Meets the legal and

If not meet

Organisation/Gr Met the tests of tests of R . . N What ch (s) you id y to make the Plan legally compliant B
Rep # Name: Part of Local Plan procedural Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment Broads Authority response to comment Proposed change to Local Plan.
oup: N soundness? soundness, or sound.
requirements? N
which test?
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. Since 1st June 2023 ATE has been a statutory consultee on all planning
applications for new developments that meet or exceed one or more of its application thresholds. This statutory consultee role does
Active Travel not extend to plan-making consultations, therefore ATE does not respond to any consultations that it does receive. However, ATE
BLPO |- - - - - . . . . . . . ) None Noted. No change proposed.
England has commissioned an independent review of its planning service and undertook a Local Plan Discovery Project to scope out
opportunities for ATE’s involvement in local plans in the future. ATE is currently considering the recommendations from this work.
Should there be any changes to ATE's role in plan-making then Local Planning Authorities will be advised in writing.
Add new part 4 to policy as follows: Proposals will also need
. Norfolk Coast Partnership (NCP) welcomes the inclusion of Policy PUBSP7: Tranquillity in the Broads. The Policy seeks to conserve . . . . . . 3 CyA A e
Norfolk Coast |Policy PUBSP7: . . . NCP believe the Plan is legally compliant and sound. Minor amendments to to consider and address impacts on dark skies, tranquillity
. - the tranquillity of the area and states all development proposals will need to protect the dark skies and nocturnal character of the |, . . " A
BLP1 Adele Powell Partnership | Tranquillity in the Yes Yes - . ) . h . h A include reference to the Norfolk Coast National Landscape would be Support noted. Agree with proposed change. and amenity of areas outside of the Broads as relevant. Then
Broads in accordance with the dark skies policy. NCP supports this policy but suggests that a reference to the Norfolk Coast National " " 3
(NCP) Broads . N o B . . I welcome. in supporting text, refer to the Norfolk Coast National
Landscape is added to the policy to ensure that its significance is recognised in this context. " "
Landscape as an area of dark skies and tranquillity.
Policy PUBDM28: Light Norfolk Coast Partnership (NCP) welcomes the inclusion of Policy PUBDM28: Light pollution, dark skies and nocturnal character. This Add new part 4 to policy as follows: Proposals will also need
Norfolk Coast Poll t park Sl‘(' B Policy looks to conserve and enhance the tranquillity, nocturnal character and dark sky experience of the Broads. The Policy NCP believe the Plan is legally compliant and sound. Minor amendments to to consider and address impacts on dark skies of areas
ollution, Dark Skies . K . L - X X . A R R
BLP2 Adele Powell Partnership and Nocturnal Yes Yes - designates two Dark Sky Zones of which the Norfolk Coast National Landscape falls within Dark Sky Zone category 1 which is include reference to the Norfolk Coast National Landscape would be Support noted. Agree with proposed change. outside of the Broads as relevant. Then in supporting text,
(NCP) Charact protected from permanent illumination. NCP supports this policy but suggests that a reference to the Norfolk Coast National welcome. refer to the Norfolk Coast National Landscape as an area of
aracter
Landscape is added to the policy to ensure that its significance is recognised in this context. dark skies.
Norfolk Coast Partnership (NCP) welcomes the inclusion of Policy PUBSSCOAST: The Coast. Specifically, we support how the policy
Norfolk Coast PUBSSCOAST: The highlights the special nature, character and tranquillity of the area of coast defined on the Adopted Policies Map and seeks to
BLP3 Adele Powell Partnership Coast ) Yes Yes - conserve the area for low-key quiet recreation and as a wild bird and seal refuge. NCP also supports the policy’s promotion of NCP believe the Plan is legally compliant and sound. Support noted. No change proposed.
(NCP) appropriate small-scale development, such as footpath bridges, bird-watching hides and seal viewing platforms, which facilitates
low level recreation and the policy’s ban on other forms of operational development in the Coastal Area.
The policy is sound in principle, however, with the publication of the Shared Standards for Water Efficiency in Local Plans, we are Policy PUBDM7: Water efficiency and re-use Comment noted. Prior to the publication of the REG19 version of the Local Plan, working with Anglian Water,
now advising Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) to introduce tighter water efficiency standards using the evidenced approach. Given v : v Environment Agency and Essex & Suffolk Water, on receiving the 'Shared Standards', the Authority tried to
The Broads Local Plan is at an advanced stage, we are mindful that the Shared Standards represents a step change, but the Shared . . . . - amend the draft policy to 901/h/d. Following research, it was found that there was no guaranteed way of The Authority would be content in amending the use to
X ) > ) N 1.8II new/replacement/converted dwellings (including holiday/visitor N . 3 . . . . . B . o
Standards would provide the evidence required to support any higher standards established at a local level. R ) . ) N N . checking the delivery of this policy. This is beyond the optional building regulations and so it would not be 90I/h/d, but as stated in the response, delivery cannot be
. . . . accommodation and residential ancillary accommodation) will be designed o . . . . _— .
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDM7: Water . . checked by building regulations. As such, it was agreed to not include the standard but if the organisations above |monitored or guaranteed.
BLP4 o Yes Yes n/a . . . R . |to have a water demand equivalent to 36 90 litres per head per day of . L . B . -
Cole Agency efficiency and re-use The Shared Standards for Water Efficiency in Local Plans was published in June 2025. These Shared Standards set out a collaborative N N N N - wished to raise it as part of their response to the Local Plan, it could be considered through the Examination. We
. . . - . mains supplied potable water, or any higher tighter water efficiency standard . . . . . -
and collective approach by Anglian Water, Cambridge Water, Essex & Suffolk Water, Affinity Water, the Environment Agency and <ubsequently established nationally through Building Regulations Part G or also note that there is a consultation out relating to the building regulations: https://consult.defra.gov.uk/water- [Accept the other proposed changes or similar as also
N . . g 2 Regl - . L . . . h N .
Natural England, with the full endorsement of Water Resources East (WRE) as part of strengthening the Regional Water Resources 9 v v " efficiency-demand/review-of-water-efficiency-standards/. This public consultation includes an option to revise  proposed by other organisations.
. . - . s locally. Measures to reduce water demand further will be encouraged and L . . .
Plan for Eastern England. It recommends that LPAs include tighter water efficiency standards in Local Plan policies to support a clean subported the minimum Water Efficiency Standard in new houses through fittings from 125 I/p/d to 105 |/p/d, and the
and sustainable supply of water - essential for growth and nature recovery. PP : optional technical standard from 110 I/p/d to 100 I/p/d. Does the organisation still want to pursue 90I/h/d?
We recommend that LPAs include Local Plan Policies that:
*Bequire new homes to be built to more stringent standards for water efficiency than the optional Building Regulations (part G)
standard of 110 litres per person per day (I/p/d). Evidence indicates that a design standard of up to 85 litres/person/day (I/p/d) for
residential developments is feasible.
*Bequire new, extended or redeveloped non-domestic development to aim to achieve full credits in the BREEAM water calculator.
*Require new major non-domestic developments to include water saving measures and water reuse in their design.
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDMY: Water These standards provide guidance and local evidence to help LPAs make a case that more stringent water efficiency policies are 3.Washing up provision and toilets and showers associated with camping, 3.Washing up provision and toilets and showers associated
BLPS Cole Agenc eff'c'\;nc and r;: se Yes Yes n/a justified, feasible and viable as part of Water Cycle Studies and Integrated Water Management Plans that effectively manage a caravanning and glamping sites are required to be designed to-be include Agree. with camping, caravanning and glamping sites are required
Icl - U
gency v range of challenges across the water environment and aid nature recovery. Local Plans have a significant role in helping to deliver ~ |water efficient fittings. to be designed to-be include water efficient fittings.
the sustainable use of water resources and address shorter-term water scarcity issues. LPAs can help ensure the risk of harm to
habitats and deterioration to water bodies due to water scarcity is minimised by setting more ambitious, tighter water efficiency
standards for new residential and non-domestic developments in local planning policy.
Itis considered that a modification to Policy PUBDM7 can help make development in The Broads more water efficient and allow
sustainable growth, whilst longer term water supply solutions are being developed/implemented. As well as managing risks to the
environment, tighter water efficiency measures may also reduce the need for water companies to restrict supply for non-domestic
growth, alongside other initiatives.
Itis recognised that the Broads Local Plan is at an advanced stage in its preparation, but this consultation provides an opportunity to
include tighter water efficiency standards that can be justified by evidence set out in the annexes supporting Shared Standards. The
evidence is extensive and demonstrates, inter alia, that:
* The Water Resource Management Plans (WRMPs), prepared by water companies, in the Shared Standards area demonstrate that
there are significant challenges in meeting predicted domestic and non-domestic growth in water demand whilst also meeting
statutory environmental obligations. There are non-domestic water restrictions in both Anglian Water and Essex & Suffolk Water
areas, which are referenced in the supporting text to Policy PUBDM7.
. . . X . . 4.8l new/replacement/converted non-domestic buildings are required to Agree to some extent. Water standard of BREEAM cannot be used in isolation. As such, we have introduced a
* Water efficiency is needed for protected sites and wider nature recovery. Of the 239 SSSIs in the Shared Standards area, 96 at time . - . B N . " . . .
Alasdair Hain- [Environment Policy PUBDM7: Water of writing have water abstraction identified as an active pressure. Many have measures in place to address these pressures linked in be designed to be water efficient and should aim to achieve full credits BREEAM standard (see policy Policy PUBDMSS: Non-residential development and BREEAM) which refers to a
BLP6 v i Yes Yes n/a 8 P i v P P within the 4 water categories (WAT01, WAT02, WAT03, and WATO04) under  [requirement to meet credits in WATO1 and other WAT calculators. So to include reference to that would be No change proposed.

Cole

Agency

efficiency and re-use

many cases to the plan-led approach. The Shared Standards complement or support the delivery of those measures. The Norwich
and the Broads Water Resource Zone (WRZ) is identified as one of the WRZs with deterioration risk as a result of abstraction
pressures.

* At present it is feasible to achieve a total consumption of 85 I/p/d by taking a fittings-based approach using product types outlined
in the Shared Standards Annex C - Section C2, which can be achieved at relatively low cost. In addition, water companies offer
incentives to developers to build water efficient homes. These are tied into water company Business Plans that are published every
five years, with the latest being published in 2025 alongside WRMPs. For example, Anglian Water offer a £500 incentive for
residential properties that achieve a water efficiency standard of 90 I/p/d, which would be within the shared standards water
efficiency parameters of 85-95 I/p/d suggested for Local Plan policies. These incentives can support the viability of delivering water
efficiency measures.

the BREAAM standard, with a minimum score of 3 credits within WATO01
Water Consumption.

repeating another policy. The wording as included is aimed at all non-domestic buildings, including those that
are below the 250sqm threshold.
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oup: N soundness? soundness, or sound.
requirements? N
which test?
Itis therefore recommended that Policy PUBDM?7 is modified to reflect the recommendations in the Shared Standards. Whilst the
overall level of development in The Broads is low, it is considered the evidence set out in the Shared Standards is clear that tighter
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDM7: Water L P ' R K 8 . . N
BLP7 - Yes Yes n/a water efficiency standards are necessary for sustainable growth and nature recovery, which supports the National Park purpose of |See linked comments. See response to linked comments. See response to linked comments.
Cole Agency efficiency and re-use . . - . -
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the Parks, and the long term vision and fundamental
principles for the Broads National Park in the Broads Plan 2022-2027.
For example, the objective could state “Water quality is improved, and each
Alasdair Hain- |Environment L As stated in our response at the Preferred Options consultation stage, our view is that it is still worth considering whether this could P ) . ) . g . v P . Lo . . . . . . .
BLP8 Objective 6 Yes Yes n/a . . ! waterbody passes the chemical and biological requirements of the Water This objective is about more than water quality. As written, it covers the general issue raised and is succinct. No change proposed.
Cole Agency be made more targeted and ambitious from a water quality perspective. S,
Framework Directive.
Policy PUBDMS: Water
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Cy We are pleased with the updates and added reference to Water Framework Directive (WFD) and ‘adequate sewage treatment .
BLP9 quality and foul Yes Yes n/a o, Not seeking changes Support noted and welcomed. No change proposed.
Cole Agency . provision’.
drainage
Policy PUBDM11:
Green and blue
infrastructure and
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Public Rights of Way, B R B . R .
BLP10 ) B ¥ Yes Yes n/a We are pleased with the updates made in accordance with our response at the Preferred Options consultation stage. Not seeking changes Support noted and welcomed. No change proposed.
Cole Agency Policy PUBDM55: Non-
residential
development and
BREEAM
Add a new part 5 to policy that says: where heat pumps are
However, the use of Water Source Heat Pumps (WSHP) has become a particular focus for our ecology teams since the submission of d (p th P "cy o 'yt be heat 4
. X . . o X L proposed (or the overall system is to be heat pump ready),
our Preferred Options response in May 2024. We have recently been involved in reviewing multiple WSHP applications and our " - "
. . . . : X . . . the type of heat pump (ground, air, water source) and any in
national guidance on their use is currently under review. There is a growing body of peer-reviewed research and evidence .
. . . . combination effects as a result of other heat pumps nearby
supporting our concerns around WSHP, and work is underway to develop a framework for assessing thermal discharges. At present, N
. N k . o . . . . . . needs to be carefully considered. Water source heat pumps
there are no specific standards or regulations governing thermal discharges, and our assessments are limited to the requirements of | We note that the hierarchy of heating methods in section 4 (a to f) includes N N
. . X . R . . . . . , ) ) need to ensure no damage to the river or the river ecology.
the WFD. This remains an evolving picture, but it highlights the need for caution and robust safeguards in planning policy. heat pumps’ as the preferred option but does not specify the type of heat " " " "
. Where technically and environmentally viable, air source
pump. We recommend that a further hierarchy between heat pump types be N
R . . - . . - . . . - . . . . X o heat pumps should be the preferred option over water
BLP1L Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDM53: Yes Yes n/a Recent WSHP applications have required extensive monitoring to be in place and have been restricted to winter-only operation (i.e. |included here, i.e. with ASHP being the preferred option over WSHP within a Agree source heat pumps
Cole Agency Source of heating not permitted for summer cooling, only winter heating) to prevent harm to the receiving watercourse. The potential for in- hierarchy of heating options. 8
combination effects from multiple WSHPs presents a genuine risk of damaging river ecology and WFD status, and applications ma . " 5
P P 8 eine &Y PP v PRIV . . . \ Add supporting text that says: The potential for in-
therefore be refused on these grounds. Also wording like 'but ensuring no damage to the river or the river ecology’ L N "
N combination effects from multiple WSHPs presents a genuine
when referring to water source heat pumps. risk of damaging river ecology and WFD status, and
We are therefore concerned that Policy PUBDM53: Source of heating (p.267) explicitly encourages the use of WSHPs (“This could be -
R Lo . ” L applications may therefore be refused on these grounds.
water, ground or air source heat pumps, to reflect the individual circumstances of the scheme.”) Our position is to encourage the " " "
K . N " . Even a single WSHP has the potential to harm river ecology
use of Air Source Heat Pumps (ASHP) where they are a viable option over the use of WSHPs on rivers, due to the concerns outlined
above and WFD status and must be carefully assessed before
: approval.
We have reviewed the draft Plan and are pleased with the changes made in response to our comments at the Preferred Options
Alasdair Hain- [Environment consultation stage, particularly the increased emphasis on avoiding likely significant effects on the natural environment before .
BLP12 Ecology Yes Yes n/a L N .g p y. N P s . ¥ sig . Not seeking changes Support noted and welcomed. No change proposed.
Cole Agency considering mitigation and the inclusion of Blue Infrastructure alongside Green Infrastructure. We consider the changes made to
have improved the effectiveness of the Plan from the perspective of ecology and biodiversity.
We note that Policy PUBNOR1: Utilities Site (p.347) states: “6. Applicants are encouraged to take the opportunity of using the
roximity of the site to the river to use water source heat pumps or use the river for water source district heating but ensuring no
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBNOR1: P! Y | . Y N pump: N N e ) g' L . . R No change to NOR1. See comment BLP11 regarding
BLP13 Cole Ageno Utilities Site Yes Yes n/a damage to the river or the river ecology”. While our concerns regarding the use of WSHPs outlined above also apply to this policy, [None to NOR1. It seems this is supporting the wording of PUBNOR1, but seeking a change to PUBDMS53. PUBDMS3
gency we consider the inclusion of this added disclaimer — which was not included in the previous version of the Plan - vital. We request a :
similar precaution to be included in the wording of Policy PUBDM53: Source of heating.
PUBDMS3: Pollution Suggest Point 1 (“All development proposals will protect the quality of the
. g.g " ( P prop . ,p . g v The qualities are listed at part 4 and so that would be repeating them in the policy which is not needed.
R R . and Hazards in environment”) could be strengthened by specifying which aspects of N . . L X " R
Alasdair Hain- |Environment . - . . . N h I ) . . Regarding the comment relating to 'precondition for development approval’, the policy as a whole does this.
BLP14 Cole Agenc development and Yes Yes n/a We are pleased with the addition of this new policy. environmental quality - air, water, soil, biodiversity, etc. - are included. Given No change proposed.
gency protecting the sensitive nature of The Broads, you should consider making it explicit
environmental quality that environmental protection is a precondition for development approval.
We have reviewed the HRA for the Local Plan for the Broads and agree with its conclusions. The assessment has appropriately
considered potential impacts on all relevant designated sites/habitats, and we are satisfied that the Local Plan provides sufficient
Alasdair Hain- [Environment Habitats Regulations safeguards and mitigation measures. As detailed within the HRA, alongside existing protections in strategic and planning polic .
BLP15 8 Yes Yes n/a 8 8 8 8 P! 8 p .g policy Not seeking changes Support noted and welcomed. No change proposed.
Cole Agency Assessment (HRA) frameworks and local procedures, these measures ensure that the Plan would not have an adverse effect on the integrity of any
habitats sites, either alone or in combination. It should be noted that Natural England are the statutory stakeholders for HRAs and
will therefore likely have greater scrutiny and more in-depth insight into its conclusions.
. . . We have reviewed the updated Plan and are pleased with the changes made following our comments at the Preferred Options
Alasdair Hain- [Environment . X . . L . . . . .
BLP16 Cole Asen Flood risk Yes Yes n/a stage. We find the draft to be sound but have set out some minor changes below that would enhance and clarify existing See following specific comments. See following specific comments. See detailed comments that follow.
gency information, as well as reflecting new information that has become available since the last consultation.
However, the policy includes the following repetition at point
However, the policy includes the following repetition at point 12 on page 64, b ‘y N el 5
. . . R 12 on page 64, which has been copied over from a
which has been copied over from a typographical error in our Preferred . ) ) )
. . . typographical error in our Preferred Options consultation
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDMS: Options consultation response: response.
i in- Vil " " " . " : s J
BLP17 Development and Yes Yes n/a We support the updated policy wording and find the policy sound. * remain operational and safe for users in times of flood; Agree. B . . L
Cole Agency . . . * remain operational and safe for users in times of flood;
flood risk * result in no net loss of floodplain storage; . )
X  result in no net loss of floodplain storage;
+remain-operationatl-and-safe-forusersin-timesof flood; . el Loy L33 it £ flood
" 4 £ foodnlain-st R P s
resuitin-ne-netiossof rstorage; s W o o
ge;
We recommend making the following minor amendment to that sentence, to
We support the amended policy and find it sound in terms of flood risk. We recommend two minor changes of wording to highlight state: J J Any Flood Risk A for such jation
. . . Policy PUBDM45: the NPPF vulnerability classification and distinguish between permanent and temporary uses. Under ‘Flood Risk’ in the ‘Reasoned ) . . temporary or permanent) would need to show how the
Alasdair Hain- [Environment e, . Any Flood Risk Assessment for such accommodation (temporary or
BLP18 Gypsy, Traveller and Yes Yes n/a Justification’ on page 236, it states: Agree. safety of the occupants would be managed and ensured,
Cole Agency permanent) would need to show how the safety of the occupants would be

Travelling Show People

Any Flood Risk Assessment for such accommodation would need to show how the safety of the occupants would be managed and
ensured, considering the transient nature of the site and its potential effects on the occupant's ability to receive flood warnings.

managed and ensured, considering the transient nature of the site and its
potential effects on the occupant's ability to receive flood warnings.

considering the transient nature of the site and its potential
effects on the occupant's ability to receive flood warnings.
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We support the use of an Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) tick sheet as a guide for users. We require a change to referenced freeboard
value, so that it reflects the new allowances available in the PPG guidance and the National Flood Risk Standing Advice. Appendix 7
currently uses the old freeboard guidance which specifies a freeboard value of 300 millimetres. The guidance has now been updated
and recommends working to a higher freeboard value of 600 mm, where there is a particularly high level of uncertainty in the
modelled flood levels.
While we may accept a lower freeboard value (minimum being 300 mm) if the detailed modelling is assessed to be suitable, this will
BLP19 Alasdair Hain- |Environment Appendix 7: Flood Risk Yes Yes n/a need to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Therefore, we recommend the developers work to the higher freeboard level to T e Agree.
Cole Agency Assessment Tick Sheet improve flood resilience to developments within the Broads area. Please signpost users to the Flood risk assessment: Flood Zones 1, Appencix
2,3 and 3b - GOV.UK for the new freeboard allowances.
Furthermore, new guidance and information was released in September 2025 to support those creating FRAs. Developers can
increase their chances of submitting a satisfactory FRA by completing the Flood Risk Assessment Template and following the
guidance note. We also released a new Main River Consultation Area layer to help LPAs and applicants check if a proposal is within
20 metres of the bank top of a main river — a trigger for statutory consultation with the Environment Agency. We recommend
considering the FRA template in appendix 7, either by incorporating it or by referencing it via hyperlinks to further information.
However, while point 2 includes a link to Policy PUBDM49: Residential
ancillary accommodation and its additional flood risk information, we
recommend including the following paragraph in PUBDM52A to provide
) ) ) PUBDMS2A: Proposals clarity: In terms of flood risk, M_/here-extensiorjs fall u'nder house_holder
BLP20 Alasdair Hain- | Environment for residential Yes Yes n/a We support the policy and generally find it to be sound. development or small non-residential extensions (with a footprint of less Agree to some extent.
Cole Agency . than 250m2), applicants should refer to National Flood Risk Standing advice
extensions . N o0
for guidance and re dations on Flood | measures. Where
the extensions are greater than 250 m2, the application may require a site-
specific flood risk assessment. For further information, refer to Flood risk
assessments: applying for planning permission - GOV.UK.
We recommend including a paragraph, under ‘reasoned justification’,
regarding Environmental Permitting Regulation 2016, as follows: Applicants
should be aware that in accordance with the Environmental Permitting
Regulations 2010 there is a need to obtain an Environmental Permit from the
BLP21 Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDM24E Yes Yes n/a We support the policy and generally find it to be sound. Environm_enf Agency for flood_rislf activities for work or structures in, under, Agree.
Cole Agency excavated material over or within 16m from a main river and from any flood defence structure
or culvert. The works may fall under one or more of the following categories:
Exemption, Exclusion, Standard Rules Permit, Bespoke permit. Anyone
carrying out these activities without a permit where one is required is
breaking the law.
Point 6 states that development proposals should take into account the
Policy PUBDM3: We support the addition of Policy PUBDM3, which correctly states that proposals must not give rise to pollution and highlights there hydro!oglcal finks to It?cal wat'ercf)urses and‘the asso.clated potential for
. - - . . . pollution. We would like to highlight that this could include the presence of
o . Pollution and Hazards may be existing contamination. We welcome the emphasis on the importance of groundwater resources and protection of the X . "
BLP22 Alasdair Hain- | Environment in development and Yes Yes n/a underlying aquifer. shallow groundwater on site, which may or may not be hvdrzfullcallv Support noted. Agree with proposed change.
Cole Agency protecting connected to surface watercourses. We therefore stress the importance of
environmental quality carrying out a site-specific risk assessment following the Land Contamination
Risk Management (LCRM) guidance, which is referenced in the Reasoned
Justification section below the policy.
The section on Contaminated Land in Policy PUBSP3 states: ‘Where
development is proposed on land that could be contaminated, a site
investigation will usually be required.” In order to be effective, we request
that this wording is amended to read: ‘When dealing with land which could
PUBSP3: Soils - be affected by contamination, follow the risk management framework
Alasdair Hain- |Environment . As per our previous response, we welcome the reference to the Definition of Waste: Development Industry Code of Practice and provided in Land Contamination Risk Management (LCRM) .
BLP23 supporting text Yes Yes n/a e " - . . Support noted. Agree with proposed change.
Cole Agency ‘Contaminated Land" the Waste Management page on gov.uk within Policy PUBSP3. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/land-contamination-risk-
management-lcrm. This guidance describes the type of information required
to establish any potentially unacceptable risks.” Policy PUBSP3 should also
reference Local Plan Policy PUBDM3 and include the suggested wording: ‘The
responsibility for securing safe development on land affected by
contamination rests with the developer and/or landowner.”
We are pleased that Policy PUBDMS includes an order of priority for infiltration whereby the Environment Agency would not However, we consider that this could be enhanced by amending the wording
Alasdair Hain- | Environment Policy PUBDMO: normally support the use of deep bore soakaway systems, as these can present an unacceptable risk to the groundwater of policy point 4 d) (‘any captured water should be filtered from pollutants to
BLP24 Cole Agency Surface water run-off Yes Yes n/a environment. We welcome the specific mention of acceptable depth and minimum 1.2m clearance beneath the base of infiltration |help avoid contamination’) to state ‘systems must not result in pollution of ~ [Support noted. Agree with proposed change.

SuDS. We also support relevant guidance including the National standards for SuDS on gov.uk. Similarly, we are pleased that the
Reasoned Justification section makes it clear that not all techniques will be appropriate for all sites.

groundwater and shall incorporate appropriate pollution prevention
appropriate to the environmental sensitivity.”

Proposed change to Local Plan.
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Policy PUBDM10 Open In line with our previous suggestion, the Reasoned Justification section of Policy PUBDM10 states that Bure Park and the marshes . . . . )
. . . . ) L ) . . ) ) o For effectiveness this should include reference to Local Plan Policy PUBDM3 Include reference to Local Plan Policy PUBDM3 and
Alasdair Hain- |Environment space on land, play adjacent to Broadland Rugby Club are underlain by historic landfills and this may require consideration for land contamination. We ) . . .
BLP25 ) Yes Yes n/a 3 . . . ) . L and contaminated land pages on gov.uk https://www.gov.uk/contaminated- |Support noted. Agree with proposed change. contaminated land pages on gov.uk
Cole Agency space, sports fields and support this addition. We also support the reference to relevant Environment Agency guidance in the section detailing the N
. - land. https://www.gov.uk/contaminated-land.
allotments requirements for cemetery space provision.
Include text as follows in supporting text: To mitigate the
risks to groundwater and surface water, as well as proposing
To mitigate the risks to groundwater and surface water, as well as proposing appropriate measures to manage activities, applicants should
appropriate measures to manage activities, applicants should consider consider whether BESS battery containers should be located
whether BESS battery containers should be located away from vulnerable away from vulnerable receptors. Applicants are encouraged
The Local Plan discusses local battery storage in the context of Policy PUBDM21: Renewable and low carbon energy. If Battery . v . v . B " p p
. ) . N . receptors. Applicants are encouraged to engage with Local Fire & Rescue to engage with Local Fire & Rescue Services to ensure issues
. Energy Storage Systems (BESS) are developed, there is potential for pollution of the water environment in the case of emergency N . L . . " ) .
. N . Policy PUBDM21: ) N R A ) ) .. . . N R N Services to ensure issues of siting and location of BESS are dealt with before of siting and location of BESS are dealt with before
Alasdair Hain- |Environment situations, in particular fires. This would be exacerbated if in a vulnerable groundwater location. Highly polluting chemicals in L . ) . . — o
BLP26 Renewable and low Yes Yes n/a N L N . B applications are made. Applicants should also refer to guidance published by [Support noted. Agree with proposed change. applications are made. Applicants should also refer to
Cole Agency batteries could enter surface waterbodies in firewater or rainfall via surface water run off should battery containers become 5 L N " .
carbon energy . 3 N . L . The Department for Energy Security and Net Zero: Health and safety in grid guidance published by The Department for Energy Security
exposed in the event of a fire. Applicants should assess risks to groundwater and ensure mitigation is in place for containment of . PR p
this water scale electrical energy storage systems and Net Zero: Health and safety in grid scale electrical energy
) https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/grid-scale-electrical-energy- storage systems
storage-systems-health-and-safety/health-and-safety-in-grid-scale-electrical- https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/grid-scale-
energy-storage-systems-accessible-webpage. electrical-energy-storage-systems-health-and-safety/health-
and-safety-in-grid-scale-electrical-energy-storage-systems-
accessible-webpage.
Through various policies of the Local Plan including Policy PUBDM53: Source of heating, there may be an increased number of
ground source heat pumps. The Environment Agency regulates ground source heating and cooling systems. The system may require | We recommend the following guidance be referenced: Closed loop ground Reference: Closed loop ground source heating and cooling
Alasdair Hain- |Environment PUBDMS3: Source of an abstraction licence and an environmental permit, or exemptions may apply. Developers should engage with Environment Agency | source heating and cooling systems including exemption conditions and systems including exemption conditions and Open loop heat
BLP27 Cole Agenc heatin ! Yes Yes n/a at an early stage. Groundwater amendments to the Environmental Permitting Regulations classified heat as a pollutant for Open loop heat pump systems on gov.uk. Also refer to the need for Support noted. Agree with proposed change. pump systems on gov.uk. Also refer to the need for
gency J groundwater activities. Ground source heat pumps change the temperature in the ground and the water environment which could |abstraction licence, permit and engage with EA and additional environmental abstraction licence, permit and engage with EA and
have impacts on the water quality or aquatic ecology. There are additional environmental risks to consider such as the impact of risks. additional environmental risks.
drilling during installation or potential leakage of fluid. Risks need to be appropriately assessed and mitigated.
Add this to supporting text: where demolition and waste
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDM2: We have reviewed the Plan and are pleased with its focus on the reuse and recycling of materials, the circular economy, and However, where demolition and waste removal is found to be justified, it N . 47 & .
BLP28 ) Yes Yes n/a o ) ) . ] . 3 Support noted. Agree with proposed change. removal is found to be justified, the waste must be treated at
Cole Agency Embodied Carbon requiring developments to demonstrate sustainable waste management during and after construction. should be stated that the waste must be treated at a suitably permitted site. 2 suitably permitted site
3 suitably permitted site
Add this to supporting text: where demolition and waste
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDM13: We have reviewed the Plan and are pleased with its focus on the reuse and recycling of materials, the circular economy, and However, where demolition and waste removal is found to be justified, it | ) PP E T
BLP29 . Yes Yes n/a " . ) . ) ) ) Support noted. Agree with proposed change. removal is found to be justified, the waste must be treated at
Cole Agency Heritage Assets requiring developments to demonstrate sustainable waste management during and after construction. should be stated that the waste must be treated at a suitably permitted site. 2 suitably permitted site
a suitably permitted site
Add this to supporting text: where demolition and waste
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDM50: We have reviewed the Plan and are pleased with its focus on the reuse and recycling of materials, the circular economy, and However, where demolition and waste removal is found to be justified, it 5 . e & L
BLP30 . Yes Yes n/a ", N N . ) N 3 Support noted. Agree with proposed change. removal is found to be justified, the waste must be treated at
Cole Agency Replacement dwellings requiring developments to demonstrate sustainable waste management during and after construction. should be stated that the waste must be treated at a suitably permitted site. 2 suitably permitted site
a suitably permitted site
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. We note that Appendix 11 (“Explanation why reasonable alternatives were
R R . . not taken forward”) refers to Policy PUBDM7: Water efficiency and re-use as requiring a 1101/h/d standard. In a Statement of
Alasdair Hain- |Environment Policy PUBDM7: Water . . . . . . .
BLP30a L - Common Ground relating to Environment Agency comments made as part of the first Regulation 19 consultation, the Broads Seeks 901/h/d water use. See 901/h/d Topic Paper. See 901/h/d Topic Paper.
Cole Agency efficiency and re-use . N N . T .
Authority have since agreed to amend the use to 901/h/d for consideration through the Examination. Regardless, this does not affect
the Sustainability Appraisal’s assessment of Policy PUBDM7, and that a policy for a tighter water standard “is considered needed”.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. Following the government’s announcement that the Duty to Cooperate will
BLP30b Alasdair Hain- |Environment Duty to Cooperate not form part of the new regulations for the plan-making system expected in 2026, we would like to state our satisfaction with the Not seeking changes Support noted No change proposed
: . N " " " I Ul . .
Cole Agency ¥ P level of cooperation and engagement provided by the Broads Authority over the course of this Local Plan production period. We are 8 8 PP B¢ prop
committed to maintaining this relationship in the future.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. With specific regard to Section 1 of Policy PUBDM16; We do not think a change is necessary.
suffolk Wildlife |Policy PUBDM16: There is currently no clear guidance which states that a local authority cannot include required net gain above the minimum However, should it be necessary to change the wording of the plan to
BLP30c |Alex Jessop Trust Biodi\\//ersit Net éain statutory level of 10%. 20% has widely been shown to offer greater confidence in delivering a gain (whereas 10% is the minimum remove the requirement for delivery of 20% then we would support and Support noted. No change proposed.
Y level to have confidence in no net loss). Suffolk Wildlife Trust have long advocated for plans in Suffolk to include a minimum 20% encourage the plan to read that an ""ambition to deliver 20% net gain should
policy and support the Broads Authority in including this in their vision for the Broads. be evident"" or similar.
. National e . - . Yo f q o : . : f
BLP31 [Alice Lawman Highways The whole plan Not specified Not specified Not specified |General information included in representation. See Appendix D of this report. Not seeking changes Comments noted. It is presumed that no changes are proposed. No change proposed.
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oup: N soundness? soundness, or sound.
requirements? N
which test?
3. Identified and unidentified non-designated heritage assets
PVTecra il G s Gidentified ; ified)
5 t
fected by devel proposals, their signifi hould
b dwithindevel = P
3
Iz sy aall £ sighifi £ a-ocally-identified will
enly-be-acceptable-where:
The current policy wording conflates the NPPF’s approach to designated and non-designated heritage assets, particularly in relation i-Eh ! bl et Jing-publicbenefit:
to the tests of substantial harm and less than substantial harm. We support the overall direction of Policy PUBDM13. However, we e-with-the-devel d
recommend that the Authority reviews point 3 (Identified and unidentified non-designated heritage assets) and 4 (Archaeology) to & be-¢ Hthat-th He-be by
ensure consistency with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). As currently drafted, the policy wording does not fully p bl bl - g-th Hwith
reflect national policy and is therefore not sound. Nonetheless, we believe this can be readily addressed through minor . B . . . develepment:
o policy Y e To ensure consistency with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 5
. modifications. o . R . . . - . " .. |Development proposals that would result in harm to the
N Policy PUBDM13: we consider it necessary to amend the policy wording. The revised text Agree with comment. Further to this response, Historic England provided suggested wording amendments which {7~ > " " " "
BLP32 |Andrew Marsh |Historic England X Yes No - K N . X . significance of a non-designated heritage asset (identified or
Heritage Assets . . " R B R R . . o should more closely reflect the language and intent of the NPPF. We would  |we are content with. Changes supported by Heritage Officer at Broads Authority. " ” ~ N " N
3: Identified and unidentified non-designated heritage assets: It is particularly important that the policy distinguishes clearly . . . unidentified) will be considered in the context of national
. . . . . welcome the opportunity to meet and discuss this further. "
between the tests of harm applicable to designated and non-designated heritage assets. Paragraph 214 of the NPPF sets a high bar policy.
for substantial harm or total loss of designated heritage assets, requiring clear and convincing justification and demonstration of A balanced judgement will be made having regard to:
substantial public benefits. In contrast, paragraph 216 requires a balanced judgement for non-designated heritage assets, having skhe significance of the heritage asset,
regard to the scale of harm and the asset’s significance. These distinct approaches should be reflected accurately in the policy skhe scale of any harm or loss, and
wording to avoid conflation. skhe public benefits of the proposal.
Applicants should consult the Historic Environment Record
and provide an appropriate assessment of the asset’s
significance and the potential impact of the development.
Proposals should demonstrate how harm has been avoided
or minimised, and where appropriate, how the asset’s
significance will be preserved or enhanced.
4. Archaeology
c) There will be a presumption in favour of preservation in-
situ for Scheduled Monuments and other archaeological
heritage assets that are demonstrably of equivalent
significance.
The current policy wording conflates the NPPF’s approach to designated and non-designated heritage assets, particularly in relation d) Development proposals that will result in unavoidable
to the tests of substantial harm and less than substantial harm. We support the overall direction of Policy PUBDM13. However, we harm to, or loss of, an archaeological heritage asset’s
recommend that the Authority reviews point 3 (Identified and unidentified non-designated heritage assets) and 4 (Archaeology) to significance will be considered in the context of national
ensure consistency with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). As currently drafted, the policy wording does not fully policy, having regard to the significance of the asset. Harm-
reflect national policy and is therefore not sound. Nonetheless, we believe this can be readily addressed through minor to;ort s heduted-M ' s-sigrifi Honly
modifications. To ensure consistency with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), be-permitted-where-there+ fear rHOR-HA-t =
BLP33 | Andrew Marsh |Historic England Policy PUBDM13: Yes No we consider it necessary to amend the policy wording. The revised text Agree with comment. Further to this response, Historic England provided suggested wording amendments which |publiebenefits-arisingfi the-devel hich
8 Heritage Assets 4: Archaeology: we recommend that criterion (d) be reviewed. It currently appears to address harm to both designated and non- should more closely reflect the language and intent of the NPPF. We would |we are content with. Changes supported by Heritage Officer at Broads Authority. 4 L-In the case of substantial harm/loss
designated heritage assets. However, as discussed above the thresholds set out in paragraphs 214 and 216 of the NPPF differ welcome the opportunity to meet and discuss this further. of a Scheduled Monument and other archaeological heritage
considerably. If the intention is to apply this policy only to non-designated archaeological remains of equivalent significance to assets that are demonstrably of equivalent significance,
scheduled monuments (as referenced in paragraph 213(b), footnote 75 of the NPPF), this should be made explicit. The policy also proposals must also meet the following requirements:
omits a key element of the test in paragraph 214, namely that the harm or loss is necessary. It is not enough for substantial public i. There is no less harmful viable option;
benefits to outweigh the substantial harm, the harm itself needs to be necessary to achieve the public benefits. We recommend ii. The amount of harm has been reduced to the minimum
that paragraph (d) be amended to ensure consistency with the Framework. possible; and
jii. Satisfactory provision is made for the evaluation,
excavation, recording interpretation, dissemination and
archiving of the remains and then interpretation,
dissemination and archiving before the commencement of
development.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. Thank you for consulting us on the Local Plan for the Broads - Regulation 19
version, again. As the Government’s adviser on the historic environment, Historic England is keen to ensure that its protection is
BLP33a [Andrew Marsh [Historic England |- - fully considered at all stages and levels of the local planning process. We therefore welcome the opportunity to comment on these |None Noted. No change proposed.
proposals. | can confirm that while we do not have any further comments to make at this stage, we would be interested in receiving
future consultations on this and related projects.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. We failed to find any reference in the Sustainability Assessment, to the most
sustainable form of transport on the Broads, and the most sustainable form of tourism, which is transport by engineless boat
propelled by the harnessing of wind and tide. We consider that this ought to feature in your SA, because:
* Sailing is one of the most important elements of the cultural heritage of the Broads, as set out in sections 7.10 and 7.11 of the . L . .
Norfolk and Local Plgan P 8 This is noted, but sailing itself is not a land use. The Local Plan relates to land use. There are policies that relate to
. . R o R C . R R . L R navigation and moorings and stabilisation and residential moorings and tourism. The Local Plan gives general
BLP33b |Brian Wilkins |Suffolk Boating [Sustainability Appraisal |- * The Navigation, and Boating on the Broads is why there is special legislation for the Broads — The National Parks Act could not No change proposed. 3 ... |No change proposed.
L L support to use of the water by all types of boats. So the general thrust of the comment is addressed. No specific
Association apply to the Broads because of the Navigation. wording is provided
* Boating is a very major consideration — Toll income from boat owners amounts to well over half of the Broads Authority’s regular 8isp :
annual income.
* Encouragement of sailing, making passage under sail, and sail training, appear to be appropriate to policies SOC1, SOC3, ENV7,
ENV11and ENV12?
“ . . . Amend to “Substantial engaged community of private boat
Amend to “Substantial engaged community of private boat owners, many of )
Norfolk and . . . P . X . owners, many of whom are members of local boating clubs
. . . . In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. We suggest amending, under Strengths, page 31 Item n), “Substantial whom are members of local boating clubs and classes which enable local N
BLP33c |Brian Wilkins |Suffolk Boating [Section 9 of Local Plan |- N . Y N N N N Agree. and classes which enable local people, (whether or not boat
. engaged community of private boat owners’ people, (whether or not boat owners), including children, to acquire and ) " " " B
Association Ny N P owners), including children, to acquire and hone the skills
hone the skills required to become good sailors”. N )
required to become good sailors”.
Norfolk and . . . L Navi ,
. o . Policy PUBSP13: In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. We endorse the draft policies PUBSP13: ‘Navigable water space’ and .
BLP33d [Brian Wilkins [Suffolk Boating . - . ) Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
L Navigable water space PUBDM38: ‘Access to the water’.
Association
Norfolk and . . L P ,
. . N PUBDM38: Access to In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. We endorse the draft policies PUBSP13: ‘Navigable water space’ and .
BLP33e [Brian Wilkins [Suffolk Boating B ) Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Association the water PUBDMS38: ‘Access to the water’.
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Norfolk and PUBDMA41: The impact In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. We strongly endorse the content, as proposed, of policy DM41, ‘The Impact
BLP33f [Brian Wilkins [Suffolk Boating |of replacement quay of replacement quay headings on the Navigation’, to prevent extensions of the shoreline from extending into the water space, Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Association heading on navigation. adverse to the Navigation.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. However we are concerned that Policies DM40 and DMA41 fail to establish
that existing moorings may be refurbished without challenge when the existing piling or other components are at end-of life. Not
. . s s . v . N & .g pring p Local Plan policies are relevant to proposals that need Planning Permission. Like for like replacements are
Norfolk and Policy PUBDM40: infrequently, quay headings that have been in use for fifty years or more require replacement of pilings that have succumbed to B . L . .
. s . . . . . . . . . . . . generally acceptable. And under 25m we don’t seek planning applications. Maintenance is likely to not need
BLP33g [Brian Wilkins [Suffolk Boating |Moorings, mooring corrosion or decay in the wet marine environment, especially if previously constructed in short-life treated softwood. Recent No change proposed. " o . - . No change proposed.
L . . . o - o . . L planning permission. It is not clear what changes are proposed. The policy is clear that navigation must be
Association basins and marinas negotiations at Hickling, and perhaps elsewhere, suggest that additional clarity is required. We believe this is important because tected
rotected.
quay headings are essential for access onto the water, and that the best way to appreciate the special qualities of the Broads is from P
a boat.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. However we are concerned that Policies DM40 and DM41 fail to establish
that existing moorings may be refurbished without challenge when the existing piling or other components are at end-of life. Not
Policy PUBDM41: The ) e 8 N Y ) ) 8 .g piling p Local Plan policies are relevant to proposals that need Planning Permission. Like for like replacements are
Norfolk and . infrequently, quay headings that have been in use for fifty years or more require replacement of pilings that have succumbed to B . I . S
. . . impact of replacement . . . . . . . . . generally acceptable. And under 25m we don’t seek planning applications. Maintenance is likely to not need
BLP33h [Brian Wilkins [Suffolk Boating N - corrosion or decay in the wet marine environment, especially if previously constructed in short-life treated softwood. Recent No change proposed. " o . - . No change proposed.
o quay heading on o o . o 3 " L planning permission. It is not clear what changes are proposed. The policy is clear that navigation must be
Association navigation negotiations at Hickling, and perhaps elsewhere, suggest that additional clarity is required. We believe this is important because rotected
8 ) quay headings are essential for access onto the water, and that the best way to appreciate the special qualities of the Broads is from P :
a boat.
PUBDM42: Materials
used for auay headin In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. Turning to Policy DM42, we believe the Authority is misguided in
. g q v i 8 recommending at Item 3 that the Authority’s preference is timber for the piled components of quay heading and landing stagings.
capping and waling, . R R X I o . X - . . . - - .
Norfolk and smpapll bgrid os viev?in Whilst treated softwood is very appropriate for cappings and walings, it has such a short life in the wet/dry intertidal zone even if The entire policy needs to be read together. Points 1 and 2 are general principles. Then there is point 3 which
BLP33i |Brian Wilkins |Suffolk Boating Jatf gl 'd' 8 pressure treated with preservative. Timber compares very poorly with lightweight galvanised steel sheet piling and with the No change proposed. relates to timber. And then after that point 4 which clearly talks about other materials. This policy was compiled |No change proposed.
atforms, landin; N X - N o K - - . . . . .
Association Sta ings and 8 longevity of proprietary recycled plastic piling sections. The policy is correct to say that each has its merits, but the need to re-pile in with assistance from the Head of Construction and the Rivers Engineer.
BIng timber at intervals of ten to fifteen years is irresponsible and a flagrant waste of the owners or Toll-payers money when there are
boardwalks as well as . . .
piling proven alternative options that can be expected to last four times as long.
PUBDM42: Materials
used for quay headin,
. g q v i 8 It is very apparent that the draft policy has not been guided by appropriate engineering expertise. This should be sought at the first
capping and waling, X X L X . . . . . - - .
Norfolk and smpapll bgrid os viev?in opportunity, and the whole life cost of maintaining quay headings given much greater priority over appearance. The entire policy needs to be read together. Points 1 and 2 are general principles. Then there is point 3 which
BLP33j |Brian Wilkins |Suffolk Boating Jatf gl 'd' 8 . Itis also apparent that the policy is over-preoccupied by the colour of the material used for piling in quay headings -The colour is No change proposed. relates to timber. And then after that point 4 which clearly talks about other materials. This policy was compiled |No change proposed.
atforms, landin; X IR . . X . . .
Association Sta ings and 8 irrelevant — nearly all of the piling is below water and ground level, and the small amount above average water level quickly with assistance from the Head of Construction and the Rivers Engineer.
BIng weathers to a dull/matt green or grey, with the effects of tidal waters, detritus and marine growth.
boardwalks as well as
piling
Norfolk and PUBDM28: Light In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. One additional point we would raise is the need for planning control of bright
orfolk an
ollution and dark waterside lighting at night (the examples on Horning Racing Reach and at Great Yarmouth are typical). The lights interfere with Agreed. We do have a policy relating to light pollution. And you can report specific lights to us for us to
BLP33k |Brian Wilkins |Suffolk Boating p. - L, s N .g ght ( R P . s e L ypical) e . Not seeking changes N s N ) policy | s ghtp . ,V P P e No change proposed.
A ati skies and nocturnal helms’ night vision and have an impact on marine safety. They tend to provoke retaliation in the form of the use of searchlights on investigate either through planning or through our navigation role.
ssociation
character boats — which should be discouraged on the Broads.
Norfolk and In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. Regarding the provision of electric charging points, this simple provision,
. s . PUBSP14: Mooring which is almost universally provided in yacht marinas for safety amenity and to minimise the running of diesel engines especially at .
BLP33l |Brian Wilkins |Suffolk Boating - . L R N . N L . . i Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Association provision anti-social times, should be rolled out, in our view, at appropriate sites, but not in wilderness locations where there is no mains
power in any case. {Reference policies PUBSP14 (4) and DM28).
Norfolk and PUBDM28: Light In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. Regarding the provision of electric charging points, this simple provision,
. . . pollution and dark which is almost universally provided in yacht marinas for safety amenity and to minimise the running of diesel engines especially at .
BLP33m |Brian Wilkins |Suffolk Boating . - . s . . . ) I . . . Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Association skies and nocturnal anti-social times, should be rolled out, in our view, at appropriate sites, but not in wilderness locations where there is no mains
1ati
character power in any case. {Reference policies PUBSP14 (4) and DM28).
Amend as follows: “The site lies on a safeguarded mineral
Planning policy PUBDITL The wording of Point 5 of the policy needs to be amended as follows: “The resource (sand and gravel) and any development proposals
I H
Caroline Services Malt::1 < Meadow Point 5 of the Policy refers to Norfolk County Council’s Core Strategy Policy CS16. However, all the policies in Norfolk County site lies on a safeguarded mineral resource (sand and gravel) and any will need to address this (see Norfolk County Council’s
BLP34 Jeffer (Minerals and s ortnground Yes No Not Effective |Council’s Minerals and Waste Core Strategy were superseded by the policies in the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan in May  |development proposals will need to address this (see Norfolk County Agree with this factual update. Minerals and Waste Local Plan Policy MP11 — mineral
v Waste Planning D?tchin ham ! 2025. Therefore the policy text needs to be updated to refer to the relevant current local plan policy. Council’s Minerals and Waste Local Plan Policy MP11 — mineral safeguarding safeguarding areas and mineral consultation areas €ere-
Authority) 8 areas and mineral consultation areas). “ gy-Peliey-€516—Saf ding-rt Fane oSt
Aol Liew/d )«
PoHeyf
Marine N B . . p N . ) p .
R We welcome and agree with the inclusion of sections ‘6.3 UK Marine Policy Statement’ and ‘6.4 East Inshore and Offshore Marine .
BLP35 [Char Lewis Management 6.3 Yes Yes - Plans (2014) Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Organisation
Marine Representation included a list of East Marine Plan policies and a list of current Local Plan policies that are potentially relevant to the
BLP36 [Char Lewis Management The whole plan Not specified Not specified Not specified |MMO area. But no specific comments on the Local Plan are included other than relating to section 6.3. Not obviously seeking changes Comments noted. It is presumed that no changes are proposed. No change proposed.

Organisation

See Appendix C to this report.
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requirements? N
which test?
We would tend to support appropriate, safe use of the waterways. The ferries that operate offer a service that is
welcomed and they do so in a safe and appropriate way. It is down to individual businesses and organisations to
investigate using the water to transport freight and we would be open to working with them on their proposals.
The Integrated Access Strategy supports improvement and expansion of access points for ferries. Purely from the
position of the Authority facilitating access for vessels and our approach to commercial freight on the rivers. the
Authority’s Safety Management System, describes the Authority’s responsibilities as part of the Port Marine
Facilities Safety Code. The SMS includes a dedicated section on "Management of Hydrography", covering
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. Whilst legally compliant | feel there needs to be more consideration of the —— e . dredging, tidal flows, navigation channels, and aids to navigation. This underpins continual surveys and
. . . . . . | feel the Navigation and other related legal responsibilities (including . . . . . .
potential for restoration of more commercial use of the waterways by shipping and cross river ferries etc. Autonomous technology . L g . maintenance essential for regular freight access. As there is currently no commercial freight, or future plans for
. . . . . . . . environmental shipping legislation) needs more mention as waterways are . ) o . - . . y
. could make this economically viable in the medium term future and integrated transportation strategy needs to consider both ) . . ) such river traffic, the Authority’s maintenance dredging is optimised for the current recreational traffic (see
. Policy PUBSP13: . . . . . . navigable by Internationally trading (and Pleasure) vessels which comply . . . .
BLP36a |Chris Balls - ; - - current and future needs. Inappropriate developments could hinder these potentially environmentally and socially friendly 3 . ) . Waterways Management Strategy for more details). If schemes to re-introduce commercial freight were No change proposed.
Navigable water space e . . . T L _ . |with a reasonably high International Standard that does not always directly . . . N : .
developments difficult. e.g. lack of dredging, removal of moorings. Must ensure the Norwich Navigation rights are maintained with . . . . o proposed, then the hydrographic regime and provision of commercial mooring on private land would be
. . . C . . translate to local regulation but is reasonable to consider equivalent. Similar ) . .
Norwich still designated as a port. Automation is already seeing a return to smaller ships in Europe as well as on demand small foot N > ) ) considered at that time. In terms of the Local Plan, Policy PUBDM38: Access to the water says: 3. Development
N N b could possibly be said for foreign road vehicles. . . N ) N .
ferries, in time this could easily be adapted to the Broads proposals for new freight wharves and for the provision of freight interchange on brownfield sites adjacent to
the navigation will be permitted where these are in accordance with the other policies of the Local Plan. And
then in the supporting text to that policy: The waterways of the Broads have the potential to provide a
sustainable and efficient mode of transporting freight. However, it is important that the use of waterways for
this purpose does not affect the special qualities of the Broads. Consequently, proposals for infrastructure to
support the greater use of the waterways by freight will be permitted if they do not have an adverse impact on
landscape character, biodiversity, dark skies, tranquillity or other people’s enjoyment of the Broads. Also, in
terms of Cantley Sugar Beet Factory, the use of water is considered in that policy: PUBCAN1.
In addition the MOD recommend, in order to provide a broader
. . = L . representation of MOD interests, and to ensure prospective developers are
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. The MOD notes and welcomes the provision within Policy PUBDM21: | o i L o
. . “ . . . aware of the implications of developing within an area containing MOD
Defence Policy PUBDM21: Renewable and low carbon energy General principles— “6. Proposals shall not compromise, restrict or otherwise degrade the . .
. . ™ B B . . A . |safeguarded zones, Broads Authority should include at future stages of the L . .
BLP36b [Chris Waldron |Infrastructure Renewable and low - - operational capability of safeguarded MOD sites and assets. 7. The authority shall also consider the impact of proposals on air traffic i . o Noted. This is already in the policy at part 6. No change proposed.
- . - . " Local Plan, policy wording that makes clear that only those applications for
Organisation carbon energy safety, radar, reflected light and telecommunication, water quality and water resources. . N . A
development which would not compromise, restrict or otherwise degrade
the operational capability of safeguarded MOD sites and/or assets will be
supported.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. The area covered by any Broads Authority Local Plan Review Plan period
2021 to 2041 consultation will both contain and be washed over by safeguarding zones that are designated to preserve the
operation and capability of RRH Neatished and the East Wide Area Multilateration (WAM) Network. Eastern WAM Network is a new
technical asset, which contributes to aviation safety by feeding into the air traffic management system in the Eastern areas of
Defence England. There is the potential for development to impact on the operation and/or capability of this new technical asset which
BLP36c |Chris Waldron |Infrastructure - - - consists of nodes and connecting pathways, each of which have their own consultation criteria. Elements of this asset pass through |None Background information noted. We will check our GIS system. No change proposed.
Organisation Broads Authority Local Plan review preferred options area of interest. Copies of these relevant plans, in both GIS shapefile and .pdf
format are issued to Local Planning Authorities by MHCLG. An assurance review was conducted by the MOD in 2023 which
confirmed that, at that time, Local Planning Authorities held the most recent relevant safeguarding data. Any subsequent updates to
those plans were then issued by MHCLG. If there is a requirement for replacement data, a request can be made through the above
email address.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. A number of the policies within the site-specific area in the Broads Authority
Defence Local Plan fall within statutory safeguarding zones, with areas of land that have been identified as having potential for mixed
. development but offers no specifics. As such the MOD is unable to provide any detailed advice in relation to specific safeguarding We will check our GIS system and ensure DM Officers are
BLP36d |Chris Waldron [Infrastructure - - o . B . N R N None Comment noted. N
Organisation criteria that would apply to any potential development sites. At such time as more detail on the location and extent of potential aware of the trigger.
8 development sites becomes available the MOD would be able to provide more detailed responses. The MOD should be consulted on
any development that triggers statutory consultation requirements.
While the aim of enhancing amenity and biodiversity value is supported in principle, the wording as currently drafted is problematic
because it lacks safeguards that ensure playing fields are protected. There is a risk that proposals introducing biodiversity
enhancements (e.g., tree planting, wildflower meadows, or wetland features) could be supported under this policy, even if they
compromise the usability of existing playing fields. Amendments are suggested. This amendment would ensure that biodiversity
Sport England |and amenity enhancements are supported without undermining the use of the playing field; provide clarity for applicants and To address this concern and ensure consistency with the NPPF, Sport England Amend 1b) as follows:
Policy PUBDM10: Open considers Policy |decision-makers; and bring the policy into consistency with national planning policy. Sport England support the objective of this recommend the following amendment to criteria (b): 'Proposals that meet the requirements of 1a above and
space on land, pla PUBDM10 to be |policy, however, this should not come at the cost of losing or prejudice playing fields. Sport England advises the Council to amend 'Proposals that meet the requirements of 1a above and improve the amenit . improve the amenity or biodiversity value of the open space
BLP37 [Clare Howe Sport England P ‘p v Yes No i . p .cy . B orpre] N p V‘ 8 P 8 ) p ) N a . . P ) Y Agree with the comment. . i ) ty ) Y p i
space, sports fields and inconsistent |Policy PUBDM10(b) as suggested above, or similar, to ensure consistency with the NPPF to ensure the proposal protects playing or biodiversity value of the open space in an appropriate way, provided they in an appropriate way, provided they do not result in the
allotments. with national [fields. Within the supporting text of the policy, Sport England recommends reference is made to Sport England’s Biodiversity Net do not result in the loss, or prejudice the use of playing fields, will be loss, or prejudice the use of the open space, will be
planning policy. |Gain (BNG) guidance - Biodiversity Net Gain guidance | Sport England https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and- supported’. supported’.
support/facilities-and-planning/planning-sport/our-planning-role-guidance-and-tools/BNG It shows how biodiversity measures can
be incorporated into playing fields without compromising their intended sporting use or long-term protection. The resource gives
advice on good design principles for BNG, information about the maintenance of different BNG features and information about
when to consider BNG as part of the planning application process.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. | have received the consultation on the additional information being
BLP37a [Clare Howe Sport England |- - - consulted on regarding the Sustainability Appraisal. Having reviewed the changes in bright pink, Sport England have no further None Noted. No change proposed.
comments to our comments raised previously at Reg 19.
Evolution
Planning on N
behalf of Policy PUBSOM1 -
BLP38 |David Barker Somerleyton Somerleyton Marina Yes Yes - Support policy and provide comments - document is Appendix A to this report. Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Y Residential Moorings
Estate/Trustees
1971 Settlement
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Meets the legal and

If not meet

Organisation/Gr Met the tests of tests of R . . N What ch (s) you id y to make the Plan legally compliant B
Rep # Name: Part of Local Plan procedural Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment Broads Authority response to comment Proposed change to Local Plan.
oup: N soundness? soundness, or sound.
requirements? N
which test?
For the purposes of this policy, a ‘residential mooring’ is a mooring where Amend definition as follows; For the purposes of this policy,
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. The Estate has recently found delivering the residential moorings more someone lives aboard a vessel, the vessel is capable of navigation,-where-the-| a ‘residential mooring’ is a mooring where someone lives
complex as the application has progressed. This is because of the local planning authority’s interpretation of the supporting text of - d-as-th ¥ ek —and-where-th i e . . . . . . X . aboard a vessel as their sole and principal residence and the
. . . . . . L . ee . . . . ) o . . . The proposed change in wording could result in residential moorings being used as second homes or holiday ) o )
. Supporting text of Positively the residential moorings policy which is making it more difficult to deliver residential moorings. This text is similar in the existing lecation-formere-than-28-daysina-year: The vessel may . . . . . . . vessel is capable of navig: here-th } <
. Evolution Town . N . . . . . - - homes. The purpose of them is to be lived in as a form of residential accommodation as per the Planning and N L N 5
BLP38a [David Barker ) policy PUBDBM46 New |Yes No Prepared; and proposed Local Plans, hence the need for these representations in order to provide clarity. In the supporting text of the occasionally/periodically go cruising and return to base. For the purposes of ) . . . . . thi - where-thy | g
Planning . . . e . A . . . ) . A . . . Infrastructure Act 2016. Whilst not addressing this comment, but a reflection of this comment, it is proposed to . .
Residential Moorings Justified: emerging Local Plan under the sub heading ‘Definition of a Residential Mooring and what can moor there,’ it states that the vessel |this policy, it should be noted that there is an expectation that the moorings . . . h . . . leeation-f than-28-day year. The vessel may
. s . PO I . . . . . . B . ) ) amend the definition slightly as well as refer to the issue of main residence in the policy. ) o L
will be used as the ‘main residence.” This is a significant restriction on the property rights of those using residential moorings as it will be occupied by a vessel of standard construction and appearance, and occasionally/periodically go cruising and return to base.
prevents letting or other such activities which are commonly allowed for other homes unless there are exceptional circumstances. |which is conventionally understood to be a boat. The residential mooring
relates to how the land is used and not necessarily to a specific boat.
Amend part 9 of the policy as follows;
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. This creates problems for the Estate Trustees finding people to occupy the " P ) policy ) )
. L L L L . . Conditions will be used to restrict the number, scale and size
moorings as it imposes a significant restriction on the homes. This is not a type of restriction proposed on bricks and mortar homes . . 5 ]
. » B o N o N N of boats using the residential moorings. A management plan
. Supporting text of Positively which may be built in the Broads area. It is not a restriction proposed by East Suffolk on homes allowed in Somerleyton village. ) ) . )
X Evolution Town . X P L o L . L X . for the site and a register of those who live on boats will be
BLP38b [David Barker . policy PUBDBM46 New |Yes No Prepared; There is no justification given in the Local Plan why this significant restriction is required. If it is intended to help deliver moorings as |See above . " a e
Planning . _ N " N L . . L N B N required and will be covered by a planning condition
Residential Moorings Justified: the Council has suggested in discussions on the planning application, then it has the opposite effect. For full representation, see . ) L "
Appendix i: https://www.broads-authority.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/221102/Covering-Letter-E374.C1.BroadsRep.Let01: imposed on any planning permission granted. A condition
Ap’;f Bl : VLY e g o o will also be used to ensure the vessel will be the sole and
-paft. principle residence of the occupier.
In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. The second point of objection is the supporting text which states that: ‘the
. Supporting text of Positively p. . | 9 o p i N d ) PP 3 8 ) ) O ,|Remove this text:TFhe-Autherity-requiresimag: Fwhat ded-to-b Disagree. The Authority is aware of some plans to have buildings on pontoons or rafts to be what is moored at
. Evolution Town . Authority requires images of what is intended to be moored at the residential moorings to be submitted with planning applications. . . . . . . . ) .
BLP38c [David Barker ) policy PUBDBM46 New |Yes No Prepared; L 3 A o ) o N & residential moorings and these are contrary to flood risk policy. Hence the requirement to confirm what is No change proposed.
Planning . N . " This is unsound and cannot be done as at the point a planning application is submitted it is impossible to know what the boats who N R . .
Residential Moorings Justified: ) ) N N ) intended to be moored at the residential moorings.
will use the mooring over its lifetime will look like.
Thank you for providing East Suffolk Council with the opportunity to submit representations on the Regulation 19 Broads Authority
Local Plan (July 2025).
East Suffolk East Suffolk Council supports this plan and is committed to continue working collaboratively with the Broads Authority to deliver on
BLP39 [Dickon Povey ) The whole plan - - - N . PP P 8 v Y Support noted and welcomed. See detailed comments that follow.
Council strategic planning matters.
We have identified some areas of the plan which, in our view, would benefit from improved clarity or accuracy. As such, we have
made detailed comments on some matters via your consultation portal.
Policy PUBDM1: Major Amend para 1 to say: ‘Major development’ may includes the development of | This is in relation to major development in terms of Para 190 of the NPPF. And whether the scheme is major
R East Suffolk Y N ’ Consistent with | Minor change proposed to para 1 as: All sites over 10 dwellings or 0.5ha will definitely be major dev. Para 1 should be amended to | . P ‘y ; P! Y N N P! N ! p ) . . N R N "
BLP40 [Dickon Povey ) Development in the Yes No ) N R N A N sites over 10 dwellings or larger than 0.5 hectares but is not restricted to development, in terms of that defined in the glossary of the NPPF, is a consideration. It is confusing, but those No change proposed.
Council national policy [reflect this, in line with national policy. B N - .
Broads that...". are two different 'major development' terms.
Policy PUBDM20:
Energy demand and the Written Ministerial Statement of 13 December 2023 requires energy efficiency standards to be an uplift of dwelling target
R East Suffolk 8y Consistent with L R ) q B g,y ¥ N Y N P 8 targ That Target Emission Rates should be specified in accordance with the PUBDMZ20 is written to not go beyond the Future Homes Standard. As such, there is no need to specify a TER as
BLP41 [Dickon Povey ) performance of new Yes No . ) emission rate (TER). Point 5 of the proposed policy uses the term “predicted energy requirements”. This should be amended to B L N L N . No change proposed.
Council . . " national policy . . Written Ministerial Statement. that only applies if the policy goes beyond it.
buildings (including reflect national policy.
extensions)
Policy PUBSP2: . . . . . - . . : , . e . " - . (i . : ' :
N East Suffolk . N Consistent with | It is not entirely clear what is meant, in criterion 3, by ‘adverse impacts on flood risk management’. Is this a reference to existing These part of the policy should be re-worded to provide clarity over the The policy goes on to say '(including flood management structures and Government Flood Risk Plans)' and so is
BLP42 [Dickon Povey . Strategic flood risk Yes No . A ) ) o | B ) ) , | No change proposed.
Council policy national policy |flood risk defences? This should be re-worded to remove ambiguity. meaning of ‘adverse impacts on flood risk management’. already explained.
Policy PUBDM17: . . L . . The following text is added to the end of the final sentence “.....which are Amend as follows: '...which are identified within the
N East Suffolk o N Consistent with | The current Suffolk Coast RAMS highlights the need to keep the strategy under regular review. To improve accuracy, the text should |, " e A . . . N .
BLP43 [Dickon Povey ) Mitigating Recreational |Yes No ) ] . 3 ) . ) identified within the following strategies and Zones of Influence (ZOl) (or The comment seems to relate to the first sentence rather than the final one, but agree. following strategies and Zones of Influence (ZOlI)_(or
Council national policy |clarify that the requirement will apply under future iterations of the strategy. 5 ) ” . .
Impacts subsequent iterations): successor documents or subsequent iterations)...
8LP44 | Dickon Pove East Suffolk Policy PUBDM16: Yes No Consistent with |Part 5 (requirement for BNG to be onsite) appears to conflict with part 6 (delivery of offsite BNG). This should be resolved to remove | The criteria 5 and/or 6 are re-worded to clarify the position on off-site The policy needs to be read as a whole. Part 5 and then part 6 and part 6 says "...it is proven the required net gain Combine points 5 and 6
I .
Y Council Biodiversity Net Gain national policy |ambiguity. provision of BNG cannot be achieved onsite within the site boundary..." but this could be clarified. P
Amend 'East Suffolk Affereabte Healthy Envir
East Suffolk Policy PUBDM43 Consistent with [There does not appear to be any mention of the East Suffolk Council Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document. This | Add reference to the East Suffolk Council Affordable Housing Supplementa Y Planning D (sPDY'
I . 1! I [ ] I 1 . I il 1
BLP45 [Dickon Povey u v 3 Yes No . ) pp ) v ! using Supp Y J u N Lsing Supp v It is mentioned at 6.7 but we will refer to it in the supporting text of PUBDM43
Council Affordable housing national policy |should be referenced to improve accuracy. Planning Document. .
Refer to East Suffolk Affordable Housing Supplementary
Planning Document (SPD) in the supporting text to DM43.
13. Where development is sited within or adjacent to an area
the identified in the Local Nature-Reeevery-Netwerk Habitats
. - Maps of the Local Nature Recovery Strategies as an ‘Area
Reference is made to a Local Nature Recovery Network within the Local X T
. . . . - . . . . . . L, L. that Could Become of Particular Importance for Biodiversi
N East Suffolk Policy PUBDM15: Consistent with | The overall approach set out in this policy is supported. However, we provide comments on some of the detailed points to improve [Nature Recovery Strategies. Within the strategy for Suffolk, this ‘network’ is " N .
BLP46 [Dickon Povey ) . Yes No ) ] 3 . . i L h . . In response to a comment from Natural England, we propose to change wording. and/or has a Potential Measure mapped to it, it will
Council Natural Environment national policy |accuracy and comply with national policy. not mentioned. What exactly is this policy referring too? This should be " .
" demonstrate how the proposal will maintain-and-enhanee-
clarified. AR .
‘the-ability-of the-netwerk-te restore and enhance habitats
and provide eee-system ecosystem services in line with the
Local Nature Recovery Strategy.”
We recommend removing the text in brackets in part 7 “(which is not also
subject to an international designation)”, as even where a SSSI wholly
8LP47 | Dickon Pove East Suffolk Policy PUBDM15: es No Consistent with | The overall approach set out in this policy is supported. However, we provide comments on some of the detailed points to improve |overlaps a Habitats Site it can have different reasons for designation which Agree Remove brackets of (which is not also subject to an
v Council Natural Environment national policy |accuracy and comply with national policy. would not be specifically picked up in a Habitats Regulations Assessment gree. international designation).
(which would specifically focus on assessing impacts on Habitats Sites
features).
Not all Brownfield Sites meet the criteria to be considered as ‘open mosaic
. East Suffolk Policy PUBDM15: Consistent with | The overall approach set out in this policy is supported. However, we provide comments on some of the detailed points to improve . ) M P Noted. Part 10 says there may be a need to determine if the site has open mosaic habitat and then part 11 says
BLP48 [Dickon Povey ) . es No ) 3 ) . . habitat on previously developed land’. This paragraph should be amended to s . y No change proposed.
Council Natural Environment national policy |accuracy and comply with national policy. Jarify this what to do if there is the habitat.
clarify this.
Add text to provide clarity that Pegasus site (PUBOUL2) is excluded from the Add site names to para 3 of section 301. And in section 30.1
East Suffolk Council confirms that the position with respect to housing need remains the same as we set out in our letter to the housing need figure. Add text to clarify that sites with permission granted L . . . para 2 add reference to sites with permission granted prior
. . N . N . . L . . . Footnote 126, and bullet point i) on page 218 refer to OUL2 allocations already having permission. )
8LPas | Dickon Povey East Suffolk section 30.1 Yes No Consistent with | Broads Authority dated 20th May 2025. With respect to the plan itself, in our view, it is not sufficiently clear that the former Pegasus [prior to 2021 but not yet developed are excluded from the housing numbers to 2021 but not yet developed are excluded from the housing

Council

national policy

site (PUBOUL2) is excluded from the housing need figure. Furthermore, it is not sufficiently clear that sites with permission granted
prior to 2021 but not yet developed are excluded from the housing numbers.

set out in the plan to be planned for over the plan period but will
nevertheless make a contribution to housing supply. 3rd paragraph: add the
site names to the reference numbers to improve the clarity of the plan.

Agree re site names and reference to permissions pre 2021.

numbers set out in the plan to be planned for over the plan
period but will nevertheless make a contribution to housing
supply
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Meets the legal and

If not meet

Organisation/Gr Met the tests of tests of R . . N What ch (s) you id y to make the Plan legally compliant B
Rep # Name: Part of Local Plan procedural Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment Broads Authority response to comment Proposed change to Local Plan.
oup: N soundness? soundness, or sound.
requirements? N
which test?
Agree. The term 'protected species' does not appear in the NPPF. There is reference to 'priority species' and
East Suffolk Policy PUBSPS: Consistent with ‘threatened ies'. PUBSP5 ifically ref Section 41 i d while th ‘protected’ th 2b) protect against the loss of protected Seetion-4+-habitats-
BLP50 [Dickon Povey 2 u © .0 Ic_y ) Yes No Dn_SIS en w_l Protected species should be referenced in criterion 2 b) for completeness and to comply with national policy Criterion 2 b) should include reference to protected species reatened species specitically reterences .ec ‘on Spea?s andwhtie es({e are . pr.o ec‘ € ere a're )P . e I
Council Biodiversity national policy others that are also protected by law but are not Section 41. The section 41 group are ‘of principal importance’  |ane-species
for conserving biodiversity in England, whereas ‘protected species’ covers a broader classification.
| note that the Broads IDB Devel t the WMA website has b ided. Whilst | I d t that the IDB i
n.o € . atthe roef S_ E\_Ie o.pmen page'on © we _SI € nas ee{n [.JI'OV\ © I_S am pleasecito see ? © s It may be more beneficial to direct users of the plan to the WMA website )
Water . being signposted, I'd like to highlight that whilst the most prominent IDB within the Broads in terms of area covered is the Broads . From the WMA website (https://www.wIma.org.uk/) you can
. Policy PUBDM9: . " . L ) o . . (https://www.wIma.org.uk/) from which they can access maps and our B " " "
BLP51 [Ellie Roberts [Management Not specified Not specified Not specified |(2006) IDB, the area covered by the Broads Authority is also partially coincidental with the Norfolk Rivers IDB (Belaugh to Ranworth, . . . N ) .. |Agree with proposed change. access maps and_contact details to determine which IDB
) Surface water run-off N ) 5 contact details to determine which Board’s area a development falls into, if N "
Alliance and West of the North Walsham and Dilham Canal) and the Waveney, Lower Yare and Lothingland IDB (South of the River Yare from an area a development falls into, if any.
the East of Rockland St Mary to Great Yarmouth). Ve
The 108 " ; N .
R eetD
aterManagement-Aftianeetwima-erg-uld). Watercourses
in the Broads Internal Drainage Board’s Internal Drainage
District are regulated by the Internal Drainage Board and
. i " . ’ intai he IDB i I b
Water . y . . X . . . Within the ‘Designing SuDS’ section on page 77, I'd request that the IDBs are mainzainad by the N o by private alndeners .
. Policy PUBDM9: i . e WMA officers are open to and actively support early engagement in the drainage design process to support developers in achieving . . . Development affecting watercourses is likely to require
BLP52 [Ellie Roberts [Management Not specified Not specified Not specified . . . . . ’ . N . referenced as regulators of surface water discharges within IDDs as per[Agree with proposed change. " "
) Surface water run-off sustainable drainage, as well as reducing the risk of conflict between the Board’s regulation and that of Local Planning Authorities. ) B Consent under the Land Drainage Act 1991 and the Board’s
Alliance Byelaw 3 in each of the Boards’ Byelaws. n 5
Byelaws. WMA officers are open to and actively support
early engagement in the drainage design process to support
developers in achieving sustainable drainage, as well as
reducing the risk of conflict between the Board’s regulation
and that of Local Planning Authorities. IDBs are regulators of
surface water discharges within IDDs.
. On page 73 beneath policy PUBDMS, | am pleased to see that Section 23 of the Land Drainage Act 1991 has been referenced
Water Policy PUBDMS: N " . . .
. . . . regarding any proposal to alter a watercourse. | would like to note that the Boards are only the regulator of Section 23 within their .
BLP53 [Ellie Roberts [Management Development and Not specified Not specified Not specified > o . N N . Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Alliance flood risk IDDs, whilst the legislation applies to any ordinary watercourse, in or out of an IDB’s district. | understand that the Lead Local Flood
Authority is the regulator of works to ordinary watercourses outside the Boards’ districts in the Broads area.
IT1S NOT NECESSARY TO LABEL THIS SECTION OF LAND HERE IN CHEDGRAVE AS SETTLEMENT FRINGE. WE HAVE PLENTY OF LABELS
& DON'T NEED AN ADDITIONAL LABEL. AS FAR AS LANDSCAPE GOES, ANY GREEN AREA HAS TREES PLANTED BY THE LANDOWNERS —
MOST OF WHICH ARE NOT NATIVE SPECIES. | WOULD HAVE THOUGHT YOU SHOULD BE CONCERNED WITH THE AREAS THAT ARE
NOT PART OF THE SETTLEMENT. THE DISTANCE FROM BRIDGE STREET IN LODDON IS NOT RELEVANT. OUR SITES HAVE BEEN HERE A
LOT LONGER THAN MOST OF THE CLOSER SITES TO BRIDGE STREET INCLUDING LODDON QUAY. WE ARE NOT ON THE FRINGE OF
CHEDGRAVE, WE ARE WELL AND TRULY CHEDGRAVE AND AGAIN BEEN HERE BEFORE LONGER THAN MUCH OF THE DEVELOPMENT
IN CHEDGRAVE.
The character of the land nominated does not meet with the character definition of what the policy is seeking to protect (pages
Policy PUBDM26: attached). Much of the area designated is already fully developed and there is no formal specific site justification for the site
v . Not justified, ) ,) - 8 . v vy P . o X P X ) Regarding the form - there is guidance to fill out the form. The respondent was talked through the form on two
Protection and R designation. The remaining undeveloped sections are already designated as Priority Habitat: Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Fen . . . . ) y ) .
. effective or R L . . . . I strongly feel that the Broads Authority are unnecessarily adding an extra separate occasions. Officers also offered to fill out the form with her sat next to them, which was refused. .
BLP54 [Fiona Husband |- enhancement of Yes No . . |and all lie within Flood Zones 2 and 3. Therefore, it is not necessary to have yet another designation. This is all private land and most . N See Appendix G.
) consistent with R 3 label to our land. It is not comparable to Acle Recreation Centre and such.
settlement fringe National Polic trees have been planted over the years by the landowners. It is and has been for many years complete settlement. Itis part of the see Appendix G
landscape character v settlement. The gardens and land are already have restrictions though | believe our government would be most happy for el e
development here —in fill | believe it’s called. The boatyards have always used the land for storage of boats, general storage and
customer cars. These commercial businesses have been very important to the local economy. We would suggest that a site visit
rather than an aerial photograph to establish landscape designation to be the way forward. This area should not be designated as
Settlement Fringe and is not Settlement Fringe as outlined within the character definition of the policy. Settlement Fringe in this
area should be the marshes. | strongly feel that the Broads Authority are unnecessarily adding an extra label to our land. It is not
comparable to Acle Recreation Centre and such. It was purely by chance that | learned of this landscape designation which just isn’t
good enough. You have caused us to spend a lot of time and money on this and over the years, in particular, with the Local Green
Space objection. This needs to stop. The online form is way too difficult to complete and not clear at all.
ITIS NOT NECESSARY TO LABEL THIS SECTION OF LAND HERE IN CHEDGRAVE AS SETTLEMENT FRINGE. WE HAVE PLENTY OF LABELS
& DON'T NEED AN ADDITIONAL LABEL. AS FAR AS LANDSCAPE GOES, ANY GREEN AREA HAS TREES PLANTED BY THE LANDOWNERS —
MOST OF WHICH ARE NOT NATIVE SPECIES. | WOULD HAVE THOUGHT YOU SHOULD BE CONCERNED WITH THE AREAS THAT ARE
NOT PART OF THE SETTLEMENT. THE DISTANCE FROM BRIDGE STREET IN LODDON IS NOT RELEVANT. OUR SITES HAVE BEEN HERE A
LOT LONGER THAN MOST OF THE CLOSER SITES TO BRIDGE STREET INCLUDING LODDON QUAY. WE ARE NOT ON THE FRINGE OF
CHEDGRAVE, WE ARE WELL AND TRULY CHEDGRAVE AND AGAIN BEEN HERE BEFORE LONGER THAN MUCH OF THE DEVELOPMENT
IN CHEDGRAVE.
The character of the land nominated does not meet with the character definition of what the policy is seeking to protect (pages
Policy PUBDM26: ttached). Much of th designated is already fully developed and there is no f | ific site justification for the sit
olicy . Not justified, @ aF © ,) ucho e.a.rea esignatecis a rs{a v Tully develope .an ere 1s T‘IO. orma ,SpeCI ¢ _SI € Justilication for the site Regarding the form - there is guidance to fill out the form. The respondent was talked through the form on two
Protection and ) designation. The remaining undeveloped sections are already designated as Priority Habitat: Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Fen . " " . ) y . 0
. . . effective or . L . . . . I strongly feel that the Broads Authority are unnecessarily adding an extra separate occasions. Officers also offered to fill out the form with her sat next to them, which was refused. .
BLP55 [Fiona Husband |Pacific Cruisers |enhancement of Yes No and all lie within Flood Zones 2 and 3. Therefore, it is not necessary to have yet another designation. This is all private land and most See Appendix G.

settlement fringe
landscape character

consistent with
National Policy

trees have been planted over the years by the landowners. It is and has been for many years complete settlement. It is part of the
settlement. The gardens and land are already have restrictions though | believe our government would be most happy for
development here —in fill | believe it’s called. The boatyards have always used the land for storage of boats, general storage and
customer cars. These commercial businesses have been very important to the local economy. We would suggest that a site visit
rather than an aerial photograph to establish landscape designation to be the way forward. This area should not be designated as
Settlement Fringe and is not Settlement Fringe as outlined within the character definition of the policy. Settlement Fringe in this
area should be the marshes. | strongly feel that the Broads Authority are unnecessarily adding an extra label to our land. It is not
comparable to Acle Recreation Centre and such. It was purely by chance that | learned of this landscape designation which just isn’t
good enough. You have caused us to spend a lot of time and money on this and over the years, in particular, with the Local Green
Space objection. This needs to stop. The online form is way too difficult to complete and not clear at all.

label to our land. It is not comparable to Acle Recreation Centre and such.

See Appendix G.
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Meets the legal and

If not meet

Organisation/Gr Met the tests of tests of R . . N What ch (s) you id y to make the Plan legally compliant B
Rep # Name: Part of Local Plan procedural Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment Broads Authority response to comment Proposed change to Local Plan.
oup: N soundness? soundness, or sound.
requirements? N
which test?
Thank you for consulting Suffolk County Council (SCC) on the Broads Local Plan at Regulation 19 Submission Stage.
Georgia Suffolk Count;
BLP56 Tea Ee Council ¥ general n/a n/a n/a This letter will set out where there may be issues which make the plan unsound, as set out in paragraph 36 of the NPPF. SCC wish to |n/a Background information noted. No change proposed.
8 be constructive and considers that the plan can be made sound and will provide support to do so where necessary. Please note that
the main focus of our comments will be on Suffolk and not Norfolk.
Georgia Suffolk Coun SCC would suggest that it would be easier to read and navigate this local plan
BLP57 8 X Y general yes yes n/a n/a X 88 X & PN Noted. Consider paragraph numbers.
Teague Council if there were paragraph numbers for the supporting text.
It is noted that the plan produced by Suffolk County Council, the “Suffolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2020” is not acknowledged
) ) . planp .y v o ) . 8 Therefore, it would be best practice to list and acknowledge the Suffolk
. - directly in main text of the Regulation 19 draft document nor are there any specific mention of maps or policies from the plan . . . - . . . -
Georgia Suffolk County . . a - positively . . . . " , L N ., |Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2020 and its safeguarding maps and policies [Noted, but it is referred to in 6.8 in the same way as all other Local Plans of our districts and Norfolk County
BLP58 . section 6 policy context|yes no relating to the minerals safeguarding (Notably the ‘safeguarding and proposals map’ and the policy ‘MP10: Minerals safeguarding’. |. N o ) . P, ! No change proposed.
Teague Council prepared . B " . . 3 in the main body of the document in ‘Section 6 — Policy context’. This would |Council.
However, the Minerals and Waste Local Plan and its safeguarding requirements are mentioned and assessed as part of the site ensure that the plan is positively prepared
assessment policies in the Regulation 19 draft document (for example Policy PUBOUL1: Boathouse Lane Leisure Plots). P P Y prep :
Point 3 outlines what proposals for major development need to demonstrate
but makes no reference to highway impacts. It may be considered that this is
. . . . ,g, v imp .y . Noted. Impacts on a highway network are addressed in the transport policies. The impact of a scheme is one
R Policy PUBDM1: Major| d - Consistent covered through sub-point ‘f’; however, the policy could be clearer in the| ) . . N ) o N R
Georgia Suffolk County . B . . " N . N ) thing, but this policy clearly seeks to set out how we will consider if something is major development in terms of
BLP59 ) Development in the|yes no with national amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading need to ensure highway impacts are suitably assessed and suitable L . . No change proposed.
Teague Council . e . L . para 190 of the NPPF. The rest of the policies in the Local Plan that are relevant will then come into play to
Broads policy mitigation is delivered to prevent a severe cumulative impact on the highway ) -
N R N . |determine the applications.
network and/or unacceptable impacts on highway safety, in accordance with
NPPF paragraph 115 part d).
PUBDMS3: Pollution
. . SCC suggests the following added text, to be in line with NPPF paragraph
. R Suffolk C and Hazards in d - Consistent 182
eorgia uffolk Coun :
BLP60 & A ty development and yes no with national amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading L . . . B Agree. Add text as proposed.
Teague Council rotectin: olic This includes the design of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) which
P . e . policy should comply with the CIRIA pollution assessment best practices.
environmental quality
For supporting text ‘SuDS’ page 73, SCC would suggest the following added . ) .
PP X g R pag 88 8 There is a range of possible SuDS techniques that can be
. . text, to be in line with NPPF paragraph 182: ) ) )
. Policy PUBDMS: d - Consistent ) N ; used, although not all techniques will be appropriate for
Georgia Suffolk County N . N " There is a range of possible SuDS techniques that can be used, although not L N
BLP61 X Development and yes no with national  [Amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading 3 y R . . Agree. individual development sites but a preference should be
Teague Council . . all techniques will be appropriate for individual development sites but a . " ;
flood risk policy i N given to green, open features such as raingardens, tree pits,
preference should be given to green, open features such as raingardens, tree
- conveyance swales, and green/blue roofs.
pits, conveyance swales, and green/blue roofs.
SCC as the LLFA would recommend that point b) should be above point a).
Water reuse is the highest form of capture and should be prioritised. New
Government non-technical statutory guidance reinforces this.
Suggested rewording for point 2:
Georgia Suffolk County | PUBDM9: Surface d - Consi‘stent ) ! The surface W?ter ru.noff rate that will occur as a cohs?quence of the
BLP62 Teague Council water run-off yes no with national amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading development is required to be no more than the existing pre-development |Agree to some extent - see comment from Norfolk LLFA at BLP194. See comment BLP194.
8 policy greenfield runoff rate. In the first instance, brownfield sites should aim to
match the greenfield discharge rate to provide betterment, should this not
be achievable the applicant should seek to significantly improve upon
existing discharge rate. The runoff rate should be agreed with the Local
Planning Authority, in conjunction with the Lead Local Flood Authority and
where relevant, sewerage undertaker.
Suggested rewording for point 3:
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) shall always be used. These should be
designed and implemented to be multifunction and follow the general
d - Consistent principles set out at Appendix 9 as well as any relevant guidance or standards
Georgia Suffolk County  [PUBDMS: Surface that are in place such as Lead Local Flood Authority guidance on drainage
BLP63 8 ) ¥ yes no with national amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading . P V& 8 Agree to some extent - see comment from Norfolk LLFA at BLP195. See comment BLP195.
Teague Council water run-off . design.
policy
99.9% of sites that say they cannot provide a SuDS solution is because of bad
engineering and planning, not because a SuDS systems is not feasible. This
point should not offer an ‘out’ to excuse bad site planning.
Policy PUBDM10: Open
. v P It is suggested to have considerations for children with disabilities and also . " Under part 2 of the policy add a new criterion;
Georgia Suffolk County |space on land, play . . . - . . Agree to some extent. Girls also like skateparks and we already say at part f that local young people need to be .
BLP64 . . yes yes n/a SCC particularly support part 2) part f) - engaging children for green/play spaces. spaces for girls (i.e. not just skateparks). This would help the plan to meet o . A N As appropriate, open spaces and play need to address the
Teague Council space, sports fields and . ) engaged when designing an area of open space, in order to be inclusive for all. ) " T
wider population needs. needs and provide for children with disabilities.
allotments
This policy could be strengthened in recognising the role the PROW network
Policy PUBDM11: a spin Iizkin cople to iervices em Iogmentgand facilities as well as green Include wording in the first part of the reasoned justification:
Georgia Suffolk County |Green and blue This policy is very welcomed as it highlights the importance of green access networks in enhancing people’s physical and mental P v. . 8P p» ) ploy! . ) 8 - o L . The PROW network plays an important role in linking people
BLP65 A ) yes yes n/a R o R destinations by offering sustainable travel options. It is noted that such Agree to some extent, but this is probably not for the policy itself as it is a reason to have the policy. N e N
Teague Council infrastructure and wellbeing and providing necessary access options. X X to services, employment and facilities by offering sustainable
. references have been made elsewhere in the plan, especially on page 162 )
Public Rights of Way . . travel options.
regarding active travel.
SCC welcome the ambition to delivery 20% BNG, above and beyond the 10 % requirement set out in the Environment Act, and detail | SCC would suggest the following replacement paragraph:
and Topic Paper justifying this policy. 4. Developments exempt from the Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) under the
d - Consistent SCC would draw attention to paragraph 4 which states that: Environment Act 2021 will still be required to adequately assess any
BLPEG Georgia Suffolk County |Policy PUBDM16: es n with national “Exempted developments must achieve no net loss of biodiversity. They will be required to provide biodiversity enhancements (see |biodiversity loss and ensure this loss is adequately addressed and Noted. On reflection, if a scheme/proposal is exempted from BNG then the BNG policy would not be used. Delete part 4 of PUBDM16
Teague Council Biodiversity Net Gain v policy the Natural Environment policy (PUBDM15))” compensated through “biodiversity enhancements” (PUBDM15). Therefore part 4 can be deleted. Where there are exemptions to BNG, we will rely on PUBDM15 part 12. P :

SCC queries how it is expected that developers will demonstrate that exempted developments will “achieve no net loss”. For this to
be achievable, it must be quantifiable and would require the developer to undertake a BNG metric on the site to show that the
“biodiversity enhancements” are achieving a certain amount of net gain to offer the development and resultin “no let loss”.

As currently written, this policy is not considered sound as it is not clear and
unambiguous, in line with NPPF paragraph 16 part 6).
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Meets the legal and

If not meet

Organisation/Gr Met the tests of tests of R . . N What ch (s) you id y to make the Plan legally compliant B
Rep # Name: Part of Local Plan procedural Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment Broads Authority response to comment Proposed change to Local Plan.
oup: N soundness? soundness, or sound.
requirements? N
which test?
SCC raises concerns that part 1 part ¢) might not always be achievable, given
that in Part 1.a) this already refers to proposals which have an essential role
G . Suffolk C Policy PUBDM25: in the provision of a regional and national network. SCC would recommend
eorgia uffolk Coun
BLP67 Tea Ee Council v Utilities infrastructure |[yes yes N/a not specifically a soundness issue, but would make policy stronger. the following minor addition: Noted. We are proposing a change to 3a) in light of another comment. See response to comment BLP156
B development c) There is no_significant adverse impact on the character of the locality, the
wider landscape, character and significance of the historic environment and
the amenity of neighbours.
Policy PUBDM28: Light
. ° |cy. ) 18 Part 5 of the supporting text to this policy on page 156 includes to the lowest| . )
Georgia Suffolk County  [pollution, dark skies i . . . . Add a new criterion: Use the warmest colour with the lowest
BLP68 . es yes n/a not specifically a soundness issue, but would make policy stronger Correlated Colour Temperature (CCT). It is suggested that this also be|Agree. -
Teague Council and nocturnal . X L Correlated Colour Temperature [C ossible.
incorporated into the policy directly.
character
scc ts the following additional text, to be in li ith NPPF h T " . A
. . suggests the following additional text, tobe In fine wi paragrap iii) High quality design of surface, landscaping and boundary
N Policy PUBDM30: d - Consistent 182: . N
Georgia Suffolk County . - . . . . o . . ) treatments including to address management of water (run
BLP69 . Recreation facilities yes no with national amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading iii) High quality design of surface, landscaping and boundary treatments Agree. L . . ) . o
Teague Council ) . . . . ) off and avoiding pollution) and integration of high-quality
parking areas policy including to address management of water (run off and avoiding pollution)
. ) . . Subs features
and integration of high-quality SuDS features
3. In appropriate cases, either a Transport Assessment (TA)
For section 3 of the policy, Transport Assessments and Transport Statements or Transport Statement (TS) will be required to demonstrate
3): it should be clear that the Transport Assessment or Statement should be the potential impact of development proposals on the
) Policy PUBDM29: d - Consistent f, ) . ” L . P " i i . 5 . A .
Georgia Suffolk County . B ) . R . ‘multi-modal”, meaning it considers all modes of travel to ensure that . highway and how those impacts might be mitigated. These
BLP70 ) Transport, highways yes no with national To encourage sustainable travel, as per Chapter 9 of the NPPF, and thus achieve sustainable development. N . - Agree, but seems best to be referred to in part 3. N o
Teague Council d i sustainable and active travel objectives are at the centre of the assessment. assessments need to consider all modes of travel and ensure
and access oli
policy This would feed in well to Points 4 and 5, which detail importance of travel sustainable and active travel objectives are at the centre of
plan measures. the assessments. Mitigation can take the form of
infrastructure improvements and/or travel planning.
Georgia Suffolk Count Policy PUBDM30: SCC notes that in the supporting text there is a typo on page 168, which SCC Amend the three occurrences of this typo:
BLP71 T 8 c " v Recreation facilities yes yes n/a-typo typo would suggest amending as follows: The Authority expects proposals to Agree. There are three occurrences of this typo. Page 168, 325, 326. The Authority expects proposals to include an appropriate
eague ounci
8 parking areas include an appropriate number of disabled parking spaces. number of disabled parking spaces.
Policy PUBDMA4: The ?olicy.states “New residential de\{elopment will only be Fermitted -
Residential within defined development boundaries and must comply with other policies
Georgia Suffolk County o a - positively 5 . of the Development Plan”. However on the map supporting this policy, the  |Comment noted. Although no suggestions for changes have been put forward. The justification is included in the
BLP72 . development within yes n amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading N N 5 ) . .\ \ No change proposed.
Teague Council defined Development prepared red line boundaries for Oulton part 3) a) (and the other sites but is our focus |supporting text under '‘Development Boundary for Oulton Broad'.
Boundaries P as it Oulton is in Suffolk) are very tightly drawn, and SCC believe that it
would - hard to input any housing in here, even infill.
SCC welcomes this policy, which currently focuses on “Elderly and Specialist
Needs Housing”. SCC would suggest that the policy could advocate for a
N . gg' policy . . |The policy refers to elderly and specialist needs housing. So it does include those with physical and/or mental
" . broader scope that includes housing to meet the needs of diverse population| .~ " N i o 8 R "
N Policy PUBDM48: d - Consistent . . . . . |disabilities and children and young people - that would be under 'specialist need'. The supporting text may refer |No change re first part of comment.
Georgia Suffolk County L . ) R . groups, e.g. ageing population, those with physical and/or mental disabilities .
BLP73 ) Elderly and specialist  |yes n with national To help meet the needs of a wider population, as per NPPF Paragraph 63. . . . . |more to elderly, but the policy covers all types generally.
Teague Council ; N and accommaodation for children and young people. It is suggested to add in . .
needs housing policy R N Cross refer to design policy and M4(2) and M4(3).
reference to M4(2) and M4(3) housing, which would meet the needs of not
. . i Agree re reference to M4(2) and M4(3).
only an ageing population but also those with disabilities, as per NPPF
Paragraph 63.
SCC suggest considering adding reference for these dwellings to be
. Policy PUBDM49: d - Consistent 88 ! I. 8 n8 . e .
BLP74 Georgia Suffolk County Residential ancilla es n with national  [To help meet the needs of a wider population, as per NPPF Paragraph 63 adaptable and accessible to meet a wider range of occupants needs, ie., This is already in the policy. See part 7 c) No change proposed
{ I il I il I [ . 1S I l icy. . N
Teague Council accommodation v v oli P pop! 35 P rap built to M4(2) and/or M4(3) standards. This would help the plan to help meet u policy. P 8€ prop
policy the needs of a wider population, as per NPPF Paragraph 63.
Noted. They are there on purpose. The wording at point 4 is linked to the ...
. . . R . . . . Could make it clearer as follows:
SCC notes what appears to be a minor formatting error in part g), where 4.1f plots remain unsold after a thorough and proportionate marketing exercise which: " .
. . - X . ... then these unsold plots may be built out as conventional
Georgia Suffolk County |Policy PUBDM51: . . there are ellipsis and the end of the point and at the start of following e . 3 . . .
BLP75 Teague Coundil Custom/self-build yes yes n/a Not a soundness issue, formatting. segment B market housing subject to detailed permission being secured
(8] il - l .
8 8 g and the Authority being satisfied that e) and f) and g) have
been satisfactorily concluded.
... these plots may be built out as conventional market housing subject to detailed permission being secured and v
the Authority being satisfied that e) and f) and g) have been satisfactorily concluded.
SCC would recommend for part f) to insert "secure" storage of bicycles.
SCC strongly supports part i) requiring M4(2) standards for all new dwellings,
although it is considered that the M4(3) requirements for affordable
dwellings could be higher. Oftentimes, the need for affordable housing and Amend RTPI Dementia link.
disabiliti hand-in-hand.
Georgia Suffolk County |Policy PUBDMS52: . . sabilities go hand-in-han Agree. Support re M4(2) and M4(3) is noted. The 10% M4(3) approach reflects GYBC Local Plan which is currently . )
BLP76 K ) yes yes n/a amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading o - Amend 4f) provision for the secure storage of bicycles
Teague Council DesignfZ . s at examination. SCC do not propose a specific level for M4(3).
In the supporting text, SCC notes that the RTPI Dementia link is broken.
Please try: No change re M4(3)
https://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/tOnb4xfz/dementiapracticeadvice4pagesum
mary2017.pdf or https://www.rtpi.org.uk/new-from-the-rtpi/dementia-and-
town-planning/
If you follow the link and look at the date the article was published, you will see this is 31 July 2019. The chart
Georgia Suffolk County . . 5 SCC is supportive of this policy. A minor query: the diagram displays up to vou W I . ce v Ipu ' youwl e v char
BLP77 . Policy PUBDM54: Heat |yes yes n/a Not a soundness issue, clarity query. cannot therefore include 2020. It is suggested that 2020 is on the graph as, after 1884, the years are set out every|No change proposed.
Teague Council the year 2020, but the text above states to 2018.

resilient design

20 years.
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Rep #

Name:

Organisation/Gr
oup:

Part of Local Plan

Meets the legal and
procedural
requirements?

Met the tests of
soundness?

If not meet
tests of
soundness,
which test?

Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment

What ch (s) you y to make the Plan legally compliant

or sound.

Broads Authority response to comment

BLP78

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Policy PUBDM59:
Designing places for
healthy lives

yes

yes

n/a

recommended amendments for clarity and accuracy.

The policy states under point 2a): ‘For d s of over 50 d ing
developments of fewer than 50 dwellings but which are deemed to impact
health services potentially significantly, development that includes care
homes, housing for the elderly, or student accommodation and development
that involves the significant loss of public open space, the Norfolk and
Waveney Health Protocol shall apply”.

It is noted that the term ‘the Norfolk and Waveney Health Protocol, may
have been used in error. The following Paragraph ‘Delivery and
implementation of the policy’ refers instead to the ‘Planning in Health
Protocol’. It is suggested that the text is changed for consistency.

There are two further instances in Appendix 12 where the term ‘Norfolk and
Waveney Health Protocol’ is used, and one reference of ‘Norfolk Health
Protocol checklist’. These may also need to be updated to ‘Planning in
Health Protocol’ for accuracy and consistency.

To improve usability, it is recommended that the implementation details of
the Policy are separated under clear subheadings:

* Add 22’ beneath the heading ‘Delivery and Implementation of the Policy’.
* Replace the current wording ‘The threshold of this policy is all new housing,
commercial and recreational development’ with a new sub-heading 2b’.

Agree to make the reference consistent.

Agree with other changes to some extent.

BLP79

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Policy PUBDMS59:
Designing places for
healthy lives

yes

n/a

recommended amendments for clarity and accuracy.

Public Health recommend strengthening the following sentences:

* /...although if the threshold for undertaking the Planning in Health Protocol
is met, then that will take precedence.”

* All new housing, commercial and recreational development are required to
produce a statement saying how their proposal adéresses supports and
promotes:

The penultimate paragraph currently feels disjointed, it introduces the Sport
England guidance immediately after a summary of Small Sites Checklist
requirements and before the closing text. Given the range of relevant local
and national policies on healthy placemaking, it may be more effective to:
*Relocate the Sport England reference (and similar resources) to an Appendix
or dedicated guidance section, or

*Broup them under a short sub heading within the main text (e.g. ‘Further
Guidance and Resources’).

Agree with proposed changes.

BLP80

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

PUBSP2: Strategic
flood risk policy

no

d - Consistent
with national
policy

amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading

SCC suggest the following added text, in line with NPPF paragraph 182:
5. Preference should be made towards high quality, green open SuDS

features over less sustainable solutions such as attenuation crates.

Agree, but that would fit best with 1b).

BLP81

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Policy PUBSP5:
Biodiversity

yes

yes

n/a

recommended amendments for clarity and accuracy.

Part e) appears to refer to mitigation hierarchy (without saying as much) but
stops short of requiring compensation for unmitigable adverse impacts and
effects, as does the justification. (Policy PUBDM15: Natural Environment
does address this in part c))

PUBSPS5 further only talks about mitigating ‘significant’ effects. SCC consider
that, while potential ‘significant effects’ should be mitigated to be reduced to
‘non-significant’, this should not mean that ‘non-significant’ effects need no
mitigation.

Agree.

BLP82

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Policy PUBSP8:
Accessibility and
Transport

yes

no

d - Consistent
with national
policy

to encourage sustainable travel, as per Chapter 9 of the NPPF, and thus achieve sustainable development.

Part (2): it could be clearer that the development impacts on the highway
network need to be suitably assessed to prevent a severe cumulative impact
on the highway network and/or unacceptable impacts on highway safety,
contrary to Paragraph 116 of the NPPF. Furthermore, it could be clear that
safe and suitable access is required for all, in accordance with paragraph 115
of the NPPF.

part (6): it could be clearer that development should give priority first to
pedestrian and cycle movements and second to public transport, in
accordance with Paragraph 117 of the NPPF. It is noted that this is outlined
within Policy PUBDM29 (point 1).

SCC welcomes the reference to the Suffolk Local Transport Plan in the
supporting text. Please note that the Suffolk Local Cycling & Walking
Infrastructure Plan has been updated from 2021 to 2024, and can be found
here:
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/4b0713ff2b1049e19ffb896c47898fda

Agree.

Proposed change to Local Plan.
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Proposed change to Local Plan.

BLP83

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

general - Site Specific /
Allocation Policies

d - Consistent
with national
policy

recommended amendments for clarity and accuracy.

Page 214 in section 30.1 states “No sites for residential dwellings are
allocated in the Local Plan”, however policy PUBSP15 then states that there
are residential site allocations in the plan in part 7) a) of the policy. SCC
considers that the plan is unsound as currently written, and thus further
clarity is required here, as per paragraph 16 part d) of the NPPF which
requires policies to be clear and unambiguous.

Yes. Your commentary is correct, but conclusion is not and the comment includes snippets of a paragraph and
excludes a linked footnote.

In terms of section 30.1, the full paragraph is as follows and sets the situation out clearly: 'No sites for residential
dwellings are allocated in the Local Plan. Please note that PUBTHU1 (16 dwellings) and PUBOUL2 (76 dwellings)
already have planning permission and were not assessed in the HELAA but will still be included in the Local Plan
until they are built out. The Utilities Site (PUBNOR1) is allocated for mixed use, with housing being a potential
option'.

In terms of PUBSP15, part 7 a) i) see footnote 126 which again sets the situation out clearly.

No change proposed.

BLP84

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Policy PUBOUL1:
Boathouse Lane
Leisure Plots

yes

yes

n/a

SCC raises no objection to this policy. We note the reference to the Suffolk Minerals & Waste Local Plan in the supporting text on
page 355.

Not seeking changes

Support noted and welcomed.

BLP85

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Policy PUBOUL2:
Oulton Broad - Former
Pegasus / Hamptons
Site

no

d - Consistent
with national
policy

recommended amendments for clarity and accuracy.

SCC notes that this allocation is a “carry-over” from the previous Broads
Local Plan.

SCC raises a query regarding timelines: the supporting text states that
planning permission was granted in 2012, however planning application
reference BA/2012/0271/FUL (found in footnote 175) states planning
committee & site visit took place in April 2013 . According to SCC records,
SCC were consulted in Dec 2012, and the S106 was signed and sealed in
2014. Therefore, SCC would recommend the review of the supporting text of
this policy for accuracy.

It also queried what is meant by “optionally housing”, as planning permission
has been granted for 76 market dwellings, and the final section of the
supporting text sets out the estimated phasing and timings of housing to
come forwards, which indicates that there are residential allocations for
housing taking place. Therefore, as currently written, this policy is not
considered sound and clarity is sought to make the policy clear and
unambiguous, in line with NPPF paragraph 16 part d).

The application was approved 2014.

The planning permission has not been built out yet. Whilst enacted, no buildings have been built. It could be that
the site owner comes back in for a new permission and that permission could include housing or include other
land uses in line with the policy. The phasing reflects our recent monitoring information on the planning
permission.

BLP86

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Policy PUBSSLGS: Local
Green Space

yes

yes

n/a

not a soundness issue, but recommended amendments for accuracy and ease of reading.

Overall, SCC supports this policy, however it is noted that the link to the Local
Green Spaces maps document has some errors: the map for Chedgrave (page
2), and map for Beccles rowing club (page 6) do not have titles like the others
included within the document.

Itis also noted that page 7 just says “playing field”, and it would be
considered useful to add the village name/location.

Agree.

BLP87

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Policy PUBSSA47: Road
schemes on the Acle
Straight (A47T)

yes

no

d - Consistent
with national
policy

recommended amendments for clarity and accuracy.

Regarding the supporting text Surface Water section (page 417), SCC
suggests the following text amendments, to be in line with the surface water
drainage hierarchy, and NPPF paragraph 182:

Surface water disposal location, prioritised in the following order: reuse and
harvesting of water, disposal of water to shallow infiltration, to a
watercourse, to a surface water sewer, combined sewer / deep infiltration.

Agree.

BLP88

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Appendix 12

yes

yes

n/a

amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading

Itis recommended that Appendix 12 be reframed to improve clarity, using
the following wording:

Appendix 12: Small Site Healthy Planning Checklist

This checklist is based on the Nerfelk-Planning in Health Protocol checklist
but amended to be more applicable to the types and scale of schemes we
see in the Broads. It is a self-assessment checklist that will be required as
part of relevant applications.

Thechoekl <o twothe first partis to-be fitled-infor-alt
p £

housi ialand i onal doval

(that e +
e7 P T
brochald rolat

to-theNerfolkand Heglth n oA i
& -

£l i+ the first partof the-cheekli b £ m
53 P 7

butlessth

50-dwekings need-to-filout th dpart:
When to use this checklist

Part 1: must be completed for all new housing, commercial, and recreational
developments (unless the Planning in Health Protocol applies).

Part 2: in addition, developments of 1-49 dwellings must also complete Part
2.

Agree.

BLP89

Georgia
Teague

Suffolk County
Council

Appendix 12, cnt'd

yes

n/a

amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading

Exemptions
Thic choeklistd + apphif

+:-This checklist
does not apply to:

* Developments of over 50 dwellings

* developments of less than 50 dwellings but which are deemed to impact
health services potentially significantly

* development that includes care homes, housing for the elderly, or student
accommodation

* development that involves the significant loss of public open space

Agree.

No change proposed.
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Meets the legal and

If not meet

Organisation/Gr Met the tests of tests of R . . N What ch (s) you id y to make the Plan legally compliant B
Rep # Name: Part of Local Plan procedural Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment Broads Authority response to comment Proposed change to Local Plan.
oup: N soundness? soundness, or sound.
requirements? N
which test?
If any of the above apply, use the Planning in Health Protocol
If any of the above apply, use the Planning in Health Protocol (see Policy see Policy PUBDM59: Designing places for healthy lives).
PUBDM59: D ng places for healthy lives). ¥ get it ek £ these-t
get dditional-guieh 3 these-t +Guidance reseurees-Guidance and resources:
and resources: * Sport England offers guidance on designing and adapting
* Sport England offers guidance on designing and adapting where we live to where we live to encourage activity in our everyday lives
encourage activity in our everyday lives (Sport England, Active Design | Sport (Sport England, Active Design | Sport England)
England) * Building for a Healthy Life (2020).
* Building for a Healthy Life (2020). * Housing and health needs assessment (2024) - Healthy
* Housing and health needs assessment (2024) - Healthy Suffolk ffolk
Georgia Suffolk County . . . N e ( ) v Siife
BLP90 X Appendix 12, cnt'd yes yes n/a amend for clarity, accuracy and ease of reading Agree.
Teague Council £ the above-crit + the Norfolk-and y
e Health MLy ooethoal by vl Fryo Ars
PRYL ¥ ERing
Some of the questions in the checklist also have related policy requirements. Some of the questions in the checklist also have related
+yeurseheme-may-addresstheseissues—Yourrespense Where this is the policy requirements. e y-add thr
case, your application may-inetude-the cross refer to relevant policies in-this- ' —¥ P Where this is the case, your application
‘Local-Plan{erindeed-Neighbeurheed-Plan} and detail how your proposal may-netade-the cross refer to relevant policies i-thisteeal-
address meets their requirements. Plan{orindeed-Neight heed-Plan} and detail how your
proposal address meets their requirements.
. Suffolk . o . P : . ;
BLP91 [Jackie Norton Constabulary The whole plan Not specified Not specified Not specified |Representation is a general commentary and does not seek changes. See Appendix E of this report. Not seeking changes Response noted. No change proposed.
Comment noted. The 'parent' document for the identification of the special qualities of the Broads is the Broads
Norfolk County P, N In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. In NTS5 and in 2.3, the SA lists the special qualities of the Broads. However, it | The text should be amended to include the Broads as a flood risk Plan. This is the Management Plan for the Broads. The Local Plan for the Broads links to the current Broads Plan
BLP91a |Joe Wyatt X Sustainability Appraisal |- - - X R . . R N X . . o - . . . No change proposed.
Council LLFA is noted that the flood risk management the Broads provide has not been listed despite it being a key benefit. management asset. Further work is recommended. and includes the special qualities of the Broads that are identified. It will be for the LLFA to raise this comment as
and when the Broads Plan is reviewed and consulted on.
Norfolk Count Please confirm whether flood risk is included in the water point or whether [This list is taken directly from the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
BLP91b [Joe Wyatt . Y Sustainability Appraisal |- - - In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. In section 2.6, the LLFA notes that flood risk is not listed but water is. . N P v . . 8 g No change proposed.
Council LLFA this is water quality. Statutory Instrument, Schedule 2. You will note that the SA objective ENV6 refers to flood risk.
Norfolk Count In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. The non-technical phase "rain bursts" should be replaced with "intense
BLP91c |Joe Wyatt . v Sustainability Appraisal |- - - . P N . g. N N ) P P Replace 'rain bursts' with 'intense rainfall events' This is in the Local Plan and SA. The term rain bursts is exactly that - non technical. But we can change it. Replace 'rain bursts' with 'intense rainfall events'.
Council LLFA rainfall events" such as in section 5, in the climate change subsection.
Norfolk Count The LLFA is aware that the text in the Local Plan is being updated but it is not |Yes, the list is copied from the Local Plan. So it reflects the Local Plan. The SA assessing the main modifications
BLP91d |Joe Wyatt c I LLFA v Sustainability Appraisal |- - - In response to the second Regulation 19 consultation. In Appendix 10, there is clear overlap with text produced in the Local Plan. clear whether the text in the SA is going to be updated to match the textin  |that are agreed through the Local Plan process and then consulted on is yet to be produced, but the REG19 No change proposed.
ounci
the local plan. Clarification is requested. number 2 will form the basis for the SA and will be checked to ensure it is up to date.
| strongly object to the land in Chedgrave belonging to Greenway Marine Ltd being designated in the new broads plan as Settlement
Fringe for the following reasons.
1,The land has for at least the last 50 years been used for light industrial purposes by our family with various planning permissions
gained for mooring, lifting out of boats, storing boats shore and the repair and maintenance of boats with all the associated
. paraphernalia, chocking timber, hoists, tractors, vehicles, trailers and cradles.
Policy PUBDM26: . . P . P s
protection and As | understand it settlement fringe in this instance is to stop urban development spreading into the countryside i.e. where urban
il
BLP92 Jonathan Greenway enhancement of No No Not justified meets countryside, in our case it's more a case of where light industrial meets urban as there are houses and their gardens all Land that has always been used for light industrial use cannot possibly fit the see Appendix G see Appendix G
Greenway Marine settlement fringe ! around the boatyard and on one side a boatyard with house. Only one short length of the boatyards boundary is adjacent to criteria for this designation and should be removed from the plan . R e
1
N countryside but this is industrial fringe not settlement fringe. Boatyards desperately need protection this will not help in this
landscape character .
instance.
2,With the drastically reducing number of boats on the Broads due to the rapidly increasing costs of boat ownership boatyards are
fighting over less and less customers so all boatyards futures are becoming more uncertain therefore diversification will be
necessary for survival , This survival can only be hindered by the designation settlement fringe should planning permissions or
change of use be sought.
Judy Clift, vice .
. Somerton parish . )
BLP93 [chair Somerton Council The whole plan Yes Yes - Somerton PC supports this plan, and does not seek any changes Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
PC
Suffolk County Council were asked for their views on this comment: In his response to the planning consultation,
the highways officer has recommended that the surfacing of the existing access track is surfaced in a bound
material for the first 5 metres from the highway and SCC feel that is appropriate for the proposal, that would
Due consideration has not been given to site access and road safety. You state that access to the site should provide adequate N . s v - . pprop N N p P
A - . . . increase the use of the existing access due to the additional moorings and parking provision.
PUBSOML: visibility splays (in line with DMRB standards) and access width should be adequate to allow two vehicles to pass and accommodate
) Positivel large service vehicles. The present access road will not meet this requirement. Furthermore the point where this current track
BLP94  [Julie Reynolds |- Somerleyton Marina No No v 8 P L . q L p . Rejection of the application on road safety grounds. The existing access is located on the outside of a bend and there are footways (albeit narrow) on the side of the |No change proposed.
prepared meets The Street and Slugs Lane within the village (Map ref: TM 479970) has extremely poor visibility and is currently a danger

Residential Moorings

point. More residential and service traffic at this point will exacerbate this situation. Due consideration has not been given to road
safety issues.

road where the access is located providing a reasonable level of visibility (estimated around 50 metres in both
directions). Whilst visibility would not accord with current standards for a new access, the access is established
and SCC understand has been in constant use without any record of injury accidents within the last 25 years.

Subsequently, | do not feel that our highways response or the comments on the LP require amendment.
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BLP95

Karen Walklin
Smith

Walklin Cruisers

Policy PUBDM26:
Protection and
enhancement of
settlement fringe
landscape character

Yes

Not justified,
effective or
consistent with
National Policy

| have on several occasions looked at the extensive document Local Plan for the Broads, and have found this very difficult to
understand, especially the maps. The document not being user friendly does not invite comment. If the classification of land is to
change the land owner should be contacted directly/personally giving full and clear details of how the proposal will affect them and
them alone. An arranged site visit prior to any decision being made is essential, no other form of assessing the land is sufficient.
Aerial views are distorted and incomplete due to tree canopies. It has now been brought to my attention land in Chedgrave
pertaining to the boatyards has been included. This is private commercial land, used for business, garden and residential purposes.
For the purposes of planning this land already comes under the jurisdiction of the Broads Authority, another level of designation is
not necessary. With reference to my earlier comments, | along with many other members of the public, do not find the form user
friendly and have been unable to complete it. Therefore | insist my comments are considered by means of this email:-
OBJECTION:-

* The character of the land nominated does not meet with the character definition of what the policy is seeking to protect

* Much of the area designated is already fully developed and there is no formal specific site justification for the site designation

* The remaining undeveloped sections are already designated as Priority Habitat: Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Fen, which all
lie within Flood Zones 2 and 3

* The proposed area is private land with the majority of trees being planted over the years by the landowners

* The land is and has been for many years (over 60) been complete settlement and is therefore part of the settlement

* The boatyards have always used the land for storage of boats, general storage, customer cars etc. which is essential to the
operation of the business

* Any land pertaining to or owned by the boatyards should most definitely not be included within the settlement fringe

The boatyards are responsible for bringing in tourists to Chedgrave and Loddon, who support the local business and are therefore
very important to the local economy. Any disruption to the operation of the boatyard business as a result of the proposal would
have a wide spread knock on effect to the community. Thanking you for your attention and understanding.

The area should not be classed as Settlement Fringe.

See Appendix G.

See Appendix G.

BLP96

Kim Balls

Great Yarmouth
Borough Council

Policy PUBSSA47: Road
schemes on the Acle
Straight (A47T)

This representation has been made at officer level. The Borough Council notes the provision of a Policy that would be used to assess
proposals for changes to the Acle Straight. Realising the full dualling of the Acle Straight continues to be a key ambition of the
Borough Council and is critical to the long-term health of industries and job growth in the borough, which are of importance to the
wider and national economy. The Borough Council welcome the potential identification of a strategic cycling route between Acle
and Great Yarmouth, as required to be considered by criterion ‘8’ of the Policy.

Not seeking changes

Support noted and welcomed.

No change proposed.

BLP97

Kim Balls

Great Yarmouth
Borough Council

Policy PUBSSTRACKS:
Former rail trackways

This representation has been made at officer level. The Borough Council supports the Policy for its potential to expand and integrate
the networks of paths, cycleways, and bridleways which benefits residents and visitors. The policy would align with adopted Policy
GSP7 of the Great Yarmouth Local Plan Part 2 (and emerging Policy SUT1 of the first Draft Local Plan) by seeking to use former rail
trackways to provide a link between Bradwell, Belton and areas outside of the borough to the south-west.

Not seeking changes

Support noted and welcomed.

No change proposed.

BLP98

Kim Balls

Great Yarmouth
Borough Council

Policy PUBTHU1:
Tourism development
at Hedera House,
Thurne

Yes

The representation has been made at officer level. The Borough Council supports the allocation of the site for tourism uses and a
proportionate amount of general market housing enabling development. The Borough Council recognises that the allocation may
assist in supporting the small-scale range of services and facilities within Thurne (including the Local convenience store and public
house.

Not seeking changes

Support noted and welcomed.

No change proposed.

BLP99

Kim Balls

Great Yarmouth
Borough Council

Policy PUBORM1:
Ormesby waterworks

Yes

This representation has been made at officer level. The Borough Council is in support of the protection of Ormesby Water treatment
works from development which may adversely affect the proper functioning of the water works and its contribution to the
landscape and visual amenity of the locality. The Ormesby waterworks provide much of the public water supply to the Great
Yarmouth Borough, and the upgrading and maintenance of these works are important in supporting economic and population
growth in the Borough.

Not seeking changes

Support noted and welcomed.

No change proposed.

BLP100

Kim Balls

Great Yarmouth
Borough Council

Policy PUBGTY1:
Marina Quays (Port of
Yarmouth Marina)

This representation has been made at officer level. The Borough Council would support the re-use and enhancement of the space
for river and other leisure activities where compatible with the flood risk of the site.

Not seeking changes

Support noted and welcomed.

No change proposed.

BLP101

Kim Balls

Great Yarmouth
Borough Council

Policy PUBFLE1:
Broadland Sports Club

=
o
@

Yes

The Borough Council is keen to support the continued use and potential improvement to Broadland Sports Club as a health and
wellbeing facility that supports the area.

Not seeking changes

Support noted and welcomed.

No change proposed.

BLP102

Kim Balls

Great Yarmouth
Borough Council

Policy PUBSP15:
Residential
development

Yes

The Borough Council recognises that the Broads Authority prepared an updated Local Housing Needs Assessment following
publication of the latest NPPF in December 2024. It is noted that the study projects an overall need to 177 dwellings from the part of
the Broads within the borough (8 per annum) which is included in the overall December 2024 standard method figure for the area.
The Borough Council is supportive of the approach and method undertaken by the Broads Authority in deriving their housing need
and the aim to meet the housing need identified for the Broads within the Broads Authority area where compatible with the
protection of the Broad’s landscape and special qualities in accordance with Agreement 12 of the Norfolk Strategic Planning
Framework. The Borough Council recognises that the objectively assessed housing need from the part of the Broads within the
Borough will likely need to be met in those parts of the borough outside of the Broads in accordance with Agreement 13 of the
Norfolk Strategic Planning Framework (NSPF), and reiterated through the 2025 Statement of Common Ground between the Broads
Authority and Great Yarmouth Borough Council. The emerging Great Yarmouth Local Plan makes no reliance upon the Broads
Authority to deliver the element of the housing requirement within the Broads area of the borough. Criterion 4 sets out that the 5-
year need for Gypsy and Traveller pitches for the Broads part of the Borough is 10 pitches. It is recognised that this need figure has
been derived through the most up to date recent needs assessment in accordance with the 2024 PPTS. The supporting text of the
Policy sets out that the 5-year need for 10 pitches in the Broads part of Great Yarmouth borough will be met through working with
Great Yarmouth Borough Council. The Council is supportive of the Broads endeavour to meet its own assessed need for gypsies and
travellers, which reflect the most recent (2025) Statement of Common Ground agreed between the Broads Authority and Great
Yarmouth Borough Council. The Borough Council recognise that the future need for Gypsy and Traveller pitches arising from the
Broads part of the Borough is likely to be met within the borough and both emerging Local Plan contains policies aimed at
addressing this need, recognised through the 2025 Statement of Common Ground between the Broads Authority and Great
Yarmouth Borough Council.

Not seeking changes

Support noted and welcomed.

No change proposed.

BLP103

Kim Balls

Great Yarmouth
Borough Council

8.1-82

Yes

Yes

The following representation has been made at officer level. The Borough Council fully supports the ongoing work with the Broads
Authority in relation to addressing cross-boundary planning matters and welcomes reference to the ways the Duty has been met
with the Borough Council in Paragraph 8.2. The Council has no duty-to-cooperate concerns with the Local Plan. Cross—boundary
matters continue to be positively addressed through the Norfolk Strategic Planning Framework (NSPF) and cooperation between the
Borough Council and the Broads Authority to ensure needs are met across both authorities, specifically housing and gypsy and
traveller needs, as most recently agreed through the 2025 Statement of Common Ground between Great Yarmouth Borough
Council and the Broads Authority on strategic planning matters that are cross boundary.

Not seeking changes

Support noted and welcomed.

No change proposed.
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Meets the legal and

If not meet

Organisation/Gr Met the tests of tests of R . . N What ch (s) you id y to make the Plan legally compliant B
Rep # Name: Part of Local Plan procedural Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment Broads Authority response to comment Proposed change to Local Plan.
oup: N soundness? soundness, or sound.
requirements? N
which test?
We consider that The Local Plan for the Broads: Review Plan Period 2021 to 2042 (Broads Authority, July 2025) is sound with regard
to the aspects relevant to our natural environment remit. The plan is positively prepared as demonstrated by policies protecting the
Broads National Landscape, conserving and protecting both statutory and non-statutory designated sites, habitats and species; and
supporting green infrastructure and preventing fragmentation of habitats. The plan is justified, the evidence base appears to be
BLP104 (Louise Oliver [Natural England |The whole plan Yes Yes n/a robust as far as Natural England's remit is concerned, and alternatives have been taken into consideration throughout the plan - Noted. No change proposed.
stages. Natural England considers the policies within the plan are deliverable and flexible and therefore the plan should be effective,
and the plan is consistent with national policy with regard to those within Natural England’s remit. However, we have suggested
some additional wording amendments which do not fundamentally alter our conclusions on the tests of soundness (additions in
bold text and deletions crossed through).
Policy PUBSP1:
BLP105 (Louise Oliver [Natural England |Responding to the yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Climate Emergency
Policy PUBDM4:
. . Climate change . - . . e . .
BLP106 [Louise Oliver [Natural England adaption and resilience yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
checklist
Policy PUBDMS: Water
BLP107 (Louise Oliver [Natural England |quality and foul yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
drainage
Policy PUBDM10 Open
. " space on land, play . - . . . . .
BLP108 |Louise Oliver |Natural England ts fields and yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
space, sports fields an
allotments
Policy PUBDM11:
. " Green and blue . L . . PR . "
BLP109 |Louise Oliver [Natural England | frastruct d yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
infrastructure an
Public Rights of Way
BLP110 (Louise Oliver [Natural England |Policy PUBSP3: Soils yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
. ~ Policy PUBDM12: Peat . . . . . . .
BLP111 (Louise Oliver [Natural England soils yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
. ~ Policy PUBSPS: . . . . . . .
BLP112 (Louise Oliver [Natural England Biodiversity yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
. . Policy PUBDM15: . - . . e . .
BLP113 |Louise Oliver |Natural England Natural Environment yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
. . Policy PUBDM16: . - . . . . .
BLP114 [Louise Oliver [Natural England Biodiversity Net Gain yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Policy PUBDM17:
BLP115 |Louise Oliver |[Natural England [Mitigating Recreational yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Impacts
Policy PUBDM18:
BLP116 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Mitigating Nutrient yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Enrichment Impacts
Policy PUBDM19:
Trees, woodlands,
BLP117 |Louise Oliver |Natural England [hedges, scrub and yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
shrubs and
development
. . Policy PUBSP6: . - . . . . .
BLP118 [Louise Oliver [Natural England Landscape character yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Policy PUBSP7:
BLP119 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Tranquillity in the yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Broads
Policy PUBDM28: Light
. . pollution, dark skies . - . . e . .
BLP120 |Louise Oliver |Natural England and nocturnal yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
character
Policy PUBDM22:
BLP121 (Louise Oliver [Natural England |Development and yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
landscape
Policy PUBSP9:
BLP122 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Recreational access yes yes n/a Natural England welcomes and strongly supports the following policies, which we consider are justified and evidenced: Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
around the Broads area
BLP123 |Lovise Oliver |Natural England Policy PUBSPS: s es n/a We welcome the inclusion of the point which states that development ‘will contribute to the delivery of the Local Nature Recovery Not seeking changes Support noted No change proposed
ui v u i u B c .
8 Biodiversity v v Strategies (Norfolk and Suffolk) and the Broads Nature Recovery Strategy 2024-29 (or successor documents)’. 8 8 PP 8¢ prop
13. Where development is sited within or adjacent to an area
‘13. Where development is sited within or adjacent to an area the identified the identified in the Local Nature-Reeevery-Netwerk Habitats
in the Local Nature-Reeevery-Netwerk Habitats Maps of the Local Nature Maps of the Local Nature Recovery Strategies as an ‘Area
N . R . N , ). . . Recovery Strategies as an ‘Area that Could Become of Particular Importance that Could Become of Particular Importance for Biodiversity”
. . Policy PUBDM15: We welcome the inclusion of this policy. The term ‘Local Nature Recovery Network’ is not one that is used in the Norfolk and Suffolk . o N o L . . . . q PR
BLP124 (Louise Oliver [Natural England yes yes n/a for Biodiversity’ and/or has a Potential Measure mapped to it, it will In liaison with the Environment Advisor, we agree with the proposed changes. and/or has a Potential Measure mapped to it, it will

Natural Environment

Local Nature Recovery Strategies, and it might be misleading to use it in the policy.

demonstrate how the proposal will maintain-and-enhance-the-ability-of the-
Aetworlkto restore and enhance habitats and provide eee-system ecosystem
services in line with the Local Nature Recovery Strategy.’

demonstrate how the proposal will maintair-and-enhanee-
‘the-ability-of the-netwerk-te restore and enhance habitats
and provide eee-system ecosystem services in line with the
Local Nature Recovery Strategy.”
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Meets the legal and

If not meet

Organisation/Gr| Met the tests of tests of What ch (s) you id to make the Plan legally compliant
Rep # Name: e / Part of Local Plan procedural Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment U U B 2 Broads Authority response to comment Proposed change to Local Plan.
oup: requirements? soundness? soundness, or sound.
q : which test?
An alternative form of words that aligns more closely with the terminolo;
Protected sites and species - supporting text (page 113) . 8 . M BY
. . . p . - . used in the Local Nature Recovery Strategies would be:
N N Policy PUBDM15: We welcome the inclusion of the sentence ‘In particular, proposals should take opportunities for the restoration and enhancement |, ) N N N . B R R .
BLP125 [Louise Oliver [Natural England . yes yes n/a ) - 5 L L ......the core opportunity areas for potential measures that will deliver the  |In liaison with the Environment Advisor, we agree with the proposed changes.
Natural Environment of the core opportunity areas for nature areas and priority habitats and species identified in the Local Nature Recovery Strategyand | =" 3 L . )
. N e . , priorities for habitats and species identified in the Local Nature Recovery
incorporate appropriate beneficial biodiversity conservation features’. ,
Strategy.....".
protected sit d rting text, 3rd hi 115) It would be advisable to specify whether this just refers to Key Species, Key
rotected sites and surveys - supporting text, 3rd paragra age . . ) : s . . . : - . . .
. . Policy PUBDM15: v PP . 8 'p . 8 p Pag . L . Species and Flagship Species or to Key Species and all of the species included [This needs to be inclusive so ‘Key Species and all of the species included in habitat species assemblages. Also
BLP126 [Louise Oliver [Natural England R yes yes n/a We welcome the reference to species that are prioritised in the Local Nature Recovery Strategies being included in surveys where | B A L N | - B N L N o
Natural Environment . ) ) . N . . in habitat species assemblages (which include Flagship Species but also remove reference to Norfolk Biodiversity action Plan as it is no longer being maintained and could be out of date.
relevant and being given particular regard in the context of their conservation objectives. .
contain many more).
However, clarification is required, as the Local Nature Recovery Strategies
‘prioritise’ all habitats, with the prioritisation coming from targeting the best
locations for their enlargement, creation or enhancement. An alternative
form of wording that would reflect this would be (for the 5th bullet point):
policy PUBDMS: Wildlife Sites and Habitats, other than ‘Habitats Sites’ - supporting text (page 115)
BLP127 (Louise Oliver [Natural England Natl?r/al Environn‘1ent yes yes n/a We welcome the requirement that development that may have a damaging or negative impact on a habitat prioritised by the ‘Development that may have a damaging or negative impact upon a... Agree.
Norfolk and Suffolk Local Nature Recovery Strategies must be accompanied by a suitable environmental assessment. esite identified as a priority area within the Local Nature Recovery Strategy
by being mapped as an ‘Area that Could Become of Particular Importance for
Biodiversity’ and/or has a potential measure relating to the habitat mapped
toit,
...must be accompanied by a suitable environmental assessment that...”.
Policy PUBDM15: Local Nature Recovery Strategy - supporting text, 1st paragraph, last sentence (page 116 .
. . v . v 8Y - supp 8 parag .p . p g ) . e . . No change proposed as a result of this comment, although
BLP128 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Natural Environment - yes yes n/a We welcome the reference to Local Nature Recovery Strategies, stating that planning applications ‘will be required to address the | Not seeking changes Support noted. see comment BLP267.
supporting text requirement of the Local Nature Recovery Strategy.” :
Natural England welcomes the 20% minimum target in the policy, and the supporting justification (on page 119) for the target made
in More than 10% Biodiversity Net Gain for the Local Plan for the Broads - Topic Paper (Broads Authority, February 2025).
Section 6a). We welcome the policy that off-site delivery should prioritise contributing to nearby habitat recovery and creation
Policy PUBDM16: strategies, with the Local Nature Recovery Strategy named as one of the strategies that could be contributed to. .
BLP129 (Louise Oliver [Natural England | . cy ) . yes yes n/a N 8 ) 'ry 8y . 8 Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
Biodiversity Net Gain Delivery and Implementation of the policy — supporting text, 2nd paragraph (page 120)
We welcome the reference to Local Nature Recovery Strategies, which states that ‘A positive proportionate contribution should be
made to the ecological network and priorities as outlined within the Local Nature Recovery Strategy and regional Nature Recovery
Network’.
We advise that it is revised to strengthen it, provide better clarity, and to
ensure that mitigation measures are agreed with the Broads Authority,
acting as the competent authority, rather than with Natural England, as
follows:
‘1. Any development which results in a net increase in residential
policy PUBDMLT: development and / or overnight tourism accommodation will need to putin
. " - cy . . We welcome this policy and are pleased to see the policy requirements to assess and address increased recreational disturbance on |place adequate measures to avoid and mitigate potential adverse
BLP130 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Mitigating Recreational yes yes n/a . ) . . . . . 5 . . . Agree.
Impacts designated sites. recreational impacts on the integrity of Habitats Sites which are identified
P within the following strategies and Zones of Influence (ZOl):
a) Norfolk Recreational disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy
(Norfolk RAMS) (and any successors) — covers the whole of Norfolk.
b) Suffolk Coast Recreation Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy
(Suffolk RAMS) (and any successors) - 13 km ZOI around the relevant Habitats
Sites in the Suffolk Coast area.
We advise that it is revised to strengthen it, provide better clarity, and to
ensure that mitigation measures are agreed with the Broads Authority,
acting as the competent authority, rather than with Natural England, as
Policy PUBDM17:
. . . cy . . We welcome this policy and are pleased to see the policy requirements to assess and address increased recreational disturbance on i . L o .
BLP131 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Mitigating Recreational yes yes n/a designated sites alone-or = Any devi that would be likely [Agree.
Impacts © : to have a significant effect on a European site, either alone or in combination
with other plans or projects, will be subject to assessment under the Habitats
Regulations at application stage. If it cannot be ascertained that there would
be no adverse effects on site integrity the application will be refused unless it
passes the tests set out in Regulation 62, and any necessary compensatory
measures will need to be secured.
We advise that it is revised to strengthen it, provide better clarity, and to
ensure that mitigation measures are agreed with the Broads Authority,
. acting as the competent authority, rather than with Natural England, as
Policy PUBDM17: . . . . . : "
. . - . We welcome this policy and are pleased to see the policy requirements to assess and address increased recreational disturbance on |follows: . .
BLP132 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Mitigating Recreational yes yes n/a Agree. We note that Great Yarmouth Local Plan includes reference to paying the RAMS payment.

Impacts

designated sites.

3. Proposed adequate measures must be delivered prior to occupation of
development, in perpetuity and agreed with Netural-England the Broads
Authority. This will include the payment of a contribution towards the cost of

mitigation measures at the protected sites, in line with 1a) and 1b) above.
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Meets the legal and

If not meet

Rep # Name: Dlearisotion/Cy Part of Local Plan procedural M EEDe EEBG] Why you consider this part of the Plan is not legally compliant or sound/comment bt e picmakettbckialcsalveonpliant Broads Authority response to comment Proposed change to Local Plan.
oup: e soundness? soundness, or sound.
which test?
We advise that it is revised to strengthen it, provide better clarity, and to
ensure that mitigation measures are agreed with the Broads Authority,
acting as the competent authority, rather than with Natural England, as
follows:
4. For development over 50 units, the provision or enhancement of adequate
green infrastructure, either on the development site or nearby, to provide
for the informal recreational needs of residents as an alternative to visiting
N . the habitats sites is required. This will equate to a minimum of 2 hectares per
N N Pcf“,cy P,UBDMN‘ R We welcome this policy and are pleased to see the policy requirements to assess and address increased recreational disturbance on | 1,000 population and will reflect Natural England’s Accessible Natural
BLP133 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Mitigating Recreational yes yes n/a . s Agree.
designated sites. Greenspace Standard*.
Impacts
(*It may be more appropriate to refer to another standard specific to the
Broads, or cross reference to another policy in the Local Plan).
Follow up: As there is not a specific standard for the Broads Executive Area,
then we recommend that Natural England’s Green Infrastructure Standards
are considered, which define what good Gl ‘looks like’ and how to plan GI
strategically to deliver multiple benefits for people and nature.
We recommend the policy wording is amended as follows (which would also
ensure consistency with the nutrient neutrality policies in neighbouring
authorities' adopted local plans):
‘1. Within the catchments of The Broads Special Area of Conservation (SAC
and Broadland Ramsar site:
* Any residential development prepesatfer that results in an increase in the
level of overnight e stays; and
Policy PUBDM18: We welcome the policy which identifies the need for mitigation measures, to address the nutrient impacts of nitrogen and _V—L; an non-ll'esfldentlal d,ZVEI: msnt that b: wrtue' of fts scale and type may
BLP134 |Louise Oliver [Natural England |Mitigating Nutrient yes yes n/a phosphate from new development, within the catchments of The Broads Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Broadland Ramsar *raw people from outside the above C_EFC ments § Agree.
Enrichment Impacts site. . and/or ma : enerate unusual quantities of surface water'
and/or, by virtue of the processes undertaken, may contain unusual
pollutants within surface water run-off;
hich-is+ ted-within-thi h £ TheB .l(v alA v
Conservation{SAC)and-Breadland-Ramsarsite, must provide evidence to
enable the Authority to conclude through a Habitats Regulations Assessment
that the proposal will not have an adverse effect inereasenutrientteads;
h-thatit-witthave Hikeby-signifi ffeets-on the integrity of sites.-Fhis-
We recommend the policy wording is amended as follows (which would also
Policy PUBDM18: We welcome the policy which identifies the need for mitigation measures, to address the nutrient impacts of nitrogen and ensureﬁonflstency with the nutrient neutrality policies in neighbouring
BLP135 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Mitigating Nutrient yes yes n/a phosphate from new development, within the catchments of The Broads Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Broadland Ramsar authorltres adop_te(? Ioca! plans): . . Agree.
3 N 2. Planning permission will be granted subject to demonstrating no adverse
Enrichment Impacts site. . N X N .
effects on the integrity of the above named habitats sites from nutrient
enrichment when considered alone or in combination.
We recommend the policy wording is amended as follows (which would also
ensure consistency with the nutrient neutrality policies in neighbouring
authorities' adopted local plans):
Policy PUBDM18: We welcome the policy which identifies the need for mitigation measures, to address the nutrient impacts of nitrogen and 3. The Norfo!k Nutrient Calculator £ or the Natur‘al anland Nutrient
. . L ) - . X Calculator will need to be completed for all qualifying development
BLP136 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |Mitigating Nutrient yes yes n/a phosphate from new development, within the catchments of The Broads Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Broadland Ramsar N ) Agree.
R B proposals. If the calculator concludes an impact from nutrients, these
Enrichment Impacts site. . . . . : I
impacts will need to be mitigated using appropriate mitigation, likely secured
through a local or national mitigation scheme. The Authority may will use
legal agreements to ensure this mitigation is secured and in place and will be
delivered.”
We are satisfied that the methodology and baseline information used to inform the appraisal appears to meet the requirements of
BLP137 |Louise Oliver |Natural England |Sustainability Appraisal yes yes n/a the StraFe.gic Environm.en.tal Assessm_ent (.S.EA) Direqive [2001/.42/.EC] and associated guidance. The environmental inter_est within Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
our remit is covered within the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) objectives, and the SA appears to adequately assess the environmental,
social and economic effects in accordance with legal and national policy requirements.
Natural England is satisfied that Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) has identified and screened in the correct habitats sites. It
provides a detailed and comprehensive assessment of the likely significant effects of the relevant Local Plan policies (see Table 4.1:
Policies and allocations of the Local Plan screened into the HRA process (summarised from Appendix C), on pages 37-38), acting
alone or in combination, on European sites and meets the requirements of the Conservation (Habitats & Species) Regulations 2017
BLP138 [Louise Oliver [Natural England |HRA yes yes n/a (as amended). Not seeking changes Support noted. No change proposed.
We agree with the conclusions reached in the Appropriate Assessments for air quality (see 5.4, page 42), water (see 6.3, page 48),
and recreation and urbanisation (see 7.3,page 54), respectively. Although, we recommend that the suggested amendments to some
wording in a few policies and supporting text, as described in the previous section above, is incorporated to ensure they are robust
and clear.
| am writing on behalf of the RSPB to provide our formal response to the Local Plan for the Broads review at this final stage in the
consultation. We welcome the opportunity to comment and are supportive of the plan’s overarching commitment to protect the
BLP139 [Luke Wilkinson [RSPB - Yes Yes - unique biodiversity of the Broads. We do not object to any of the policies in the plan or the outcome of the Habitat Regulations - Background information noted. No change proposed.
Assessment, but we would like to offer the following observations and recommendations to help strengthen the ecological
robustness of the Plan.
In liaison with the HRA consultant, -‘Likely Significant Effects’ relate 