomed



Mr G J Gray

I would like to register support for the Neighbourhood Plan as a settlement boundary seems essential in 

preserving landscape and views. I support the Plan Support welcomed

Ailsa Mason 9 Hunton Close, 

Lympstone, Exmouth, Devon 

I am a resident of Beadnell Northumberland, currently living in Devon on a 2 year military draft.I  have viewed 

the draft neighbourhood plan and proposed village boundary for Beadnell online. I wish to comment that I agree 

with both the plan and the boundary. Support welcomed

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

Since publication of the Plan for consultation, there has been a change in one of the key County Council planning 

documents, with the recent withdrawal of the Core Strategy. The Plan states in paragraph 1.5 that ‘Policies in the 

Neighbourhood Plan have been prepared having regard to the draft polices in the emerging Core Strategy and 

are closely aligned to those policies relevant to the Neighbourhood Area’. Given this statement and the fact that 

one of the ‘basic conditions’ for a neighbourhood plan relates to general conformity with the strategic polices in 

the development plan, it will be important for the Basic Conditions Statement to explain how the Plan meets the 

‘basic conditions’ test, to allow it to proceed towards ‘made’ status. This is a point on which dialogue will be 

required between the Steering Group and Northumberland County Council to minimise any conflicts between 

policies in the Plan and the revised emerging Core Strategy. 

Noted.  This paragraph and others will be amended following the 

withdrawal of the Core Strategy, which took place after the pre-

submission consultation on the North Northumberland Coast 

Neighbourhood Plan had commenced. 

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

The Charity notes that one of the main issues that has come through to the Steering Group via earlier rounds of 

consultation relates to the number of holiday and second homes in the area and the impact this has upon the 

availability of housing for people in the local community. The Charity acknowledges that this is an issue facing 

the Plan area and they welcome the overall vision of the Plan, with its focus on re-invigorating a thriving 

community, with an emphasis on People, Place and Prosperity where people want to live, work and play. The 

Charity welcomes this positive vision for the Plan area and notes the statement in paragraph 2.6 that ‘settlement 

boundaries have been drawn to ensure that development comes forward in those areas that are likely to have 

least impact on designated areas’. They do, however, have concerns regarding the extent of the proposed 

settlement boundary for Seahouses and how this will contribute to a sustainable pattern of development, as 

elaborated upon in the commentary on Policy 8. Comments on Plan Objectives. Objective 1 – the Charity 

welcomes the intention to secure new development that benefits communities and understands that a key 

challenge in delivering this will be to ensure an appropriate level of protection is provided for landscapes, 

seascapes etc. This is considered to be a particular challenge in the context of Seahouses, for the reasons 

expanded upon below on Objective 4 and Policy 8.

Support for vision of plan welcomed.   Some changes to the 

settlement boundary at Seahouses have been proposed following 

a number of responses to the consultation. 

Objective 4 – The Charity welcomes the intention to ‘put the heart back into our communities’ and to achieve 

this by providing enough of and the right type of housing to meet the needs of the local community. How this is 

to be achieved in Seahouses will be a key challenge for the Plan, noting that the vast majority of the area within 

the settlement boundary is AONB, where Policy 1 seeks to resist major development proposals. National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Plan both allow major development within the AONB in ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ and it is considered that given the relatively unique circumstances at Seahouses, the Plan needs 

to consider whether ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist that would justify allowing more than small-scale 

proposals only i.e. the lack of suitable alternatives outside the AONB.

There have been some changes to wording.  The word 'large-

scale' has been removed.  In the AONB, 'major' development will 

not be permitted, except in exceptional circumstances (para 116 

of the NPPF).  What consitutes 'major' development will be dealt 

with on a case by case basis, and this is explained further in the 

glossary.  It will be possible to have small scale development that 

is still 'major'.  The determination of what is 'major' development 

or not,  is to with the impact of the development on the special 

qualities of the AONB, not solely on the scale of the development.  

The determination of whether 'exceptional circumstances' exist 

will again be managed on a case by case basis.  It is not for the 

Neighbourhood Plan to define what 'exceptional circumstances' 

will be, much as it would not be for a Neighbourhood Plan to 

determine what 'exceptional circumstances' would apply in a 

Green Belt case, for instance. 

Objective 5 – The Charity appreciates the need for local green spaces to provide for the recreational needs of 

the existing and growing communities, particularly in places like Seahouses where the majority of new 

development will be targeted. Not all sites are however appropriate for protection and further commentary is 

set out in response to Policy 19. Noted. 

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

Comments on Plan Policies. Policy 1 – Sustainable Development. This is an overarching policy that will apply to 

all types of development across the Plan area and is not land use specific. It is important, therefore, that this 

policy is fit for purpose and drafted in such a manner as to achieve the overall vision and individual objectives of 

the Plan. The references to ‘small-scale’ in the policy are considered potentially problematic. While the policy is 

supportive of new development in principle, this is caveated on such development being ‘small-scale’, which is 

likely to present particular issues at Seahouses, which the Plan states is a Service Centre likely to cater for the 

majority of new development (para 3.33). the Plan glossary states that ‘policy 1 does not set a numeric limit on 

the scale of housing development because this is likely to be seen as being overly prescriptive and potentially 

preventing otherwise acceptable development’. The Charity agrees with this statement but feels that the impact 

is lost somewhat by the subsequent confirmation in the glossary that ‘the scale of development will be judged 

having regard to Government criteria established for differentiating between ‘major’ and ‘minor’ 

developments’. The Plan clarifies that minor developments are those involving between 1 and 9 units or on sites 

of less than 0.5 hectares, where unit numbers are not provided. The glossary confirms that schemes involving 

more than 9 dwellings are classed as major developments and should not normally be seen as small scale. 

Despite statements to the contrary, it is clear that the Plan does actually set a numeric limit on the scale of 

development supported by Policy 1, albeit this limit is to be found in the glossary and not the policy itself. t is 

suggested that Policy 1 is amended to remove any reference to ‘small-scale’ because this may deter investment, 

as the glossary notes, and it would leave a decision on the acceptability of scale to be considered by the decision 

maker on a case by case basis. Such an amendment would make the policy more positive and introduce a degree 

of flexibility currently lacking by reference to ‘small-scale’. 

Small scale has been re-defined for clarity, as has the definition of 

'major' within the context of the AONB.  There is no reference to 

'minor' development.  The paragraph referring to large scale 

development has been removed, and placed in the supporting 

text, on the recommendation of the Examiner who carried out a 

'Health Check' on the Plan. With regard to the definition of 'small-

scale' - the same approach has been taken in Allendale, which is a 

similar area to this (in an AONB) and this plan passed examination.  

The definition of small-scale cannot be decisive, and is intended 

to assist in the interpretation, whilst not being prescriptive.  The 

definition of small-scale has been brought into the main body of 

the text, as has the definition of 'major' development, to give 

clarity. 

The third paragraph states that major development in the AONB will not be permitted, unless in exceptional 

circumstances. The Charity appreciates that this statement reflects NPPF but considers that the Plan must revisit 

this issue if the wider objectives for Seahouses are to be realised, as discussed further in the commentary on 

Policy 8. The final paragraph of Policy 1 relates to potential impacts upon European sites designated for nature 

conservation interests. The policy sets out the circumstances where development will and will not be permitted 

in these areas and the expected level of information that will be needed to accompany planning applications. 

 The Neighbourhood Plan would not meet the basic conditions, if 

it were to apply a less stringent test than that set out in the NPPF 

for development in protected areas.  There will be no change to 

this aspect of the policy. 

There would appear to be a conflict here that the Plan needs to address for Policy 1 to ensure consistency with 

other Plan objectives and Policies. In terms of residential development, This element of the policy seems to 

imply that only projects that are located ‘within’ European sites will be expected to undertake project-level HRA, 

although there is some ambiguity on this point. If this is indeed the intention of the policy, it would benefit from 

a slight rewording to make this position clearer, possibly along the lines of the following:- ‘Proposals for planning 

permission for development located within the coastal European sites that would result....’ Without this clarity, 

there is a risk that the policy could be read as meaning that all proposals, irrespective of scale and location 

relative to European sites, will require project-level HRA. Paragraph 3.5 of the Plan, as currently drafted, implies 

exactly this scenario stating that further development that results in a net increase in residents will not be 

supported unless applicants can demonstrate that there will be no impact upon European sites. Given the 

emphasis in the Plan upon making the area an attractive place to live, work and play it is important that planning 

policies set appropriate and justifiable expectations of applicants, based upon scale of development proposed 

and location relative to any sensitive designations. The potential to require all future applicants to undertake 

project level HRA, as implied by paragraph 3.5, is considered to be potentially misleading and for clarification 

both this paragraph and Policy 1 should be modified to make it clear that the requirement for project-level HRA 

and restrictions on use apply to proposals located ‘within’ European sites only. Such modifications would bring 

this element of Policy 1 more in line with Policy 3, which deals specifically with Habitats and Species.

The wording referred to (which now resides in Policy 3) does not 

refer to development 'within' the European sites.  It refers to the 

pressure put on the European sites by visitors or permanent 

residents - that is, the impact on the European sites.  However, it 

is agreed that this wording could appear ambiguous, and the 

word 'within' has been changed to 'on', and other minor changes 

have been made to eliminate any ambiguity.   It is exactly the 

scenario that is intended in paragraph 3.5 and this is as a result of 

the Environmental Report (which was also out to consultation 

along with the pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan).  It is agreed 

that this places a significant and onerous requirement on any 

developer, and these policies have been amended as far as 

possible in line with comments from Natural England.  However, 

in order to pass examination, the Plan must ensure it meets the 

Basic Conditions, and the mitigation requirements set out in the 

Environmental Report. 



Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

Policy 2 – Landscapes and Seascapes This policy correctly seeks to ensure that landscapes and seascapes are 

considered as part of the planning application process. However, as worded it is considered that the Policy 

places an unjustified requirement on ‘all proposals’ within the Plan area to demonstrate how they respect 

identified features. This can only be achieved through the submission of a landscape appraisal or similar and 

while this level of information may be necessary for some proposals, it would seem unlikely that ‘all proposals’ 

(which presumably includes proposals for individual dwellings and extensions to existing dwellings) should be 

subject to such submission requirements. This may have the net effect of deterring investment in the Plan area. 

The policy should be modified to make its application more selective where impacts upon landscape and 

seascapes will be determining issues. The introductory section could be modified to state:- ‘Where considered 

necessary, proposals in the Neighbourhood Plan area should.........’

The wording has been amended to read:  'Development 

proposals within or affecting Landscape Character Areas…'.  A 

single dwelling could have a significant impact on local 

landscapes, so it is likely that many proposals will indeed require 

the submission of relevant information.  The policy does not 

require a 'landscape appraisal' per se, merely that it should 

demonstrate how it will respect the particular features of the LCA 

it is in, and these special features are identified in the policy itself, 

for additional clarity. 

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

Policy 8 – Development within settlements The Charity welcomes the statement in paragraph 3.32 of the Plan 

that the aim of drawing settlement boundaries as proposed is to inject new life into settlements through the 

provision of new permanently occupied housing.  Paragraph 3.33 develops this further and notes that 

Seahouses is defined as a ‘Service Centre’ in the Core Strategy (now withdrawn) ‘which means that the majority 

of new development will be directed to Seahouses’. While it remains to be seen what form the revised Core 

Strategy takes, it is likely that Seahouses will retain a similar status given its relative scale to other settlements 

within the North Northumberland Coast. The Plan states that the importance of Seahouses as a Service Centre ‘is 

reflected in the substantial amount of land that remains within the settlement boundary which could 

accommodate new housing development’. This is a slightly inaccurate statement because although there is a 

substantial amount of land within the settlement boundary that is undeveloped, the vast majority of this is 

within the designated AONB. While the Charity is comforted to note the status of Seahouses and the expectation 

that this settlement has the potential to accommodate a significant amount of new housing land (see para 3.34), 

this future vision of Seahouses need to be reconciled with the restriction upon development in the AONB set out 

in Policy 1. As already touched upon, Policy 1 states that major development (10 houses and above) in the AONB 

will not normally be permitted, unless in exceptional circumstances. As such, the Charity feels that Policy 1, as it 

relates to development in the AONB, and the pre-amble to Policy 8, as it relates to Seahouses, is in conflict and 

requires to be addressed in the next version of the Plan if Seahouses is to cater for the level of development 

anticipated by the Plan. One way to address this would be for the Plan to give further consideration to the 

‘exceptional circumstances’ referred to in the NPPF that would potentially permit major development in the 

AONB, rather than limit development to small-scale proposals only, as Policy 8 currently does. Another option 

may be for the Plan to consider a masterplan for the longer term development of housing within Seahouses, 

which would ultimately deliver more than 10 units but could do so in a phased manner of incremental small-

scale developments, something the Plan alludes to in paragraph 3.34. The Charity feels that there is a need for 

some further thought and work on this issue to ensure that the Plan sets the correct policy context to encourage 

the most appropriate and desirable level of new build development within Seahouses and the Charity would 

gladly take part in discussions to move matters forward if that was felt to be appropriate and helpful.

The word 'substantial' has been removed, as has the word 

'significant'.  Policy 1 does not define 'major' development as 

being 10 houses or above.  In the context of the AONB, 'major 

development' is defined quite differently.  (See glossary 

definition).  There is no conflict with Policy 1 and Policy 8.  The 

whole area within Seahouses is also within the AONB.  Major 

development is determined on the impact of the development as 

to whether it is major or not.   It is not for the Plan to define 

'exceptional circumstances' - these are, as pointed out, already 

defined in the NPPF.  

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

Comments on Seahouses Settlement Boundary The Charity notes the proposed settlement boundary for 

Seahouses. Given the statement in paragraph 3.34 of the Plan regarding the availability of a significant amount of 

new housing land to the east of Broad Road, they would query why land to the south western edge of the 

settlement, west of Islestone Drive is included in the settlement boundary. There appears to be no logical reason 

to extend the settlement boundary here apart from it being outside the AONB. Development at this location 

could potentially see development take place in the western extremity of the settlement, relatively distant from 

the main town centre and associated facilities. While the Charity appreciates that the proposed extension of the 

settlement boundary here does not equate to a formal land use allocation, the principle of development within 

the settlement is supported by Policy 8 and, as such, it is reasonable to assume that development may come 

forward at some point. The relative remoteness of this land from the rest of the settlement would appear to be 

at odds with paragraph 3.34 of the Plan which states that proposals for new development within Seahouses 

must ensure that they are well linked to the rest of the settlement through improvements to existing footpaths 

and rights of way and to ensure there is minimal reliance on the car for short journeys. The proposed extension 

to the settlement boundary at this location could lead to the creation of a new development, most probably 

residential, at the furthest point away from the main centre and therefore is unlikely to help achieve these 

objectives.

The methodology for defining the settlement boundaries 

included the aim of directing development towards least sensitive 

sites.  The LCSS referred to in the methodology identified this 

area as being able to accommodate new housing development 

without significant landscape impacts, and the area is considered 

to be potentially less sensitive due to being outside the AONB.  

However, there has been no support for this part of the 

boundary, and the Neighbourhood Plan therefore proposes to re-

draw the settlement boundary to exclude this land. 

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

In addition to the earlier AONB specific comments, the Charity has related concerns to the reference in the 

Policy to support for ‘small scale’ development within settlements. While the Plan seeks to steer away from 

defining small scale, as per the discussions on Policy 1, it seems clear that this term relates to schemes of less 

than 10 units for residential developments, based upon the definitions in the glossary. Does this policy therefore 

introduce a presumption against housing developments within settlements of 10 units or more? If so, this would 

appear to set a restrictive policy context to development within Seahouses, which is considered to be at odds 

with the description of the settlement in the Plan as a ‘Service Centre’ with ‘the potential to provide a significant 

amount of new housing land to the east of Broad Road’.

The definition of small-scale has been clarified in the body of the 

Plan.  There could be a scenario where a small-scale development 

is still a 'major' development in the context of the AONB.  The 

word 'significant' has been removed from the supporting text. 

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

While the Charity raises these concerns directly in relation to Seahouses, Policy 8 is not settlement specific and 

the potential restriction on supporting small-scale growth only would apply to other settlements in the Plan area. 

As such, this issue merits further consideration with one option being to remove any reference to ‘small-scale’ in 

the introductory section of the Policy but to introduce ‘scale’ as a matter to be considered in the detailed 

assessment e.g. a possible new criteria (i)? See earlier comments on the same matter

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

It is noted that the policy seeks to introduce a requirement for ‘at least one car parking space per bedroom in all 

new residential development’ as a means of reducing the impact of on-street parking on nearby streets. 

Paragraph 3.43 of the Plan notes that Policy 8 introduces a higher parking standard than currently set out by the 

County Council. The Charity is not convinced of the case for this new proposed standard to be applied across all 

settlements and all scales of development. The issue with car parking in the Plan area seems to be related to 

peaks in the tourist season when visitor numbers are high, and not related to the parking demands of 

permanent residents. Applying this increased standard to new residential development is unlikely to address the 

car parking issue, especially when the Plan and Policy 14 in particular seek to limit new build housing to principal 

residences only. A key tool to address on-street parking would appear to be the provision of new parking 

facilities within settlements and it is noted that Policy 8 specifically encourages such proposals. While the 

application of higher parking standards may be appropriate in some circumstances, it may be less desirable in 

other potentially more sensitive locations, e.g. conservation areas, where the provision of such a level of car 

parking may give rise to adverse environmental impacts. There is therefore a case for the Plan to consider 

introducing a more flexible approach to the application of this standard. 

Agreed.  The problem faced by parked cars for all three 

settlements was something that was raised during consultation on 

many occasions.  However, as all new residences will be for 

permanent occupancy, it is considered that the one space per 

bedroom would in fact not manage the problem where it exists 

(in holiday accommodation with a number of visitors at one time).  

Instead, a policy is proposed which requires one space per 

bedroom for proposals for a change of use (where required) from 

C3 residential to a sui generis holiday let use.

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

Finally, the Charity notes that Policy 8 makes specific reference to planning obligations being sought for 

improvements to Broad Road in Seahouses, as a result of new development to the east of Broad Road to make it 

safer for vehicles and pedestrians. The extent to which any development to the east of Broad Road gives rise to 

a justifiable need for such road works can only be ascertained through the consideration and determination of a 

planning application and it would seem inappropriate for the Plan to make specific reference to such 

improvements at this stage whenever the scale of residential development at this location is far from clear. This 

is particularly the case given the uncertainty about the scale of development that the Plan actually seeks to 

promote at this general location, which is within the AONB. On the one hand Policy 1 seeks to limit AONB 

development to small scale whereas the preamble to Policy 8 clearly feels Seahouses has a more strategic role to 

play in meeting future housing needs. The Charity feels further discussion with the Steering Group on this issue 

would be of benefit to ensure the most appropriate policy framework is established moving forward. Noted.  Amendments have been made to some policies and the 

supporting text.   



Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

 Policy 14 – Principal Residence Housing Whilst sympathetic to the concerns regarding the rising proportion of 

holiday cottages and second homes in the Plan area, the Charity is concerned as to whether the proposal for all 

new housing to be restricted in perpetuity to occupation as principal residences will necessarily be effective. 

Should such a policy depress the value of new housing, it is possible that existing housing stock, already in 

principal residence occupation becomes more sought after as second homes or holiday cottages leading to no 

change in the overall trend. Taking account of this possibility we would recommend that the policy is redrafted 

to allow for an element of flexibility in considering future housing proposals.

No change.  There is no evidence that a permanent occupancy 

approach will put more pressure on existing housing stock than 

there is already.  This approach has been adopted in St.Ives, with 

success, and has succeeded legal challenge.  This was one of the 

most important issues that was raised by residents, and it is 

essential that the Plan delivers permanent occupancy housing to 

ensure the vision for the Plan area is delivered. 

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

Policy 16 – Housing Mix and Type The Charity welcomes the clear support for new housing proposals set out in 

this policy, for schemes located within settlement boundaries and involving principal residence accommodation. 

The second part of the first paragraph could, however, give rise to some confusion and it is considered that 

there would be merit in finishing this part of the Policy after the phrase ‘...a range of house types’. The reference 

in the second half of this paragraph to bedroom numbers, bungalows and housing for the elderly is considered 

to be too prescriptive. For example, would mixed developments incorporating 5 bedrooms not benefit from 

policy support as the policy does not mention 5-bedroom properties? Equally, would mixed developments 

providing a range of bedroom numbers but excluding housing specifically for the elderly not be supported? The 

retention of this element of the policy could have unintended consequences and it may be clearer for all 

stakeholders if the policy was amended as suggested above, with house types, bedroom numbers etc being 

considered on a case by case basis against a range of other material considerations including design, scale, traffic 

generation, car parking and heritage policies etc. The final sentence of this policy seems unnecessary and 

potentially confusing. What for example constitutes ‘larger scale development’? This is not defined in the 

glossary. Maybe the policy could be redrafted to state that ‘Residential developments comprising only....’. 

Another alternative may be to delete this section of the policy entirely and leave development in the AONB to 

Policy 1, which rules out ‘major development’ in the AONB, except in exceptional circumstances, consistent with 

paragraph 116 of NPPF.

Agreed.  This policy is being deleted, and has been incorporated 

into Policy 1. 

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

Policy 19 – Local Green Space Policy 19 designates a number of locations as local green space, to be protected 

from development. The Charity notes that land to the east of Broad Road, referred to in the Policy as Seafield 

Playing Field, is identified in the Policy. The Charity does not object to the inclusion of the site in Policy 19 and 

recognises that it plays an important role currently for the community and could do so in the future should 

further residential development come forward to the east of Broad Road, as noted in paragraph 3.34 of the Plan. 

The Charity does, however, have concerns over the proposed allocation of land at Seafield Gardens as local 

green space. In the relevant green spaces background paper, this site is referred to as Seahouses Public Gardens 

and the narrative states that ‘the land was donated for public benefit and has local significance for recreational 

value, and as a place to sit close to the sea’. The Charity would like to make it clear that this area of land has not 

been donated for public benefits. It is currently the subject of a commercial lease and could have future value as 

an area capable of accommodating some further visitor or recreational facilities to complement the existing 

offering. The Charity therefore requests that this area of land is deleted from Policy 19 as an area of protected 

local green space.

Agreed.  Seafield Gardens has been removed from the list of Local 

Green Spaces.  It is now defined as a recreational space, which 

could be developed for future visitor or recreational facilities to 

complement the existing offering. 

Savills for  Lord Crewe Trust

Concluding Comments Overall, the Charity welcomes this pre-submission draft version of the Plan and 

particularly supports the overall Vision. There are however concerns over the proposed settlement boundary 

for Seahouses and the ability of the settlement to act as a Services Centre if limitations are placed upon 

development within the AONB. There are a number of suggested modifications to the Plan in this submission 

that may merit further dialogue and we would be delighted to continue our working relationship with the 

Steering Group through the next phases of the Plan preparation process.

Support noted and welcomed.  It is not the intention of the plan 

to place 'limitations' on development.  Some modifications have 

been made. 

Geo White, Nld Estates

Northumberland Estates welcome the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan in this area, and supports the Plan’s 

objectives of increasing the availability of housing in the area, including the provision of affordable housing. It is 

recognised that new housing development should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of 

rural communities, and it is agreed that new housing development in the villages of Bamburgh, Beadnell and 

North Sunderland will contribute substantially to the vitality of these areas (Objective 4). It is welcomed that the 

Neighbourhood Plan has been positively prepared in the sense that it recognises that new development will and 

should come to the area in order to support the economy and create sustainable communities. Northumberland 

Estates welcome the Plan’s objective to provide sites for business, and again recognises the importance of 

employment and business opportunities to support rural communities such as those covered by the emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan (Objective 7). Support noted with thanks. 

Geo White, Nld Estates

Policy 1: Sustainable Development Policy 1 seeks to ensure that new development is small-scale and supports 

the sustainability and viability of existing settlements. The Policy states that small-scale development will be 

supported which provides new principal residence dwellings (including affordable housing), local employment 

opportunities, new and expanded business premises, and social, community, leisure and educational facilities. 

Although Policy 1 does not specify what ‘small-scale’ means, ‘small-scale’ is defined in the Plan’s Glossary as 

being aligned to the Government criteria differentiating between ‘major’ and ‘minor’ development, which 

defines ‘minor’ development as less than 10 dwellings or a site area of less than 0.5 hectares. Northumberland 

Estates would point out that there are viability issues with small-scale development being the means to deliver 

principal occupancy and affordable housing. Restricting the occupancy of a private market dwelling and 

providing affordable housing reduces the final value of a development site, and therefore requiring small-scale 

development to deliver these types of housing could compromise the viability of the whole development and 

prevent it from coming forward at all. Major development is the vehicle by which principal occupancy and 

affordable housing can be delivered. A major development of a sufficient number of private dwellings will be 

viable to deliver a meaningful percentage of restricted occupancy and affordable dwellings. In order to deliver 

these types of housing, the Neighbourhood Plan should be more flexible to permit major development, and 

recognise that permitting major development is the only realistic way of securing principal occupancy and 

affordable housing, and thereby achieving the Plan’s objective of supporting the sustainability and viability of its 

communities.

Noted but do not agree.  The principal occupancy approach is 

working in a number of areas already.  The policy has been tested 

through the courts in St. Ives.  No change. 

Geo White, Nld Estates

The most recent Government guidance requires affordable housing provision for developments of more than 10 

dwellings. On 28 November 2014 the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government announced in a 

Written Ministerial Statement that there would not be a requirement to provide a contribution to affordable 

housing for developments of 10 dwellings or less. This announcement was subject to judicial review, and was 

upheld on 13 May 2016, giving legal justification to the policy of the Written Statement. Furthermore, the 

Government issued a Housing White Paper on 7 February 2017, which suggests that sites deliver a minimum of 

10% affordable homes, but only on sites of 10 units or more. There is a clear precedent and expectation within 

Government Policy that affordable housing should only be delivered on sites of 10 or more dwellings, which is 

defined as a ‘major’ development site. The Neighbourhood Plan’s expectation that small-scale development (i.e. 

‘minor’ development of less than 10 dwellings) is the vehicle by which affordable housing (and principal 

occupancy dwellings) will be delivered is unrealistic. It is not in accordance with Government guidance and will 

result in a Policy that is ineffective in that it will not deliver these types of housing, and it is not positively 

prepared in accordance with national planning policy. In order to generate the type of housing required in order 

to address the social problems facing the Neighbourhood Plan area (shortage of affordable homes and lack of 

permanent residents), it is considered that a greater level of acceptable and flexibility should be given to larger-

scale development, as small-scale development is not required by national policy nor viable to deliver a 

meaningful number of affordable homes or permanent residents. Northumberland Estates suggests that Policy 1 

is revised to support development of more than 10 units, and for it to recognise that this scale of development is 

the only way to achieve the sustainable and viable communities that the Policy is designed to create.

The written ministerial statement referred to sets a threshold for 

5 dwellings in rural areas.  The AONB classed as a rural area, and 

the most recent government guidance therefore  requires 

affordable housing provision for developments of more than 5 

dwellings, not 10.   See comments above.  No change. 



Geo White, Nld Estates

Policy 8: Development within the Settlements. Policy 8 states support for ‘small-scale’ development. Please see 

the above comments on small-scale development, as the same issue applies in that small-scale development will 

not deliver the type of housing (affordable and principal occupancy) that the Plan aims to provide. Although the 

Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate sites for development, it does define settlement boundaries for 

Bamburgh, Seahouses and Beadnell. Policy 8 specifies that development within the defined settlement 

boundaries will be supported. The defined settlement boundary for Beadnell is not considered to be up-to-date, 

as it does not include permitted development. A planning application for 45no. dwellings and access road (ref. 

no. 16/01688/OUT) was approved on 1 March 2017. The approved access road is outside of the Plan’s proposed 

settlement boundary (‘Proposed Site Plan with Access’, no. SD-10.03 Rev E). Northumberland Estates suggest 

that the settlement boundary for Beadnell is revised to include the approved development, otherwise the access 

road will be constructed outside of the settlement area. Furthermore, it is suggested that the settlement 

boundary for Beadnell is revised to include the wider area of Beadnell Green, as shown on the plan (‘Proposed 

Settlement Boundary’) included with these representations. This is because the approved access road has been 

designed to not only serve the approved 45no. dwellings, but to also serve future development of Beadnell 

Green. As referenced in the planning application (16/01688/OUT), the access road and development of 45no. 

dwellings would enable the delivery of a wider plan for the area, including various facilities such as an enterprise 

hub (office space), community hall, allotment gardens, multi-use games area, car parking, and additional housing 

(please see the indicative masterplan included with these representations, entitled ‘Masterplan as Proposed’, 

no. SK-10.06 Rev A). It is suggested that the settlement boundary is extended to include Beadnell Green, so that 

this area can be developed in the future and land is designated for these facilities. The provision of development 

such as community facilities, leisure facilities, office space and housing would greatly contribute to the Plan’s 

stated objectives for the area (for example Objective 6 Community Facilities/Policy 20 and Objective 7 Business 

Development/Policy 23). This would also support the delivery of development specified in Policy 1, namely local 

employment opportunities, new and expanded business premises, and social, community, leisure and 

educational facilities.

The settlement boundary methodology document defines how 

boundaries were to be defined.  It did not include access roads.  

No change.   This is a 15 year Plan.  There is a significant amount 

of development space included within the settlement boundary.  

Although an indicative master plan has been submitted, there is 

no clear commitment to the community facilities, leisure facilities 

or office space provided.  Notwithstanding this, Policy 9 allows for 

'exception sites', and small scale rural business and economic 

development proposals outside the settlement boundaries.  The 

proposed settlement boundary would therefore not prevent 

these kinds of developments coming forward, subject to them 

complying with other policies in the NP.  Policy 9 has been 

amended to include 'community facilities' in order to allow these 

aspects to be delivered should they be forthcoming. 

Geo White, Nld Estates

Policy 14. Policy 14 states that new housing development will only be supported where first and future 

occupation is restricted in perpetuity to ensure that each new dwelling is occupied only as a principal residence, 

secured via a S106 agreement. Northumberland Estates support the Plan’s ambition of creating sustainable 

communities, and recognise the high level of second home ownership in the area which impacts upon the 

vitality and viability of the local communities. Northumberland Estates are proud to have been at the forefront 

of finding a solution to this problem in Northumberland. Having worked closely with Beadnell Parish Council, 

Northumberland Estates agreed to restrict all 45no. dwellings of application 16/01688/OUT for permanent 

occupancy. This is a new mechanism to secure permanent occupancy and has not been suggested by any other 

developer in the County, but Northumberland Estates are proud to be investing in the County’s communities 

and taking a significant step towards redressing the imbalance within Beadnell between second home owners 

and local people. However, Northumberland Estates suggests that the wording of Policy 14 is too restrictive in 

that it only allows for new residential development if it provides principal occupancy housing. This it too 

restrictive and would not be viable for all housing development to be solely for permanent occupancy. Please 

see the comments above made in regard to Policy 1. Expecting small-scale development to deliver principal 

occupancy housing is unrealistic, and this type of housing should only be expected from development where it is 

financially viable to deliver. It is suggested that Policy 14 is revised in order to specify that principal residence 

housing should only be expected from development of at least 10 or more dwellings 

No change.  There is no evidence that a permanent occupancy 

approach will put more pressure on existing housing stock than 

there is already.  This approach has been adopted in St.Ives, with 

success, and has succeeded legal challenge.  This was one of the 

most important issues that was raised by residents, and it is 

essential that the Plan delivers permanent occupancy housing to 

ensure the vision for the Plan area is delivered. 

Northumberland Estates consider that there would be a benefit to Beadnell in allowing additional housing 

development for second-home owners (holiday homes). As recent trends and the property market has shown 

(for example the popularity of Beadnell Point), there is clearly a demand for holiday home accommodation in the 

Beadnell area. It is considered that actually encouraging further holiday home development in Beadnell (with 

restricted occupancy to holiday purposes only, not as a person’s main place of residence) would have a positive 

impact on the rest of the village. For example, if Beadnell Point was extended to include a further 20-30no. 

holiday homes, it would provide the holiday home accommodation that people desire in the village of Beadnell. 

This would mean that existing housing stock in the village is not sold at inflated prices to second-home owners, 

as these houses would no longer be seen as the premium location for a holiday home (compared to a new build 

home adjacent to the beach) but would rather return these properties to be sold to local people wishing to 

permanently live in the village. This would have the effect of increasing the vibrancy and vitality of the 

community living in the existing housing stock in Beadnell, and create a hub of permanent residents in the village 

core. It is considered that this approach would complement the Plan’s policy to restrict occupancy to permanent 

residency for new development, as it would encourage existing housing stock to be sold to permanent residents, 

rather than as holiday homes. Please see the plan (ref. no. SK-10.06 Rev A) which shows the suggested location 

for an extension to Beadnell Point as an area for specifically designated holiday homes. 

The Steering Group do not agree with this point.  There is no 

evidence to show that providing more holiday homes is going to 

reduce the long term impact on existing residences being sold as 

holiday homes.  No change. 

Geo White, Nld Estates

Policy 15 Policy 15 states that new dwellings and self-build plots in the hamlets will only be supported as local 

needs housing, and that the restriction to local need will be retained in perpetuity through a S106 agreement. It 

is unclear what this is trying to achieve – whether it means restricting occupancy for permanent residents, or 

securing an element of affordability for future occupants? Either way, it is considered that this is an unrealistic 

expectation to make on a single self-build dwelling. Restricting occupancy or requiring a discounted-market 

value sale would reduce the value of the dwelling, and therefore make the self-build potentially unviable for an 

individual to build, as it may prevent bank funding being available. It is suggested that the local needs restriction 

for new dwellings and self-build plots in the hamlet areas is removed from Policy 15. It is an unreasonable 

restriction to make, and it would deter individuals from building single plot dwellings and adding to the built 

environment and vitality of the smaller hamlets. It is also worth pointing out that in the majority of cases, a self-

build dwelling will likely be retained for permanent occupancy and local need anyway, given that it will be 

custom-designed and intended for permanent use by the end user anyway. This is a likely scenario and does not 

need to be specified in planning policy. 
Agreed.  The policy has been amended and refers single dwellings 

for principle residences. 

Geo White, Nld Estates

Since publication of the Plan for consultation, there has been a change in one of the key County Council planning 

documents, with the recent withdrawal of the Core Strategy. The Plan states in paragraph 1.5 that ‘Policies in the 

Neighbourhood Plan have been prepared having regard to the draft polices in the emerging Core Strategy and 

are closely aligned to those policies relevant to the Neighbourhood Area’. Given this statement and the fact that 

one of the ‘basic conditions’ for a neighbourhood plan relates to general conformity with the strategic polices in 

the development plan, it will be important for the Basic Conditions Statement to explain how the Plan meets the 

‘basic conditions’ test, to allow it to proceed towards ‘made’ status. This is a point on which dialogue between 

the Steering Group and Northumberland County Council is required to minimise any conflicts between policies 

in the Plan and the revised emerging Core Strategy.

Noted. The Core Strategy was withdrawn while the Plan was at 

pre-submission consultation stage.  The Basic Conditions 

Statement will address these issues in the submission Plan. 

Savills - Armstrong

The Trustees note that one of the main issues that has come through to the Steering Group via earlier rounds of 

consultation relates to the number of holiday and second homes in the area and the impact this has upon the 

availability of housing for people in the local community. The Trustees acknowledge that this is an issue facing 

the Plan area and they welcome the overall vision of the Plan, with its focus on re-invigorating a thriving 

community, with an emphasis on People, Place and Prosperity where people want to live, work and play. The 

Trustees welcome this positive vision for the Plan area and note the statement inparagraph 2.6 that ‘settlement 

boundaries have been drawn to ensure that development comes forward in those areas that are likely to have 

least impact on designated areas’. Noted with thanks

Savills - Armstrong

Objective 2 – should be amended to make it clear that application of the AONB Design Guide and AONB 

Management Plan objectives will only apply to developments in the AONB. Not all of the Plan area is within the 

AONB and it is important to clarify that AONB standards will not be applied to development outside of the AONB
Agreed. 

Savills - Armstrong
Objective 4 – The Trustees welcome the intention to ‘put the heart back into our communities’ and to achieve 

this by providing enough of and the right type of housing to meet the needs of the local community. Support noted with thanks. 



Savills - Armstrong
Objective 7 – The Trustees support the objective to provide a positive framework for new and expanded 

business development to facilitate a diverse, local and year round economy. Support noted with thanks. 

Savills - Armstrong

Policy 1 – Sustainable Development This is an overarching policy that will apply to all types of development 

across the Plan area and is not land use specific. It is important, therefore, this policy is fit for purpose and 

drafted in such a manner as to achieve the overall vision and individual objectives of the Plan.  The references to 

‘small-scale’ in the policy are considered potentially problematic. While the policy is supportive of new 

development in principle, this is caveated on such development being ‘small-scale’. In terms of residential 

development, the Plan glossary states that ‘policy 1 does not set a numeric limit on the scale of housing 

development because this is likely to be seen as being overly prescriptive and potentially preventing otherwise 

acceptable development’.

Small scale has been re-defined for clarity, as has the definition of 

'major' within the context of the AONB.  There is no reference to 

'minor' development.  The paragraph referring to large scale 

development has been removed, and placed in the supporting

Savills - Armstrong

The Trustees agree with this statement but feel that the impact is lost somewhat by the subsequent 

confirmation in the glossary that ‘the scale of development will be judged having regard to Government criteria 

established for differentiating between ‘major’ and ‘minor’ developments’. The Plan clarifies that minor 

developments are those involving between 1 and 9 units or on sites of less than 0.5 hectares, where unit 

numbers are not provided. The glossary confirms that schemes involving more than 9 dwellings are classed as 

major developments and should not normally be seen as small scale. Despite statements to the contrary, it is 

clear that the Plan does actually set a numeric limit on the scale of development supported by Policy 1 and 

elsewhere, albeit this limit is to be found in the glossary and not the policies themselves.

The word 'normally' means that it is not prescriptive.  There is a 

difference between 'small-scale and major. How to consider 

“Major Development” within an AONB.

The NPPG 6.3.2014 confirms:

“Planning permission should be refused for major development in 

a National Park, the Broads or an Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 

demonstrated to be in the public interest. Whether a proposed 

development in these designated areas should be treated as a 

major development, to which the policy in paragraph 116 of the 

Framework applies, will be a matter for the relevant decision 

taker, taking into account the proposal in question and the local 

context. The Framework is clear that great weight should be given 

to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in these designated 

areas irrespective of whether the policy in paragraph 116 is 

applicable.”

Savills - Armstrong

It is suggested that Policy 1 is amended to remove any reference to ‘small-scale’ because this may deter 

investment, as the glossary notes, and it would leave a decision on the acceptability of scale to be considered by 

the decision maker on a case by case basis. Such an amendment would make the policy more positive and 

introduce a degree of flexibility currently lacking by reference to ‘small-scale’.

The desire to have small-scale, incremental development was a 

key factor in the responses from the local community. 

Savills - Armstrong

In the third paragraph in the commentary on the AONB, it is considered that the words ‘or affecting its setting’ 

should be removed from the policy. The inclusion of these words are considered to be potentially overly 

restrictive and do not reflect what National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) says regarding major 

development in the AONB. Paragraph 116 of NPPF does state that planning permission should normally be 

refused for major development in the AONB, unless in exceptional circumstances but it does not introduce a 

similar exclusion to development potentially affecting setting. The potential impact of a development on key 

views into and out of an AONB can be a material consideration in the assessment of a planning application and 

this is covered by the wording of policy 2. On this basis, the current wording of Policy 1 is considered to be 

potentially over restrictive, which could be rectified by the removal of the words ‘or affecting its setting’.
Agreed - changes made.

Savills - Armstrong

The final paragraph of Policy 1 relates to potential impacts upon European sites designated for nature 

conservation interests. The policy sets out the circumstances where development will and will not bepermitted 

in these areas and the expected level of information that will be needed to accompany planning applications. 

This element of the policy seems to imply that only projects that are located ‘within’ European sites will be 

expected to undertake project-level HRA although there is some ambiguity on this point. If this is indeed the 

intention of the policy, it would benefit from a slight rewording to make this position clearer, possibly along the 

lines of the following:-

‘Proposals for planning permission for development located within the coastal European sites that would 

result....’

Without this clarity, there is a risk that the policy could be read as meaning that all proposals, irrespective of 

scale and location relative to European sites, will require project-level HRA. Paragraph 3.5 of the Plan, as 

currently drafted, implies exactly this scenario stating that further development that results in a net increase in 

residents will not be supported unless applicants can demonstrate that there will be no impact upon European 

sites.

This part of Policy 1 has been removed to Policy 3.  This wording 

was written by consultants who carried out the SEA and 

Environmental Report.  Some amendments have been made 

following comments from Natural England. 

Savills - Armstrong

Given the emphasis in the Plan upon making the area an attractive place to live, work and play it is important 

that planning policies set appropriate and justifiable expectations of applicants, based upon scale of 

development proposed and location relative to any sensitive designations. The potential to require all future 

applicants to undertake project level HRA, as implied by paragraph 3.5, is considered to be potentially misleading 

and for clarification both this paragraph and Policy 1 should be modified to make it clear that the requirement 

for project-level HRA and restrictions on use apply to proposals located ‘within’ European sites only.Such 

modifications would bring this element of Policy 1 more in line with Policy 3, which deals specifically with 

Habitats and Species. Amendments have been made to Policy 1 and Policy 3 for clarity.

Savills - Armstrong

Policy 2 – Landscapes and Seascapes This policy correctly seeks to ensure that landscapes and seascapes are 

considered as part of the planning application process. However, as worded it is considered that the Policy 

places an unjustified requirement on ‘all proposals’ within the Plan area to demonstrate how they respect 

identified features. This can only be achieved through the submission of a landscape appraisal or similar and 

while this level of information may be necessary for some proposals, it would seem unlikely that ‘all proposals’ 

(which presumably includes proposals for individual dwellings and extensions to existing dwellings) should be 

subject to such submission requirements. This may have the net effect of deterring investment in the Plan 

area.The policy should be modified to make its application more selective where impacts upon landscape and 

seascapes will be determining issues. The introductory section could be modified to state:- ‘Where considered 

necessary, proposals in the Neighbourhood Plan area should.........’

Changes have been made to this policy in relation to Health Check 

.  Supporting text will be amended further to include 

recommended sentence from NCC>

Savills - Armstrong

Policy 4 – Coastal Management and the Coastal Strip As currently drafted, this policy sends mixed messages. 

The first part of the policy makes it clear to prospective applicants that where they are considering proposals for 

development along the Coastal Strip, as defined on the Proposals Map, then those proposals must accord with 

the guidelines and principles set out in the Shoreline Management Plan. This part of the policy does not 

therefore prohibit development but directs prospective applicants to those documents that set the expectations 

for future development proposals.The second part of the policy is much more prohibitive and states that ‘new 

development will not be supported’, unless in exceptional circumstances or where the proposal is necessary for 

the management of natural habitats along the coastal strip. The Trustees consider that there is an inherent 

inconsistency in this policy, which sends mixed signals. The basic question to be addressed is whether or not this 

policy seeks to prevent development from taking place in the Coastal Strip unless in exceptional circumstances, 

or whether it seeks to ensure that the development that does take place is of a sufficiently high quality that 

respects the wider natural heritage and landscape? The Coastal Strip is not currently development free, although 

it is appreciated that the development that has taken place is limited in nature and often of an historic nature 

e.g. Bamburgh Castle. This does not mean that new appropriate development along the Coastal Strip should not, 

or cannot, take place. Matters to be addressed should relate to the type, scale and design of development 

proposed. Perhaps the policy could outline those types of development that may, in principle, be acceptable 

within the Coastal Strip and those that are unlikely to be supported?

The policy is really about coastal management, and is intended to 

ensure that the provisions of the Shoreline Management Plan are 

brought into planning policy.  



Savills - Armstrong

Policy 8 – Development within settlements The Trustees note and welcome the proposed settlement boundary 

for Bamburgh. The proposed boundary will allow the settlement to cater for new housing development through 

settlement growth in appropriate locations while encouraging appropriate infill development within the 

settlement in appropriate locations, noted in paragraphs 3.38 – 3.40 of the Plan and the associated settlement 

background paper. The Trustees welcome the general spirit and aims and objectives of this policy and 

supporting text with the emphasis upon injecting new life into settlements through the provision of new 

permanently occupied housing leading to an increase in the number of permanent residents in the settlements. 

However, the detailed wording of the policy may cause some implementation issues that warrant further 

consideration. The policy specifically states that proposals for ‘small scale’ development will be supported within 

settlements. While the Plan seeks to steer away from defining small scale, as per the discussions on Policy 1, it 

seems clear that this term relates to schemes of less than 10 units for residential developments, based upon the 

definitions in the glossary. For non-residential schemes, the support would extend to schemes of 500sq.m or 

less, as defined in the Plan glossary. Does this policy therefore introduce a presumption against all developments 

within settlements that do not fall within the definition of ‘small-scale’? There is uncertainty on this matter that 

would warrant clarification to avoid any dubiety. One option to address this issue may be to remove any 

reference to ‘small-scale’ in the introductory section of the Policy but to introduce ‘scale’ as a matter to be 

considered in the detailed assessment e.g. a possible new criteria (i)? This would complement Policy 5 which is 

an overarching Policy relevant to all development proposals and includes ‘scale’ as an issue to be addressed in 

sub-criteria (a).

The definition of small-scale has been clarified in the body of the 

Plan.  

Savills - Armstrong

It is noted that the policy seeks to introduce a requirement for ‘at least one car parking space per bedroom in all 

new residential development’ as a means of reducing the impact of on-street parking on nearby streets. 

Paragraph 3.43 of the Plan notes that Policy 8 introduces a higher parking standard than currently set out by the 

County Council. The Trustees are not convinced of the case for this new proposed standard to be applied across 

all settlements and all scales of development. The issue with car parking in the Plan area, and especially 

Bamburgh, seems to be related to peaks in the tourist season when visitor numbers are high, and not related to 

the parking demands of permanent residents. Applying this increased standard to new residential development 

is unlikely to address the car parking issue, especially when the Plan and Policy 14 in particular seek to limit new 

build housing to principal residences only. A key tool to address on-street parking would appear to be the 

provision of new parking facilities within settlements and it is noted that Policy 8 specifically encourages such 

proposals. While the application of higher parking standards may be appropriate in some circumstances, it may 

be less desirable in other potentially more sensitive locations, e.g. conservation areas, where the provision of 

such a level of car parking may give rise to adverse environmental impacts. There is therefore a case for the Plan 

to consider introducing a more flexible approach to the application of this standard.

Agreed.  The problem faced by parked cars for all three 

settlements was something that was raised during consultation on 

many occasions.  However, as all new residences will be for 

permanent occupancy, it is considered that the one space per 

bedroom would in fact not manage the problem where it exists 

(in holiday accommodation with a number of visitors at one time).  

Instead, a policy is proposed which requires one space per 

bedroom for proposals for a change of use (where required) from 

C3 residential to a sui generis holiday let use.

Savills - Armstrong

Policy 9 – Sustainable development outwith the settlement boundaries The Trustees generally welcome the 

approach to restricting development outside settlement boundaries, as identified in Policy 9. The policy makes 

reference to appropriate countryside uses being those defined in the NPPF. In paragraph 28, NPPF specifically 

notes rural tourism and leisure development as potentially appropriate countryside uses, which can contribute 

towards a prosperous rural economy. NPPF states that neighbourhood plans should support such uses. While it 

is appreciated that a key objective of the Plan is to diversify the economic base of the Plan area, it is recognised 

that tourism is the ‘mainstay of the local economy’ (para. 4.19). As such, it is suggested that rural tourism and 

leisure development should be specifically identified as categories of potentially acceptable uses outwith 

settlement boundaries, which will be supported, subject to assessment of detail on a case by case basis. This 

suggested modification of Policy 9 would bring it in line with NPPF and would complement Policy 21, which deals 

specifically with new tourist and community facilities.

Policy 21 has been amended to state:  Proposals to provide new 

or improved visitor facilities will be supported where they accord 

with policies elsewhere in the Plan including: [then follows the 

list].  This does not exclude other tourism/visitor developments.  

It is considered that Policy 21 offers enough support.  Paragraph 

28 would be considered alongside any policies in the 

Neighbourhood Plan in any event.  No change. 

Savills - Armstrong

 Policy 14 – Principal Residence Housing Whilst sympathetic to the concerns regarding the rising proportion of 

holiday cottages and second homes in the Plan area, the Trustees are concerned as to whether the proposal for 

all new housing to be restricted in perpetuity to occupation as principal residences will necessarily be effective. 

Should such a policy depress the value of new housing, it is possible that existing housing stock, already in 

principal residence occupation becomes more sought after as second homes or holiday cottages leading to no 

change in the overall trend. Taking account of this possibility we would recommend that the policy is redrafted 

to allow for an element of flexibility in considering future housing proposals.

No change.  There is no evidence that a permanent occupancy 

approach will put more pressure on existing housing stock than 

there is already.  This approach has been adopted in St.Ives, with 

success, and has succeeded legal challenge.  This was one of the 

most important issues that was raised by residents, and it is 

essential that the Plan delivers permanent occupancy housing to 

ensure the vision for the Plan area is delivered. 

Savills - Armstrong

Policy 16 – Housing Mix and Type The Trustees welcome the clear support for new housing proposals set out in 

this policy, for schemes located within settlement boundaries and involving principal residence accommodation. 

The second part of the first paragraph could, however, give rise to some confusion and it is considered that 

there would be merit in finishing this part of the Policy after the phrase ‘...a range of house types’. The reference 

in the second half of this paragraph to bedroom numbers, bungalows and housing for the elderly is considered 

to be too prescriptive. For example, would mixed developments incorporating 5 bedrooms not benefit from 

policy support as the policy does not mention 5-bedroom properties? Equally, would mixed developments 

providing a range of bedroom numbers but excluding housing specifically for the elderly not be supported? The 

retention of this element of the policy could have unintended consequences and it may be clearer for all 

stakeholders if the policy was amended as suggested above, with house types, bedroom numbers etc being 

considered on a case by case basis against a range of other material considerations including design, scale, traffic 

generation, car parking and heritage policies etc. 

Agreed.  This policy is being deleted, and has been incorporated 

into Policy 1. 

Savills - Armstrong

The final sentence of this policy seems unnecessary and potentially confusing. What for example constitutes 

‘larger scale development’? This is not defined in the glossary. Maybe the policy could be redrafted to state that 

‘Residential developments comprising only....’. Another alternative may be to delete this section of the policy 

entirely and leave development in the AONB to Policy 1, which rules out ‘major development’ in the AONB, 

except in exceptional circumstances, consistent with paragraph 116 of NPPF. This policy is being deleted - section referred to will not be there. 

Savills - Armstrong

Policy 21 – New Tourist and Community Facilities The Trustees welcome the positive approach to the provision 

of new tourist and community facilities set out in this policy. However, the identification of only certain projects 

risks deterring potential investors from considering other facilities that may be acceptable in all other respects, 

but would technically be contrary to the terms of this policy as currently drafted. Bearing in mind the Plan 

considers the period to 2032, it would seem appropriate for this Policy to introduce a degree of flexibility to 

support proposals, in principle, not currently envisaged.new tourist and community

Agreed.  Wording has been amended to include listed proposals, 

but not exclude others. 

 In addition, the Trustees are not convinced that is necessary to limit support for facilities to ‘small-scale’, 

defined in the glossary as developments involving the creation of 500sq.m of floorspace or less or on sites of less 

than 0.5hectares. We have already discussed matters relating to scale in the commentary on Policy 8 and made 

suggestions as to how it could be addressed. Similar comments apply to Policy 21. While the Trustees recognise 

that it may be appropriate in some circumstances to restrict development to such scales, there would appear to 

be no justification in policy terms to limit support to schemes of 500sq.m or less, especially if larger schemes can 

be demonstrated to be acceptable in land use and design terms and could give rise to demonstrable economic 

benefits. The question of scale is already addressed is Policy 5 and needs to be considered on a case by case 

basis for all planning applications so there appears to be no need to replicate this issue here. Agreed - small scale has been removed. 
To address the issue of scale and broaden the scope of support, Policy 21 should be amended to introduce a 

more general but supportive introductory section outlining support for new tourist and community facilities 

within the Plan area, before going on to outline more specific support for the projects identified in sub-criteria 

(a) – (e). Such a new introductory paragraph could be drafted along the following lines:- ‘Proposals for new 

tourist and community facilities within the Plan area will be supported in principle, subject to a more detailed 

assessment against other relevant policies of this Plan’. The policy could then go on to state:- ‘In particular, the 

following proposals will be supported in principle..................’ The Trustees feel that given the importance of 

Bamburgh Castle to the visitor economy, Policy 21 should make specific reference to potential improvements or 

additions to the offering here and that this warrants a specific new bullet point, as follows:- F). Improvements or 

additions to visitor facilities at Bamburgh Castle. Agreed.  Bullet point added. 



Savills - Armstrong

Finally, the last paragraph of the Policy sets a requirement that ‘any proposals for new or improved visitor 

facilities needs to demonstrate that they would avoid an adverse effect on the Northumbria Coast SPA/Ramsar 

site, or other internationally important wildlife sites. The Trustees recognise that such issues may be a relevant 

consideration for some planning applications but to set this as a requirement for all proposals within the Plan 

area is considered to be unjustified. It is possible that proposals that come forward for new tourist or 

community facilities may be distant from and have no linkages to such designations. To require such proposals 

to undertake potentially expensive and laborious survey and assessment work seems unnecessary. The 

objectives behind this part of the policy duplicate the aims of Policy 3, which relates specifically to Habitats and 

Species. Where relevant, proposals for new tourist and community facilities would need to be considered 

against the requirements of this policy, so there would appear to be no need to duplicate such a test in Policy 21. 

It is therefore suggested that this element of Policy 21 is deleted.

Agreed.  All policies will be read alongside Policy 3.  Duplication in 

a number of policies has been removed.

Savills - Armstrong

Policy 23 – Business and Employment. The Trustees welcome the supportive stance to new business and 

employment facilities in the Policy but would again query the necessity of restricting this to ‘small-scale’ 

proposals. As discussed in relation to other policies, consideration should be given to removing references to 

‘small-scale’ from this Policy, safe in the knowledge that scale is a matter that requires to be addressed on a case 

by case basis through Policy5. The Trustees are particularly pleased to see that sub-criteria (b) makes specific 

reference to supporting proposals for business related uses at the Duckett and Bamburgh Hall Farm, albeit the 

reference to small scale should be deleted. A further comment relates to the final sentence, which sets a 

requirement for ‘any’ proposal for new or extended businesses to demonstrate they would avoid impacts upon 

internationally important wildlife sites. Concerns about this aspect of the policy are the same as those set out in 

the earlier commentary on Policy 21. For the reasons advocated above in the commentary on Policy 21, it is 

suggested that this aspect of Policy 23 is also deleted. Agreed - small scale has been removed.  

Savills - Armstrong

Concluding Comments. Overall, the Trustees welcome this pre-submission draft version of the Plan and 

particularly support the overall Vision as well as the various stated objectives. However, it is considered that 

refinements to the various Plan policies are needed in order to send clear messages to all stakeholders and 

remove any ambiguity about policy interpretation. Noted. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

These comments have considered the Submission Document and supporting evidence and assessed compliance 

against the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012)(NPPF) specifically paragraph 184. The comments 

have regard to whether the Plan meets the ‘basic conditions’ and other matters as set out in paragraph 8 of 

schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Noted.

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

The landowners own and farm land to the south of North Sunderland comprising approximately 18.748 ha of 

land to the south of South Lane, as outlined in on the plan at Appendix A. Some of this land has been promoted 

for residential development through the Northumberland Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 

(SHLAA) and through the now revoked Northumberland Local Plan - Core Strategy. There is an outline planning 

application for residential development on 1.6 ha of this land currently pending determination reference 

17/01819/OUT. Noted

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

The land promoted through the SHLAA are site references 1175, 1176, 1177, 1178, 1179, and 1180, shown in 

figure 1. The base plan and SHLAA are somewhat out of date in that Site 1175 has been developed as seven 

houses and is almost complete and Site 1178 has been developed as an extension to the cemetery. Sites 1180 

and 1179 are the subject of a planning application awaiting determination.There is currently an outline planning 

application for residential development with all matters reserved reference 17/018/19/OUT awaiting 

determination by Northumberland County Council. The application site comprises SHLAA sites 1179 and 1180 of 

approximately 1.6 ha of land to the south of St Cuthbert Close, outlined in red on the plan at Appendix B. It is 

anticipated that the planning application will be determined in October 2017. Noted

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

The Parish Council has been supportive of the application subject to conditions relating to the provision of 

permanent occupancy housing and affordable housing to be secured by a S106 legal agreement. Comments are 

attached at Appendix C. Noted.

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

Comments from the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Partnership (Appendix B) have requested additional 

information which has been provided in the form of a shadow Habitats Regulation Assessment to assist in 

assessing the potential impact of the proposed development on the Natura 2000 sites along the 

Northumberland Coast. In addition to address concerns regarding the potential impact on the AONB landscape 

which can be controlled through the determination of the reserved matters, the landowners have indicated they 

would be willing to enter into a design brief for the site to address the heights of buildings, materials and designs 

to ensure the proposed development has regard to the AONB design Guidance. Noted.

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

The Plan indicates that it and the policies within it, “have been prepared having regard to the draft policies in the 

emerging [Northumberland] Core Strategy and are closely aligned to those policies relevant to the 

Neighbourhood Area (paragraph 1.5). However the Northumberland Core Strategy has on 5th July 2017 been 

withdrawn by the County Council along with the entire supporting evidence base. The Plan is now therefore in 

advance of the Core Strategy and may in some aspects be ‘superseded by the Core Strategy in due course. The 

Plan therefore needs to be sufficiently flexible to react positively and rapidly to change, to provide a plan led 

approach to meet the objectively assessed needs of the plan area following the approach of the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development. To meet these criteria the Plan needs to demonstrate that it has been 

positively prepare and reflects the best available and up to date evidence base. This will need to be addressed as 

the Plan progresses, currently the reliance on the withdrawn core Strategy and evidence base places significant 

questions over the soundness of the Plan.

The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not 

apply in AONBs.   The Plan did not rely on the Core Strategy, 

although it was aligned with it.  The Basic Conditions report will 

clarify how the NP meets the Basic Conditions as set out in the 

relevant legislation. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn The Vision for the area as set out in paragraph 2.3 is supported. Support welcomed

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

Paragraph 2.6 makes reference to settlement boundaries “having been drawn to make to ensure that 

development comes forward in those areas that are likely to have the least impact on designated areas. A key 

element of this has been to protect the coastal areas and concentrate new development inland, and away from 

protected sites”. Whilst this approach is supported the actual settlement boundary for North Sunderland as 

detailed on the Proposals Map does not wholly reflect this approach Comments noted.

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

3.4 Land to the south of North Sunderland is identified by the Plan as a landscape sensitive to development. This 

land is within the AONB which of itself requires a sensitive, but not prohibitive, approach to new development. 

The land proposed for inclusion within the settlement boundary as detailed on the Plan at Appendix D is inland 

which addresses a significant concern for the Plan which seeks to direct development away from the coastal 

strip (land to the east of the B1340) road. The land is screened from important views along the coastal route 

(B1340 Road) into Seahouses from the south. Development in this area would assist in assimilating recent 

development (some of which does not meet with the aims of the AONB design guide) into the landscape and 

would provide the opportunity for a strong landscaped shelter belt which would in time provide an effective 

visual screen and link to the existing landscaping to the west of the B1340. Good design of this area with 

sympathetic materials and landscaping, when read against the existing backdrop of development, would not 

result in a harmful impact on the long distance views from the southeast. Comments noted.

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

3.5 The proposed settlement boundary along South Lane should be amended to include land already developed 

as an extension to the cemetery, include land to permit the future extension of the settlement including 

provision for additional cemetery land and a modest extension to the settlement for residential development 

including the land currently subject of planning application reference 17/01819/OUT.

The methodology for defining the settlement boundaries 

included the aim of directing development towards least sensitive 

sites.  This area was identified as having high landscape sensitivity. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn The objectives of the Plan are broadly supported. Noted with thanks

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

Policy S1 seeks to focus the majority of future development in the settlement of Seahouses (including North 

Sunderland); this is supported. However, the policy seeks to restrict development within the AONB to ‘small 

scale’ seeking to limit this to the narrow interpretation of scale set out by the process to consider 

planningapplications as 1-9 dwellings or where the number of dwellings is not defined as land areas of less than 

0.5 ha. This is not supported and is unjustified. Noted.



Geo F White for Carr Dunn

The majority of Seahouses lies within the AONB and the propose settlement boundary has been drawn tightly to 

existing development in the AONB. As such the Plan is seeking to restrict all future development in Seahouses to 

small scale (as defined by the Plan). In addition the policy requires the small scale development to be 

permanently occupied and provide for affordable housing. The policy should be amended to reflect the 

provisions of the National Planning Guidance and indicate the appropriate threshold levels for the provision of 

affordable housing. It should also reflect that in some circumstances the viability of small scale sites may not 

allow for the total restriction to permanently occupied dwellings and include for a percentage of permanently 

occupied housing subject to viability.

Noted.  No change.  See earlier comments in relation to 

permanent occupancy policy. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

Restricting development on land in the AONB to solely small scale will potentially miss the opportunities of scale 

offered by major development in the provision of a range and mix of housing and tenure types, the provision of 

affordable housing, open space and the viability to contribute towards infrastructure requirements

A development that is small-scale could still be 'major' as defined 

in NPPG in relation to AONBs.  There appears to be a 

misunderstanding of the application of the word 'major' in the 

AONB context.  Small-scale is what people would like to see come 

forward.  'Major' could be small-scale as well, as 'major' is defined 

by the impact it has on the surrounding area, not on the scale of 

the development. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

The approach of Policy S1 is not fully in accordance with the NPPF. The NPPF indicates that great weight should 

be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), which 

has the highest status of protection in this regard. Paragraph 116 of the NPPF requires there to be ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ for allowing ‘major’ development in a designated area including AONBs where it can be 

demonstrated that they are in the public interest. There are three bullets points which require assessment:• The 

need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations, and the impact of permitting it, or 

refusing it, upon the local economy:

• The cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside of the designated area, or meeting the need for it in 

some other way; and

• Any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and the extent to 

which that could be moderation.

Policy 1, with some amendments, is in accordance with the NPPF.  

It has been checked by a qualified Examiner in the form of a 

Health Check, and had rigorous examination by the County 

Council Planning Department.  It is considered that Policy 1 (with 

some small amendments) will be a robust policy and will meet the 

Basic Condtiions.

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

The NPPF does not set out a definition of ‘major development’ in the AONB it is a matter for the decision maker 

taking into account the proposal in question and the local context. Development could be major development 

(as defined by the Plan) which in a local context may not be of a scale excessive for a settlement the size of 

Seahouses/North Sunderland, and may be of a scale which will assist in maintaining local services and facilities. 

The Policy needs to be sufficiently flexible to allow for consideration of such development within the settlement 

boundaries. See previous comments in relation to 'major' development

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

Case law has established that whether a development in the AONB is major is a judgement for the decision 

maker having specific regard to the ‘local context’, this approach is reflected in the glossary of the Plan but is not 

clear in the Policy which refers to ‘small, large and major scales of development’. No definition is included in the 

glossary for ‘large scale’ although it is recognised that this refers to areas outside of the AONB

The section which refers to 'large scale' has been removed and 

placed in the supporting information following the advice of an 

Examiner during the Health Check of the Plan. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

Northumberland County Council has recently granted planning consent for a ‘major’ residential planning 

application in Beadnell where it was accepted the provision of housing for permanent occupancy was an 

exceptional circumstance. This approach should be reflected in Policy S1 which as currently worded requires 

permanent occupancy on small scale development, but fails to acknowledge that major development could also 

provide for this opportunity which may make it acceptable development within the AONB.

Noted.  But the purpose of the Plan is to deliver future 

development of 100% permanent occupancy on all development.  

It would not be an exceptional circumstance test, as it is will be 

required anyway. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

The second bullet point requires consideration of: the cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside of 

the designated area, or meeting the need for it in some other way. The AONB designation extends to the whole 

of the built up area of North Sunderland and Seahouses. Past residential development including allocated sites in 

the Berwick-upon-Tweed local plan all lie within the AONB. All of the sites identified within the Northumberland 

SHLAA lie within the AONB excepting one site to the north of North Sunderland reference 1298 which has been 

assessed, due to a range of issues as ‘unsuitable’. It is therefore clear that opportunities to develop outside of 

the AONB but still being well connected to the settlement are limited. The proposed extension of the settlement 

boundary to the west of Seahouses to include agricultural land clearly for residential purposes seeks to include 

land which has not been promoted through the Northumberland SHLAA. The Plan does not provide sufficient 

evidence that the land is indeed suitable, available and deliverable to meet the needs of the settlement into the 

future. Further detailed assessment of all potential sites to meet the settlements needs should be undertaken 

and the settlement boundary drawn to provide for a range and choice of potential sites for future housing 

development in the period to 2031.

The land was not allocated, and the tests of suitability, availability 

and deliverability therefore did not apply.  The settlement 

boundary has nevertheless been re-drawn to exclude this land as 

there was no support for its inclusion. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

The third bullet point requires consideration of: any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and 

recreational opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated. The Plan’s proposal to require all 

planning application to assess the potential impact of the proposed development on the Natura 2000 sites is 

accepted. Noted. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

In addition the policy does not take into account the potential cumulative impact of development. A well 

designed major (using the plans definition of more than 10 dwellings) development is more likely to have the 

economies of scale to assist in meeting the Plans objectives through the provision of permanent occupied 

housing, affordable housing and open spaces than a collection of small scale developments which are potentially 

less viable in the same location. This should be addressed by the Policy.

The Plan does not define 'major' as being over 10 dwellings.  

Definition of 'major' has been further clarified. This is an 

indicative example of where it is 'likely' to be considered to be 

major.   

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

Whilst the plan does not allocate sites for development it has indicated a settlement boundary which essential 

limits the areas for future development. There needs to be more flexibility in the settlement boundary to 

provide for a range and choice of potential development sites to meet the future needs of the area. The 

settlement boundary should be extended to include land to the south of south Lane as detailed on the plan at 

Appendix D.

No change.  This area was not included because it was considered 

a sensitive area in landscape terms.  A clear methodology was 

used, and it would be inappropriate to 'pick and choose' when to 

apply it.  

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

Paragraph 3.32 should make reference to the provision of a ‘minimum of’ a further 100 new homes. The 

indicative (now withdrawn) figure of 230 new homes over the plan period provided by the Core Strategy is a 

target not a ceiling to development. Additional evidence is required to demonstrate the substantial amount of 

land available in Seahouses referred to in paragraph 3.33 to meet future housing needs. A robust assessment of 

these sites their availability and deliverability is not evidenced in the Plan or background evidence. Indeed as 

referenced above the land included within the Plan for future residential development tothe west of the 

settlement has not been assessed by the Northumberland SHLAA, and no evidence has been provided as to 

whether the site is genuinely available and developable. In contrast sites to the south of settlement whilst in the 

AONB have been assessed by the SHLAA as suitable, available and deliverable. These sites should be included 

within a revised settlement boundary.

The majority of the Plan area is within the AONB. The 

presumption in favour of development does not apply in the 

AONB as it does in other areas.  There is no requirement for a 

neighbourhood plan to allocate sites.  The figure identified in the 

(now withdrawn) Core Strategy is no longer directly relevant.  The 

site to the west has now been excluded from the settlement 

boundary as there was no support for the inclusion of this area. 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

This policy refers to small scale development within settlement boundaries. As set out in the paragraphs above 

the settlement boundaries associated with this policy should be amended to include land to the south of North 

Sunderland to allow for greater flexibility in the provision of future residential development in Seahouses the 

main settlement and service area in the Neighbourhood Plan area.

No change.  This area was not included because it was considered 

a sensitive area in landscape terms.  A clear methodology was 

used, and it would be inappropriate to 'pick and choose' when to 

apply it.  

Geo F White for Carr Dunn

Policy 14 – Principal Residence Housing. Whilst Policy 14 is supported in principle, the policy should be 

amended to include for ‘subject to viability’. In some instances a combined development proposal of affordable 

housing and open market housing including a significant percentage of permanent occupancy housing may be 

the most viable option for delivering the site

This would weaken the policy, and render it ineffective.  This 

policy approach has been tried and tested in the Courts (see 

previous comments on Policy 14). 

Geo F White for Carr Dunn
Policy 16 – Housing mix and type The wording of this policy requires clarification as it refers to ‘larger scale 

development’, no definition of large scale is provided for in the Glossary.

Policy 16 is being deleted, and the relevant information about 

type and mix of housing incorporated into Policy 1. 
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Annex A: Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Bodies for North Northumberland Coastal Area Neighbourhood Plan 

Consultation Body Organisation 

Local Planning Authority Northumberland County Council 

Local Planning Authority Northumberland County Council 

The Coal Authority The Coal Authority 

Homes and Communities Agency Homes and Communities Agency 

Natural England Natural England 

The Environment Agency The Environment Agency 

Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England Historic England 

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Network Rail Infrastructure Limited 

Highways England Highways England 

Relevant Primary Care Trust NHS Northumberland Clinical Commissioning Group 

 

Any person who owns or controls electronic 

communications apparatus situated in any part of the area of 

the local planning authority 

Avonline 

British Telecommunications Plc. 

CTIL (Cornerstone Telecommunications Infrastructure Limited) 

Acting on behalf of Vodafone and O2 

EE 

Three 

Virgin Media Limited 

Wildcard Networks 

Any person to whom the electronic communications code 

applies 

CTIL (Cornerstone Telecommunications Infrastructure Limited) 

Acting on behalf of Vodafone and O2 

EE 

Three 

Any person to whom a licence has been granted  Northern Powergrid 
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Consultation Body Organisation 

under section 6(1)(b) and (c) of the Electricity Act 1989. 

National Grid 

Any a person to whom a licence has been granted  

under section 7(2) of the Gas Act 1986. 

Northern Gas Networks 

Sewerage undertaker Northumbrian Water Limited 

Water undertaker Northumbrian Water Limited 

Marine Management Organisation Marine Management Organisation 
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Consultation Body Organisation 

Adjoining Parish Councils in Northumberland Adderstone with Lucker Parish Council 

Ellingham Parish Council 

Belford with Middleton Parish Council 

Newton-by-the-Sea Parish Council 

Sustrans Sustrans 

Voluntary Bodies some or all of whose activities benefit all or 

any part of the neighbourhood area* 

 

 Beadnell Women’s Institute 

 Save Beadnell Association 

 Beadnell Community Volunteers 

 Beadnell Sailing Club 

 Seahouses & District Cancer Research 

& Relief Fund 

 National Trust 

 Scouts/Cubs? 

 North Sunderland Football Club 

 WI 

 Seahouses GC 

 Harbour 

 SDT 

 RNLI 

 Rotary 

 Probus 

 Hostel 

 Seahouses Social Club 
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Consultation Body Organisation 

 Bamburgh Womens Institute 

 Ladies who Lunch 

 Coffee Stop 

 Cricket Club 

 Croquet Club 

 Bamburgh Pavilion Association 

 Abbeyfield  

 Bamburgh Castle Golf Club 

 Fish and Chip lunch 

 Bamburgh Heritage Trust 

 Seahouses Gardening Club  

 Festive Lights  

 Seahouses Outdoor Bowls Club  

 Belford Medical Practice 

 Bondgate Medical Practice 

 The Old Parish of Bamburgh Local History Archive  

Bodies which represent the interests of different religious 

groups in the neighbourhood area 
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Consultation Body Organisation 

 St Ebbas Church Beadnell 

 Seahouses Methodist Church 

 St Paul’s Church 

 RC Church 

 St Aidan’s Church 

Bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying on 

business in the neighbourhood area 

 

 Beadnell Harbour Fishermen’s Society 

 Northumberland Estates 

 North Northumberland Tourist Association 

 Lord Crewe’s Charity 

 Bamburgh Castle Estates 

Bodies which represent the interests of disabled persons in 

the neighbourhood area 

 

 Age UK Northumberland 

 Bell View Belford 

 Alzheimers Society 

Berwick & District Office 

 Broad Rd housing 

Bodies who have requested to be notified of neighbourhood 

plans in Northumberland 

The Theatres Trust 

SSA Planning 
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