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Summary of Recommendations 
 

 Further justification is needed in the case of a number of policies as outlined in the detailed notes. 

 The inclusion of settlement boundaries in the plan requires further justification in the main body of the document.  Reference to the methodology 
and data within the evidence base is required. 

 The Principal Residence Policies in the St Ives Neighbourhood Plan survived legal challenge, so it would be sensible to ensure that the North 
Northumberland Coast Neighbourhood Plan (NNCNP) policy approach is as similar as local circumstances allow. 

 The site selection process for employment sites needs to be made clearer in relation to the allocations and supported sites.  The boundaries of each 
site should be clearly shown on an OS based plan of suitable scale.  In addition, the methodology of site selection and discounting must be more 
clearly expressed in order to robustly back up Policy 23. 

 The timeframe for the plan is stated differently at different points in the plan and a clear monitoring and review programme is required. 

 Northumberland Development Plan.  The strategic saved policies of the Berwick-on-Tweed Local Plan 1999 must be included for consideration in 

the Basic Conditions Statement (BCS).  It Is noted that whilst the health check was being undertaken the emerging Northumberland Core Strategy 

was withdrawn. If it is the case that the NNCNP does not delay until work on a replacement plan commences, then it will be critical that discussions 

are held with the Northumberland County Council (NCC) to ensure consistency of approach and that links to the Core Strategy evidence base are 

still up to date for use in the plan. 

 The BCS is a critical document required to ensure conformity of the NNCNP with the regulations and key policy documents. This must be included 

for examination. 

 The Consultation Statement (CS) is a critical document required to ensure conformity of the NNCNP with the regulations and advice in the Planning 

Practice Guidance (PPG) on plan preparation. Engagement with the local community has to be proportionate to the scale and aims of the plan, and 

the CS must be included as part of the examination formal documentation. 

 Recommend that a clear timeline is provided upfront in the main plan document which includes reference to the legislation, designation and 

consultation dates. 

 Strongly recommend that there needs to be evidence provided for each of the proposed LGS designations using the criteria in paragraph 77 of the 

NPPF. This should be produced as part of the evidence base.  

 I indicate in various places in this health check alternative text or deletions of wording in your plan. These are suggestions for your consideration.  
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Part 1 – Process 
 

 Criteria Source Response/Comments 

1.1 Have the necessary statutory 
requirements been met in terms of 
the designation of the 
neighbourhood area?  
 

Northumberland County Council 
Website 

Yes.  The BCS will need to refer to the date of designation and detail 
the consultation process undertaken upfront within the document.  
The NP Area covers the whole of the 3 Parishes and was designated 
by the Council on 18th February 2014.  The plan relates to one 
Neighbourhood Area.  The BCS should include confirmation that the 
plan has been prepared and submitted by a qualifying body, as 
detailed in the main plan.  It is a requirement that this is submitted 
alongside the NNCNP. 
 

1.2 If the area does not have a parish 
council, have the necessary statutory 
requirements been met in terms of 
the designation of the 
neighbourhood forum?  
 

N/A Not applicable.  North Northumberland Coast Neighbourhood Plan 
Area is made up if 3 Parish Councils; North Sunderland, Bamburgh 
and Beadnell. 

1.3 Has the plan been the subject of 
appropriate pre-submission 
consultation and publicity, as set out 
in the legislation, or is this 
underway?  
 

NNCNP The CS has not been submitted for review with the NNCNP 
documents. Based on the summaries of the plan process provided 
and the evidence base, there is no indication that pre-submission 
plan preparation and consultation has not been carried out in line 
with the advice in the PPG and the legal requirements in the 
Regulations, in line with the scale, coverage and complexity of the 
plan area.  However, this should be confirmed and reviewed by the 
CS prior to examination.  The importance of the CS should not be 
underestimated in providing a key window into the legitimacy of the 
process and plan itself for the examiner.  It is a requirement that this 
is submitted to accompany the NNCNP.  Also, recommend that a 
clear timeline is provided upfront in the document which includes 
reference to the legislation, designation and consultation dates. 
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1.4 Has there been a programme of 
community engagement 
proportionate to the scale and 
complexity of the plan? 
 

NNCNP Yes, however more detail and discussion of the methodology of 
consultation to ensure a proportionate programme of consultation is 
required in the consultation statement which references the 
Regulations, see notes in detailed comments below. 

1.5 Are arrangements in place for an 
independent examiner to be 
appointed?  
 

No evidence There is no information provided on this.  Would advise that the 
Qualifying Body (QB) begin the process of identifying a suitable 
independent examiner as soon as possible. 
 
Whilst the general approach is to assess the CVs provided by 
prospective examiners, you may also find it very helpful in coming to 
a decision by reading examples of their reports on other 
neighbourhood plans. 
 

1.6 Are discussions taking place with the 
electoral services team on holding 
the referendum?  
 

No evidence There is no information provided on this.  The QB should engage with 
Northumberland County Council to ascertain this information. 

1.7 Is there a clear project plan for 
bringing the plan into force and does 
it take account of local authority 
committee cycles?  
 

No evidence There is no information provided on this.  The QB should engage with 
Northumberland County Council to ascertain this information. 

1.8 Has an SEA screening been carried 
out by the LPA?  
 

SEA Report  SEA screening been undertaken and a full report submitted, 
completed by AECOM consultants.  The recommendations of this 
report are accepted and have been incorporated into the draft plan. 
 

1.9 Has an HRA screening been carried 
out by the LPA?  
 

HRA Report HRA screening been undertaken and a full report submitted, 
completed by AECOM consultants.  The recommendations of this 
report are accepted and have been incorporated into the draft plan. 
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Part 2 – Content 
 

 Criteria Source Response/Comments 

2.1 Are policies appropriately justified 
with a clear rationale?  
 

NNCNP In some cases.  Policies have some rationale and accompanying 
justification.  Further justification needed in the case of a number of 
policies as outlined in the detailed notes, this evidence is presented 
in the evidence base but this should be clearly referenced and in 
some cases discussed more fully within the main plan.  The 
Settlement Boundaries (Policy 8 and 9), Principal Residence Housing 
(Policy 14). Local Needs Connection (Policy 15) and Employment Sites 
(Policy 23) are all policies that require clearer justification within the 
plan if they are to be retained, see detailed comments below.  The 
evidence base is commended and the inclusion of the settlement 
boundary methodology and data is helpful and should be referenced 
more heavily in the main plan. 
 

2.2 Is it clear which parts of the draft 
plan form the ‘neighbourhood plan 
proposal’ (i.e. the neighbourhood  
development plan) under the 
Localism Act, subject to the 
independent examination, and 
which parts do not form part of the  
‘plan proposal’, and would not be 
tested by the independent 
examination?  
 

NNCNP Yes.  The Plan Is well structured and makes a clear distinction 
between policies, objectives, vision and projects. 

2.3 Are there any obvious conflicts with 
the NPPF?  
 

NNCNP The BCS has not been submitted for review, therefore the documents 
do not outline compliance of the plan policies with the NPPF in clear 
terms.  Detailed comments pick up on some key areas of non-
conformity.  From my assessment, without the benefit of the BCS, it 
appears that the plan is in general conformity with NPPF, with a few 
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minor exceptions highlighted in the detailed comments below. 
 

2.4 Is there a clear explanation of the 
ways the plan contributes to the 
achievement of sustainable 
development?  
 

NNCNP The plan states the contribution it makes to sustainable development 
and the consideration of the environmental, social and economic 
factors is evident throughout the NNCNP.  The definition of 
sustainable development outlined in the glossary of the document is 
the Brundtland Definition which pre-dates the NPPF and seeks a 
stronger form of sustainable development, which is positive for the 
plan.  However, the use of this without reference to the NPPF 
definition may give rise to issues of whether the plan has due regard 
to current government policy.  The principles enshrined in the former 
definition weigh the balance between environmental, social and 
economic factors differently and seek a ‘more sustainable solution’. 
This approach should be clearly outlined and justification provided, 
see detailed comments. 

2.5 Are there any issues around 
compatibility with human rights or 
EU obligations?  
 

NNCNP The NNCNP draft and supporting documents do not raise any major 
issues with regard to human rights.  Policies 14 and 15 deal with 
second homes, principal residence housing and local needs, the 
policy has been edited to avoid potential conflicts with human rights 
legislation. The St Ives Neighbourhood Plan was challenged on 
human rights grounds for dealing with this issue so the final policy 
wording should be checked to ensure no conflicts. The St Ives policy 
survived the challenge so it would be sensible to ensure that the 
policy is as similar as local circumstances allow. 

The Local Needs Housing criteria should be reviewed if applied as 
there are potential issues with eligibility and affordable or market 
housing. 
 

2.6 Does the plan avoid dealing with 
excluded development including 

NNCNP The NNCNP confirms that it does not deal with excluded 
development.  Excluded development includes minerals, waste and 
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nationally significant infrastructure, 
waste and minerals?  
 

major infrastructure.  This should also be included in the Basic 
Conditions Statement. 

2.7 Is there consensus between the local 
planning authority and the qualifying 
body over whether the plan meets 
the basic conditions including 
conformity with strategic 
development plan policy and, if not, 
what are the areas of disagreement?  
 

NNCNP The plan states that it has been assessed against the emerging draft 

Local Plan, the Northumberland Core Strategy, which has now been 

withdrawn. Whilst it is desirable to align a NP with any emerging local 

plan, it remains the case that the saved strategic policies of the 1999 

Berwick-on-Tweed Borough Local Plan are the adopted policies and 

must be included for consideration in the BCS in terms of assessing 

general conformity.  Indeed, they are the only extant development 

plan policy for the NNCNP area. Detailed comments contain some 

suggestions for re-wording to improve clarity.  Overall, the NNCNP 

looks to take a locally distinctive approach and adds detail to the 

strategic policies outlined in the Development Plan for the area.  

Evidence for the proposed settlement boundaries in the draft are 

provided to support their inclusion.  The principal residence and local 

needs housing policies (14 and 15) are key areas for potential conflict 

(see detailed notes below). 

It will be critical that the QB discuss the implications and direction of 

the plan with NCC to check how the policy direction and main 

principles of the approach of the Core Strategy will change.  This 

could have significant implications for the NNCNP and will need to be 

reviewed through the BCS.  Policies should be reviewed in light of the 

up-to-date strategic direction of any new emerging Local Plan before 

undertaking the Regulation 16 consultation. 

2.8 Are there any obvious errors in the 
plan?  

NNCNP The plan specifies 2011 until 2031 and in some places 2032.  The plan 
period should start from the year the plan is made, therefore I would 
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 advise a 15 year timeframe until 2032 or similar.  This should also be 
clearly stated on the front cover and a timescale for review put in 
place. 
 

2.9 Are the plan’s policies clear and 
unambiguous and do they reflect the 
community’s aspirations?  
 

NNCNP The policies are mainly clear and relate to the development and use 
of land.  Suggestions have been made for the re-wording of policies 
but a re-think of policy content is required in some cases.  
Consistency and clarity is required to ensure that the policies are 
Development Management and delivery focussed.  Policies need to 
be framed by an understanding of the delivery mechanisms that 
planning can use e.g., the housing policies can include some detailed 
requirements to allow them to guide the characteristics of the 
development without becoming overly prescriptive.   
Overall, land use focused community aspirations are at the heart of 
the plan and the policies are reflective of the outcomes of the 
consultation process.   
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DETAILED FEEDBACK: 
 
Neighbourhood Plan Draft 
 
Page 1 

The plan specifies 2011 until 2031 and in some places 2032, this needs to be consistent.  Whilst it is not untypical for plans to fix the start date contiguous 

with the date the key evidential documents were produced to inform the plan’s content, it is preferential in my view for the plan period to start from when 

the plan is made. Therefore, I would advise a 15 year timeframe until 2032 or similar.  This should also be clearly stated on the front cover and a timescale 

for review put in place. In this context, you may wish to note that there are new provisions for the review of neighbourhood plans in the Neighbourhood 

Planning Act 2017, which have yet to come into force. 

Page 2 

The first two paragraphs of the foreword give the beginning of the plan a negative tone.  Advise that the first two paragraphs should either be removed or 

the issues discussed in a more neutral way following the content of the 3rd paragraph.  The tone for the plan is set here on the first page and 

Neighbourhood Plans are required to promote sustainable development and have regard to the NPPF. 

Page 4 
 
Delete ‘In April 2012’ and ‘2011’. 
The introduction should be edited for the final version of the plan that is to be submitted to examination to provide an overview of the timeline of the NP 
process including a short summary of the consultation, which refers to the Consultation Statement (CS) which will provide a more detailed breakdown of 
the consultation process undertaken.  It would be useful to reference The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as amended). 
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made) in this section and be clear where the stages of consultation fit with the requirements.  A 
basic timeline showing the journey of the NNCNP through Regulation stages 14 and 15 and the dates when the consultation occurred would be useful here 
and should also be included in the Consultation Statement. 
 
Page 5 
 
Paragraph 5: change ‘community’ to ‘people who live and work in the area’ for clarity. 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made
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Page 6 
 
Paragraph 2: delete sentence ‘A multitude of other evidence…’ replace with ‘Evidence from a range of sources has been used to support our policies, listed 
in Appendix B’. 
 
Paragraph 3: delete ‘steer development in the way people want’ replace with ‘effectively respond to the needs of the community’. 
 
Paragraph 5: replace second ‘the plan’ with ‘it’. 
 
Section 1.0 
 
Paragraph 1.2: delete ‘after this’ replace with ‘following the’. 
 
Paragraph 1.5: delete sentence ‘It is anticipated that…’as this section refers to policy on the North Northumberland AONB, then insert it is ‘likely to remain 
unchanged’ given its status.  This presupposes the findings of the Inspector and due to current developments with the withdrawal of the Core Strategy 
caution should be used in discussion of the relationship between the 2 documents. 
 
Paragraph 1.6: delete sentence ‘The plan supports…’ for the same reason stated above.  The Plan should state general conformity with the Local 
Development Plan, which at this juncture is the saved strategic policies of the Berwick-on-Tweed Borough Local Plan 1999. Paragraph 1.7: delete 2 
sentences starting with ‘Some policies…’ and ‘In such circumstances’.   This is not needed here and is only relevant to be included in the BCS. 
 
Paragraph 1.8: add ‘According to the NPPF,’ at the beginning of the first sentence.  Delete sentence beginning ‘This is defined…’ 
 
Paragraph 1.10: add in date of SEA Regulations, ‘2004’. 
 
Paragraph 1.11: Include this information in the BCS.  A short statement added to 1.10 would be better placed e.g. ‘Screening for SEA and HRA were 
undertaken, reports X and Y support the plan and suggested changes incorporated in the NNCNP’ 
 
Page 11 
 
Paragraph 2.5: remove ‘much of the plan area is ideal for watching the night sky’ replace with ‘designation is being sought through a project listed in section 
X of the Plan’. 
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Paragraph 2.6: after sentence 2, reference to the settlement boundary methodology should be made and this should be signposted in the plan.  If 
settlement boundaries are included in the document they need to be backed up with evidence as to why the lines were placed in these locations.  This work 
has clearly been undertaken but evidence must be clearly presented and signposted by the plan to ensure the settlement boundary is not open to challenge 
once the plan is in place.  The method statement and data included within the evidence base appears both clear and robust  
 
Page 12 
 
Objective 2 requires the addition of the date of publication of the AONB Design Guide and Management Plan. 
Objective 3 ‘sense of place’ is not defined within the document.  This could either be added to the glossary or the objective modified to explain this more 
clearly e.g. which are the key element that contribute to sense of place in NNCNP Area. 
 
Paragraph 2.8: delete ‘This has, over the years, led to’ replace with ‘A theme from the consultation was the link between second homes and the’. 
 
Page 13 
 
Objective 5 define ‘play’ in the glossary and/or refer to ‘leisure and recreation’. 
 
Objective 6 delete ‘for that’ and replace with ‘to’.  Delete ‘as well as’ and replace with ‘and’. 
 
Objective 8 is negatively framed.  Change to ‘To ensure tourism development is accommodated, having regard to impacts on local communities and 
infrastructure’. 
 
Page 15 
 
Paragraph 3.2: delete sentence 2 and replace with ‘It acknowledges that the majority of development in the plan area will be in Seahouses, which was 
categorised as a ‘service centre’ in the emerging (now withdrawn) Northumberland Local Plan, as it has the highest proportion of local services’. 
 
Paragraph 3.4: reference to ‘small scale’ should be clearly defined.   
 
Paragraph 3.5: delete ‘any impact’ in last sentence. 
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Page 16 
 

Policy 1 

For a policy that relates to ‘small scale’ development to be useable it is critical that a number is given to avoid different interpretations of the policy.  The 

policy outcome will otherwise be varied based on the perspective of the decision maker, which could change within the plan period.  Enforcing policies that 

do not have a clear definition of small and large scale is complex and will not result in the control that is sought here.  Strongly advise that a decision is 

made on this by the NNCNP and that this is explained, even if there are differences between the settlements, the approach will need to be justified and 

evidenced for the policy to be effective. 

Insert in sentence 1 after ‘development’ ‘which accords with the relevant policies in the Neighbourhood Plan,’. 

Delete ‘which contribute to sustainable communities’ as how will this be measured? 

Delete sentence ‘The majority of development in the plan area will be accommodated in…’. 

Larger and smaller scale development must be defined within this policy i.e. large scale 10 dwellings and over, small scale 9 dwellings and under. 

Page 18 

Policy 2 

Delete ‘All proposals’, replace with ‘Development proposals within or affecting landscape character areas’. 

Consider deleting reference to ‘in Northumberland Landscape Character Assessment (2010)’. It is better to include a full list within the policy to avoid issues 

if the document is superseded or ceases to be current policy. 

Page 19 

Paragraph 3.12: delete ‘The full management plan can be found at…’, this can be referenced in an appendix as the web link would require updating if 

documents move. 
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Page 20 

Policy 3 

The definition of ‘new habitats’ is unclear.  These need to be defined or some guidance given to ensure the policy will deliver what is required.  Also, the 

whole second sentence is too vague to include in the policy wording.   The proposed habitats and opportunities referred to must be clearly identified. 

Delete ‘normally’, add in after unless ‘it can be demonstrated that’. 

Page 21 

Paragraph 3.14: Sentence 2 is unclear.  Does the boundary match what is set out in the Shoreline Management Plan?  This methodology should be 

explained in more detail. 

Combine first sentence of 3.17 with 3.16.  Delete the quoted text from CE4.  The BCS can deal in more detail with conformity with the key policy 

documents. 

Policy 4 

Consider re-wording to enshrine the principles for development and management that are set out in the management plan.  Referring directly to another 

document in a policy does not aid decision makers or clarity of the purpose or need for a neighbourhood plan policy if this policy document is already in 

place.  If a neighbourhood plan policy is required then it needs to set out what the aims are for development and management. 

It would be useful to define ‘exceptional circumstances’ in the glossary or give some thought to the principle behind this and how this would be argued, in 

the event that this element of the policy is ever challenged. 

Page 22 

Paragraph 3.22: delete sentence ‘The Design Guide will be updated…’ and replace with ‘In the event the Design Guide is updated, new development should 

incorporate the principles of good design from the most recent Design Guide’. 

Paragraph 3.25: delete web link and just clearly reference management plan with date. 
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Policy 5 

Insert ‘new’ after ‘All’ in the first line. 

Delete ‘comprise’ replace with ‘incorporate’. 

Point c) is it indigenous planting that is required? 

The last sentence regarding the Design Guide will only be necessary if the Guide is itself not yet adopted, otherwise the policy is repeating requirements 

from elsewhere in the development plan, which is considered unnecessary. 

Page 23 

Paragraph 3.26: delete ‘Inappropriate’ and replace with ‘Poor design of’. 

Paragraph 3.27: sentence 2 delete ‘more’ replace with ‘further’. 

Policy 6 

From the supporting text, it appears that the policy is closely linked to the Design Guide.  Duplication of existing policy documents can undermine NP 

policies and a locally tailored approach to an issue is an opportunity presented by the NP format.  I would advise reviewing how heavily policies rely on 

other documents and being clear if policies are required in their own right where there is existing guidance on an issue. 

Clause b) This seems particularly onerous and limiting – this may be applicable to guidance but should be removed from a binding policy as it is not justified 

sufficiently. 

Clause c) add ‘where possible’ after ‘retained’. 

Clause d) suggest rephrase, ‘Illumination, where proposed, should limit the impact of light pollution on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and 

nature conservation’, which has regard to paragraph 125 of the NPPF. 

 Last sentence change ‘expected’ to ‘required’. 
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Page 24 

The advertisement regulations are not straightforward and the policy should be reviewed in light of these in the BCS.  The category of ‘outdoor 

advertisements’ is not clear and should be described. 

I would advise that the last sentence should be removed as this is a vague measure and is not clearly justified. 

Policy 7 

Separate the policy into 2 parts – second part beginning ‘Within the Northumberland Coast AONB…’ 

Overall this policy needs to offer an evidenced justification as to why a specific local approach to advertisements is required over and above what is already 

outlined in existing policy and guidance for it to be useful. 

Page 25 

Paragraphs 3.33-3.35: It is of critical importance that terms such as ‘significant amount of new housing’ are quantified even if this data is drawn from the 

recently withdrawn emerging plan.  The justification for Policy 8 must include definitions of small and large scale, as previously discussed and clearly 

evidence the settlement boundary methodology and documentation of the process of where the lines have been drawn around settlements if this policy is 

to be robust enough to withstand challenge. 

Paragraph 3.34: Is confusing and needs re-wording in a clear and tightened way as otherwise this could be exploited. 

Page 26 

Paragraph 3.36: ‘twenty years’ not ‘hears’. 

Paragraph 3.43: Setting a minimum parking standard above the level of the Local Planning Authority will need to be an evidenced approach and supported 

by survey work to highlight parking problems.  In addition, the blanket comment in 3.44 that ‘loss of car parking spaces will not be acceptable’ will need to 

be backed up.  I would suggest that this position would not be supported by an examiner unless clear evidence including frequency of public transport and 

discussion of how the NNCNP could work towards improving this situation is presented, due to potential conflict with the NPPF on promoting sustainable 

transport.   
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Page 27 

Policy 8 

It is critical to this policy that ‘small scale’ is clearly defined, as discussed above. 

The use of ‘All proposals should’ does not require these bullet points to be adhered to. 

Delete Clause c) unless further justification provided. 

Consider splitting policy 8 down as it is long and the part relating to planning obligations can be dealt with separately.  Spl it policy and add in ‘For new 

developments over x units,’ before ‘planning obligations’. 

Delete the last sentence as this approach has not been clearly justified.  

Paragraph 3.46 The approach of a requirement for principal residence housing through S106 agreement is akin to the St Ives approach.  The discussion 

around limiting conversions with regard to the types of buildings that would not be suitable would benefit from being more clearly explained with reference 

to the use classes order. 

Page 29 

Policy 9 

This policy is confused and references a definition from the NPPF which is unnecessary. 

Suggest editing the policy as follows: 

Outside the settlement boundaries defined on the Policy Map, support will be given to development which accords with the policies of the NNCNP and 

provides: 

 small scale developments of principal residence housing responding to local housing need (defined as xxx) within hamlets. 

Add in additional bullets from the policy. 
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This policy does not include the provision regarding the SEA/HRA requirements, this should be added in if the areas in question would be affected. 

Policy 10 

Remove the references to the Appraisals from the policy and include them in a justification paragraph 3.48 before the policy.  

Clause d) change to ‘the group value of buildings and their relationship’. 

Delete the final sentence.  These projects/proposals should be identified separately. 

Pages 30-32 the maps and figures reproduced are blurred. Is it possible to include sharper versions?  An up to date set of pictures of the conservation area 

would aid the reader.  In addition, use of some pictures to illustrate other policies could be helpful, but suggest using in moderation to avoid overshadowing 

the policies and text. 

Page 32 

Policy 11 

First sentence change ‘or’ for ‘and’ in both cases. 

Clause b) define ‘key open spaces’ either with a list or characteristics one would have. 

Clause c) list the vernacular materials rather than referring to another document in a policy. 

Page 33 

Paragraph 3.50: Great to see the distinction between policies and projects clearly expressed. 

Policy 12  

This policy is vague and requires definition of ‘special regard’, otherwise it will have no meaning. 

The core should be shown clearly edged on the proposals map. 
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Page 34 

If the process of compiling the list is documented, this should be included in the evidence base. 

Policy 13 

The policy wording would benefit from better reflecting paragraph 135 of the NPPF, which provides, ‘The effect of an application on the significance of a 

non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non-

designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset’. 

Page 35 

Paragraph 4.2: First sentence delete: ‘resulted in a loss of sustainability within’ replace with ‘impacted on the sustainability of’.  It needs to be made clear 

that there are a myriad of other factors that impact on sustainability of these communities, aside from the second homes identified. 

Policy 14 

A requirement for all new housing to be occupied as a Principal Residence and seeking to secure this via Section 106 appears much the same as the 

approach in St Ives, which has been tested in the courts. I suggest that you seek to draft your policy in line with the St Ives policy to mitigate any arguments 

around the validity of this approach.   

Policy 15 

Local needs housing definition should be included in the policy.  The definition outlined in the glossary is problematic as it restricts local need to those ‘full 

time, permanent’ employees of local businesses which raises an issue with regard those excluded from this definition.   

Local connection criteria is generally applied to affordable housing and based around living or working or having relatives in a defined area in addition to 

having insufficient income or ability to access the housing market for another defined reason.  If these sites are going to be treated as ‘rural exception sites’ 

then there is a precedent for applying local needs criteria to affordable housing developments in locations that would not be deemed suitable for market 

housing. 
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The policy itself is less problematic if the definition of local needs is defined appropriately and it is made clear that the need for housing can outweigh the 

negative impacts.  I would advise that a policy of this nature which relates to affordable housing will be more likely to be accepted, due to the weight given 

in decision making to provision of affordable housing schemes and precedents already set.  The retaining of market housing in perpetuity in this way is not 

something that I have seen in other plan policies. 

Page 37 

Paragraph 4.7: It would be useful to reference the actual data for 0-15 year olds here. 

Policy 16 

Delete ‘Particular’. 

The policy needs to clearly define the mix that is considered acceptable as delivery and if this will these apply over a certain number of units.  Also, what is 

the scale of scheme for live-work or self build units that would be supported. 

Reference again to ‘large scale’ which should be clearly defined with a number of units and above, to protect against extensive housing schemes. 

Consider deleting final sentence and better defining which mix is appropriate and where in the first part of the policy. 

Also, see notes regarding Principal Residence Housing above. 

Policy 17 

As holiday homes and lets generally fall under same Use Class as dwelling houses (C3 of the Use Classes Order): 

https://www.planningportal.co.uk/info/200130/common_projects/9/change_of_use  

(some large lets are considered sui generis but that would be in the minority of cases), a change from holiday use to permanent use is not material.  Where 

it is controlled this would normally only be by condition on the planning permission.  It is unlikely therefore to be in the remit of the NP to control in this 

way.  Suggest removing the policy or re-wording just in support of conversions from holiday use. 

Paragraph 4.12 Delete. 

https://www.planningportal.co.uk/info/200130/common_projects/9/change_of_use
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Policy 18 

Remove reference to other documents within the policy and include this in the justification instead. 

Clause c) overdevelopment is subjective so this may be difficult to enforce. 

Clause d) Delete 

Delete final sentence as this is very restrictive and not justified in the supporting text. 

Page 39 

Paragraph 4.15: Worth noting here what other protection the beaches have for clarity. 

Policy 19 

Strongly recommend that there needs to be evidence provided for each of the proposed LGS designations using the criteria in paragraph 77 of the NPPF. 

This should be produced as part of the evidence base. Additionally, further PPG advice should be considered from Reference ID 37-005-20140306 to ID 37-

022-20140306.  

Page 40 

Policy 20 

No changes. 

It would be useful to have a list of the Assets of Community Value in the plan, most suitably done in an appendix. 

Page 41 

Policy 21 

Delete ‘The following’ 



21 

 

Add ‘including’ at the end of sentence 1 of the policy. 

‘Small scale’ must be defined here to ensure the policy has a clear development management purpose and remit. 

Page 42 

Add at end of sentence 1 ‘on road routes’. 

Policy 22 

It would be useful to include the footpath numbers assigned for clarity here, these should be available from NCC. 

Page 43 

Paragraph 5.1: sentence 4 includes the word ‘provide’ 3 times. 

Page 44 

Policy 23 

This policy is effectively making employment site allocations.  The evidence for these sites being included and others not does not appear to be in the 

evidence base.  Justification should be extended to discuss any discounted sites and site selection process for those included. 

‘Small scale’ should be clearly defined. 

Paragraph 4 relating to home working – consider deleting as most home working is not a change of use or something that can be controlled by the NNCNP.  

Otherwise could adapt wording to support larger scale ‘working from home’ opportunities. 

Page 45 

Policy 24 

Include reference to impact on wildlife sites etc. (as in Policy 25) and that proposals should be in accordance with other policies within the NNCNP. 
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Policy 25 

Add after supported ‘except in exceptional circumstances’. 

Page 47 

Monitoring should be linked to the plan objectives and a clear timetable set for the review, based on the plan period.  It may be necessary to review the 

plan once a new Local Plan is adopted, if the NNCNP comes forward first.  Advise stating very clearly in the BCS that regard has been to the NPPF against 

each policy and with the strategic saved policies of the Berwick-on-Tweed Local Plan. Glossary: 

Independent Examination: a distinction should be made clearly between the neighbourhood plan independent examination provided for in Paragraph 8 of 

Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and the local plan examination in Section 20 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 (as amended). 

Density: Definition is unclear. 

Permitted Development: Definition is unclear. 

Local Needs Housing: See notes above. 

Small Scale Housing Development: This needs to include a threshold – see notes above. 

Sustainable Development – The Brundtland definition differs from that used in the NPPF.  This could be an area where general conformity is questioned.  It 

is worth looking at including both definitions and an explanation of how Sustainable Development is used in the plan and defined will be central to the BCS. 
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Additional Questions 

In an email of 6th July, David English of Northumberland County Council requested that IPe considered “a few specific matters on which we would 

appreciate your comments and opinion as part of the health check.” There were nine specific points raised which are listed below. 

1. Changes introduced to Policy 1 following HRA seem to require some quite extensive work on development impact on European sites for any 

development that increases the population.  The policy seeks 'no adverse impact'.  Is this too onerous?  The changes were made as a result of 

recommendations made by 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. 

2. Several policies include cross reference to other policies in the Plan.  I am aware that some Examiner's express concerns about this approach, 

mainly because the Plan should be read as a whole.  Your opinion on this in each Policy where it applies would be helpful. 

3. Policy 7 requires free standing adverts to be located '...as close as possible to the premises...'  This is a difficult test to apply in practice and to apply 

consistently. 

4. Policy 9 refers to '...appropriate development in the open countryside as defined in NPPF'. Is this appropriate given that the basic conditions test is 

whether it is appropriate to make the Plan having regard to national policy and guidance?  Would it be necessary to refer to NPPF at all in the 

Policy; and generally, is it appropriate to refer to other policy in a development plan policy? 

5. Policy 12 seeks to define a 'historic core' at Beadnell.  This would be equivalent to a non-designated heritage asset (I assume).  Is it appropriate to 

create such designations?  Is the test to be applied in the policy, that is: 'have special regard to the historic character..' sufficiently clear for decision 

makers to apply and does it have regard to NPPF? 

6. Is it appropriate to create a 'Neighbourhood Plan List' of non-designated heritage assets through Policy 13? 

7. Confirmation that Policy 14 is well drafted and can be used to good effect.  The principle of using this approach has been established elsewhere (eg 

St Ives; and Linton & Lynmouth).  We are satisfied that evidence exists to apply the Policy as drafted, but would appreciate your opinion on the 

matter. 
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8. Policy 15 seeks to allow 'local needs housing'.  We would appreciate your comments on the definitions used in the Plan regarding local needs and 

local connections as described in the Glossary.  Whilst we would not necessarily raise concerns about new dwellings being built in small settlements 

and hamlets, the restrictive nature of any planning obligation proposed through the policy might prove difficult to enforce in reality.  There may be 

circumstances where houses built for a person with a local connection could never be sold simply because the market for future occupiers would be 

so small because links are required with the specific hamlet in which the house is built.  This is probably too onerous.  Your advice on this matter 

would be helpful. 

9. Policy 16 refers to support being given where development 'accords' with NPPF.  This may be too onerous since the basic conditions test is about 

having regard to etc...    

 We answer these points in order below.  

Point 1 
 
We have considered the AECOM HRA report and have the following observations: 
 
Firstly, the AECOM document sent by the Qualifying Body is entitled “Report to inform the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the North Northumberland 
Coast Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Consultation Draft May 2017”. I assume that this is the most recent version, if only because the document is 
cited in the NNCNP.  I mention this because it appears that the document is, in some respects, incomplete, but also because the changes introduced to 
Policy 1 of the NNCNP are not as recommended by the version of the AECOM work we have been sent.  
 
The clause in Policy 1, is to be found in the AECOM document (page 24 highlighted in yellow) and reads as follows: 
 
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 not be 
an adverse effect on the integrity of any European site, either alone or in combination with any other plan or project. 
 
However, the AECOM document does not recommend that this sentence is introduced into Policy 1. Page 24 of the AECOM document states: 
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It is recommended that explicit wording to this effect is incorporated into Policy 3 (Habitats and Species) which makes it clear that planning permission for 
further development that would result in a net increase in residents will not be supported until Northumberland County Council’s strategic studies and 
mitigation initiatives have been devised.  
 
Therefore, unless there are reasons behind this departure from AECOM advice that have not been made available, it appears that the sentence in question 
should not form part of Policy 1 and should be located, as recommended, in Policy 3 of the NNCNP. Furthermore, the AECOM recommendation above 
makes it clear that the restriction on the grant of planning permission is only to apply until NCC’s strategic studies and mitigation initiatives have been 
devised. This finds no mention in either Policy 1 or the accompanying text. However, as the Council has withdrawn the Core Strategy from examination and 
also removed all documents, including the HRA, that were part of the Evidence Base, there are currently no strategic studies/mitigation initiatives available.  
 
The AECOM report is, therefore, correct in stating that: 
..as the Neighbourhood Plan is progressing ahead of the wider spatial planning process it is necessary for the Neighbourhood Plan to define what is required 
for new development in order to ensure no likely significant adverse effects on European Sites and for it to be made clear that development (particularly 
housing) that would be covered by the Neighbourhood Plan must have regard to and provide general support for the recreation management initiatives 
being developed strategically by Northumberland County Council.  
 
Nonetheless, regardless of where that policy wording is placed, it proposes an additional requirement on most forms of development within the 
neighbourhood plan area.  
 
Given the withdrawal of the Core Strategy, currently therefore, in order to meet the Basic Conditions, the NNCNP must be in general conformity with the 
adopted Local Plan alone as there is no emerging document for it to consider in terms of alignment (PPG Reference ID 41-009-20160211) at this time. 
Hence Policy 3 needs to be in general conformity with Policy F6 of the 1999 Berwick-upon-Tweed Borough Local Plan. This states: 
 
Designated and potential Special Protection Areas, designated and candidate Special Areas of Conservation and Ramsar Sites will be conserved.  
 
Development will only be permitted when:  

i) it is directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site for its nature conservation interest; and,  
ii) ii)(a) it would not adversely affect the integrity of the internationally important nature conservation interest of the site,  either directly or indirectly; 

or,  
iii) ii)(b) the developer can demonstrate that there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest for the development and no alternatives are 

available   
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As currently drafted Policy 3 is not in general conformity with Policy F6. It introduces an overly onerous set of requirements, which for example, in the 
instance of a development of a single dwelling, would add a disproportionate burden on that development, as advised in PPG Reference ID: 41-005-
20140306.  
 
The AECOM wording is also, in our view, too generalised. The potential for adverse impact on European sites depends on the scale of development and the 
proximity to the site. Therefore, perhaps the NNCNP should consider refining the approach so that the NNCNP defines zones of influence in relation to the 
Northumbria Coast SPA/Ramsar and North Northumberland Dunes SAC, as these are the European sites identified as most at risk in the AECOM study.  An 
inner zone, including the European site itself could be defined (the Thames Basin Heaths use a 400m inner zone) where residential or tourist related 
development would not be permitted as the impact on the European Site is likely to be such that it is not possible to conclude no adverse effect on the site. 
An outer zone of influence could then be established (the Thames Basin Heaths use a 5km from the boundary of the inner zone) where small scale 
developments (1 or more net new dwelling), whilst unlikely to have an individual impact on the European Site, are likely to have an effect on the site in 
combination with other residential developments and therefore should provide a contribution towards the provision of avoidance measures. 
 
With regard to the point on no adverse effect – I think it fits well with the phrasing in Policy F6 above though perhaps the following wording is better: 
 
“Proposals having an adverse impact on the integrity of European SItes that cannot be avoided or adequately mitigated to remove any adverse effect will 
not be permitted other than in exceptional circumstances.” 
 
Mentioned above is the fact that the AECOM report appears incomplete. Section/paragraph 6.3 states: 
 
The following wording changes are recommended for Policies 1, 4, 8, 9, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25 (highlighted yellow text) in order to ensure that the 
Neighbourhood Plan provides an adequate policy framework to avoid adverse effects 
 
However, no wording is suggested for Policies 4, 9 and 24. 
 
AECOM should be asked to provide the appropriate text. 
 
Point 2 

Cross reference is made in the following policies to other NP policies. 

 

Policy 8 – Development within Settlements refers to Policy 5 – Design.   
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Policy 9 - Sustainable Development outside the settlement boundaries refers to Policy 15 – Local Needs Housing in Hamlets 

Policy 16 - Housing mix and type refers to Policy 14 – Principal Residence Housing 

Policy 17 -  Change of use from Holiday Use to Principal Residence Housing refers to Policy 14 & Policy 15 

Policy 18 – Extensions and Annexes refers to Policy 14 

 

We too are aware that some Examiners express concerns about this approach. It is true that the plan should be read as a whole and that there is a danger in 

this cross referencing in so far as it might be possible to read into, for example Policy 8, that only Policy 5 was of relevance. I would suggest there is no 

substantive issue here unless captured in my specific comments. In the alternative, you may wish to remove these cross references and make a clear 

statement at the beginning of the NP that states that the plan should be read as whole.    

 

Point 3 

 

It may be more workable if re-phrased with something like: 

 

“In addition, applications for advance directional signs for businesses providing services for visitors will be required to demonstrate that the sign is required 

to identify the location of the business or service and that it will not individually or cumulatively impact on highway safety. Advertisements will not be 

permitted for businesses eligible for ‘white on brown’ tourism signing.” 

 

Point 4 

 

It is preferable to include the defining words without a policy reference and put the source policy in the justification.  This can also be back up by the BCS.  

The BCS document can very useful for ensuring general conformity and stating the policy links to ensure a robust approach. 

 

Point 5 

 

The designation can be made although this policy as drafted does not have any impact.  It would be more useful to reference what the ‘special character’ of 

the area is within the policy justification and clearly define what the policy aims for in terms of having regard to this.  Is this policy aimed at ensuring design 

is sympathetic to the character of the area and/or uses local materials?  This is unclear without some further elaboration. 
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In response to the specific point raised over ‘special regard’, NPPF paragraph 58 says, inter alia, that planning policies and decisions should aim to ensure 

that developments “respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials.” This might be more appropriate 

phraseology. 

  

Point 6 

 

Yes, as long as they are justified according to defined criteria though the policy wording needs to more closely reflect NPPF paragraph 135 which states: 

 

The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing 

applications that affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm 

or loss and the significance of the heritage asset. 

 

Point 7 

 

The policy does not appear dissimilar to the policy accepted in St Ives.  The evidence is comprehensive and potentially, in my view, demonstrates a worse 

set of circumstances around 2nd homes than in St Ives. As noted previously, I would seek to align the policy wording with that in St Ives as far as is 

practicable in the local context, given that it has been tested successfully in the courts.  

 

Point 8 

 

The local needs definition is not considered appropriate as it is too restrictive – comments are made above.  These types of local connection policies are 

applied to affordable housing in some cases usually includes people who simply live, work or have local connection within a defined boundary. 

 

A cascade approach to local need housing would be more appropriate. So, following on from the existing criteria it should be made clear that if there is no 

one who fits the five criteria in the definition, then the housing would be open to firstly, the broader parish, then adjoining parishes and finally the County. 

 

The policy itself could be usefully amended to apply the same criteria in the case of essential agricultural dwellings, with occupants either employed or last 

employed in agriculture.  
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Point 9 

 

Agree, the policy should be amended to ‘have regard to’. 

 


