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The Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk hereby gives notice that a Referendum relating 

to the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan will be held. The Referendum will be held on Thursday 22nd July 

2021 to decide on the question below: 

 

Do you want the Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk to use the neighbourhood plan for Upwell to help it 

decide planning applications in the neighbourhood area? 

 

The Referendum area is identical to the area that has been designated as the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan area 

which covers the Parish of Upwell, as shown on the following map. 
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A person is entitled to vote in the Referendum if, on 22nd July 2021: 
 

(a) he/she is entitled to vote in an election of any Councillor of the Upwell Parish Council whose 

area is in the Referendum area and 

 

(b) his/her qualifying address for the election is in the Referendum area. A person’s qualifying address is, 

in relation to a person registered in the register of electors, the address in respect of which he or she is 

entitled to be so registered. 

The Referendum expenses limit that will apply in relation to the Referendum is 

£2,362; plus the number of persons entitled to vote in the Referendum by reference to 

which that limit has been calculated (number of entries in the register x 5.9p). 

The Referendum will be conducted in accordance with procedures which are similar to 

those used at local government elections. 

A number of specified documents may be inspected at: 

 
The Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk 
King’s Court 
Chapel Street 
KING’S LYNN 
PE30 1EX  
 
Opening times:   9am-5pm Monday – Thursday 

9am-4.45 pm on a Friday.  
 Tel:     01553 616200 
 Web: Upwell Neighbourhood Plan | Upwell Neighbourhood Plan | Borough Council of 

King's Lynn & West Norfolk (west-norfolk.gov.uk) 
 

The specified documents are: 

• the draft neighbourhood plan or neighbourhood development order; 

• the report made by the independent examiner under paragraph 10 of Schedule 4B to the 1990 (in 
the case of a neighbourhood plan, as applied by section 38A(3) of the 2004 Act); 

• a summary of any representations submitted to the independent examiner pursuant to paragraph 
9 of Schedule 4B to the 1990 Act; 

• a statement – 

• in the case of a draft neighbourhood plan, that the local planning authority are satisfied that the 
draft plan meets those basic conditions and complies with the provision made by, or under, 
sections 38A and 38B of the 2004 Act; 

• a statement that sets out general information as to town and country planning (including 
neighbourhood planning) and the referendum, which is prepared having regard to any guidance 
issued by the Secretary of State. 

For further information about the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan, including all 
background documents, please see our Neighbourhood Planning webpages: 

https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/775/upwell_neighbourhood_plan
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/775/upwell_neighbourhood_plan
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• Upwell Neighbourhood Plan page: Upwell Neighbourhood Plan | Upwell Neighbourhood Plan | 
Borough Council of King's Lynn & West Norfolk (west-norfolk.gov.uk) 

• Introduction to Neighbourhood Plans: https://www.west- 

• norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/43/neighbourhood_planni ng 

• Neighbourhood Plans in Progress in West Norfolk: https://www.west- 
norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepare d 

https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/775/upwell_neighbourhood_plan
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/775/upwell_neighbourhood_plan
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/43/neighbourhood_planning
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/43/neighbourhood_planning
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/43/neighbourhood_planning
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepared
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepared
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepared
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepared
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About this document 

 
On 22nd July 2021 there will be a Referendum on a Neighbourhood Plan for your area. This 

document explains the Referendum that is going to take place and how you can take part in it. 

It explains:- 

• Why there are neighbourhood plans and other development plans 

• The Referendum and how you can take part 

 
Referendum on the Neighbourhood Plan 

 
A Referendum asks you to vote yes or no to a question. For this Referendum you will receive a ballot 
paper with this question: 
 

• Do you want the Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk to use the 

Neighbourhood Plan for Upwell to help it decide planning applications in the 

neighbourhood area? 

 
What does my vote mean? 

 
You show your choice by putting a cross (X) in the ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ box on your ballot paper. 

 

Put a cross in only one box or your vote will not be counted. 

 
If more people vote ‘yes’ than ‘no’ in this Referendum, then the Borough Council of King’s Lynn 

and West Norfolk will use the Neighbourhood Plan to help it decide planning applications in the 

Parish of Upwell. 

 

The Neighbourhood Plan will then become part of the Development Plan. This is a set of 

documents which sets out planning policies to guide development in King’s Lynn  and West 

Norfolk. 

 

If more people vote ‘no’ than ‘yes’, then planning applications will be decided without using the 

Neighbourhood Plan as part of the Development Plan for the local area. 
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Neighbourhood Plans 

 

What is a Neighbourhood Plan? 

A local community can prepare a neighbourhood plan to help shape future development in its 
area. 

 
If it successfully passes all the stages (including being supported by a majority of votes in a 
referendum) the neighbourhood plan will become part of the official ‘development plan’ for the 
area, alongside the Borough Council’s local plan. It then must be taken into account when the 
Borough Council, or a planning inspector, is deciding planning applications in the area. 

Who can prepare a Neighbourhood Plan? 

A neighbourhood plan is prepared by the relevant parish/town council, except in unparished 
areas (e.g. King’s Lynn town centre). In this case a local group must first apply to be designated 
as a ‘neighbourhood forum’ before it can prepare a neighbourhood plan. 

 

What can be in a Neighbourhood Plan? 

Neighbourhood plans are about ‘development’ (broadly speaking building construction and 
changes in the use of land). A neighbourhood plan can shape the future development in an area, 
but it cannot stop all development, or plan for less than that included in the Borough’s Local 
Plan. 

 

A neighbourhood plan must: 
 

• support sustainable development 

• generally conform to the strategic policies in the local plan 

• have regard to national planning policies, and 

• comply with relevant legislation; e.g. ensure environmental matters are taken into 

account, protect certain species and habitats, human rights, etc. 

• specify the period it will cover. 
 

While a neighbourhood plan must in general conform to the local plan strategic policies for the 
area (e.g. the overall role of the area, the general scale and type of development planned), it 
can vary in detail from the local plan. This can involve additional or different allocations of land 
for development, different development boundaries, different design and other criteria to be 
applied in the area, etc. Where there is a contradiction between a neighbourhood plan and the 
local plan, it is the most recent one that counts. 
 
Neighbourhood plans often contain policies to reinforce the local character of the area, to 
protect local green spaces and other features of particular local importance, plus measures to 
address particular local problems or shortages. 
 
There is no set format for a neighbourhood plan. It could be very brief and focused (perhaps just 
one policy) or very long and complex. Much will depend on what are the agreed local priorities, 
and what resources, interests and skills are available in the local community who prepare it. 
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How is a Neighbourhood Plan prepared? 

Because neighbourhood plans will affect what may, or may not, receive planning permission 
they must go through stages of formal consultation to make sure everyone has an opportunity 
to comment on them, and that they meet tests laid down in legislation. These procedures 
include examination by an independent expert, to  decide whether the plan meets the legal tests 
mentioned above, and a referendum to gauge the level of local support for the plan. 

 
The Borough Council (as local planning authority) has to administer key parts of this process. 
The decisions it has to make in this process are not whether the Borough Council agrees with or 
supports the content of the neighbourhood plan, but whether  the plan complies with nationally 
laid down rules and policies. 
 
It is the local community’s plan, and it is they who will have to do most of the work (or 
commission consultants to do this for them) and make the decisions on what they want in their 
plan, although the Borough Council will provide advice and assistance. 
 
For further information on neighbourhood plans see:  

 

Borough Council Information: 

• Introduction to Neighbourhood Plans: https://www.west- 
norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/43/neighbourhood_planni ng 

• Neighbourhood Plans in Progress in West Norfolk: https://www.west- 

norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepared 

• Locality http://locality.org.uk/projects/building-community/ 
 

Town and Country Planning 

 

Background 

The town and country planning system exists to protect and promote the public interest in the 
way land is used and developed. All advanced economies have formal planning systems, though 
the details of how they operate vary, while simpler societies usually have less formal controls 
on new building. 

 

The current British planning system was established in 1947, and grew out of concern that 
uncoordinated development in the 19th and early 20th century had resulted in severe adverse 
impacts on health, economic efficiency, quality of life and the environment. Owners of property 
in Britain do not have a right to build or change the use of land as they please, but must obtain 
planning permission to do so. (Some development, typically minor changes, is ‘permitted 
development’; thus benefits from an automatic permission). 

The planning system endeavours to – 

 
• Coordinate the activities of different developers and agencies, 

• Protect features and qualities of acknowledged public interest, 

https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/43/neighbourhood_planning
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/43/neighbourhood_planning
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/43/neighbourhood_planning
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepared
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepared
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepared
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/116/plans_being_prepared
http://locality.org.uk/projects/building-community/
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• Provide a degree of certainty for investors, landowners, residents and other 
stakeholders, and 

• Coordinate the provision of infrastructure and other facilities. 
 

More broadly the system aims to balance the needs and aspirations of the immediate site or 

locality with those for the wider area and country within which it sits, and to balance current 

concerns against longer term interests. 

Inevitably these different aims and considerations are often in tension, and so there are difficult 

and controversial decisions to be made in balancing them when considering whether to grant 

planning permission or include something in a plan. (Planning decisions often seem easy if only 

one consideration is taken into account). 

Local Planning Decisions 

The responsibility for making most of these difficult decisions is given by Parliament to the local 

planning authority which, in this area, is the Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk. 

Planning authorities cannot, however, make a decision any way they may  please. Prior public 

consultation is required in most cases. Decisions on applications must be made in accordance 

with the adopted development plan, unless there are proper planning considerations suggesting 

otherwise. 

One of the important considerations which must be taken into account is national (government) 

planning policy, including the National Planning Policy Framework. This tells local planning 

authorities which issues they should consider most important, how decisions should be reached, 

how plans should be prepared and what they should contain, etc. 

Decisions are made by elected councillors, advised by specialist planning officers, though routine 

decisions (e.g. planning applications clearly in accordance with, or contrary to, adopted plans) 

will usually be delegated by councillors to senior officers; because of the volume of work and 

pressures of time. 

There is provision for the planning decisions of the local planning authority to be challenged and 

reviewed by an independent planning inspector (or, if the issue is the legality of the decision or 

the way it was reached, the courts). 

Local Plans 

The local planning authority has to produce local plans for the future development of the area. 

Local plans (previously known as local development frameworks) may  consist of one or more 

separate plans or documents. These would commonly include (as is the case in West Norfolk) a 

core strategy document setting out the overall scale and broad location of development, and a 

site allocations document identifying the specific sites and the type and amount of development 

sought on each area. 

Local plans usually look forward at least 15 years, and must provide for enough housing and 

employment development to meet the anticipated growth in the area over that period, and 

have to be in general accordance with national planning policy. Ideas 
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for how this might be done are refined and reconsidered through successive rounds of 

consultation and discussion, often over a period of several years, but rarely is consensus 

reached; so the local planning authority must make difficult choices between competing views 

and proposals. Once the local planning authority has decided the plan it wishes to adopt it is 

tested against legal requirements and national policy by an independent planning inspector; 

who will consider the views of those who oppose or support the plan, and decide whether it can 

be adopted and brought into force. 

Under current national policy if local plans are not successfully brought up-to-date and adopted, 

or less housing development than needed actually takes place, it will be difficult for the local 

planning authority to refuse a planning application for housing development unless it seriously 

contravenes national policy, even if it contravenes the local or neighbourhood plan. 

Neighbourhood Planning 

Parish and town councils are statutory consultees for planning applications and local plans. This 

means they are consulted about these and are able to put forward any views they may have on 

these. 

 

The 2011 Localism Act gave them (and communities in unparished areas that had successfully 

applied for designation as a neighbourhood forum) additional new planning powers to produce 

neighbourhood development plans, or to grant planning permission for specified developments 

or types of development (neighbourhood development orders and community right to build 

orders). Of these, neighbourhood plans have been by far the most popular. (For further 

information on neighbourhood plans, see section above). 
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Upwell Neighbourhood Plan Referendum Area 

 
The Referendum area is identified on the map below. This is the same as the area of Upwell 

Parish, and the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan area. 
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Voting in the Referendum 
The Referendum area 

 

The Referendum area is identified on the map shown on Page 13 as the parish area of Upwell 

and is identical to the area which has been designated as the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan area. 

 
Referendum Expenses 

 

The Referendum expenses limit that will apply in relation to the Referendum is £2,362, plus the 

number of persons entitled to vote in the Referendum by reference to which that limit has been 

calculated; i.e. number of entries in the current register x 5.9p. 

Specified Documents 

 
A copy of the specified documents, that is the documents listed below, may be inspected   at the 

following:- 

• Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk, King’s Court, Chapel Street, KING’S LYNN, PE30 

1EX between the hours of 9.00 am to 5.00 pm Monday to Thursday and 9.00 am to 4.45 pm on a 

Friday.   

• Tel: (01553) 616200 or email register.electors@west-norfolk.gov.uk. 

• Upwell Parish Clerk, 6 New Road, Upwell, Wisbech, PE14 9AB - 01945 592747.E-mail: 

upwellpc@gmail.com 

 

The specified documents are:- 

• The draft Upwell Neighbourhood Plan 

• Report of the Independent Examiner 

• Summary of the representations submitted to the Independent Examiner 

• Statement by the Local Planning Authority that the Draft Plan meets the basic conditions 

• A statement that sets out general information as to town and country planning including 
neighbourhood, the Referendum 

• The Decision Statement 

 
All of the above documents can be viewed on the Council’s website: Upwell Neighbourhood Plan | 
Upwell Neighbourhood Plan | Borough Council of King's Lynn & West Norfolk (west-norfolk.gov.uk) 
 

Can I Vote? 
You can vote in the Referendum if you live in the Parish of Upwell and:- 

• You are registered to vote in Local Government Elections, and 

• You are 18 years of age or over on 22nd July 2021  

• You have to be registered to vote by Tuesday 6th July 2021 to vote in the 

Referendum. You can check if you are registered to vote by calling (01553) 616773 

or 616200. 

• The Referendum will be conducted in accordance with the procedures which are 

similar to those used at Local Government Elections. 

mailto:register.electors@west-norfolk.gov.uk
mailto:upwellpc@gmail.com
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/775/upwell_neighbourhood_plan
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/775/upwell_neighbourhood_plan
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Ways of Voting 

 
There are three ways of voting:- 
 

In person on Thursday 22nd July 2021 

• Most people vote in person at their local polling station. It is easy and the staff 

on duty will always help if you are not sure what to do. 

• In Upwell, there are three Polling Stations:  
 

1. Upwell Village Hall, 6 New Road, Upwell, Wisbech, PE14 9AB 
2. Three Holes Village Hall, Squires Drove, Upwell, Wisbech, PE14 9JY 
3. Lakes End Village Hall, Main Road, Lakes End, Wisbech, PE14 9QL 

 

• You will receive a poll card telling you that this is your polling station. 

• If you do not receive your poll card you can contact Electoral Services on (01553) 

616773 to ensure you are registered. 

• The polling station will be open from 7am to 10pm. 

• If you are not in the queue for a ballot paper by 10pm you will not be able to vote; 

so make sure you arrive in plenty of time. 

 

By post 

• To vote by post you need to complete an application form and send it to 

Electoral Services, Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk, King’s 

Court, Chapel Street, KING’S LYNN. PE30 1EX to arrive by 5pm on Wednesday 

7th July 2021. NB: If you already have a postal vote, there is no need to 

complete another application form. 

• Ballot papers can be sent overseas, but you need to think about whether you 

will have time to receive and return your ballot papers by 10pm on Thursday 

22nd July 2021. 

• You should receive your Postal Vote about a week before polling day. If it does 

not arrive in time, you can get a replacement up to 5pm Thursday 22nd July 

2021. 

 

By Proxy 

• If you cannot go to the polling station, and do not wish to vote by post, you may 

be able to vote by proxy. This means allowing somebody you trust to vote on your 

behalf. 

• To vote by proxy, you need to complete an application form and send it to 

Electoral Services, Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk, King’s 

Court, Chapel Street, KING’S LYNN. PE30 1EX to arrive by 5pm on Wednesday 

14th July 2021. 
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This is for a new Proxy only. Changes to existing arrangements need to be made by 5pm on 

Wednesday 7th July 2021. 

• When you apply for a proxy vote you must say why you cannot vote in person. 

• Anyone can be your proxy as long as they are eligible to vote and are willing to 

vote on your behalf. You will have to tell them how you want to vote. 

 

Postal and proxy vote application forms are available from Electoral Services on (01553) 

616773 or by downloading from the Council’s website at: 

www.west-norfolk.gov.uk. 
 

Am I Registered to Vote? 

 

• If you are not registered you will not be able to vote. 

• If you are not on the Electoral Register, you will need to complete an Invitation to 

Register form and send it to Electoral Services, Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West 

Norfolk, King’s Court, Chapel Street, KING’S LYNN. PE30  1EX to arrive no later than 

Tuesday 6th July 2021 , or go online WWW.GOV.UK/REGISTERTOVOTE 

 

Registration forms are available from Electoral Services on (01553) 616773 or alternatively 

you can register yourself at www.gov.uk/registertovote. 

 

How to find out more 

 

• Further general information on neighbourhood planning is available on the following websites 

https://www.gov.uk/government/get-involved/take- part/make-a-neighbourhood-plan and 

https://www.west- norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans 

• For queries about planning issues, please contact the Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West 

Norfolk, Planning Policy on (01553) 616200. For queries about the Referendum and voting please 

contact Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk, Electoral Services on (01553) 616773 or 

e-mail: register.electors@west-norfolk.gov.uk 

http://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/
http://www.gov.uk/REGISTERTOVOTE
http://www.gov.uk/registertovote
https://www.gov.uk/government/get-involved/take-part/make-a-neighbourhood-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/get-involved/take-part/make-a-neighbourhood-plan
https://www.west-/
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans
mailto:register.electors@west-norfolk.gov.uk
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1    What Neighbourhood Planning is. 

Neighbourhood Planning was introduced in the Localism Act 2011. It is an important and powerful tool 

that gives communities statutory powers to develop a shared vision and shape how their community 

develops. 

It will be a document that sets out local planning policies for Upwell Parish which will be used to decide 

whether planning applications are approved. It is a community document, which is written by local 

people who know and love the area. It is a powerful tool to ensure that we get the right type of 

development in the right places. 

Neighbourhood Plans should support the delivery of strategic policies contained in Local Plans and 

should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan. So the Local Plan for the Borough 

of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk sets the overall strategic policies such as the amount of new 

development, housing numbers, and the distribution of  development across the borough. 

A Neighbourhood Plan may contain non-strategic policies, such as allocating sites, the provision of 

infrastructure and community facilities, establishing design principles for new development, 

conserving and enhancing the natural and historic environment and setting out other development 

management policies. Once a Neighbourhood Plan has been brought into force, it becomes part of the 

development plan for the Parish. The policies it contains take precedence over existing non-strategic 

policies in the Borough Council’s Local Plan. 

In April 2015 Upwell Parish Council decided to take advantage of this new right to produce a 

Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish of Upwell. The Neighbourhood Area was formally designated by the 

Borough Council of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk (BCKLWN) on 2nd December 2015. The timeframe 

chosen for the plan was 2015 to 2036. Of course, the policy context might change, either by a future 

revision to national planning policy or changes to the Borough Council’s strategic policies. Monitoring 

the Neighbourhood Plan is an important role which the Parish Council will undertake because changes 

may take place in planning legislation, national policy or Local Plan policy which may have implications 

for the policies in the Neighbourhood Plan. Annual monitoring exercises and typically a 5-year review 

will be undertaken. 

This Submission version presents the Neighbourhood Plan for Upwell Parish. It has been developed 

after a number of consultation events and exercises. Open Meetings were held in January, February 

and March 2016, further consultation exercises took place in September 2018 when we looked at 

proposed sites for future development and Local Green Spaces (which will be protected from 

development), and Spring 2019 when we consulted on the draft plan. It is important that the 

Neighbourhood Plan reflects what is important to us as a community, and what we would like to 

improve and protect. 

The results of all these public consultation events and exercises have been considered alongside known 

factual evidence, such as the housing need, the flood risk, the good quality agricultural land, the historic 

assets in the Parish, and the fact that Welle Creek is a major route for narrowboats on the Nene-Ouse 

Link. Importantly, the effort has been directed at ensuring that we produce a Neighbourhood Plan for 

the Parish of Upwell that helps to deliver the housing and economic needs of the Parish, but also makes 

sure that this particular patch of the Fens is not spoiled by development. 



 

 

Designate Neighbourhood Plan Area 

 

Collect evidence & determine initial ideas 

 

Identify issues & options for addressing them 
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Figure 1 - Neighbourhood Plan process 

 

2    Background and history of Upwell Parish. 

8,000-odd years ago the first hunter-gatherers crossed the landbridge connecting England to the 

Continent and climbed up into what we now call the Fens, at the time an oak-dotted dry plain 

populated by wild ox and wolves. As the sea-level rose the rivers were no longer able to drain away 

and the area became one big marshy bog dotted with islands formed by the silt deposited by earlier 

rivers and streams. 

By the time the Romans arrived the local inhabitants were living off the abundant fish and wildfowl and 

farming the islands. Once the Romans had subdued the local Iceni tribe, the area was designated an 

Imperial Estate because of its abundant harvests, and a 24 mile long, 60ft wide gravel causeway was 

built connecting Denver to Peterborough presumably crossing the Welle Stream just to the South of 

Upwell. Remains of salt-pans and Roman farms have been found in the Parish. 

After the Romans left, the Welle Stream became one of the main routes by which Saxon invaders made 

their way inland. It is possible that they founded a village at the junction of the Nene and Welle stream, 

in the area of the present-day Workhouse Lane. 



 

 

400 years on, the Normans arrived and Hereward the Wake led the Anglo-Saxon resistance to them 

during the period 1069-71. According to some legends Hereward was elected to be leader of the 

resistance at the village of Wella (now Upwell). After his defeat Hereward escaped and hid out in what 

was then the Wide Lake which ran from Upwell to Lakesend. 

By the 1350's the village was quite wealthy and exported corn and sheep through King's Lynn (then 

Bishop's Lynn) to the Baltic, but with the coming of the Black Death the population was halved to about 

200 people. 

By 1600 what we now know as the Welle Creek had been dug to help alleviate flooding in the area. 

In 1638 Oliver Cromwell became the first tenant of the Manor of Mullicourt House. The village grew 

successfully, and some notable ecclesiastical and domestic buildings were erected. 

The Wisbech Canal Company connected the Welle Creek to Wisbech In 1797. The Canal was never 

really a commercial success. 

In 1884, the Wisbech and Upwell Tramway was extended to Upwell. Initial passenger services were six 

trams a day, although the Company's main source of income was agricultural produce. 

In 1951 the Rev W V Awdry was inspired by a trip on the tram, to write the story "Thomas in Trouble" 

which introduced the world to "Toby the Tram". The line finally closed in March 1966. 

In the 1960's the Wisbech Canal was used as a landfill for Cambridgeshire and it was proposed that the 

Welle Creek be used for a similar purpose. This was stopped by vehement local protest and in 1970 the 

Welle Creek Trust was formed to ensure the survival of this ancient river for all time. 

In 1990 West Upwell was transferred from Cambridgeshire to Norfolk. Since then the Parish has steadily 

grown. People from outside the area have moved here, enjoying the wide skies and open space.  Still 

a working village, agriculture is the main industry of the Parish. 

 

3 Key issues for the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The Steering Group collected and analysed a considerable amount of evidence while developing the 

Neighbourhood Plan. From this evidence, a number of issues and other interesting matters emerged 

that the plan could potentially help with. These were: 

1) Access to larger towns, market towns, and surrounding cities (e.g. King’s Lynn, 
Downham Market, Wisbech, Ely, Cambridge and Peterborough) with a greater range of 
services and jobs, is very poor, partly due to distance and public transport availability. 
This is also likely to be linked to low use of sustainable transport modes for getting to 
work. 

2) There are quite high levels of deprivation generally in parts of the Parish. 

3) Health deprivation is modestly poor (with the Upwell central village area being in the 

top 30% and the remainder of the Parish being in the top 20% most deprived with 

regards to Health Deprivation and Disability). 

4) Low levels of active transport (i.e. walking and cycling) could have health implications. 



 

 

5) There are very few environmental constraints in terms of nature conservation. 

6) Although a low practicable flood risk because of drainage systems, most of Parish is in 

flood risk zone 3 and dependent on these drainage systems. New development will need 

to avoid making the flood risk worse. 

7) Housing is very eclectic and mixed, which is part of the character of the Parish. New 

development will need to respect this. 

8) The landscape is very flat with long views into open countryside. There is a generally 

linear pattern of development along the Creek in Upwell village which offers long views 

over the Fens. This could be threatened by inappropriate development. 

9) The housing stock has been changing in the direction of larger homes with more 

bedrooms, at a time when the need is for smaller dwellings with fewer bedrooms1. 

10) There is an ageing population, especially residents who are in the very old age groups 

(75-84). The ageing population will need the right homes in which to live. 

11) There is very high-quality agricultural land (Grade 1) which is important to arable 

farming and food production. 

12) Upwell Parish is growing proportionally faster than the Borough, thus increasing 

pressure on greenfield land and infrastructure. It is forecast to continue growing as a 

designated Key Rural Service Centre in the local plan. Whilst new homes for people is 

welcomed, this will place various pressures on services and facilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Further explanation to bullet point 9  is referenced in Policy H2 and based on the age profile of the population, the 

ageing of the population, the size of dwelling and the household composition. 



 

 

4 Vision, aims and objectives. 
 

Vision for Upwell Parish 

By 2036 Upwell Parish will consist of a well-connected group of three viable and attractive rural 

villages with a strong community spirit.  Respecting its heritage, it will be a place where people can 

enjoy the waterways and surrounding countryside.  It will have a range of high-quality homes in 

keeping with a rural village, and essential public and community services, and facilities that meet 

the growing needs of the community. The Parish will be a sustainable place where people want to 

live, work and visit into the future. 

Aims 

By undertaking a Neighbourhood Plan, the community of Upwell Parish aims to: 

1) Give a voice to residents to shape development; 

2) Allow the Parish to grow sensitively, whilst retaining a rural feel; 

3) Improve and retain access to locally important countryside and waterways for 
recreational use; 

4) Identify community needs, including for the use of developer contributions and other 

funding. 

Objectives 

The Policies and Community Actions in the following sections of this document aim to meet and 
deliver the objectives set out below: 

Community and Services 

1) To provide opportunities for all the community to access community, cultural, leisure and 
sports activities within Upwell Parish; 

2) To ensure sufficient school and community facilities within Upwell Parish; 

Housing and the Built Environment 

3) To provide high quality, diverse and affordable housing within Upwell Parish; 

4) To provide appropriate size, scale, density, design and layout of development and parking, 
which complements existing development and the surrounding environment within 
Upwell Parish; 

Transport and Access 

5) To encourage safe walking and cycling; 

6) To provide adequate private and public parking; 

Environment 

7) To protect and enable access to the countryside and waterways within Upwell Parish and 
the surrounding countryside; 

8) To improve and provide a high-quality public realm in the villages; 

Business and Employment 

9) To provide sufficient land to support local economic/tourism development;10) To support 

attractive and viable village centres. 

 



 

 

As stated in the above table (in the Objectives box) this Neighbourhood Plan has a list of ‘community 

actions’ and ‘formal policies’ which are there to meet and deliver the aims and objectives for Upwell. 

For clarity, throughout the Neighbourhood Plan, the community actions boxes are set out in the colour 

light green to make it easier to differentiate from the formal Neighbourhood Plan policies. The formal 

policies are set in a light orange throughout, to provide a consistent and clear layout for readers. 

The community actions are not strictly planning related but are considered important enough to be in 

this development plan since we feel (as a local community and as a Parish Council) that this is 

something we will lead on. The community actions cannot be used to determine planning applications 

but can be used by the Parish Council and the community to direct local actions and energies. 

The formal policies in this Neighbourhood Plan will be used to determine planning applications 

alongside the local plan and national planning framework and are ones which detail missing policy 

elements in the local plan of importance to Upwell Parish.  
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5.1   Introduction. 

The Borough Council’s local plan comprises the core strategy  (which was adopted in 2011) and the Site 

Allocations and Development Management Policies Plan (adopted in 2016). These contain planning 

policies for the whole of the borough, including Upwell Parish. 

The policies in the core strategy are the strategic policies, and the policies in the Neighbourhood 

Plan need to be in general conformity with these. The policies in the Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies Plan are mostly non-strategic policies  with some strategic policies, and this 

Neighbourhood Plan also contains non-strategic policies for Upwell Parish itself. The policies are 

intended to meet the aims and objectives set out earlier. They are aimed at guiding decision makers 

and applicants in order to achieve high standards of development, and development in the right places. 

Development proposals should have regard to all the planning policies in this Neighbourhood Plan, and 

of course those in the Borough Council’s local plan. 

So as to have more local control over the planning process, and particularly where new development 

should take pace, this Neighbourhood Plan has allocated a number of sites for development, mainly 

for residential development. These are shown in this section. Furthermore, Section 6 shows those sites 

that are being protected from development through designation as Local Green Spaces. 

For the purposes of this plan, the adopted settlement boundaries (also known as the adopted 

development boundary) for Upwell Village and Three Holes as shown in the Local Plan will apply. The 

one for Upwell Village is shown in Figure 2 below. A number of policies will refer to the settlement 

boundaries.  



 

 

 

Figure 2 - Adopted Development Boundary for Upwell and Outwell village(s)2. 

 

 

 
2 The pale pink boundary line denotes the Parish boundary 



 

 

5.2   Economy and Tourism Policies and Community Actions. 

In Upwell Parish, access to larger towns with a greater range of services and jobs is quite poor, partly 

due to distance and public transport availability. This is likely to be directly linked to the low use of 

sustainable transport modes for getting to work. The Neighbourhood Plan therefore seeks to increase 

the number of services and employment opportunities within the Parish itself in order to reduce the 

need to travel, and to improve residents’ economic prospects. There is concern, however, about the 

scale of HGV traffic through the Parish of Upwell and on riverside roads. 

Although superfast broadband is available in Upwell village itself, speeds decline significantly in the 

more rural parts of the Parish. There is scope for improving the communication infrastructure in order 

to further promote economic growth. Improvements are supported, including the necessary 

infrastructure. 

There are particular economic opportunities to increase the tourism offer in the Parish, and this came 

out strongly in the consultations, especially the concept of a marina and a focus on Welle Creek. 

Narrowboats and other leisure boats already use the waterways and there is a widespread belief that 

this activity should be encouraged to grow. Despite being Britain’s largest man-made landscape and 

hosting an extensive network of waterways, the Fens still lag behind other areas in attracting tourists. 

This is likely due, at least in part, to the shortage of specific tourist attractions and infrastructure. 

As part of the Fens, Upwell Parish has its own unique cultural heritage based on the historic traditions 

and people who inhabited and worked the drained lowlands that make up the Fens. The draining and 

straightening of rivers and streams began in Roman times, but periodically the Fens reverted back to 

bogs as the drains silted up.  During these times, the people continued to make a living, predominantly 

by catching eels, wildfowling, cutting willow and collecting reed. 

Community Action 1: Broadband 

The Parish will work with providers to secure broadband and mobile phone signal enhancements to 

encourage new businesses to the Parish, especially at Three Holes. 

Economy and Tourism Policy ET1: Communications 

The provision of essential infrastructure for telecommunications will be supported where it is of an 
appropriate scale and design and would not cause undue visual intrusion. 

New residential and commercial development (where relevant) will need to demonstrate how it 
will contribute to the achievement of fast broadband connections in the area. 

In order to ensure the potential impacts of communications proposals are adequately mitigated, 
any proposals for the erection above ground of telecommunications masts, equipment and 
associated development will be expected to show that: 

a) Opportunities for undergrounding have been fully explored; 

b) There are no unacceptable adverse impacts on the character of the locality, the wider 

landscape and the amenity of residents; 

c) Full consideration is given to the opportunities for sharing a site, mast or facility with 

telecommunications infrastructure already in the area, and demonstrate that the least 

environmentally intrusive option has been selected; 



 

 

d) The proposal is in conformity with the latest guidelines on radiation protection; 

e) Where relevant, full consideration is given to the impact of masts on skyline views and 

sense of openness. 

Developers must ensure that broadband infrastructure is provided for new developments. To do this, 

they should register new sites with broadband infrastructure providers, and preferably ensure 

provision of Fibre to the Premises (FTTP). 

In general, residents support the installation of new communications infrastructure and the associated 

improvements these would bring to the area. However, this will need to be of a scale and design 

appropriate to the Parish and its environs. 

Economy and Tourism Policy ET2: Economic Development 

New economic development as part of existing businesses and services, or the provision of new 
facilities and services, will be encouraged and supported. Any proposal for an 
employmentgenerating use will need to demonstrate that: 

a) it will not have an unacceptable adverse impact on residential amenity; 

b) it will not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the transport network, especially in 
relation to HGV use; 

c) where it is a new site it can accommodate all parking for staff within its site, unless shown 
to be not feasible; 

d) it will not have any other unacceptable environmental impacts, including impacts on the 

historic environment. 

The aim of Policy ET2 is to promote economic development that is of a scale proportionate to the size 

and function of Upwell Parish and to ensure that any adverse impacts of economic development are 

made acceptable in planning terms. HGV generating development could make use of through routing 

agreements or traffic regulation orders/weight restrictions to make any adverse impact acceptable. 

Although economic development is encouraged, it is important that it is not permitted at the expense 

of the well-being of our residents or the natural and built environment. Therefore, proposals for 

economic development must be accompanied by information pertaining to its impacts on residential 

amenity (such as noise, vibration, air pollution), as well as any impacts on environmental assets such 

as ecology, water resources, heritage assets, etc. where relevant. 

Economic development should provide sufficient land for all vehicle parking needs of staff and visitors, 

to eliminate any adverse impact of over-spill parking on surrounding residential streets or lanes. 

Community Action 2: Tourism Assets 

The following heritage and tourism assets will be promoted and supported: 

a) Built heritage assets, including non-designated assets; 

b) The Upwell/Wisbech tramway; 

c) The waterways, including their history; 

d) Historic Ice skating. 



 

 

Economy and Tourism Policy ET3: Tourism 

Tourism will be strengthened by the creation, enhancement and expansion of high-quality tourism 

attractions and related infrastructure. Specifically, developments which promote the attraction and 

use of Welle Creek and other waterways will be supported, (subject to other planning criteria and 

policies in the development plan, and subject to demonstrating the avoidance of pollution and waste 

entering the waterways). Developments which promote the heritage and history of the village will also 

be supported, particularly in relation to the Upwell/Wisbech tramway and the waterways. 

It is important to retain these elements of our cultural heritage (where they still remain) whenever 

possible so that these important aspects of our heritage are not lost to future generations.  They should 

be promoted to further our own understanding of our local history.  Also in attracting tourists who 

want to learn more about this special historic culture. 

Developments which can demonstrate a contribution towards enhancing tourism and/or the cultural 

heritage of our community will be viewed favourably, and these positive impacts will be treated as a 

benefit in the planning balance. 

The waterways, and especially the Welle Creek, provide an opportunity for tourism development. The 

concept of a marina, potentially as part of a package of proposals including small business units, would 

in principle be welcomed, although it is recommended that the Risk Management Authorities (for flood 

risk) should be involved in discussions. 

The Tramway as part of Allocation 1 (Land east of Low Side, see Section 5.5.2 on page 30) will also be 

protected through Policy A1 and promoted, given the links to Toby the Tram and Thomas the Tank 

Engine. 

 

5.3   Leisure and Recreation Policies and Community Actions. 

The Parish has low levels of active transport (walking and cycling), which could have health implications 

for residents in the longer-term. As stated in Section 3, there is a low use of sustainable transport 

modes for travelling to work in particular. The low levels of active transport could have health 

implications. Health deprivation is modestly poor (with the Upwell central village area being in the top 

30% most deprived and the remainder of the Parish being in the top 20% most deprived with regards 

to Health Deprivation and Disability). Further information on this is present in the evidence base under 

the demographic section. 

During the consultations people clearly valued the leisure opportunities that exist and there were many 

ideas for additional leisure venues and activities. Access to the waterways, riverbanks and the 

surrounding countryside was often raised, as were concerns for the safety and therefore attractiveness 

of cycling (especially in relation to the speed of traffic and cars parked on the road). Open spaces and 

recreational land are valued by the community and improvements to these such as additional play 

equipment on the playing fields were often suggested. 

 



 

 

Leisure and Recreation Policy LR1: Leisure, Recreation and a Marina 

Where relevant, new development must seek to preserve and enhance the waterways in the 
Parish. Development that increases access to and the use of the waterways or wider access to the 
surrounding countryside will be supported, provided that any such development accords with 
other planning policies. 

A proposal for a mixed-use development including a marina, on the riverside at Dovecote Farm 
will be supported provided that there is no unacceptable impact on the natural environment, 
especially water quality, and protected species. The uses will primarily be recreational, tourism 
and leisure. This may include holiday-lets if appropriate. If fully justified as necessary economically 
to provide and maintain a marina, the inclusion of a small-scale development of open-market 
residential dwellings will be acceptable. 

The development of the site will need to: 

a) Deliver a marina, supported by associated leisure and recreation development; 

b) Be based on an agreed masterplan for the site; 

c) Access the highway onto Dovecote Road; 

d) Demonstrate the avoidance of pollution and waste entering the waterways; 

e) Provide landscaping to soften the visual impact when viewed from Dovecote 

Road; 

f) Provide evidence on flood risk and management of surface water run-off, 
including any impact on the frontage drainage ditch and waterways. 

If open-market housing is proposed as part of a viability case to make the mixed-use development 

viable, this will need to be supported using an accepted method for determining viability and this 

method must be agreed with local planning authority. Any new housing will need to be integrated 

with existing housing towards the road, be kept out of any areas of flood risk, and have suitable 

and safe access to School Road/Dovecote Road. 



 

 

 

Figure 3 - Location of Dovecote Farm 

The Neighbourhood Plan vision seeks to make the Parish a place where people can enjoy the 

waterways. Despite the presence of a large network of waterways in the Parish, there is currently a 

deficit of water related infrastructure for their use and enjoyment. Increasing access to the water 

would likely increase tourism, as well as leisure opportunities for residents, which could provide a boost 

to the local economy. 

To that end, proposals which promote access to and use of the waterways will be welcome and 

supported where they are of a scale appropriate to the area, do not present any significant social or 

environmental adverse impacts and are compliant with the other policies within the Neighbourhood 

Plan. 

A mixed-use development at Dovecote Farm will result in the loss of some Grade 1 agricultural land, 

but the provision of a Marina will be a significant benefit. The Middle Level Commissioners should be 

involved in discussion before any application is made. 

 

 

 



 

 

Leisure and Recreation Policy LR2: Open and Recreational Space 

Unless on-site open and recreational space is specifically required as part of a site allocations policy, 

contributions towards upgrading or improving existing facilities and green spaces will be acceptable 

provided that those facilities and green spaces are in close proximity, accessible and well-related to 

the development and demonstrably in need of improving or upgrading. 

The Parish already has a reasonable availability of open and recreational space, such as Upwell Village 

playing field, Three Holes playing field and Lakesend playing field. Policy P4 will designate these as 

Local Green Spaces, as well as a number of other open spaces that are valued for recreational and non-

recreational reasons. A contribution towards the improvement of offsite provision may be acceptable 

(bearing in mind the availability of facilities and recreational spaces nearby and/or the wishes of the 

community) rather than the provision of new facilities where the local plan policy would normally 

require on-site provision (Policy DM16 of the local plan). 

It is important to note that contributions would need to reflect the Community Infrastructure Levy 

Regulations and the guidance within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Off-site 

contributions will need to be secured through a planning obligation. This does not mean that new 

development will always not need to provide open space on site, only that contributions instead to 

support existing provision will be acceptable if such facilities are nearby, well-related and in need of 

improving. 

Any proposed off-site contributions should be informed by consultations with the Parish Council 

around the time of the planning application as priorities change year on year, but are likely to include 

playing fields, public footpaths, riverbank improvements, and designated local green spaces. 

Leisure and Recreation Policy LR3: Cycling 

New residential and commercial development will, where appropriate, seek to encourage cycling as a 

means of transport and for recreation, including making cycling safer. As a minimum, this will include 

the provision of cycle parking facilities consistent with Norfolk County Council’s adopted parking 

standards. 

Despite a relatively flat and therefore highly suitable landscape for cycling, the presence of the 

waterways and lack of road space perhaps limits the number of people cycling in the Parish. 

Proposals for new development should, therefore, seek ways to encourage users or residents of the 

development to cycle to and from it. Allocated site 1 (East of Low Side) will integrate with and safeguard 

the old Tramway for example. For other sites and developments, this could include the provision of 

suitable cycle parking, improving highway safety or traffic calming, or the development of  cycling 

routes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

5.4    Natural Environment Policies and Community Actions. 

Portions of the northern and south-eastern areas of the Parish are designated as Flood Risk Zones 2 or 

3 and it is imperative that new development does not worsen the existing flood risk situation for people 

or property. Upwell and Outwell Parishes suffered significant flooding from a rainfall event in August 

2014, and there are considerable concerns about the maintenance of drainage ditches and the 

waterways which are part of the flood management in the Parish. This Neighbourhood Plan has made 

use of flood mapping information provided by the Environment Agency, as well as the Level 1 Strategic 

Flood Risk Assessment published by the Borough Council in 2018. 

In terms of environmental assets, the area does not encompass any Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty, Heritage Coast or National Park. It also does not host any international, national or local nature 

conservation designations for biodiversity value. However, the Ouse Washes lies directly south of the 

Parish and is covered by international and national designations including Ramsar, Special Area of 

Conservation, Special Protection Area and Special Site of Scientific Interest. 

 

Figure 4 - Map highlighting a zoomed in part of the Landscape Character Assessment Map on the Ouse  

Washes  Partnership  website  which shows  under  number ‘9’ where  the Ouse Washes  lie, 

just to the South of Upwell. 

For further information and detail of the complete map please visit The Landscape 
Character Assessment Map 337-LA 009 on the on the Ouse Washes Landscape Partnership 
website3. 

The vast majority of the Parish is classified as Grade 1 agricultural land (as shown in figure 5 below). 

Grade 1 land is relatively rare, and therefore needs to be afforded protection from sterilising 

development. Because of its low-lying nature, the Parish consists predominantly of lands reclaimed 

 
3 Ouse Washes Partnershp. Maps. Source http://ousewashes.org.uk/resources/downloads/maps/ 

http://ousewashes.org.uk/resources/downloads/maps/


 

 

from marshland. This has made for extremely fertile lands of a very high agricultural quality, particularly 

for arable uses, making it some of the best agricultural land in the UK. 

 

Figure 5 - Map showing Agricultural Land Classifications in Upwell and surrounding area  

 

 

 



 

 

Environment and Nature Policy EN1: Flood Risk and Prevention 

Planning applications where appropriate must provide evidence relating to the risk of flooding from 
all potential sources to show that proposed developments will not adversely affect existing flood 
prevention measures (e.g. dykes, ditches, etc.) and will not increase the risk of flooding on site or 
elsewhere. The evidence to be provided will include the proposed method of foul and surface water 
drainage and any required mitigation, including the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) for 
surface water management wherever feasible. Proposals for new or extended buildings will also need 
to incorporate rainwater conservation elements such as water butts. 

It is recommended that planning applications should, where appropriate, be subject to consultation 

with the Internal Drainage Board. Where relevant, applicants are also encouraged to engage with the 

Internal Drainage Board prior to submitting applications. 

Under the Land Drainage Act 1991, Internal Drainage Boards are responsible for the management of 

water levels and reducing flood risk from ordinary watercourses in their districts. The Government 

recognises the important role they play in flood risk management and agrees that there should be local 

instances where they should be consulted on new development proposals on a non-statutory basis. 

Community Action 3: Maintenance of Flood Defences 

The relevant authorities and landowners will be encouraged to ensure that flood prevention measures 

and drainage systems, whether related to fluvial or surface water flooding, are properly maintained 

and included in appropriate strategic documents and programmes with a view to minimising future 

flood events. The relevant authorities will also be encouraged to ensure that the mapping of flood risk 

is made as accurate as reasonably possible and that the maps are kept up to date. 

It is imperative that new development does not worsen the existing flood risk situation for people or 

property.  In addition, it is important that the flood defences are maintained and kept fit-forpurpose, 

especially with the growing threat from climate change. It should be noted that under common law 

landowners have the primary responsibility for draining their land. 

Since most of the Parish is within either Flood Zone 2 or 3, many development proposals will be 

required to submit a Site-Specific Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) with any planning application made. As 

part of this, we expect applicants and developers to consult and discuss FRA modelling, hydrological 

inputs, results and mitigation measures with the Internal Drainage Board prior to the application being 

made. 



 

 

Environment and Nature Policy EN2: Agricultural Land 

New development will only be permitted on Grade 1 agricultural land if: 

a) There are overriding community benefits resulting from the development; or 

b) There are no reasonably available sites within Upwell Parish appropriate for the proposed 
development on: 

i. Previously developed land; ii. Land not in agricultural use; 

or iii. Land which is not viable for commercial agricultural 

use. 

 

Most of Upwell Parish is Grade 1 agricultural land (see map on page 21). Grade 1 agricultural land 

should ideally be preserved for agriculture and food production, although the protection of highquality 

agricultural land needs to be balanced against the needs of the community for growth purposes. 

To that end, proposals made on Grade 1 agricultural land will be expected to show that either the 

proposal offers overriding benefits that justify the loss of the Grade 1 land for agricultural use or that 

the land in question meets the sequential criteria in Policy EN2. 

In reference to criterion a, in deciding on what might constitute ‘overriding community benefits’, 

consideration should be given to: 

• The delivery of schemes comprising the provision of new affordable housing. 

• A new primary school or extension; 

• Marina; 

• The enhancement of designated Local Green Spaces; 

• Residential care home; 

• Start-up business; 

• The provision of items listed in Community Action 4: Community Infrastructure Levy (see page 
49). 

Where appropriate and with reference to criterion b iii, these applications should be accompanied by 

a viability assessment prepared by suitably qualified professionals with local market knowledge. 

 

 

5.5   Housing Policies and Community Actions. 

There has been an increasing housing need in the Parish, partly because of an increasing population 

and partly because of changes to households with more people living on their own. Over and above 

existing allocations and permissions, the Borough Council initially advised that 67 additional dwellings 

would be needed in the Key Rural Service Centre of Upwell/Outwell up to 2036. As Outwell is 

accommodating more than 50% of the need up to 2026, and to set out a positive approach, the Upwell 

Parish Neighbourhood Plan decided to allocate for more than 50% of those 67 additional dwellings4. 

 
4 Shortly before submission of the plan, the Borough Council gave notice that its housing need was less than originally 

thought and that the Local Plan and its allocations could meet the housing need to 2036. Although this suggested 

that Neighbourhood Plans would therefore have a housing need of  0 and would not need to make site 

allocations, any site allocations as part of a Neighbourhood Plan would still be encouraged and would not be 

seen as inconsistent with the local plan. 



 

 

The Neighbourhood Plan will therefore plan to deliver at least 47 new dwellings; the Borough Council 

has been supportive of this approach. 

Policy A1 in this Neighbourhood Plan reflects the same site allocation as G104.3, however, the 

allocation size has been extended in the Neighbourhood Plan to cater for at least 20 dwellings instead 

of at least 5 dwellings as present in the adopted SADMP 2016. Policies A2, A3, A4 and A5 have 

allocations which add up to 27 new dwellings. Therefore, the total net new dwellings in the 

Neighbourhood Plan is 47. 

 

Upwell Neighbourhood Plan Allocations How many dwellings are required? 

Allocation Policy A1: Land east of Low Side At least 20 dwellings 

Allocation Policy A2: Adjacent to Lode House, 

Low Side 

Provides 3 dwellings 

Allocation Policy A3: St Peter’s Road At least 15 dwellings 

Allocation Policy A4: Pinfold Road Provides approximately 4 dwellings 

Allocation Policy A5: Adjacent to Three Holes 

Village Hall 

Provides approximately 5 dwellings 

Total = 47 Dwellings 

King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Local Plan 

Allocations (SADMP, 2016) and being taken 

forward into the Local Plan Review 

How many dwellings are required? 

Allocation Policy G104.1: Land north west of 

Townley Close 

At least 5 dwellings 

Allocation Policy G104.2: Land south/east of 

Townley Close 

At least 5 dwellings 

Allocation Policy G104.3: Land at Low Side At least 5 dwellings 

Allocation Policy G104.4: Land off St Peter’s 

Road 

At least 15 dwellings 

Total = 30 Dwellings 

Total of new homes allocated altogether = At least 72 dwellings 

(taking into consideration Low Side A1 & G104.3 is the same site albeit expanded) 

Table showing allocations made in this Neighbourhood Plan and also the BCKLWN Local Plan 

The table above shows  the numbers for the allocations made in this Neighbourhood Plan and also the 

local plan for King’s Lynn and West Norfolk. The table shows that the Neighbourhood Plan has made 

five allocations (A1 to A5) adding up to at least 47 dwellings. 

It also shows the allocations which are present in the Local Plan and adopted Sites Allocations and 

Development Management Policies (SADMP, 2016) which are being taken forward in the new Local 

Plan Review. The table shows that in the adopted Local Plan four allocations (G104.1 to G104.4) are 

made for Upwell adding up to at least 30 dwellings. 



 

 

 

 

Figure 6 - Map showing King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Local Plan Allocations (SADMP, 2016)  being taken 

forward into the Local Plan Review and Upwell Neighbourhood Plan Allocations. 

(Part of Upwell Village, see map below for full village). 



 

 

 

Figure 7 - Map showing King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Local Plan Allocations (SADMP, 2016)  being taken 

forward into the Local Plan Review and Upwell Neighbourhood Plan Allocations. 

(Whole Village and Three Holes). 

The population of the Parish is ageing, with an increasing proportion of older residents, and there are 

issues around younger people getting on the housing ladder, with consultations finding strong support 



 

 

for starter homes. Much of this suggests a need for an increase in the number of smaller dwellings, but 

the housing stock has been changing in the direction of larger homes with more bedrooms, at a time 

when the need is for smaller dwellings with fewer bedrooms.  Although a mix of housing may be needed 

to meet the community needs, there needs to be a particular focus on meeting the need for smaller 

homes for first-time buyers and homes suitable for older and more infirm residents. Consultations have 

found a broad level of support for such a mix of housing. 

The character and appearance of the Parish is summarised at Appendix A and in the Borough Council’s 

Conservation Area character statement, and whilst additional housing is accepted, consultations found 

support for ensuring it is in keeping with the existing character. Of particular value is Welle Creek, its 

open setting through Upwell village and its use. The landscape is something that is widely valued by 

local people and one of the reasons they enjoy living in the Parish, especially views from Upwell village. 

The Parish hosts a Conservation Area and a scattering of Listed Buildings, most of which lie in the north 

of the Parish. 

The overall scale of new housing need in the Parish is modest proportionate to its population size, 

available services and facilities, and its overall role as a Key Rural Service Centre when coupled with 

Outwell. There is strong local community support for each development site to be relatively small in 

nature (including in-fill) with growth dispersed, rather than larger estate-type development. This came 

out very strongly in the consultations. 

Nationally, affordable housing cannot be sought for developments of fewer than 10 dwellings, with a 

few exceptions, one of these being in designated rural areas. West Norfolk is a designated rural area 

and so Upwell Parish is too. Therefore policies can set a lower threshold, whereby contributions should 

not be sought on developments of 5 or fewer dwellings but can be sought on development of 6 to 9 

dwellings. The thresholds over which affordable housing provision will   be sought in rural areas are 

for sites of 0.165 of ha, or 5 or more dwellings. 

Despite the lower threshold that can be applied, the approach of dispersing development across small 

sites risks not meeting the affordable housing need. A positive approach to affordable housing 

provision is therefore needed. 

The Parish is very constrained, being host to very high-quality agricultural land and areas of flood risk. 

Fortunately, it also hosts a small number of sites that have been previously developed (brownfield) or 

which are not in agricultural use. 



 

 

Housing Policy H1: Scale and Location 

As part of this Neighbourhood Plan, sufficient land is allocated to meet the housing requirement 
of at least 47 additional dwellings over the plan period to 2036. Consideration is given to additional 
allocations during the plan period if any of the adopted allocations do not come forward as 
expected, or there is a significant change in the housing requirement. For this reason, the plan is 
subject to reviews. 

Allocations are made against the policies of this plan, and in particular the aim will be to ensure 

that developments are, where possible, made using the following preferences: 

a) Previously developed land; or 

b) Land not in agricultural use. 

Windfall sites within the settlement boundaries are acceptable if they are consistent with the 
development plan taken as a whole. Where this is infill frontage development within an otherwise 
continuously built-up frontage, this must broadly be in keeping with neighbouring existing 
development. 

Any single allocated site must provide for only a modest scale development of up to 25 units. Any 
single infill site must provide for only a small scale of development of up to 5 units. There is a 
presumption against larger developments, especially estate-type development. 

Permission for development outside of allocations and the settlement boundaries are only granted 
if: 

a) A specific policy in the Neighbourhood Plan or Local Plan allows for the proposed 
development outside of the settlement boundaries; or 

b) The proposal otherwise demonstrates overriding community benefits. 

 

As clarification to the wording in Policy H1 ‘estate-type development’ is defined in this Neighbourhood 
Plan as: “an area containing a large number of houses, built close together at the same time to a 
standard scale and design, tending towards being uniform in appearance”. 

Planning for at least 47 dwellings over the plan period will largely be met through allocations in this 

Neighbourhood Plan. These can be found in Section 5.5.1. Sites include those submitted as part of the 

Borough Council’s call for sites as well as the Neighbourhood Plan’s own call for sites. These were 

assessed against a number of criteria, including constraints such as highway access and policy, including 

Policy H1. Windfall housing in the form of in-fill plots, conversions, and rural exception sites for 

affordable housing, is likely to mean that the figure of 47 will be exceeded. A review of the 

Neighbourhood Plan could be triggered if the Borough Council indicates that the housing need has 

increased. 

The strategy of delivering housing on a number of smaller sites rather than a larger single site will 

reduce any impact on infrastructure. The approach will also support smaller, more local builders and 

other local trades and professions. This will not only contribute to the local economy but is more likely 

to deliver bespoke housing that is designed to be sympathetic to the existing character. 

5.5.1  Allocation site Policies. 



 

 

A call for sites was carried out and a number of sites put forward by local landowners or developers. 

These were assessed against a standard set of criteria, such as flood risk, highway access etc as well as 

against the policies in this Neighbourhood Plan. The sites in this section are those that were assessed 

as being the most consistent with the policies, most deliverable and having the fewest constraints, as 

well as having the most public support in the earlier consultation. It is therefore considered that the 

sites are developable, consistent with the NPPF, as they are in a suitable location for housing 

development with a reasonable prospect that they will be available and could be viably developed. For 

the avoidance of doubt, the allocations within this Neighbourhood Plan are intended to be in addition 

to any site allocations adopted in the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Plan in 

2016; which is part of the current adopted Local Plan for King’s Lynn and West Norfolk (see the table 

on page 25). 

5.5.2  Allocation 1 - Land East of Low Side. 

 



 

 

Allocation Policy A1: Low Side 

The site is 1.7 hectares in size. 

The development of the site will need to: 

a) Provide at least 20 dwellings comprising a suitable mix of designs and sizes; 

b) Be delivered in two roughly equal phases as part of a masterplan; 

c) Ensure at least 30% of the new dwellings in each phase are affordable housing and that at 

least 10% of these new homes are available for affordable home ownership; 

d) Be of a design that is sympathetic to the adjacent Conservation Area; 

e) Ensure there is sufficient stand-off distances with existing dwellings on adjacent land so as 
to protect their amenity; 

f) Access the highway onto Low Side and provide an improved frontage footway and replace 
any trees or hedgerow lost to provide safe visibility with trees or hedgerow of greater 
ecological value; 

g) Provide evidence on foul and surface water flood risk and its management, including 
through a sustainable drainage system with ecological benefits; 

h) Ensure suitable access is maintained for drainage infrastructure as an existing foul sewer 
crosses the site; 

i) Preserve the clearly visible route of the former tramway and integrate it into the 
development. Evidence will need to be provided as part of the masterplan to show how the 
tramway can be exploited, such as a shared walking and cycling route; 

j) Retain some long views from Low Side into the open countryside/fenland beyond the site, 
helping to maintain the low density and loose knit and open form of development in the 
adjacent conservation area; and 

k) Provide suitable boundary landscaping to screen and soften the impact when viewed from 

the open countryside. 

 

The allocations (A1 to A5) in total make up 47 dwellings. Ideally, 47 dwellings should result in 9 

affordable homes (20%). However, three of these allocations (A2, A4 and A5) make a total of 12 

dwellings and are minor developments (5 dwellings or under) that will deliver no affordable houses.  

This leaves one allocation (A3) delivering 15 dwellings (so 3 affordable dwellings), and Low Side (A1) 

delivering 20 dwellings (so 4 affordables). This makes 7 affordables rather than 9. 

To bring it up to the 9 (20% of the 47 dwellings allocated), the Neighbourhood Plan has simply increased 

the proportion of affordable housing, under criterion c within Policy A1: Low Side, to 30%; which would 

then deliver 6 affordables, and so 9 in total. The landowner (the Parish Council) supports this policy. 

Also within criterion c of Policy: A1 Low Side there is the reference that “at least 10% of the new homes 

are available for affordable home ownership”. The 10% of homes to be for affordable home ownership 

is simply a reflection of this need set out in paragraph 64 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF). 

This will ensure that the Borough Council meets its affordable housing need of 20% of dwellings outside 

the sub-regional centre, and so the 30% makes the Neighbourhood Plan in general conformity with 

that strategic policy in the Local Plan. 

The site, which is in a good, sustainable location with good access to services, comprises a field 

belonging to the Parish Council, which was formerly the school playing field. The front of the site 



 

 

already comprises an allocation in the Borough Council’s 2016 local plan (site reference G104.3), but 

the Neighbourhood Plan allocates the wider site for housing. 

It is currently in arable use and so it will result in the loss of some Grade 1 agricultural land. Although 

it is Grade 1 agricultural land, the provision of affordable housing should be an overriding benefit. An 

original proposal for 35 dwellings has been much reduced to ensure that views into open countryside 

are retained, thus ensuring consistency with the Conservation Area appraisal which emphasises the 

lack of enclosure of the village with views into the wider fenland, and is a low density, loose knit form. 

There is a small amount of surface water flooding on the site that will need to be considered in any 

proposal. 

A key advantage of Parish owned land is that the Parish can set conditions or a covenant in the sale of 

the land to ensure it delivers what the community needs in terms of affordable housing and phasing. 

What constitutes ‘sufficient standoff distances’ is really a matter of planning judgement, so a set 

definition is not given here. It will be a matter dependent on the planning application coming forward, 

and such things as the boundary layout will not be the same in all circumstances.  



 

 

5.5.3  Allocation 2 - Adjacent to Lode House, Low Side. 

 
 

 

 



 

 

 

Allocation Policy A2: Adjacent to Lode House 

This site is 0.285 hectares in size. 

The development of the site will need to: 

a) Provide three well-spaced dwellings along the frontage with Low Side, maintaining the low 
density, loose knit and open form of development in this part of the conservation area; 

b) Access the highway onto Low Side using the existing access; 

c) Provide suitable boundary landscaping to screen and soften any visual impact when viewed 

from the riverside and listed buildings to the south-west; 

d) Retain where possible the mature trees along the boundary; 

e) Provide evidence on foul and surface water flood risk and its management; 

f) Be accompanied by evidence of the impact on trees; 

g) Be of a design and layout that is sympathetic with the wider site, and that will demonstrably 

help to preserve the character of the Upwell Conservation Area and setting of listed buildings. 

The site comprises part of the wider residential amenity space of Lode House and has been the subject 

of previous planning applications, dismissed at appeal on the basis of the impact on the conservation 

area. Policy A2 has been developed to mitigate the risks suggested by the previous reasons for refusal, 

such as maintaining a verdant, open, loose knit form, and retaining the mature trees. 

Previously orchard it is currently in residential use. It will result in the loss of some Grade 1 agricultural 

land, but it is not currently in agricultural use. The site lies in a good, accessible and sustainable location, 

especially in relation to access to services. However, its position within the Conservation Area would 

require a careful design, maintaining the overall character of existing views and the setting from the 

river and listed buildings will be important. Landscaping will be a key part of the design in order to 

retain the overriding verdant character of the wider garden land, and this is likely to limit the number 

of dwellings that can be delivered on the site. Garden boundaries will therefore use vegetation and 

planting. The key for this site will be how it is designed and laid out to sit comfortably within the existing 

wider site and conservation area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

5.5.4  Allocation 3 - St Peter’s Road. 

 



 

 

Allocation Policy A3: St Peter’s Road 

The site has an area of just under 0.91 hectares. 

The development of the site will need to: 

a) Provide at least 15 dwellings, including affordable housing at a level to be agreed with the 

Borough Council, comprising a suitable mix of designs, styles and sizes; 

b) At least 10% of the homes will be made available for affordable home ownership; 

c) Provide evidence on fluvial flood risk at the access, as well as on foul and surface water 
flood risk and its management. The proposal will need to provide plans for flood risk 
management through a sustainable drainage system with ecological benefits; 

d) Access the highway onto St Peter’s Road using the existing access, and provide any 
required improvements to the footway; 

e) Provide suitable boundary landscaping to screen and soften the impact when viewed 
from the open countryside beyond; 

f) Be of a design that is sympathetic with the conservation area, retaining its overall 
character; 

g) Provide predominantly modest sized housing in keeping with the immediate area and 

local housing need. 

The site comprises part of a commercial goods yard and so is brownfield. It is a good location, with 

good access to local services. There could be overall amenity benefits with the loss of HGVs from St 

Peter’s Road and the surrounding highway network. Dwellings will need to be modest to maintain the 

character and appearance of the area. An initial layout provided by the landowner suggests that around 

15 dwellings can comfortably be accommodated on the site, bearing in mind some constraints such as 

flood risk. 

There is potential fluvial flood risk on St Peter’s Road, including at the access to the site, and this needs 

to be investigated further. There is also some surface water flood risk on the northern boundary. 

Although the front of the site at St Peter’s Road is shown to be at risk of flooding on the Environment 

Agency mapping and the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, it is understood from the Internal Drainage 

Board (see Statement of Community Involvement) that the waterway is extremely unlikely to over-top 

at this or indeed any location in Upwell, not least due to a number of flood prevention measures in 

place such as the lock gates at Salter’s Lode where a new guillotine gate has been installed. At the 

Wiggenhal St Germans Pumping Station, there are back up devices to cover every possible potential 

mechanical or electrical failure. 

As stated in criterion b of Policy A3, the 10% of homes to be for affordable home ownership is simply 

a reflection of this need set out in paragraph 64 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

5.5.5   Allocation 4 - Pinfold Road. 

 



 

 

Allocation Policy A4: Pinfold Road 

The site has an area of 0.185 

hectares. 

The development of the site will need to: 

a) Provide approximately 4 dwellings; 

b) Provide further evidence on foul and surface water flood risk and its management; 

c) In consultation with the Highways Authority widen the highway along the frontage 

sufficient to enable two vehicles to pass; 

d) Provide access to the highway onto Pinfold Road; 

e) Provide suitable boundary landscaping to soften the impact when viewed from the open 
countryside beyond; 

f) Be of a design that is sympathetic with the Conservation Area and the immediate area on 

Pinfold Road; 

g) Provide housing of a scale and massing that is in keeping with the housing in the 

immediate area. 

 

The site is agricultural with dilapidated agricultural buildings, and the rest of the old yard being 

overgrown.  It is hardly used, certainly not for arable farming. Development of the site will therefore 

not result in the loss of land in active agricultural use. Development could have a positive impact on 

the street scene with the loss of the existing unkempt buildings. The site has very good access to local 

services, despite there being no footway along Pinfold Road, but there could be some flood risk on 

Pinfold Road which will need to be considered. The dwellings should be modest to maintain the 

character and appearance of the area, and to meet the need for such housing. There would be little 

harm resulting from developing the site as it has few constraints. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

5.5.6   Allocation 5 - Adjacent to Three Holes Village Hall. 

 



 

 

Allocation Policy A5: Adjacent to Three Holes Village Hall 

The site area is 0.88 hectares. 

The development of the site will need to: 

a) Provide approximately 5 dwellings. This should be along the front of the site; 

b) Vehicular access to properties within the site, preferably being to and from Squires Drove; 

c) Provide car parking at the Village Hall for at least 10 vehicles on the northern part of the 
site. This can be part of the open space requirement; 

d) Provide suitable boundary landscaping to soften the impact when viewed from the open 
countryside beyond whilst ensuring some views into the countryside/fenland from Main 
Road are retained; 

e) Provide further evidence on flood risk given the potential fluvial flood risk on adjacent land, 

as well as provide evidence on foul and any surface water flood risk and its management. 

 

Safe highway access is key, and this should be possible via Squire’s Drove, although this will require 

third-party land (the Three Holes Village Hall and Playing Field charity). Subject to full formal 

consultation with its beneficiaries, Three Holes Village Hall and Playing Field Committee has expressed 

its willingness to give access over the charity's land. 

Loss of openness can be mitigated by retaining some view of the open countryside beyond. The site is 

agricultural land as a paddock, so not food production, and has been grassed for many years, but the 

proposed provision of much needed additional car parking for the Village Hall should be an over-riding 

benefit. 



 

 

Housing Policy H2: Housing Mix 

New housing developments must provide a mix of housing to meet the needs of the community 
and as a minimum must, unless evidence to the contrary is provided, meet the following criteria: 

• On schemes of more than five dwellings at least 20% of dwellings should be suitable for 
occupation by people who are elderly, infirm or disabled; and 

• On schemes of more than five dwellings, at least 20% of those dwellings should have two 
bedrooms or fewer. 

Affordable housing will need to be part of any application for more than five dwellings or on sites 
with an area larger than 0.165ha and will be in accordance with the prevailing policy in the most 
recently adopted local plan. This should be on-site unless evidence shows that this is not possible, 
in which case commensurate off-site affordable housing contributions will be provided by the 
applicant. 

The inclusion of affordable housing or contributions as part of proposals for five dwellings or fewer 
will be given significant weight as a benefit in the planning balance. 

Proposals comprising affordable housing development that are outside the settlement boundaries 
may be permitted where: 

a) The proposal would help to meet a proven local housing need for affordable housing, as 
agreed by the Borough Council; and 

b) For schemes of 10 or more dwellings the site is adjacent to the settlement boundary, or for 
schemes of fewer than 10 dwellings the site adjoins an existing group of dwellings; and 

c) The size of the development is proportionate to the size of the adjacent settlement; and 

d) The proposal will enable future occupants to access a range of local services and facilities 
using sustainable means of transport; and 

e) The affordable housing provided is made available to people in local housing need at an 
affordable cost for the life of the property (in perpetuity). 

Separate proposals on contiguous sites that are in the same ownership and/or control or have a 

planning history indicating that they have been considered together, will be considered as a single 

proposal. 

 

The 20% figure in the policy for smaller dwellings has been chosen to ensure that a reasonable 

minimum proportion of new builds will be smaller, to meet the growing needs of the population. As 

presented in the evidence base (and also below) the figures are based on the age profile of the 

population, the ageing population, the size of dwellings and the household composition. 

The population in Upwell tends to be older currently compared to England as a whole, and the high 

proportion who are late middle aged suggests that over the plan period up until 2036, this will be 

maintained or exacerbated. It is generally accepted nationally that the population is ageing, in that a 

higher proportion of people are older than in the past. The table below indicates how most of the age 

categories have only fluctuated slightly from 2001 to 2011. The main steady increase in Upwell's 

population is constant from ages 45 and above. 

 



 

 

Upwell Parish  2001   2011  

Age  Number %-age  Number %-age 

All usual residents  2456 100  2750 100 

Age 0 to 17  520 21.2  534 19.4 

Age 18 to 19  44 1.8  49 1.8 

Age 20 to 24  92 3.7  148 5.4 

Age 25 to 29  111 4.5  118 4.3 

Age 30 to 44  544 22.1  458 16.7 

Age 45 to 59  519 21.1  627 22.8 

Age 60 to 64  140 5.7  215 7.8 

Age 65 to 74  291 11.8  328 11.9 

Age 75 to 84  154 6.3  211 7.7 

Age 85 to 89  31 1.3  42 1.5 

Age 90 and over  10 0.4  20 0.7 

 

Table comparing the differences in age of  Upwell residents (from the Office of National Statistics, 2001 and 2011) 

Older people, in general, are likely to live as a couple for a number of years after other family members 

have left, and then on their own for a few years, both triggering a need for smaller dwellings. This is 

part of the logic for requiring housing that is not only suitable for older people but also for smaller 

dwellings of 2 bedrooms or fewer. Consultations also found that younger people find it difficult to 

obtain housing, and smaller dwellings would help them as well. 

The table below shows that nearly one quarter of households are single occupants, needing only a small 

dwelling. Around 14% of households are older people (over 65) as single occupants, and this proportion 

could grow with an ageing population. 13% of households are occupied by a family all over 65, so likely 

older couples who only need dwellings of one or two bedrooms. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Household Composition 2011 

One-person household: Aged 65 and over 156  (14% of all households) 

One-person household: Other 115  ( 9% of all households) 

One-person household: Total 271  (23% of all households) 

One family only: All aged 65 and over 146  (13% of all households) 

One family only: Other 668  (58% of all households) 

One family only: Total 814  (71% of all households) 

Other Properties 70  ( 6% of all properties) 

Total all categories 1155 

 

Table showing household types against age of occupants (from the Office of National Statistics,  2011) (Percentages 

have been rounded to the nearest whole figure) 

 

Considering the need for smaller dwellings, if we take single occupant households of any age (23%) and 

older couples’ households (13%) (in italics in above table), this means 36% have a need for dwellings 

of 1 or 2 bedrooms. Looking at the next table, the proportion of dwellings that are 1 or 2 bedrooms is 

34.5%, so almost matching the existing need. It can also be seen that compared both locally and 

nationally, Upwell has fewer smaller dwellings of two bedrooms or less. 

 

Number of bedrooms Upwell West Norfolk National 

1 Bed 5.5% 7% 12% 

2 Bed 29% 29% 28% 

3 Bed 40% 43% 41% 

4 Bed 20% 15% 14% 

5+ Bed 5.5% 4% 5% 

Table showing size of housing-stock (from the Office of National Statistics,  2011) 

Affordable housing is very much needed in the Parish. Any proposal for less than the requirements in 

the prevailing local plan will need to be fully justified by a comprehensive viability assessment. To help 

meet the affordable housing need it is proposed that rural exception sites outside the settlement 

boundary may be acceptable, and in some circumstances the inclusion of open market dwellings to 

make the proposal viable may be considered acceptable if supported by the necessary evidence. 

There is a risk that rural exception sites for affordable housing will be located such that future occupiers 

will be dependent on a car or more than one car to access services, thereby further stretching their 

finances. For this reason, there will be an expectation that rural exception site proposals will 

demonstrate that future occupiers can reasonably access local services by means of walking, cycling or 

public transport. 



 

 

The Borough Council will ensure that any planning permission granted for affordable housing schemes 

is subject to appropriate conditions and/or planning obligations to secure its affordability in perpetuity 

(for the life of the property), whilst recognising the national Right to Buy scheme or other similar 

incentives. 

Although a mix of housing as set out in Policy H2 will be expected, it is recognised that in building 

conversions it might not be possible to meet the size requirements as they could be constrained by the 

existing building fabric. 

For the purpose of Policy H2, dwellings suitable for the elderly, infirm or disabled will need to be 

designed to meet a prevailing definition acceptable to the Borough Council or another accepted 

definition as set out in Planning Practice Guidance. 

In reference to clause e of Poicy H2, local need is defined by the sequential approach used by the 

Borough Council. Affordable cost refers to the rent or sale being below the market rate. Housing charity 

Shelter defines affordable housing as costing no more than 35% of net household income after tax and 

benefits. 

As stated in the last part of Policy H2, the treatment of separate proposals on contiguous sites, certainly 

covers schemes being pursued at the same time. It should also cover schemes separated by time. 

 

Housing Policy H3: Design 

All development will be designed to a high quality, reinforcing and complementing local distinctiveness 

and character, as captured in Appendix A (and any conservation area character statement where 

relevant).  Design which fails to have regard to local context and does not preserve, complement or 

enhance the character and quality of its immediate area and the wider Parish will not be acceptable. 

Proposals should therefore be of an appropriate density, height, variety, scale and layout. This is not 

intended to discourage innovation, which will be welcomed. 

Development along Welle Creek must be sympathetic in scale and design to the existing river frontage 

and its eclectic style and feeling of openness, avoiding design homogeneity. It must make a positive 

contribution to the public realm. 

New residential development plots should not be over-developed and should ensure that the building 

footprint, including any outbuildings, provides for sufficient amenity space 

Appendix A summarises aspects of the Parish built environment that are characteristic of the Parish 

and which, individually or in combination, are considered to be essential in order to maintain the 

character and appearance of the Parish. New development must have due regard to this and the 

Borough Council’s conservation area character statement, although this should not stifle innovation 

which is welcomed. This policy applies to new residential development as well as other types of 

development, including extensions. 



 

 

Housing Policy H4: Residential Car Parking Standards 

Car parking must be provided for each new dwelling based on the standards in the table below: 

Number of bedrooms Minimum number of car parking spaces 

1 1 

2 2 

3 3 

4 or more 4 
 

Additionally, to the requirements set out in Policy H4, in recognition that on-street parking  may occur, 

streets should be designed to safely accommodate unallocated on-street parking. The level of provision 

should be such that indiscriminate parking and the obstruction of footways and carriageways is 

avoided.  This should be determined on a site by site basis. Flexibility can be considered in the interests 

of good design such that proposals will provide for sufficient off-road car parking unless by doing so it 

would fail to preserve, complement or enhance the character of the immediate area. 

Anecdotal evidence, backed up by consultation responses, indicates the need for sufficient parking off-

road for new residential developments. The use of maximum parking standards in recent years has 

resulted in cars parking on streets and footways, adversely impacting on traffic flow, cyclist safety, and 

the safety and convenience of those walking, as well as resulting in an untidy street scene. This has 

been recognised by a Ministerial Statement which advised against maximum parking standards and 

which has now been included within Planning Practice Guidance. 

The high use of the car in this very rural Parish is inevitable due to: 

• The limited availability of local services, facilities and employment; 

• The relatively poor public transport available; and 

• Being well connected by road to services and population centres such as Downham Market and 

King’s Lynn. 

This results in higher car ownership levels compared to towns and other urban areas such as King’s 

Lynn, and the vehicles need to be accommodated to avoid unplanned on-street parking. Proposals for 

residential development will be expected to demonstrate conformity with the parking standards where 

possible unless it would be contrary to good design and layout. 

 

5.6   Community Infrastructure Policies and Community Actions. 

Upwell Parish has been growing proportionally faster than the Borough as a whole, and this is likely to 

continue given its role as a Key Rural Service Centre along with Outwell.  There is concern locally that 

the infrastructure is already under increasing pressure and capacity constraints and that it needs to be 

made fit-for-purpose. The issues and options consultation found a high level of agreement on the need 

for new development to provide the required infrastructure. There was also concern regarding the 

need to protect and enhance the quality of the public realm, especially around Welle Creek, rather 

than see it eroded by inappropriate new infrastructure. 

Upwell Academy is a key part of the community. The school was built in 1878 but enlarged in 1909 and 

the original schoolhouse still provides the Academy with an entrance lobby, offices and staff room. 

Despite its age, the school has no heritage designation such as Grade II listed. A new hall was completed 



 

 

in 2006 while the existing hall was converted to a classroom and library area. A mobile classroom was 

removed, creating a larger play area. Most recently, two additional classrooms now provide a learning 

space for Upper Key Stage 2. Although there are no existing capacity constraints, this may not be the 

case over the life of this plan, and there is broad support for a new school. Furthermore, the building 

is not getting any younger and there may be a future need for a replacement. 

A feature of the Parish is the frequent absence of footways (as suggested in Appendix A), or indeed 

footways that are too narrow or poorly maintained. There was strong support in the consultations for 

improving footways and so improving the walking experience. Better footways, in terms of condition, 

width and the need for ones where none exist, was a frequent issue during the consultations. 

Other infrastructure issues are captured in Community Action 4 (see page 49). 

Although this plan has taken a positive approach to the delivery of new housing and has proposed some 

allocations, other parts of the Parish need to remain as they are and be protected for the benefit of the 

public realm and community. There will therefore be a need to protect key features and sites that are 

integral to the community and sense of place, are special and hold local significance. Local communities 

can earmark for special consideration local ‘green space’ land whether its value  is  in  its  natural  

beauty,  its   historic  resonances,  its  recreational  value,  its tranquillity  or  its   importance  as  wildlife  

habitat. The Neighbourhood Plan identifies areas of Local Green Space (LGS) that are of value to the 

community and (as part of the Neighbourhood Planning  process)  we  can  protect  these  areas  by 

having  them designated  formally as LGS. Once designated, each LGS is subject to the same strong 

development restrictions as green  belt and new development on that land is ruled out, other than in 

special circumstances. 

The designation of these as Local Green Spaces conforms to the criteria set out in the National Planning 

Policy Framework. 

Once this plan is formally adopted, further development in the Parish will generate additional 

Community Infrastructure Levy funding available to the Parish Council (increasing from 15% of receipts 

to 25%) to spend on community priorities that will help to deliver this plan and meet existing and future 

needs. A number of suggestions were made during the consultations and these are shown in 

Community Action 4 (see page 49). 

 

Community Infrastructure Policy P1: Physical Infrastructure 

 

New major development must demonstrate that it will not overburden existing infrastructure and 

that capacity is available or can be made available to serve the development. This includes, but is 

not limited to, sewage, flood defences, and highways. If additional or enhanced infrastructure is 

required, this must not be out of keeping with the character and appearance of the village, and in 

particular must not erode the feeling of openness along Welle Creek. 

 

 

With regard to Policy P1, major development, such as that of 10 dwellings or more, will be expected to 

submit a narrative with the planning application which sets out the impact on infrastructure, including 

any capacity constraints, flood prevention infrastructure, and how any unacceptable impacts will be 

mitigated. This can be included within the Planning Statement or as a separate report or a series of 

separate reports. Evidence should be used, proportionate to the scale of the proposal. In some cases, 

the growth proposed, either overall or on a particular site, will not be possible without improvements 

in infrastructure, particularly utility provision, and development may therefore need to be delayed until 



 

 

improvements are made. Infrastructure should be positioned outside watercourse maintenance access 

strips. 

Community Infrastructure Policy P2: Primary School 

The Neighbourhood Plan would support a proposal for a new Primary School that: 

a) Provides for the required and forecast capacity; 

b) Is on the existing site or a site that is just as accessible by sustainable transport modes, as 
the existing site (if not more so); 

c) Provides for the management of car parking and drop-off, consistent with a travel plan that 
minimises the impact on the highway such as traffic flow and safety; 

d) Includes plans for the reuse and preservation of the existing older school buildings as an 

important, albeit undesignated, heritage asset. 

The County Education Authority have viewed the Plan and not raised objection to Policy P2. The 

Education department advised that they are aware of the limitations of the existing building and while 

funding is currently not available for new or expanded schools without significant housing growth it is 

not possible to predict what will happen over the life of the plan. 

Community Infrastructure Policy P3: Walking 

In order to promote safe and convenient walking within the Parish, new proposals that generate 

pedestrian footfall in or adjacent to the settlement boundaries will be expected to improve and extend 

footpaths and footways, where existing provision is not acceptable. Footways must be sufficiently wide 

so as to provide safe, convenient and equitable access. 

In order to promote sustainable access, applications within or next to the settlement boundaries should 

(where reasonable to do so) be able to demonstrate that the site is accessible by walking and that 

future occupiers will be able to walk to most of the local services and facilities, or to a bus stop that will 

provide public transport to those services and facilities. This might require the provision of entirely new 

footways, or improvement (such as the widening) of existing ones. The footways width should ideally 

be sufficient for two parents pushing a child’s buggy to walk side by side. It might at times be necessary 

to provide wider footways, such as near the school, other places where pedestrian flows are likely to 

be high or where people gather and linger. 

New footways should be positioned outside any protected watercourse and maintenance access strips, 

and the Risk Management Authorities should, where possible, be involved in discussions. 



 

 

Community Infrastructure Policy P4: Local Green Spaces (LGS) 

The following sites will be afforded protection as local green spaces: 

a) LGS 1 - Blunt's Orchard 

b) LGS 2 - Lakesend Playing Field 

c) LGS 3 - Lode Avenue and Hallbridge Road Greens 

d) LGS 4 - Small Lode opposite Morton's Farm extending to the junction with Chalk Road e)

 LGS 5 - Three Holes Riverbank 

f) LGS 6 - Village Sign site Three Holes 

g) LGS 7 - Townley Close Tram route 

h) LGS 8 - Upwell Playing Field 

i) LGS 9 - Upwell Hall Gardens 

There will be a presumption against any inappropriate development on these. 

See Section 6 for details of the sites. 

 

The National Planning Policy Framework allows for the designation of Local Green Spaces. Those 

identified must meet the criteria for such designations set out in the National Planning Policy 

Framework. The proposed sites are shown on the maps in Section 6. They all have strong and 

demonstrable local support (see Statement of Community Involvement, which is a separate report). 

The reasons for their proposed protection are set out in Figure 8 below. 

 Natural 

beauty 

Historic Recreation Tranquillity Wildlife 

LGS 1 – 

Blunt’s 

Orchard 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LGS 2 – 

Lakesend 

Playing Field 

No No Yes No No 

LGS 3 – Lode 

Avenue and 

No Yes Yes No No 

Hallbridge 

Road greens 

     



 

 

LGS 4 – 

Small Lode 

Morton’s 

Farm to 

Pingle 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LGS 5 – 

Three Holes 

Riverbank 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LGS 6 – 

Village Sign 

site 

Three Holes 

No Yes No No No 

LGS 7 – 

Townley 

Close Tram 

route 

No Yes Yes No Yes 

LGS 8 – 

Upwell 

Playing 

Field 

No No Yes No No 

LGS 9 – 

Upwell Hall 

Gardens 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Figure 8 - Local Green Space designations - reasons for designation5 

 

 

 

 
5 From representations made during site specific issues and options consultation 2018 



 

 

 

Community Action 4: Community Infrastructure Levy  

 

Funding from the Community Infrastructure Levy, whether that portion deployed by the Parish 

Council or that deployed by the Borough Council, will where reasonable be spent on projects that 

either support and make more sustainable and acceptable the overall level of planned growth in 

the Parish, or that are otherwise identified community priorities. This will include, but is not 

limited to, the following: 

 a) Measures to improve pedestrian safety and access;  

b) Improvements to community buildings such as village halls;  

c) Improved car parking at Three Holes Village Hall;  

d) New off-road routes for walkers, cyclists and horse riders;  

e) Improved children’s play areas;  

f) Improved/wider footways within the village;  

g) Improved bus waiting facilities;  

h) Traffic calming/village gateways; 

 i) Appropriate tree planting that does not detract from the openness and character;  

j) The removal of features that detract from the village character;  

k) Improved street lighting;  

l) Schemes that support local distinctiveness; and  

m) Cycle parking facilities. 

 

In addition to Section 106 and the Community Infrastructure Levy, there may be a number of other 

growth-related funding as well as other funding sources. Relevant investment plans and decisions of 

public bodies, such as the Highway Authority, will be encouraged to take into account the priorities set 

out in Community Action 4 above. The projects listed in Community Action 4 originated in public 

consultation and are integral to the Vision Aims and Objectives. The list will be kept up to date and so 

the list of projects in the policy should not be seen as limiting or definitive. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

6 Local Green Spaces (LGS). 

6.1 LGS1 - Blunt’s Orchard. 

 

This was recently bequeathed to the Parish as a nature walk through one of the few remaining areas 

of traditional historic orchards. It is valued locally for its wildlife, natural beauty and tranquillity.  

Churchfield and Playfield drains form the southern boundary of the site. A new flood risk management 

system could provide a positive outcome for habitat and amenity. 

 

 

 



 

 

6.2 LGS 2 - Lakesend Playing Field. 

 

This is the only recreational space in Lakesend and is adjacent to the Village Hall. It is highly valued 

locally for its recreational opportunities. There has been consent for over 30 years from the Estate that 

manages this land for the villagers to use the field for recreation. As long as there is no cost to the 

Estate the village is free to use it as it sees fit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

6.3 LGS 3 - Lode Avenue and Hallbridge Road Greens. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Lode Avenue. 

Hallbridge Road. 

The Lode Avenue and Hallbridge Road green spaces were traditionally designed into council estates of 

the period providing communal play and recreational space for the residents. The spaces therefore 

have a heritage value in addition to being space for children to play. 

 



 

 

6.4 LGS 4 - Small Lode opposite Morton's Farm extending to junction 

withChalk Road (Pingle). 

 

This was the course of the original lode and is now a Norfolk County Council soft road and open space 

with mature horse chestnut trees. The reference to “soft road” is a Norfolk County Council Highways 

description. It refers to a roadway with a grass surface. 

As well as its historic value, it is valued for its natural beauty, tranquillity and wildlife, and is used for 

recreation including walking and an off-road route for horse riders. 

 

 



 

 

6.5 LGS 5 - Three Holes Riverbank (The Banks of the Middle Level Main Drain 

at Three Holes Bridge). 

 
The two wide, grassed areas of bank southeast of the Middle Level Main Drain at Three Holes have 

served a variety of purposes over the years. In World War II a blockhouse (still existing) was erected, 

along with several large brick and concrete traps, to be used as defences for the bridge. Before the war, 

a marquee was erected on this area of the bank especially for the annual Three Holes Methodist Chapel 

Anniversary. 



 

 

 

On the southeast bank of the Middle Level Main Drain, just east of the 

bridge, is a World War II blockhouse. 
© Copyright Brian Green and licensed for reuse under this Creative Commons Licence 

For many years the wide banks have provided excellent access for anglers and walkers via the historic 

public rights of way. 

The older residents in the community remember learning to swim at the ‘sand banks’ located on the 

south west bank. 

Sometimes cows are grazed on these banks.  Otherwise, once the grass is long enough, the banks are 

cut for hay for feeding livestock through the winter months. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.geograph.org.uk/profile/8417
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/2.0/


 

 

6.6   LGS 6 - 2 small green areas south of Three Holes Bridge, location of village 

sign. 

 
These two small green spaces are at the site of the Three Holes village sign (see below), 

depicting the bridge (with three holes), the building of which gave birth to the village.  The site 

is adjacent to the current Three Holes Bridge which now crosses the Middle Level drain. The 

men who hand-dug the Middle Level drain would have quenched their thirst at the Bridge Inn 



 

 

which originally stood at this site and which, during the years before it was demolished, served 

coach-loads of anglers from Yorkshire every weekend in the fishing season, alongside the local 

regulars. 

 

 

 

Three Holes sign presented to the village by Three Holes Women’s Institute (later to become the Acorn Club) (Source: 

Welle Film Productions)  



 

 

6.10 LGS 7 – Townley Close  and  former  route  of  tram  between 

Townley Close  and  Small  Lode. 

 

The former Upwell to Wisbech tramway is a non-designated heritage asset. The locomotive featured 

in the Rev. Awdrey’s Thomas the Tank Engine books as ‘Toby the Tram’. Its key value is therefore 

historic, although it now attracts wildlife and is used for recreation being a short cut from New Road to 

Small Lode for walkers and an off-road route for horse riders. 

 

 



 

 

6.8 LGS 8 – Upwell Playing Field, New Road. 

 

This was bequeathed to the village to provide green space for recreation, sport and leisure for all ages. 

It has play equipment for children. At the New Road/Stonehouse Road corner stands the Grade 2 listed 

War Memorial. 

 

 



 

 

6.11 LGS 9 – Upwell Hall Gardens. 

 

This key heritage asset of a parkland setting offers views of the Grade II listed Hall and also comprises 

the setting for the listed gatehouse. It is also valued for its tranquillity, natural beauty and wildlife. 
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A1 – Character of the parish. 

Summary. 

Existing housing along Welle Creek through Upwell village is set out in general as a linear pattern of 

development, principally along the Creek. The housing across the Parish is quite mixed and eclectic in 

style and design, which in itself is part of the character. Existing development along Welle Creek is 

particularly part of this local character with a mix of single, two and three storey dwellings, detached 

and terraced, small and large, some abutting the footway, some set back behind a front garden. All 

broken up by gaps of varying sizes with some offering good views. There will be a need for development 

to have a design that is sympathetic to this eclectic mix, especially along Welle Creek, and this approach 

has strong local support.. 

The following sets out key aspects of the local character, but the reader is also referred to the Borough 

Council’s conservation area character statement. 

Land Uses. 

• Mix of housing 

• Some large historic houses/listed buildings 

• Some social housing 

• Small more modern estates 

• Farming 

• Style of housing – variety of individual dwellings, quite eclectic 

• 2 – 3 storey housing, but also single storey along Welle Creek  Some shops 

A2 – Housing mix. 

Upwell Parish – Dwellings, household spaces and accommodation 

type 
Source: ONS – 2011 Census (KS401EW) 

Household 

Spaces Dwellings 

 count % 

All dwelling types 1,287 100.0 

Unshared dwelling 1,287 100.0 

Shared dwelling: Two household spaces 0 0.0 

Shared dwelling: Three or more household spaces 0 0.0 

All household spaces 1,287 100.0 

Household spaces with at least one usual resident 1,155 89.7 

Household spaces with no usual residents 132 10.3 

Whole house or bungalow: Detached 768 59.7 

Whole house or bungalow: Semi-detached 313 24.3 

Whole house or bungalow: Terraced (including end-terrace) 141 11.0 

Flat, maisonette or apartment: Purpose-built block of flats or tenement 26 2.0 



 

 

Flat, maisonette or apartment: Part of a converted or shared house 

(including bed-sits) 
6 0.5 

Flat, maisonette or apartment: In a commercial building 7 0.5 

Caravan or other mobile or temporary structure 26 2 

 

Population All 

households 
 

Units Households 

date 2011 

geography Upwell 

measures value percent 

Tenure  

All households 1,155 100 

Owned 864 74.8 

Owned outright 466 40.3 

Owned with a mortgage or loan 398 34.5 

Shared ownership (part owned and part rented) 7 0.6 

Social rented 121 10.5 

Rented from council (Local Authority) 17 1.5 

Other 104 9 

Private rented 141 12.2 

Private landlord or letting agency 118 10.2 

Other 23 2 

Living rent free 22 1.9 

[from Nomis on 1 July 2020] 
Source - ONS Crown Copyright Reserved 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

A3 - Listed Buildings. 

 

Upwell Parish has a number of Grade 1 and 2 listed buildings. 

Source, accessed 26-10-19 = https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx 

(The MAGIC website provides authoritative geographic information about the natural environment from 
across government. The information covers rural, urban, coastal and marine environments across Great 

Britain. It is presented in an interactive map which can be explored using various mapping tools that are 
included. Natural England manages the service under the direction of a Steering Group who represent 
the MAGIC partnership organisations) 

 

Grade l (blue squares) and Grade ll (red squares) listed buildings  - as in above map. 

 

https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/About_MAGIC.htm
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/About_MAGIC.htm


 

 

Grade l Buildings 

Church of St. Peter, Small Lode. 13th 
Century with 14th and 15th Century 
work. Restored 1836-38. Barnack stone 
Welle Manor Hall, New Road. Manor 
house; mid 14th Century, altered 1480, 
17th Century and 20th Century. Brick 
with slate or plain tile roofs. North front 
three storeys. 
Crescent House,Town Street. House 
1620-1640 with early 18th Century 
facade. Red brick with paler bricks, thick 
pointed to 18th Century facade. 
Parapetted roof of slate. Three storey. 
2 Cottages, east of Lloyds Bank, Town 

Street. 14th Century part of a medieval 

building of U plan and possibly a 

lodging or guest house. Now 2 cottages. 

Coursed Barnack with brick repairs. 

Pantile ridge. 

Grade ll Buildings 

2 no. towers to Welle Manor Hall Built 
1480 in brick, octagonal. 
60 no. headstones and memorials, St 
Peter’s Churchyard. All in limestone 
and dating from the 1720s and 30s. 
Upwell Hall,Town Street. House, mid 
19th Century. Gault brick with low pitch, 
Hall Lodge,Town Street. Mid 18th 
Century, local red brick with steeply 
pitched slate roof and end / ridge 
stacks. 
Gates and Gate Piers, Upwell Hall. 
Mid 18th century in wrought iron. 
Piers are cast iron with cast iron finials. 
Crescent Cottage,Town Street. 
Originally a pair of cottages, now one 
dwelling. Late 18th early 19th Century. 
Brown gault brick with yellow gault 
brick to side wall. Parapetted roof of 
slate, two storey. 
Gable End and West Wall to Work 
Shop (rear of Builders Merchants), 
Town Street. Right hand rear range of 
medieval lodging, probably 14th 
Century. 
Bridge House, Church Bridge. House 
late 18th century. Red brick, rendered 
with steeply pitched roof, two storeys. 
Late 19th Century shop front. 
Archway House and Homeleigh, 
Town Street. House mid 18th Century. 
Yellow gault brick with red brick dentils. 
Original roof, parapetted but raised 19th 
Century now low pitch/pantiled. 
Piermont House,Town Street. House 
1840. Gault brick with parapetted roof, 
two storeys. 
White Lion Public House,Town 
Street. Late 17th Century house. Front 

elevation and roof late 18th Century. 

Brown brick with mansard roof, pantiled, 

two storeys. 

Source: 

https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/downloads/file/1939/upwell_conservation_area_leaflet 

(accessed 2-7-2020) 

 

A4 - Layout. 

• Linear - along river, with some development beyond 

• Low density 

• Haphazard 

• Big spaces of greenery 

• Grass verges 

• High street feel in Upwell village 

https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/downloads/file/1939/upwell_conservation_area_leaflet
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/downloads/file/1939/upwell_conservation_area_leaflet


 

 

•  

 
Town Street & St Peter’s Road, Upwell - situated either side of the Welle Stream (Source: Google Earth) 

Roads, streets, routes 

• Road and river through the middle of the villages 

• Heavy traffic for villages 

• Welle Creek/River Nene (old course) 

• Few pavements 

• Country lanes 

• No cycle paths (but cycle events coming through the village) 

• Excellent connected public rights of way 

Roads: The Parish has one A class road: the A1101 which runs north south linking the A47 at Wisbech 

with the A10 at Littleport. It is heavily used by all classes of vehicle as a shortcut and to avoid congestion 

at the Kings Lynn A47/A10 interchange. The volume of traffic through the Parish, particularly HGVs, 

presents a major obstacle to cyclists and pedestrians. There are two B class roads - the B1098 

connecting Croft Road in a SE direction to the A142 at Chatteris and the B1094 connecting the A1101 

at Lots Bridge with the A1122 at Nordelph going through to Downham Market. All other roads are 

either C class, classified unnumbered or unclassified. 

A5 - Traffic statistics on the A1101 by year: All traffic. 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Pedal Cycles 15 16 16 16 18 18 16 15 15 12 12 12 12 

Motorcycles and 
Mopeds 

77 44 44 46 48 44 44 41 42 46 22 22 21 

Cars 2,512 2,708 2,635 2,590 2,606 2,510 2,492 2,446 2,454 2,483 1,924 1,948 1,945 

Buses and Coaches 28 48 50 52 54 62 62 70 76 77 29 28 28 

https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2005/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2006/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2007/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2008/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2009/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2010/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2011/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2012/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2013/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2014/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2015/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2016/a
https://roadtrafficstats.uk/ajax/pie/37588/2017/a


 

 

Light Goods 

Vehicles 
673 786 826 865 933 957 1,004 970 1,041 1,133 780 842 891 

Two-axle Rigid HGVs 81 127 129 125 125 129 129 126 122 124 61 64 66 

Three-axle Rigid 
HGVs 

6 21 21 24 26 26 28 29 31 34 19 18 19 

Four-axle Rigid 
HGVs 

14 19 21 22 22 18 20 22 24 26 5 6 6 

Three-axle 
Articulated HGVs 

21 9 7 7 7 8 7 5 5 5 0 0 0 

Five-axle 
Articulated HGVs 

26 44 44 42 37 34 35 35 37 35 42 39 39 

Six-axle Articulated 
HGVs 

45 26 28 30 30 30 33 35 40 44 36 37 38 

All HGVs 193 246 250 250 247 245 252 252 259 269 163 164 168 

All motor vehicles 3,483 3,832 3,805 3,803 3,888 3,818 3,854 3,778 3,872 4,008 2,917 3,004 3,054 
Figures are daily averages calculated from all traffic counts over the course of the year. 
Source: https://roadtrafficstats.uk/traffic-statistics-norfolk-a1101-upwell-37588#summary 

 
 

A6 - Topography. 

• Flat 

• Open aspect 

• Parts of village below sea level 

https://roadtrafficstats.uk/traffic-statistics-norfolk-a1101-upwell-37588#summary


 

 

 

 
A1101 views north towards Three Holes and south towards Lakesend (Source: Google Earth) 

 

 

A7 - Spaces. 

• Garden allotments 

• Public car park for health centre 

• Private parkland 

• Nature reserve - Blunt's Orchard 

• Upwell Playing Field 

• Townley Close - Former Upwell depot of Wisbech-Upwell tram route 



 

 

• Upwell Hall Gardens 

• Lakesend Playing Field 

• Greens/play areas at post-war housing estates (Hall Bridge Road, Lode Avenue) 

• Upwell Methodist Church gardens 

• Small Lode Morton's Farm to Pingle 

• Three Holes River Bank 

• Village Sign site Three Holes 

 

View  of Upwell Hall Gardens from Town Street, Upwell (Source: Google Earth) 

 

A8 - Building. 

• Back gardens 

• High hedges and walls around properties (but used to be more open) 

• Windbreaks 

• Bungalows, detached 

• Brick and render 

• Slate or pantiles on roofs 

• Biggest feature is the variety of building types, which creates the character of Upwell village 



 

 

 
View from St Peter’s Road showing the architectural variety in Town Street, Upwell (Source: Google Earth) 

 

A9 - Landmarks. 

• St Peter’s Church of England Church 

• Village halls 

• Rivers and drains 

• Various notable properties 

• War memorial 

• Upwell Methodist Church 

• Shops 

• Five Bells Inn 

• The old windmill 

• Bridges (including footbridges) 

 



 

 

View of St Peter’s Church of England Church (Source: Google Earth) 

 

View of Upwell Methodist Church (Source: Google Earth) 
 

A10 - Green and natural features. 

• Rivers 

• Orchards and woodland (see map below) 

• Dykes and drains 

• Fishing lake 

• Farmland 

• Playing fields 



 

 

 

Orchards (in green), woodland (in yellow) Source: https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx (accessed 26-10-2019) 

 

A11 - Views. 

• Vista through the Upwell village centre, down the river 

• View from the bridge at Three Holes 

• View of wind turbines 

• Big skies 

• Open aspect 

• Overhead cables/wiring 

• Arable Fields 



 

 

 
View  from Three Holes bridge looking south  down the 16  Foot Drain & Popham's Eau (Source: Google Earth) 

 
View  of Coldham Wind Farm from March River Side, Upwell (Source: Google Earth) 

 
View of the old windmill from Town Street, Upwell (Source: Google Earth) 
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Summary and Overall Recommendation   

As the Independent Examiner into the Upwell Neighbourhood Development Plan, I have been 

requested by King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council to present my professional 

assessment of the Plan, in terms of its compliance with the ‘Basic Conditions’ as set out in extant 

legislation, regulations and guidance.  

I confirm that I am independent of the Qualifying Body, namely the Upwell Parish Council and 

the Local Planning Authority. Furthermore, I do not have any interest in any land or property that 

may be affected by the Plan.  

 I hold professional qualifications and have relevant experience of the planning regime, gained 

over the past 30 years in both the public and private sectors, to enable an independent 

judgement of the documents before me. I am also a member of the National Panel of 

Independent Examiners Referral Service, endorsed by the Department of Housing, Communities 

and Local Government.   

I have undertaken a thorough examination of the Upwell Neighbourhood Development Plan. This 

has comprised a review of all documents presented to me in electronic form by the Local Planning 

Authority plus a review of those documents available for public review on the Parish website. All 

documents, tables and figures assessed are listed at Appendix A.     

I am aware that a preliminary submission version of the Plan was the subject of a Health Check 

undertaken during the summer of 2019. I note that many of the issues raised at that time have 

been addressed. Some have not and I comment on these within various section of this report.   

I advise that there are areas where I consider that a number of specific policies should be 

modified, and where some text could be amended and remove ambiguity, thus making the 

document clearer for any reader or decision maker. My proposed changes have been made in 

such a way so as not to detract from the essence of the Plan nor its aim and ambitions, but I 

consider they should be taken into account before it proceeds to a Referendum.   

Subject to the recommended modifications being completed I consider that the Upwell 

Neighbourhood Development Plan will; have regard to national policies and advice contained in 

current legislations and guidance; contribute to the achievement of sustainable development; 

be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan for the area; not 

breach, but be  compatible with European Union obligations and the European Convention of 

Human Rights; and not likely have a significant effect on a European Site or a European Offshore 

Marine Site either alone or in combination with other plans or projects.   

I consider that, further to the recommended modifications, the Neighbourhood Plan complies 

with the legal requirements set out in Paragraph 8(1)and 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990, as amended,  and can proceed to a Referendum.   

I have no concerns over the defined Plan area or the manner of its confirmation. I have given due 

consideration whether this should be the defined area for  the extent of any Referendum. I am 

aware of the juxtaposition with the adjacent parish and the proximity of the commercial and 

community facilities which clearly serve both areas. I am of the view, however, that the extant 



 

 

of the area for any Referendum should replicate the extent of the Plan area alone, and not extend 

to include the adjacent parish or part thereof.   

Finally, I refer to a number of abbreviations throughout my Report and for the avoidance of any 

confusion these, are set out in Appendix B.  

  

Dr Louise Brooke-Smith, OBE, FRICS, MRTPI,  

June 2020  

     



 

 

1.0  INTRODUCTION  

  

1.1  NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN REGIME  

1.1.1 The Neighbourhood Planning regime provides local communities with the ability to 

establish specific land use planning policies which can influence how future development 

comes forward in their area. It not only provides the opportunity for local people to shape their 

locality, it also provides guidance for all stakeholders and decision makers, when considering 

new proposals.  

1.1.2 Any Neighbourhood Plan should therefore be clear, not only in its goals and ambitions, 

but also in how any policies are presented. The background behind how policies have emerged 

should be easy to understand and robust in terms of supporting specific policy.  

1.1.3 This Report provides the findings of an Examination into the Upwell Neighbourhood 

Development Plan, which is hereafter referred to as the Plan, the Neighbourhood Plan or NDP.  

1.1.4 The Plan was prepared by the Upwell Parish Council, working in consultation with the 

Local Planning Authority, namely King’s Lynn  and West Norfolk Borough Council and a range 

of interested parties, statutory bodies, community groups, landowners and other key 

stakeholders.   

1.1.5 This Report provides a recommendation as to proceeding to a Referendum. If this takes 

place and the Plan is endorsed by more than 50% of votes cast, then it would be ‘made’ by 

King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council and would be used to assist in the 

determination of any subsequent planning applications for the area concerned.  

  

1.2  APPOINTMENT AND ROLE OF THE INDEPENDENT EXAMINER  

1.2.1 In accordance with current regulations, I was appointed by King’s Lynn  and West Norfolk 

Borough Council, as the Examiner of the Neighbourhood Plan in January 2020. I was directed 

to the relevant documentation found on the Parish Council website and formally began the 

examination in February 2020. Documents and points of clarification were issued to me 

between February and April 2020.   

1.2.2 In examining the Plan, I am required, under Paragraph 8(1) of Schedule 4B to the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990, (TCPA) to establish whether:   

• The Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared and submitted for examination by a Qualifying 

Body.  

• The Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared for an area that has been designated under Section 

61G of the TCPA as applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (PCPA).   

• The Neighbourhood Plan meets the requirements of Section 38B of the PCPA (the Plan must 

specify the period to which it has effect, must not include provision about development that is 

excluded development, and must not relate to more than one Neighbourhood Area).  

• The policies relate to the development and use of land for a designated Neighbourhood Area in 

line with the requirements of Section 38A of the PCPA.   

1.2.3  My role has also been to consider whether the Plan meets the ‘Basic Conditions’ and human 

rights requirements, as set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country 



 

 

Planning Act 1990 as applied to Neighbourhood Plans by section 38A of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.   

1.2.4  In order to meet the Basic Conditions, the making of any Neighbourhood Plan must:   

• Have regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 

State;   

• Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development;   

• Be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan for the area; and  

• Not breach, and must be otherwise compatible with, European Union (EU) and European 

Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) obligations.   

1.2.5 Regulations 32 and 33 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as 

amended) set out a further basic condition for Neighbourhood Plans, in addition to those set 

out in primary legislation and referred to in the paragraph above;  

• The making of the Neighbourhood Plan is not likely to have a significant effect on a European Site 

(as defined in the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2012) or a European 

Offshore Marine Site (as defined in the Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 

Regulations 2007) either alone or in combination with other plans or projects.     

1.2.6  Having examined the Plan against the Basic Conditions, as set out above, and as the 

Independent Examiner, I am required to make one of the following recommendations:   

a) that the Plan should proceed to Referendum, on the basis that it meets all legal 

requirements;   

b) that the Plan should be subject to modification but will then meet all relevant legal 

requirements and should proceed to Referendum;   

c) that the Plan does not proceed to Referendum, on the basis that it does not meet the 

relevant legal requirements.   

1.2.7 If recommending that the Plan should go forward to Referendum, I am also required to consider 

whether or not the Referendum Area should extend beyond the defined Upwell 

Neighbourhood Development Plan Area.   

1.2.8 As noted above, the role of any Independent Examiner is to assess a Plan in terms of compliance 

with the Basic Conditions. While it is not to specifically comment on whether the Plan is sound, 

I consider that where changes can be made that would result in removing ambiguity and make 

the document more user friendly for all parties, this should be considered. This reflects 

paragraph 41 of the PPG and the first basic condition.  

1.2.9 I have adopted this approach and have suggested some modifications which the Parish and 

Borough Councils should consider and which, in my opinion, need to be addressed for the Plan 

to be compliant.  

  

1.3  THE EXAMINATION PROCESS   

1.3.1 I am aware that this examination is being undertaken during the lockdown period 

regulations associated with the Covid19 pandemic. I have had regard to the relevant 



 

 

amendments to the salient Neighbourhood Planning regulations, brought into affect in April 

2020 by the MHCLG. (Paragraph: 107 Reference ID: 41-107-20200407)  

1.3.2 These have implications for the decision-making and referendum process associated with 

any neighbourhood plan. The amendments to planning guidance supersedes paragraphs 007, 

056, 057, 061 and 081 of the NPPG.  

1.3.3 Clearly in this case, public consultation on the submission version of the NDP was 

completed before the Covid19 social distancing rules were brought into play and so it has been 

appropriate to continue to examine the Plan. However all neighbourhood planning referenda 

scheduled to take place, between 16 March 2020 and 5 May  

2021, are postponed in line with the Local Government and Police and Crime Commissioner 
(Coronavirus) (Postponement of Elections and Referendums) (England and Wales) Regulations 
2020 until 6 May 2021.  

1.3.4 Where a local planning authority issues a decision statement (as set out under Regulation 

25 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012), detailing its intention to send 

a neighbourhood plan to referendum, that plan can be given significant weight in decision-

making, so far as the plan is material to an application.  

1.3.5 The general rule remains that examinations should be conducted by written 

representations. If an examiner considers that oral representations are necessary, these 

should not take place in person. Where feasible, oral representations should  still take place 

using video conferencing or other suitable technologies.   

1.3.6 In this case, however, and further to review and consideration of the evidence before me, I have 

been able to consider the Plan by way of the key documents, salient background information, 

supporting reports and written representations. I have not considered it necessary to hold a 

Hearing to complete my findings.  

1.3.7 My examination findings reflect the documents noted at Appendix A to this report which includes 

the written submissions from interested parties and are in addition to my reference to the 

following documents, which set out extant legislation, regulation and guidance;   

• National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) (Revised as at 2018 and 2019)   

• Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)   

• The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended)   

• The Localism Act (2011)   

• The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations (2012) and additions  

• The Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017 and associated guidance and all salient amendments.  

1.3.5 Finally, I confirm that I undertook a series of unaccompanied site visits to the Plan area in February 

and March 2020 prior to Covid19 restrictions coming into force.  
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2.0  BACKGROUND TO THE UPWELL NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN    

  

2.1. King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council confirmed Upwell Parish Council as the 

relevant Qualifying Body in 2015 following a formal and appropriate application. The NDP area, 

comprising the entire parish of Upwell, incorporating the village of Upwell, the smaller 

settlement of Three Holes and outlying hamlets, was duly confirmed. I note that the Parish 

abuts that of Outwell and indeed the commercial and community facilities in both the villages 

of Outwell and Upwell lie within close proximity, and are shared by both communities.  I am 

also aware that a Neighbourhood Plan is currently being prepared for the Parish of Outwell.  

2.2 I note that the area subject to this examination has not been the subject of any other NDP 

proposal.   

2.3 I am advised that a Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group was established by the Parish 

Council and, with assistance from appointed consultants, engaged with the community and 

stakeholders with respect to the vision of the NDP from the Spring of 2016.  

2.4 Following a Policy Ideas Workshop in the Autumn of 2017, key areas were highlighted which 

formed the basis of the Vision of the NDP. In the Spring of 2018 a call for sites was made, 

inviting landowners to present sites for potential new residential development. After review 

by the QB, a draft plan was issued for PreSubmission consultation.   

2.5 In September 2019, the draft was the subject of a Heath Check by an independent assessor, 

ie a review of the approach and nature of the NDP at that point in its preparation. I note that 

the Health Check report raised a number of matters which were assessed by the QB. Most 

recommendations were taken on board.     

2.6 The draft version of the NDP was the subject of a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 

and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) screening by King’s Lynn and West Norfolk 

Borough Council. Confirmation was issued on 25th May 2019 that given the nature of the 

policies proposed and the development that was likely to ensue, an SEA would be required. 

Formal correspondence from the LPA at the same time confirmed that an HRA was not 

required. No internationally designated nature conservations sites lie within or close to the 

NDP area, with the exception of the Ouse Washes. As effect on these was considered to be 

insignificant, no HRA was requested and I have no grounds to question that stance or the 

process undertaken.   

2.7 The consultation background to the Plan is set out in the Statement of Community 

Consultation, prepared in compliance with Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the Neighbourhood Plan 

Regulations 2012. I note that different forms of community liaison with appropriate local and 

statutory parties, were pursued.   

2.8 I have reviewed the approach taken by the QB and the evidence base which supports the 

vision and the policies that have developed through the NDP preparation period. The Plan was 

subject to changes as a result of the consultation process, the Reg 14 submissions by third 

parties, the SEA Statement and indeed the Health Check. A Submission Version was duly 

prepared and submitted to the Borough Council October 2019. After a formal period of public 

consultation to comply with Reg 16 of the regulation, it was confirmed that the Plan should 

proceed to Examination at the end of 2019.   

2.9  Between February and April 2020, I was presented with a number of documents, including 

a summary of  representations to the Draft Submission and Submission Version of the Plan. I 

note that some of the Regulation 16 parties had made previous representations at the Draft 

stage of proceedings. From the documents now before me, I can advise that few if any matters 

have been raised over, and above those raised previously. Nevertheless, I have reviewed all 

comments made and find that  



 

 

the majority support the approach and policies within the NDP. Some have made specific 

objections or have presented amendments to the proposed policies. I consider that the points 

made by either Reg 14 or Reg 16 parties, are either addressed within this report or raise issues 

that do not warrant modifications to the NDP proposals.  

  

  

3.0  COMPLIANCE WITH MATTERS OTHER THAN THE BASIC CONDITIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS  

3.1 Given the above, I now report on the procedural tests, as set out earlier in this Report, and find as 

follows;  

  

 -  The Qualifying Body   

3.2 From the documentation before me, I conclude that Upwell Parish Council is a properly constituted 

body, i.e. a Qualifying Body for the purposes of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan, in accordance 

with the aims of neighbourhood planning as set out in the Localism Act (2011) and recognised 

in the National Planning Policy Framework (2018) and accompanying Planning Practice 

Guidance. Accordingly, I find this addresses the necessary requirements.   

  

 -  The Plan Area   

3.3 The Upwell Neighbourhood Area reflects the boundary of the Upwell Parish. No other 

Neighbourhood Plan has been proposed for this area.  

3.4 I am advised that an appropriately made application was submitted to the Borough Council and 

duly endorsed. I have not been informed by the LPA that the appropriate protocol and process 

were not followed. Hence I have no reason to question that the requirement relating to the 

purposes and identification of a Neighbourhood Development Plan under section 61G (1) of 

the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and salient regulations of the 

Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 have not been met.   

  

 

 -  The Plan Period  

3.5 Any neighbourhood plan must specify the period during which it is to have effect. The Upwell 

Neighbourhood Plan clearly states on its front cover and in its introductory sections that it 

addresses the period between 2015 and 2038. I note that this reflects  

a period that extends beyond the proposed plan period covered by the King’s Lynn  and West 

Norfolk Borough Local Plan review  and the Call for Sites Document. I further note that this 

matter had been identified previously by the Health Check Examiner and the Local Planning 

Authority. I have not been advised why the period extends beyond the emerging Local Plan 

period and no clear rationale has been provided in the papers before me.   

3.6 In the absence of such clarification, and to avoid unnecessary confusion, I consider that the Plan 

Period should align with the end date of the emerging Local Plan and extant SADMP period and 

be modified accordingly;  

  The Plan Period should run until 2036 and reference should be made as such on the front cover 

of the NDP and within the ensuing text.   

  



 

 

 -  Excluded Development   

3.7 From my review of the documents before me, the proposed policies within the NDP do not relate 

to any of the categories of excluded development, as defined by statute and extant regulations, 

or to matters outside the Neighbourhood Area. While I find there are some areas which would 

benefit from improved clarity or amended text, and I note these later in this report, in terms of 

any excluded development, I find that the Plan meets legal requirements.   

  

 -  Development and use of land   

3.8 Any neighbourhood plan’s policies, in accordance with current regulations, should only contain 

policies relating to development and/or use of land.  While supporting text can reflect the goals 

and ambitions of any community, unless directly relating to development or use of land, this 

should not be included within or be confused with specific policies.   

3.9 I note that reference is made to projects or aspirations through the Plan but which reflect activities 

or initiatives that will be pursued by the Parish Council, either independently or in conjunction 

with other bodies / organisations.  These cannot be specific policies under the Neighbourhood 

Plan. I note that these initiatives are presented as Community Actions and that reference is 

made within the NDP to the fact these are not presented as formal policies. However, I advise 

that this needs to be reiterated through the document to avoid confusion.   

3.10 Where I consider that a policy or part of a policy is ambiguous, duplicates other policies or statutory 

regulations or concern matters that do not relate to the development or use of land or property, 

I have recommended that it be modified or clear explanation is provided within the text of the 

Plan.   

  

 -   Public Consultation  

3.11 Planning legislation requires public consultation to take place during the production of 

neighbourhood plans. Any public consultation should be open and accessible and any 

information presented should be easy to understand and to comment upon.  It should enable 

all sectors of the local community the ability to comment on and hence shape the policies which 

may have bearing on where they live, work or spend their leisure time.  

3.12 I have reviewed the Statement of Community Involvement (Sept 2019) and the supporting 

documentation and evidence base used by the QB. All stakeholders including statutory bodies 

appear to have been given the opportunity to take part in proceedings although the response 

rate at the outset was low and additional consultation approaches were made by the QB. This 

was a positive move and, overall, I consider that the consultation exercise was appropriate.   

3.13 I note that one party held that they had not seen some of the publicity relating to later stages of 

the plan preparation, I consider that the general approach adopted by the QB was sufficiently 

inclusive and robust.   

3.14 My role as Examiner is not to undertake a detailed analysis of the consultation details but moreover 

review the general process and approach taken and assess whether any anomalies make the 

Plan incompatible with the Basic Conditions. In general, I consider that the response to 

representations made to the Plan as it progressed through its draft stages was adequate, 

although a more comprehensive table of responses to the Reg 14 stakeholder comments could 

have improved the Statement of Community Involvement. Indeed, I note that matters raised by 

different parties were repeated but in some cases, dismissed with only a cursory explanation 

given. While not ideal, on balance, however, I believe changes to the draft version of the NDP 

were assessed and then implemented where critical.   



 

 

3.15 As will be apparent from my comments through this report, some matters raised within the Health 

Check report have not been adopted. Where I feel these detract from the clarity of the Plan, or 

indeed make the Plan incompatible, I raise these specifically as necessary modifications.   

3.16 As noted elsewhere in this Report, I did not feel it necessary to hold a public hearing as the 

comments made by Regulation 16 parties and the stance of the LPA and QB was clear.     

3.17 I conclude in summary that an appropriate consultation exercise was undertaken and that 

stakeholders had the opportunity to iNDPut into the Plan’s preparation and as such, Regulation 

15 and 16 have been addressed.  

  

  

  

4.0  THE BASIC CONDITIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS  

  

4.1  BASIC CONDITIONS STATEMENT  

4.1.1 I have reviewed the Basic Conditions Statement and find it to be a comprehensive document, 

written in a clear style. It addresses the Basic Conditions in a logical manner and I highlight these 

as follows;  

  

4.2  NATIONAL POLICY, ADVICE AND GUIDANCE   

4.2.1 As noted earlier, the NDPPF (2018 and revised publication in 2019) explains that a presumption in 

favour of sustainable development means that Neighbourhood Plans should support the 

strategic development needs set out in Local Plans and plan positively to support local 

development.  

4.2.2 The Framework is clear that Neighbourhood Plans should be aligned with the strategic needs and 

priorities of the wider local area, i.e. they must be in general conformity with the strategic 

policies of the development plan. The NDPPF advises that they should not promote less 

development than is set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies. Neighbourhood 

Plans should provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can 

be made with predictability and efficiency.  It is stressed that the examination has been of the 

Plan, as a whole.  

4.2.3 The Basic Conditions Statement explains at Table 1 how the NDP responds to specific matters, as 

set out in the NDPPF and makes appropriate cross reference to specific NDP policies. I note that 

the NDP does not specifically address some issues that perhaps are commonly found in many 

neighbourhood plans, including specific attention to heritage and culture. This is entirely at the 

discretion of the QB. If they so wished they could have simply addressed housing issues. Given 

the consultation process undertaken and the responses from the community, the content with 

the Plan is justified.    

4.2.4 Given the guidance found within Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) which accompanies the NDPPF, 

I have considered the extent to which the NDP meets this first basic condition. Subject to some 

modifications to individual policies, detailed below in Section 5 of this report, I find the Plan 

compliant.  

  

4.3  SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT   

4.3.1 Any Neighbourhood Plan should contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. The 

NDPPF explains that there are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social 



 

 

and environmental. I consider that the approach taken in the Statement of Basic Conditions is 

robust.   

4.3.2 Whilst there is no legal requirement for any Plan to be accompanied by a separate Sustainability 

Appraisal, it is helpful for it to acknowledge and explain how its policies have reflected 

sustainability matters in all forms as expressed in the NDPPF. Given the papers before me and 

Section 4 of the Statement of Basic Conditions, I consider that the NDP has achieved this and is 

compliant.   

  

4.4  THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND STRATEGIC LOCAL POLICY  

4.4.1 I note that the strategic planning policies relevant to preparation of the NDP comprise 

the Core Strategies which form part of the Local Development Framework (LDF) for the 

Borough of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk. These were adopted in 2011 and guide development 

up to 2026.   

4.4.2 A further document forming the LDF, is the Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies Plan  (SADMP) adopted in 2016.   As part of the adoption of the SADMP 

the Borough Council agreed to review both documents to create one single plan document 

that would look over the longer term, to 2036. The review began towards the end of 2016 

when a call for sites was made for, inter alia, housing and employment purposes. These sites 

were assessed and policies within the CS and SADMP reviewed. Some have been removed, 

new ones have been added and most have been updated. A draft of the Local Plan review 

was issued for public consultation in 2019 but it has not yet been subject to Inquiry or formal 

adoption.   

4.4.3 Notwithstanding the progress of the Local Plan review, I consider that the extant Core 

Policies (2011) and the SADMP (2016) document is relevant to the Upwell NDP and hence am 

content with Table 2 within the Statement of Basic Conditions. This  provides details of how 

the proposed NDP policies are in general conformity with strategic policies in both the Core 

Strategy document and the SADMP. I consider this to be a fair reflection of the conformity of 

the NDP policies with salient adopted policies.   

4.4.4 Further to the minor modifications, as set out later in this report, I find that the NDP policies are 

in general conformity with the relevant strategic policies of the Development Plan.  

   

4.5  EUROPEAN UNION (EU) OBLIGATIONS AND CONVENTIONS  

4.5.1 Regardless of the decision by the UK to leave the EU, currently, any Neighbourhood Plan 

must still be compatible with European Union (EU) obligations, as incorporated into UK law, to 

be legally compliant.   

-  Strategic Environment Assessment   

4.5.2 Directive 2001/42/EC, often referred to as the Strategic Environment Assessment (SEA) 

Directive, relates to the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the 

environment, and has relevance here. Similarly, Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of 

natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora and Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of 

wild birds (referred to as the Habitats and Wild Birds Directives respectively) aim to protect 

and improve Europe’s most important habitats and species and can have bearing on 

neighbourhood plans.   

4.5.3 I note that a screening opinion of the draft NDP was requested by the QB and 

subsequently undertaken by the LPA which confirmed in writing in May 2018 that a SEA was 



 

 

required. This followed the preparation of a Screening Report and consultation with the 

relevant statutory parties; Natural England, The Environment Agency and Historic England.   

4.5.4 I am aware of various legal challenges to the need or otherwise of SEAs across England 

and the respective judgements passed down. Hence, I have given particular regard to how the 

Upwell NDP was screened and how the subsequent SEA was scoped.   

4.5.5 To this end I have reviewed the documents before me and am of the opinion that the 

relevant work was undertaken professionally and an appropriate SEA was completed. I note 

that an Addendum to the initial SEA report was prepared and Appendix A within the Statement 

of Basic Conditions sets out some the key comments presented by Regulation 14 parties and 

the relevant statutory parties. In light of the documents before, including the additional copies 

of correspondence from statutory parties issued during the  Plan preparation period, I find that 

the submission version of the NDP has taken the SEA on board in the nature and extent of 

proposed policies.  

4.5.6 The reference to ‘not’ in the opening text should be amended to ‘none’ to provide 

clarity. Further to this, I find that the NDP meets the legal requirements of the EU’s SEA 

Directive and conclude that in respect of this EU obligation, the Plan is compliant.  

  

- Habitat Regulations  

4.5.7 A Habitat Regulations Assessment screening was also prepared in respect to the Draft 

NDP. I note that with the exception of the Ouse Washes, few if any internationally significant 

habitat sites lie within or in close proximity to the NDP area. In light of this the LPA held that a 

full Habitat Regulations Assessment was not deemed necessary. I have reviewed this stance 

and even given the proximity of the Ouse Washes, I concur with the stance of the LPA and 

agree that a Habitat Regulations Assessment is not required.  

4.5.8 I therefore find that the NDP meets the legal requirements of the EU and HRA Regulations 

and conclude that, in this respect, the Plan is compliant.   

  

- Human Rights  

4.5.9 The Basic Conditions Statement makes reference to compliance with the ECHR and 

Human Rights Act 1998 in para 3.13 to 3.14.   

4.5.10 I am unaware of any matters proposed in the NDP that challenges issues of human rights 

and little if any evidence has been put forward through the public consultation period, to 

indicate that this is not the case. I conclude that the Plan does not breach and is otherwise 

compatible with the ECHR.   

4.5.10 I am not aware of any other European Directives which apply to this particular 

Neighbourhood Plan, and hence am satisfied that the Plan is compatible with EU obligations.   

  

  

5.0 ASSESSMENT OF THE UPWELL NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICIES   

  

5.1 THE OVERALL PRESENTATION AND FORM OF THE PLAN   



 

 

5.1.1 The NDPPF advises that plans should provide a practical basis within which decisions 

on planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and 

efficiency. I consider that this can be interpreted as ‘having a clear document’.   

5.1.2 I am conscious that the Plan has been the culmination of considerable input from a 

number of people across the Parish and as such the style of text varies throughout the 

document. While this is completely understandable, in places, however, the style, use 

of grammar and syntax has been difficult to follow. As noted earlier, the role of any 

Examiner is to use a ‘light touch’ is assessing the Plan before them and ensuring 

compliance with the Basic Conditions, or otherwise. It should not be to comment on 

writing style or syntax unless it is erroneous or confusing to the point that it risks being 

misunderstood. In this context, I have commented on specific sections of the Plan. 

Nevertheless, I feel it necessary to suggest that should the Plan  

proceed to Referendum, that  the final document is subject to very careful proof reading and 

that there is consistency in the use of capital letters.   

5.1.3 That said, I find the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan is reasonably straightforward, and 

generally well explained and expressed. However, some matters could be addressed 

which would enable it to be clearer for any user and remove ambiguity. I comment on 

these below.   

5.1.4 I am aware that some consultees during the preparation of the Plan suggested 

additional initiatives and sites that are not covered in the Submission Version of the 

NDP. I reiterate the stance of the QB in that it is its prerogative to identify the vision 

for the Plan and then include or exclude policies. There is, therefore, no onus to 

address conservation matters and the QB’s rebuttal to Reg 14 parties on this matter is 

endorsed.  

5.1.5 The NDP does however refer to a number of aspirational activities, classed as 

Community Actions. I have commented elsewhere on these but confirm that  these 

have not been assessed as formal policies and I suggest that improved explanation / 

annotation to indicate that these are aspirational matters, should be included 

whenever they arise in the document.    

5.1.6 I am content with the general extent and nature of Figures and Tables within the NDP. 

I have made specific comment on the need for improved referencing of one map and 

it would assist any reader if a List of Figures could follow the Contents page.    

5.1.7 It would also be helpful if a Proposals Map is included, at an appropriate scale, which 

could identify all site allocations. I should stress that given the other figures and tables 

presented, the Plan is compliant without a comprehensive Proposals Map – but it 

would greatly assist the reader.    

5.1.8 In order to present a robust and unambiguous Plan and hence be compliant with the 

first Basic Condition, and to reflect some of the issues raised during its preparation, I 

highlight specific policies and supporting text, that I consider require modification so 

they offer ‘sufficient clarify that the decision maker can apply it consistently and with 

confidence when determining a planning application’.  



 

 

5.1.9 I stress that I consider that, generally, the policies are well constructed and clear. While 

a couple add little to the strategic policies found in the Development Plan, I consider 

that these are accompanied by relevant supporting text and provide a useful context 

for the overall vision of the Plan. They do not breach the Basic Conditions and, 

accordingly, I have accepted that they should remain in the NDP. Other policies, that 

simply replicate the Local Plan policies or indeed other statutory regulations, are 

suggested to be omitted.   

  

5.2  OVERVIEW and CONTEXT TO THE POLICIES  

5.2.1 The statutory context, background to Upwell Parish and the key issues, vision and aims 

of the Upwell NDP are set out in Sections 1 through to 4 of the Plan. These acknowledge 

that appropriate new development in and around the main settlements of Upwell and 

Three Holes will be supported and accordingly set out general development principles 

in the context of the Local Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework.   

5.2.2 I feel it is relevant to add that while sufficient governance context is presented, a 

considerable and potentially overly extensive amount of historic background is set out. 

While it is acknowledged that the tone of any neighbourhood plan is at the discretion 

of the QB, in this case, it appears to be at the expense of a clear and factual description 

of the Parish in terms of the nature of residential accommodation and the location and 

extent of relevant local retail or commercial offer. There is little, if any, reference to the 

relationship with Outwell. Given the very close proximity of Outwell village and the 

location of retail outlets, this is an unfortunate omission, albeit not making the NDP 

non- complaint.   

5.2.3 I note that Appendix A to the NDP presents character details of the Parish but this 

comprises very basic lists. These could be more relevant had they been supplemented 

by numerical information and data which could have provided a clearer context to the 

NDP and the proposed policies. This information, such as formal road classifications 

and numbering; number of residential properties, extent of and nature of statutory 

listed properties etc is available in the public domain, is part of the evidence base, and 

clearly has been assessed by the QB through the Plan preparation stages.  

5.2.4 Bringing some of this data and context into the main body of the Plan and reducing the 

extensive historic text within Section 2, could have provided a clearer context for the 

subsequent policies. This may have been discussed by the QB or its professional 

advisers but dismissed. I should stress that as written, the Plan is not erroneous or 

non-compliant and this is merely an observation.   

5.2.5 Sections 3 and 4 are clear. However, little cross reference is made in Section 3 to any 

background information or the evidence base and some bullet points are unclear and 

unsubstantiated. It should be noted that some readers of the Plan will not have an 

extensive local knowledge and it would help in producing a more accessible Plan if 

some matters that are apparent to the QB, be explained in full.   

5.2.6 Accordingly, I consider it would help any reader if the following were addressed in 

Section 3;  



 

 

- list the evidence assessed by the QB in preparing the NDP and present as an Appendix to the 

document or to the Statement of Community Involvement. If the later, cross reference should 

be made to the main NDP text at the start of Section 3.   

- bullet 1; identify the ‘larger towns’  

- bullet 4; the 30% reference is ambiguous and as written could refer to national, regional or 

local indices. This needs clarifying.   

- bullet 9; the reference to ‘needing’ smaller dwellings should be cross referenced to relevant 

market evidence  

5.2.7 Section 4 is helpful in that it sets out the overall vision and aims of the NDP but it would 

assist if subsequent policies are cross referenced back to the vision. This section makes 

reference to 2038. The fact this this date does not correspondence with the end date 

of the emerging Local Plan has been raised by others. The QB is correct in suggesting 

that it is at their discretion to pursue this date. However, I have not been provided with 

any explanation of why this is the case and why a date that clearly falls beyond the end 

of the emerging revised LP is being presented. In the absence of any such explanation, 

I feel this matter could be confusing.  

5.2.8 I do not consider that the start date of the NDP need correspond to the Core Strategy 

document and I appreciate that 2015 has been chosen to reflect when work started on 

the NDP by the QB. Hence, I am comfortable with this date.   

5.2.9 In terms of the end date, however, I  consider that there would no detraction from any 

of the proposed policies should the Plan period accord with the life of the emerging LP. 

Accordingly, I recommend that the date of the NDP concern 2015 to 2026 and 

modification of relevant reference through the NDP be made.  

5.2.10 The NDP Objectives note that policies and ‘Community Actions’ are sets out in the Plan. 

To accurately reflect the context and stage of the NDP proceedings, the word ‘will’ 

should be omitted from the first paragraph of the objections section. I suggest that the 

word ‘and’ has been inadvertently omitted from bullet point 4; ‘which complements 

existing development and the surrounding environment...’  

5.2.11 While the list of 10 objectives reflects the issues raised through the community 

consultations, I consider it is necessary to very clearly set out the difference between 

policies and community actions. The latter, as explained elsewhere in this report, do 

not constitute formal policies, subject to this examination. Moreover, they are 

aspirational and in places relate to operational matters.  

5.2.12 I note that the third paragraph of Section 5 highlights this but I consider this reference 

is better placed in Section 4 and it made clear that community actions have been 

included within the NDP for information only and have not been subject to 

examination. My concern is that as written they may inadvertently influence decisions 

when they are clearly not planning policies which will constitute the Development Plan 

for the area.   



 

 

5.2.13 Hence, I recommend that this matter be clarified by clearer referencing within Section 

4 of the NDP and for the avoidance of any confusion on the part of the reader, they 

should be clearly annotated as such through the NDP.  

5.2.14 On a point of clarity, I assume that the word ‘developed’ has been used instead of 

‘development’ in the first sentence of paragraph 5 of Section 5.1 and should be 

amended.  

5.2.15 Section 5 of the Plan sets out specific policies. I consider it would be helpful to insert 

subheading of the objectives / vision of the Plan, as set out in Section 4. While this is 

clearly a matter of style and at the discretion of the QB, it would help the reader.  

5.2.16 Before I comment on specific NDP policies, I wish to comment on the evidence used to 

support their preparation. I have been provided with formal correspondence relating 

to the process. I have also been able to review the technical data and surveys prepared 

by, or on behalf of, the QB. I have a list of the third parties and statutory consultees 

who were approached during the preparation of the draft and submission version of 

the Plan and have reviewed the comments received by the QB. I have noted the 

responses to comments made through the Plan preparation, by the QB, and the 

changes made to the draft Plan, where appropriate, in light of the comments received.   

5.2.17 A reasonable amount of background information and an adequate evidence base  has 

been used by the QB to prepare policies to address the vision of the Plan. Overall, I find 

this to be proportionate and in most places this is sufficiently robust. However, in 

places, this is insufficient or poorly referenced and needs to be addressed. Where this 

is the case or where I feel the Plan could be clearer and to avoid ambiguity, I have 

commented accordingly below.    

5.2.18 In this context, I now consider the specific NDP policies against the Basic Conditions 

and for ease of reference follow the structure and headings as adopted in the Plan. As 

I have set out above, I find that the Plan is generally compliant with Basic Conditions 4 

and 5 but that the following section of my Report highlights modifications which I 

consider would allow the Plan to fully comply with;  

• Basic Condition 1 (Compliance with National Policy);  

• Basic Condition 2 (Delivery of Sustainable Development); and   

• Basic Condition 3 (General Conformity with the Development Plan).   

5.2.19 I wish to stress that my examination has comprised a review of the policies and 

supporting text in the context of their compliance with the Basic Conditions. It has not 

comprised a forensic review of the rationale behind each policy. However, where I am 

aware that the evidence base has been poorly or erroneously interpreted policies have 

been suggested that conflict with extant statute or are  

ultra vires, or indeed are superfluous given other policy or statutory regulations in place, then 

these are highlighted.  

5.2.20 I confirm again that I have reviewed all comments made as part of the Regulation 16 

process, particularly were they have raised matters relating to compliance with 



 

 

national policy, sustainability and general conformity with the strategic policies of the 

Development Plan.   

5.2.21 I consider that some modifications are required for the Plan to comply with the Basic 

Conditions. In places, this has resulted in the omission of the policy or part thereof. In 

others it has resulted in changes to specific policies.  I wish to emphasise that wherever 

possible these have been made to complement the tone and language of the Plan – but 

as noted earlier I strongly advise that the final version of the Plan is subject to a full and 

thorough proof read to pick up a number of grammatical errors.   

  

5.3  NDP Policies   

  Economy and Tourism   

5.3.1 I find the approach taken in POLICY ET1: Communications to be clear in terms of reflecting 

community comment, the evidence base and the vision of the Plan. However, I consider that 

as presented it replicates much already in place under statutory permitted development 

rights. Furthermore;  

   

- the reference to ‘development’ in the second paragraph is ambiguous and needs to be 

defined. It is unclear whether this relates to the provision of new communication 

infrastructure, residential and/or commercial development. I suggest this should be explicit.    

  

- The list of mitigation actions should be clarified either within the text of the policy or in the 

accompanying text to explain the context for identifying ‘unacceptable adverse impacts’. 

How and who will measure these?   

  

- The reference in (f) and impact on protected species is covered under extant environmental 

legislation and hence is superfluous and can be omitted.   

  

  Subject to these modifications, policy ET1 is considered compliant.  

  

5.3.2 Policy ET2 : Economic Development is clear and the context is explained in the 

accompanying text. While it reflects the community strength of feeling and avoids 

being overly prescriptive, this is at the expense of guiding new development to any 

specific location. Instead the policy presents a very general approach that simply  

advises against any adverse impact.   

  

5.3.3 I consider that little in this policy adds to policy already found within the adopted Local 

Plan  and as such Policy ET2 could be deemed to be superfluous.   

  

- (b) duplicates extant statutory environmental regulations which take precedence and hence 

could be omitted.   

  

5.3.4 However, I feel that the policy reflects the vision, strength of feeling from 

stakeholders, and the evidence base. Reference to the use of lorry routing is rightly 



 

 

placed in the supporting text and is simply presented as an example of potential action. 

As written, this is acceptable.   

  

  Accordingly, I conclude that with the removal of (b) Policy ET2 presents policy that is 

compliant, even if does not provides explicit guidance for new development.  

    

5.3.5 Community Action 2: Tourism Assets is aspirational and, as noted above, is not a 

planning policy and subject to examination, and should be annotated as such.  

  

5.3.6 Policy ET3: Tourism is clear and makes specific reference to Welle Creek and  

other waterways that are locally relevant and reflect the nature and character of the Parish. 

Hence I find Policy ET3 compliant without modification  

  

  Leisure and Recreation  

5.3.7 It would assist if cross reference is made to the evidence relied upon for this section 

of the NDP to substantiate some of the text, eg ‘health depravation being in the 

bottom 30% nationally’   

 Policy LR1: Leisure, Recreation and a Marina refers in the concluding paragraph to a ‘business plan’. 

This would be better expressed as a ‘viability case’. The policy would be clearer by including 

an OS base map at an appropriate scale to indicate the location of Dovecoat Farm.   

  With these modifications, I find Policy LR1 is compliant.  

5.3.8 Policy LR2: Open and Recreational Space addresses the intent of supporting the 

improvement of extant facilities. I appreciate that it has been amended to take into 

account comments from the LPA but, as written, I consider it adds little to national 

statute or the Local Plan and the accompanying text is confusing. However, it does 

provide guidance to any decision maker reader that new development should liaise 

with the Parish Council in terms of identifying priorities within the NDP area. It would 

be important to make reference in the supporting text that contributions would 

need reflect the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations and the guidance within 

the NPPF.  

  With this modification, I find Policy LR2 acceptable and hence compliant.    

5.3.9 Policy LR3: Cycling is well presented and clear. The supporting text is also instructive, 

although it would be helped further if a map was included, indicating supported cycle 

routes through the NDP area. This isn’t paramount as I find the policy compliant as 

written.  

  Natural Environment  

5.3.10 The introductory paragraph for section 5.4 of the NDP refers to the Borough Council’s 

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. It would assist if the date of this document is 

included in the text. Reference is made to the Ouse Washes and again, additional 

information in terms of an annotated map, would assist any reader. This could be 

incorporated into the map indicating the Agricultural Land Classifications. This map 



 

 

should be cross referenced into the opening text for section 5.4. It would also assist 

if it were referenced eg Figure 3 and added to a list of figures at the start of the 

document.    

  I consider that these modifications would remove potential confusion.  

5.3.11 Policy EN1: Flood Risk and Prevention is clear and unambiguous and is deemed 

compliant. While the supporting text emphasises the need to consult with appropriate 

stakeholders, this is potentially superfluous as it is endorsed through the Local Plan and 

through standard consultation practice. However, I understand that that ‘Internal 

Drainage Board’ may not be a statutory consultee but nevertheless, encouragement to 

liaise with that body is acceptable.   

5.3.12 Community Action 3: Maintenance and Flood Defences is aspirational and is not 

subject to this examination. However, the subsequent text is useful for scene setting.   

5.3.13 Policy EN2: Agricultural Land reflects the national approach to using Grade1 classified 

land for development purposes and advises that a sequential review is undertaken to 

justify any development proposal. However, the reference to ‘overriding community 

benefits’ is vague. It would assist the reader and decision maker to clarify in the 

supporting text what could constitute such benefits. I further suggest that the 

reference to ‘surveyors’ is changed to ‘professionals’ in the last sentence.  

  With these modification, I find Policy EN2 compliant.   

    

  Housing   

5.3.14 I note that the calculation of housing need by the Borough Council has changed during 

the NDP preparation and the suggested need for the combined settlements of and 

Outwell and Upwell (as Key Rural Service Centres) has reduced. Footnote 2 is therefore 

helpful, but the text within the first paragraph of Section 5.5 is confusing as written and 

this should be redrafted to reflect updated circumstances.   

5.3.15 Nevertheless, it is clear that the principle of supporting new housing development 

across the NDP area is supported by the Borough Council and reflects extant strategic 

policy. The general nature of new housing is discussed in the second paragraph of this 

section, and cross reference is made to Appendix A. I have commented on this earlier 

and find Appendix A would benefit from the addition of empirical data. I note that this 

is contained within the evidence base but could add valuable context to the NDP if key 

facts were included within Appendix A.  

5.3.16 Furthermore, reference is made to the Conservation Area and listed buildings lying 

within the Plan area. I note that the QB did not consider the need for specific policies 

within the NDP as these would not have added further to extant local or national policy. 

However, I consider that an OS base map at an appropriate scale indicating both the 

Conservation Area and listed properties would assist the reader.   



 

 

5.3.17 The reference to affordable housing provision is potentially misleading.  Para 63 of the 

NPPF states that ‘Provision of affordable housing should not be sought for residential 

developments that are not major developments, other than in designated rural areas 

(where policies may set out a lower threshold of 5 units or fewer).  To avoid confusion;  

- the NDP text should explain that 10 dwelling or above constitute a major development  

- the use of ‘cannot’ be replaced with ‘should not’  

- the reference to the Local Plan Policy CS09 and 0.165 should be accurately rewritten to avoid 

ambiguity as ‘The thresholds over which affordable housing provision will be sought in rural 

areas are for sites of 0.165 of ha or 5 or more dwellings.’  

Policy H1: Scale and Location  

5.3.18 I understand form the supporting documents before me that this policy refers to 

additional housing allocations over and above extant allocations confirmed in adopted SADMP. 

However, I do not consider this is clear in the text of the policy or supporting paragraphs. 

Furthermore;  

- The tense of this policy is confusing and should be amended to be in the present as opposed 

to the future.   

- The reference to 2038 should be amended to accord with the emerging Local Plan, as noted 

previously.  

- The reference to ‘allocations’ is confusing. Allocations are being presented within the NDP 

and it is assumed that residential development will emerge on these sites. In places, 

however, the words ‘allocation’ and ‘development’ may have been transposed.  

- The phrase ‘estate type’ development is vague and need explaining.  

- Given the progress of the NDP, the word ‘potential’ should be omitted from the third 

sentence of the supporting text following the policy.   

     Further to the above modifications, Policy H1 is compliant  

5.3.19 Policy H2: Housing Mix refers in the first section to a provision of 20% of sites 

comprising over 5 units to be suitable for particular occupiers and to have at least 20% 

of units of ‘2 bedrooms or fewer’. It is unclear from the evidence base presented how 

these figures have been confirmed. It would be important to include cross reference to 

the evidence base for these prescriptive figures, within the supporting text.   

5.3.20 In the section addressing affordable housing provision lying beyond a settlement 

boundary, reference is made in (b) to schemes in excess of 10 units being supported if 

within 50m of the boundary. I fully appreciate the need for occupiers to be within an 

appropriate distance from sustainable transport services but, again, I am unable to find 

the justification for this specific distance in the evidence base.    



 

 

5.3.21 Similarly while the intent of (e) is understood, it is important to have clarification of 

what constitutes ‘local need’ and ‘affordable cost’. This clarification should be within 

the supporting text.  

5.3.22 The final element of Policy H2 refers to treatment of separate proposals on contiguous 

sites. There is no clarification in the policy or supporting text as to whether this applies 

regardless of schemes being pursued at the same time or over a period a time. To avoid 

ambiguity this needs to be clarified.  

5.3.23 The supporting text should include reference to the evidence base where necessary, as 

noted above. It should also include the addition of ‘or other similar incentives’ following 

‘the national Right To Buy scheme’.   

Further to modifications to address the above, I find Policy H2 compliant.  

5.3.24 Policy H3: Design is understandable and the reference to 50% of plot coverage to 

include outbuildings provides some clarity – but only if sites are developed 

comprehensively. If ancillary buildings are added at later date, there could be confusion 

as these could be pursued under extant Permitted Development regulations. This 

would conflict with the policy as written. If the reference to a  

specific plot coverage is to remain, and the ability to apply PD rights is to be removed, then an 

Article 4 Directive would need to be agreed with and applied by the LPA.   

5.3.25 While this is an option, it would be clearer to combine (a) and (b) and advise that ‘New 

residential development plots should not be over-developed and should ensure that the 

building footprint, including any outbuildings, provides for sufficient amenity space’  

Further to modifications to address the above, I find Policy H3 compliant.  

5.3.26 Policy H4: Residential Car Parking Standards accords with the NPPF, even though the 

proposed minimum requirements do not align with the extant Highway Authority 

standards and embedded in local policy. I note that the latter refer to maximum values 

and reflect historic NPPF guidance. Having reviewed the evidence base and the data 

obtained through the consultation process, I am content that an amended standards 

can be proposed.   

5.3.27 The proposal for streets to accommodate parking, if this cannot be provided on 

individual sites, is less acceptable. It is acknowledged that street parking was a critical 

issue raised during the consultation process but the phrasing of this policy implies that 

existing streets should be adapted to accommodate parking.   

5.3.28 It may be that the requirement for on street design can apply to larger sites where 

internal road layouts can be designed accordingly as part of a comprehensive scheme 

prior to any formal adoption of the highway. However, if the intent is for the existing 

public highway to be adapted, this needs to be specifically expressed as it would require 

the potential use of traffic orders and the need to include agreement form the Highway 

Authority.   



 

 

5.3.29 Given this, I suggest that the text following the table of bedrooms / min parking spaces 

is removed from the formal policy and is presented as supporting text and 

supplemented with clarification as to impact on the public highway and need to liaise 

with the Highway Authority.  

Further to these modifications I find Policy H4 compliant   

Physical and Community Infrastructure  

5.3.30 Section 5.6 presents context for a series of community policies and is clear and helpful.   

5.3.31 Policy P1: Physical Infrastructure and the supporting text is well expressed and is 

deemed compliant.  

5.3.32 Policy P2: Primary School reflects comments through the consultations process but I 

have not been presented with evidence of dialogue with and support from the County 

Education Authority. For this policy to be deliverable, it would be important to refer 

to this in supporting text. Furthermore, the reference to pre-school provision in the 

last paragraph is operational and also should be expressed in supporting text.  

   With these modifications, Policy P2 is compliant.   

5.3.33 Policy P3: Walking refers to an expectation for developers to improve existing 

footpaths and footways where these are deemed to be not ‘acceptable’. Clarification 

in the supporting text is presented to define ‘acceptable’ in terms of space to push two 

children’s buggies, which is helpful. As is the reference to involve the relevant Risk 

Management Authorities , i.e Highway Authority  

5.3.34 To avoid the reference to ‘developments’ being a catch-all, it should also be 

expressed in terms of ‘proposals that generate pedestrian footfall’.  

   Subject to this minor modification, Policy P3 is compliant.  

5.3.35 Policy P4: Local Green Spaces sets out 10 specific sites and the supporting text explains 

how the QB feels they comply with the NPPF. While it is noted that the sites have strong 

local support, I am concerned that some do not accord with national policy or guidance 

and some may not be deliverable.   

5.3.36 For ease of reference, I consider that the plans and details for each of the sites, which 

are set out in Section 7 of the NDP, need to be positioned next to Policy P4.  I comment 

on the individual sites later in this report.   

5.3.37 Community Action 4; Community Infrastructure Levy is helpful in setting out the 

nature of projects that could benefit from CIL, but as noted earlier in this report, is not 

a specific planning policy and hence subject of examination. While I have no issue in it 

remaining within the text of the NDP, improved clarification of its rationale should be 

expressed in the supporting text.  

  

  Allocation Sites  



 

 

5.3.38 Section 6 provides details of sites that have been assessed through the NDP process 

and considered appropriate to identify for new housing development. It is understood 

form other documents before me that these allocations are in addition to land already 

identified within the SADMP. However, the reference used is to the ‘2016 local plan’ 

which is misleading. Furthermore, I consider these sites should be presented in the NDP 

immediately following the supporting text for Policy H1. This would be the more logical 

position for any reader or decision maker.  

5.3.39 I have a number of comments on individual site allocations;  

  Policy A1 – Low Side    

 (c) the reference to 30% of new dwelling to be affordable subject to evidence, and 10% to be available 

for affordable home ownership appears to be arbitrary. I note that the justification is that 

smaller allocated sites may not contribute sufficient affordable accommodation. However, 

to be transparent and avoid confusion with other policies, relevant cross reference to the 

evidence base would help.    

 (e) clarification of what constitutes ‘sufficient stand-off distances’ would be important to include in 

the supporting text.  

  i) refers to matters already covered in the Local Plan and hence is superfluous and can be 

omitted.  

  Policy A2 – Adjacent to Lode House – is considered compliant  

  Policy A3 – St Peter’s Road  

(b) similar to comment for Policy A1 in that there needs to be justification for the 10% 

figure proposed.  

  Policy A4 – Pinfold Road  

(c) and (d) refer to works to the highway where there will need to be involvement by the 

Highway Authority. This should be explicit.  

(g) the reference to ‘modest sized’ is subjective and the intent of this point could be achieved with 

its omission.  

  Policy A5 -Adjacent to Three Holes Village Hall  

(b) to avoid confusion, this should simply refer to vehicular access to properties within the site 

preferably being to and from Squires Drove.   

However, the supporting text explains that this would involve third party land. This could be 

potentially ultra vires if appropriate agreement is withheld. I have not noted any specific comment 

from the Charity involved and hence this allocation for new development might not be deliverable. 

Clarification should be given as to whether the Charity are supportive of the allocation. If this cannot 

be obtained then the ability to access the site directly onto the A1101 should not be restricted.      

  Only with the modification suggested, Policies A1 through to A5 are compliant.  



 

 

  Local Green Spaces (LGS)  

5.3.40 Section 7 sets out a number of specific sites proposed as Local Green Space. I have 

reviewed the approach taken and assessment by the QB during the NDP preparation. I 

have also noted the advice within the NPPF and associated national guidance which is 

that such allocations should be only be used: where the green space is in reasonably 

close proximity to the community it serves; where the green area is demonstrably 

special to a local community and holds a particular local  significance, for example 

because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing 

field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and where the green area concerned is local 

in character and is not an extensive tract of land.  

  

5.3.41 I am also aware of the number of challenges brought by stakeholders against 

Neighbourhood Plans proceeding to Referendum where LGS allocations have been 

cited. In undertaking my duty to assess the policies of this NDP in compliance with the 

Basic Conditions, and with a view to remove ambiguity which might result in challenge, 

I comment as follows;  

    

LGS1 – Blunt’s Orchard; accords with the criteria set out in the NPPF and is deemed compliant.  

LGS2 – Lakesend Playing Field; although this is an extensive area, the site appears to have been in 

use for recreational use for some time. However, the allocation should only comprise the open 

space, and not the physical building. The hall should be omitted from the designation. Furthermore, 

there is no clarification of ownership or agreement to a formal allocation. It would be helpful to 

have clarification on this matter in advance of this site being confirmed as LGS to ensure that 

continued access can be achieved.   

LGS3 – Lode Avenue and Hallbridge Road Greens; it is unclear why these sites have been 

grouped together. It would be more logical to have them under two separate references. 

Otherwise they are appropriate allocations and compliant.  

LGS4 – Methodist Church Gardens; appears to be an appropriate allocation. However, I have not 

noted any comment from the Methodist Church who it is assumed, own the land. It would be 

important to have clarification that there is support from the church/owner in advance of this site 

being confirmed as LGS to ensure that continued access can be achieved.   

LGS5  - Small Lode; this is a long extent of land adjacent the highway and described as a ‘soft road’. 

This is not common terminology but implies potential statutory designation. This should be clarified 

before formal designation as LGS.  

LGS6 – Three Holes River Bank; this land lies adjacent to the Middle Level Main Dra in and is 

appropriate for designation as a LGS. While I note objections from the Middle Level 

Commissioners, designation as LGS would allow access to waterway.   

LGS7 – Three Holes Bridge Village Sign; these are two very small designations and are deemed 

compliant.   

I find that the designation of LGS1, LGS3, LGS6 and LGS7 are compliant and should be designated as 

Local Green Spaces. However, further clarification needs to be given to LGS2, LGS4 and LGS5 prior 

to designation.  



 

 

    

6.0  PLAN DELIVERY, IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING AND REVIEW  

  

6.1 Other than a very broad reference, no specific indications is given within the NDP as to 

monitoring or the future review of the Plan. This should be added and preferably relate to a 

review in 5 years, with an annual monitoring exercise to be undertaken by the Parish Council.   

  

  

7.0  REFERENDUM   

7.1 Further to my comments above, I recommend to King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough 

Council that, subject to the recommended modifications being undertaken, the Upwell 

Neighbourhood Plan should proceed to a Referendum. I am required, however, to consider 

whether the Referendum Area should reflect the approved Neighbourhood Area or whether it 

should extend beyond this, in any way.  

7.2 As noted earlier, the Neighbourhood Area reflects the whole of the Upwell Parish and that 

a similar exercise is being conducted for the adjacent Parish of Outwell. Had this not been the 

case I would have considered the potential extension of the referendum area, given the 

location of commercial and community facilities serving both Parishes. In the event, I am 

content that the referendum area for the Upwell NDP should reflect the designated area for 

the Plan, namely the Parish of Upwell alone.   

  

8.0  SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION  

8.1 I find that the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan is an effective document, clearly written with 

passion and has been the subject of appropriate consultation. The resulting vision and ensuing 

policies reflect the findings of those consultations and drafts of the NDP have been the subject 

of appropriate amendments to take on board relevant comments from statutory consultees 

and key stakeholders.  

8.2 I have suggested modifications to some of the proposed policies and explanatory text, to 

remove ambiguity and ensure that policies are clear and do not duplicate extant policy or other 

regulations. I have also advised where reference to the evidence base is required. My 

modifications have been suggested to reflect the tone and language of the document and if 

addressed, would provide for a robust and compliant document.   

8.3 In summary, subject to the suggested changes, the Plan would comply with the legal 

requirements set out in Paragraph 8(1) and 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 and the relevant regulations relating to the preparation of a Neighbourhood 

Development Plan.   

8.4 I do not have any concerns over the defined Plan Area nor with that area forming the basis 

for any Referendum.   

8.5 Hence further to the modifications proposed within this submission, I recommend that the 

Upwell Neighbourhood Development Plan should proceed to a Referendum.  

  

Louise Brooke-Smith, OBE, FRICS,MRTPI  

June 2020  

    

 



 

 

Appendix A - Documents reviewed by the Examiner  

  

• National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) (2018) and subject to MHCLG clarification 

in 2019   

• Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)   

• The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended)   

• The Localism Act (2011)   

• The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations (2012) and additions/amendments  

• The Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017 and associated guidance and regulations.  

• King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council Local Development Framework Core Strategy 

2011  

• Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Plan (SADMP) 2016  

• Draft Version of the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan   

• Regulation 14 submissions and analysis  

• Allocation Assessment Proforma, submissions and analysis.   

• Health Check Report 2019  

• Submission Version of the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan and associated supporting documents   

• Statement of Basic Conditions (Oct 2019)  

• Statement of Community Consultation and all Appendices (Sept 2019)  

• Regulation 16 correspondence and submissions  

• Evidence Base pack presented by the QB  

• LGS Site Assessment evidence  

• Relevant Screening correspondence from LPA  

• Strategic Environmental Assessment, Addendum Report plus relevant correspondence from 

statutory bodies  

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ryton-on-dunsmore.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Appendix-1-Ryton-Basic-Conditions-Statement-February-2019-3.pdf
http://www.ryton-on-dunsmore.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Appendix-1-Ryton-Basic-Conditions-Statement-February-2019-3.pdf
http://www.ryton-on-dunsmore.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Appendix-1-Ryton-Basic-Conditions-Statement-February-2019-3.pdf
http://www.ryton-on-dunsmore.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Appendix-1-Ryton-Basic-Conditions-Statement-February-2019-3.pdf
http://www.ryton-on-dunsmore.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Appendix-1-Ryton-Basic-Conditions-Statement-February-2019-3.pdf
http://www.ryton-on-dunsmore.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Appendix-1-Ryton-Basic-Conditions-Statement-February-2019-3.pdf
http://www.ryton-on-dunsmore.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Appendix-1-Ryton-Basic-Conditions-Statement-February-2019-3.pdf
http://www.ryton-on-dunsmore.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Appendix-1-Ryton-Basic-Conditions-Statement-February-2019-3.pdf


 

 

  

Appendix B – Examiner’s use of Abbreviations  

  
•  Upwell Neighbourhood Development Plan;    NDP    

•  The Plan / The Neighbourhood Plan;      NDP  

•  Upwell Parish Council;        PC      

•  Qualifying Body;           QB   

•  King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council;  BC      

•  Local Planning Authority;         LPA  

•  National Planning Policy Framework;     NPPF  

•  National Planning Practice Guidance;    NPPG  

•  Strategic Environmental Assessment ;    

  

  

SEA  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Upwell Neighbourhood Plan 

Summary of the representations submitted to the 

independent Examiner 
 
The Draft Upwell Neighbourhood Plan was published and consulted on by the Borough 

Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk from 

 

9 representations were received in response to that consultation and provided to the 

independent Examiner. These representations came from (or on behalf of): 

 

• Borough Council of King's Lynn & West Norfolk 

• Norfolk County Council 

• Middle Level Commissioners 

• John Maxey (Maxey Grounds and Co) 

• Historic England 

• National Grid 

• Sport England 

• Anglian Water Services Ltd 

• Natural England 

 

The main issues raised in these representations were: 
 

• Majority support or had no comments for the plan  

• Opposition regarding proposed allocations (A1 to A5) and phraseology of some policies 
 

These representations were provided to the independent examiner to inform the examination of 

the Neighbourhood Plan. They are available for inspections on the Borough Council’s website via 

the following link; Upwell NP Consultation 2019 - Keystone (objective.co.uk) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://west-norfolk-consult.objective.co.uk/kse/event/35006/peoplesubmissions/section/?consultation=ID-5517580-P-.0.1


 

 

Upwell Neighbourhood Plan 

Statement by the local planning authority that the 

Upwell Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic 

conditions. 
 

 

The draft Upwell Neighbourhood Plan was considered by the Borough Council of King's Lynn & West 

Norfolk. On behalf of the Borough Council it was agreed by Geoff Hall the Executive Director 

(Environment and Planning) in consultation with the Portfolio Holder Cllr Richard Blunt, that the 

amended Upwell Neighbourhood Plan in the spirit of the Examiner’s recommendations meets the basic 

conditions, and that, so modified, it should proceed to a local referendum covering the area of Upwell 

Parish. 

 

The Borough Council Decision Statement in full can be read on the following pages. 

 

Upwell Neighbourhood Plan | Upwell Neighbourhood Plan | Borough Council of King's Lynn & West 

Norfolk (west-norfolk.gov.uk) 

 

The Draft Neighbourhood Plan has now been so amended, and thus the Borough Council is satisfied 

that the Draft Neighbourhood Plan being presented in the referendum meets the basic conditions set 

out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 

 

Alan Gomm, Planning Policy Manager 

Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk 

https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/775/upwell_neighbourhood_plan
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20127/neighbourhood_plans/775/upwell_neighbourhood_plan
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Borough Council Decision on the Examiner’s recommendation for the Upwell 

Neighbourhood Plan  

Neighbourhood Planning (General) (Amendment) Regulations 2012   

  

Name of neighbourhood area  Upwell Neighbourhood Area  

Parish Council   Upwell Parish Council   

Submission  

  

Examination  

  

Inspector Report Received  

18th November 2019 - 13th January 2020 

  

February-June 2020  

  

29/06/2020  

  

  

Introduction   

  

1.1 The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), states that the Council has 

a statutory duty to assist communities in the preparation of neighbourhood 

development plans and to take the plans through a process of examination and 

referendum.  

  

1.2 The Localism Act 2011 (Part 6 chapter 3) details the Local Planning Authority 's 

responsibilities under Neighbourhood planning.  

  

1.3 This Decision Statement confirms that the modifications proposed by the 

examiner's report on the whole have been accepted.  Accordingly, the draft Upwell 

Neighbourhood Plan has been amended taking into account these modifications, 

and the Borough Council has reached the decision that the Upwell Neighbourhood 

Development Plan may proceed to referendum.  

  

Background   

  

2.1 The Neighbourhood Area of Upwell was designated on 02/12/2015. The 

Neighbourhood Area corresponds with Parish boundaries for Upwell Parish Council. The 

Upwell Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared by Upwell Parish Council. Work on the 

production of the plan has undertaken by members of the Parish Council and the local 

community, since 2015.   
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2.2 The Plan was submitted to the Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk and 

the consultation under Regulation 16 took place between 18th November 2019 - 13th 

January 2020. As part of this the plan was publicised for an eight-week period due to 

falling over the Christmas period and representation invited.  

  

2.3 In January 2020 Louise Brooke-Smith was appointed by the Borough  

Council with consent of the Parish Council, to undertake the examination of the 

Upwell Neighbourhood Plan. The examination began at latter end of February 

2020/start of March 2020 and this stage took place until June 2020. This culminated 

in the Examiner’s Report being issued on 26/06/2020.  

 

A significant reason for the extended delay and conduction of the examination into 

the decision statement was down to Covid-19 related issues and commitments over 

the months 

  

2.4 The Examiner’s Report concludes that subject to making the modifications 

recommended by the examiner, the plan meets the basic conditions as set out in 

legislation and should proceed to a Neighbourhood Planning Referendum.  

  

2.5 Having carefully considered each of the recommendations made within the 

Examiner’s Report and the reasons for them, the Borough Council and Upwell Parish 

Council (in accordance with the 1990  Act Schedule 48 paragraph 12) has decided to 

make the modifications to the draft plan referred to in Section 3 below to ensure 

that the draft plan meets the basic conditions set out in legislation.  

 

2.6   As set out in section 3, it has been decided by the Borough Council and Parish Council 

to split up the modifications made within the examiner’s report. This has been separated 

into appropriate columns. As stated by the examiner in the final examination report 

(2020) and left apparent in the table: Areas that need modification are expressed in bold 

(black) in column 2. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Recommendations by the Examiner    

 Table 1: Specific Modification for the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) to be compliant with the basic conditions 

 
 
Section 

 
Specific Modification for the NP to be 
compliant with the basic conditions as stated 
in the final Upwell NP Examination Report 
June 2020 
 

 
Who will 
make these 
changes?  
LPA or QB 

 
Do you 
agree with 
the 
modification
? 

 
What needs to be 
done to meet the 
specific 
modification? 

  
Amendments and new changes made to the proposed Upwell 
neighbourhood plan.  
 
Large passages of text highlighted in yellow are new added sections in 
the appropriate place within the NP  
 

 
1 

 
Amendment of end date of NDP, unless 
justification is provided to support the current 
proposal and as stated also in 5.2.9 of the 
examiner’s report 
 
Accordingly, I recommend that the date of 
the NDP concern 2015 to 2026 and 
modification of relevant reference through 
the NDP be made. 
 

 
LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Amend the date 
throughout 
 
 

 
Change the date throughout to be 2015 to 2036 

 
2 

 
Under 4.5.6 of the examiner’s report (SEA 
point) – 
 
The reference to ‘not’ in the opening text 
should be amended to ‘none’ to provide 
clarity. 
 
 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
This has been done 
and is within the 
supporting 
documents 
 
 
 

 
This is in the introduction to the SEA addendum. Page 6 Appendix A line 
1.  The word ‘not’ was changed to ‘none’. 
 
 

 
3 

 
Under 5.1.5 of the report- 

 
LPA 

   
The below has been added under section 4. 
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The NDP does however refer to a number of 
aspirational activities, classed as Community 
Actions. I have commented elsewhere on 
these but confirm that these have not been 
assessed as formal policies. 
 
 I suggest that improved explanation / 
annotation to indicate that these are 
aspirational matters, should be included 
whenever they arise in the document. 
 
Specific annotation through the NDP that 
every Community Action is not presented as 
formal NDP policies 
 

Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

Explanation at the 
beginning of the NP 
as to what boxes 
refer to be 
community actions 
 
Explain that the 
community actions 
will be set as the 
colour light green to 
make this clear and 
policies will be set 
out in light orange 
throughout, so this 
follows a clear and 
consistent layout. 
 
 

 
As stated in the above table in the objective box this neighbourhood 

plan has a list of ‘community actions’ and ‘formal policies’ which are 

there to meet and deliver the aims and objectives for Upwell. For 

clarity throughout the neighbourhood plan the community actions 

boxes are set out in the colour light green to make this clearer to 

differentiate to the formal neighbourhood plan policies. The formal 

policies are set in a light orange throughout to provide a consistent 

and clear layout for readers. 

community actions are not strictly planning related but are 

considered important enough to be in this development plan since 

we feel as a local community and as a parish council this is something 

we will lead on. The community actions cannot be used to 

determined planning applications but can be used by the parish 

council and the community to direct local actions and energies.  

formal policies in this neighbourhood plan which will be used to 

determine planning applications alongside the local plan and 

national planning framework are ones which details missing policy 

elements in the local plan which are important to the Upwell Parish.  

   

 

 
4 

 
5.2.11 of the examiner’s report – 
 
 While the list of 10 objectives reflects the 
issues raised through the community 
consultations, I consider it is necessary to very 
clearly set out the difference between policies 
and community actions. The latter, as 
explained elsewhere in this report, do not 
constitute formal policies, subject to this 

 
LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
New piece of text 
following the 
objectives table and 
make all the 
necessary changes 
under this part. 
 

 
This can be shown in the above row.  
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examination. Moreover, they are aspirational 
and in places relate to operational matters. 
 
5.2.12 of the examiner’s report – 
 
 I note that the third paragraph of Section 5 
highlights this but I consider this reference is 
better placed in Section 4 and it made clear 
that community actions have been included 
within the NDP for information only and have 
not been subject to examination. My concern 
is that as written they may inadvertently 
influence decisions when they are clearly not 
planning policies which will constitute the 
Development Plan for the area. 
 
5.2.13 of the examiner’s report - Hence, I 
recommend that this matter be clarified by 
clearer referencing within Section 4 of the 
NDP and for the avoidance of any confusion 
on the part of the reader, they should be 
clearly annotated as such through the NDP. 
 

 
5 

 
List of Figures could follow the Contents 
page. 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Add all the figures 
and maps that are 
present within the 
NP and make sure 
they are 
numbered/formatted 
and set out after the 
content page to make 
the layout clearer. 
 

 
This has been completed.  

 
6 

 
Economy & Tourism 

 
QB 
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Section 5.3.1 of the examiner’s report. 
 
ET1- the reference to ‘development’ in the 
second paragraph is ambiguous and needs to 
be defined. It is unclear whether this relates 
to the provision of new communication 
infrastructure, residential and/or commercial 
development. I suggest this should be 
explicit. 
 
- The list of mitigation actions should be 
clarified either within the text of the policy 
or in the accompanying text to explain the 
context for identifying ‘unacceptable adverse 
impacts’. How and who will measure these? 
 
- The reference in (f) and impact on 
protected species is covered under extant 
environmental legislation and hence is 
superfluous and can be omitted. 
 
Subject to these modifications, policy ET1 is 
considered compliant. 
 

Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 Address all 

comments made for 

ET1. 

 

These suggestions 
were made.  
 

"New residential and commercial development where relevant will need 
to demonstrate how it will contribute to the achievement of fast 
broadband connections in the area."  
 
 In the supporting text the following could be added, "Developers must 
ensure broadband infrastructure is provided for new developments. To 
do this, they should register new sites with broadband infrastructure 
providers, and preferably ensure provision of Fibre to the Premises 
(FTTP)."  
  
Response to (-) the mitigation action, “unacceptable adverse impacts” is 

a matter of planning judgement, as it always will be for any area of 

planning. However, given that it will always be a judgement, this criterion 

could simply be deleted as it will happen anyway 

 

Clause (f) has been removed from policy ET1.  

 

Planning Policy ET1: Communications  

The provision of essential infrastructure for telecommunications will be 

supported where it is of an appropriate scale and design and would not 

cause undue visual intrusion.   

  

New development where relevant will need to demonstrate how it will 

contribute to the achievement of fast broadband connections in the 

area.  

New residential and commercial development where relevant will need 

to demonstrate how it will contribute to the achievement of fast 

broadband connections in the area. 

 

In order to ensure the potential impacts of communications proposals 

are adequately mitigated, any proposals for the erection above ground 

of telecommunications masts, equipment and associated development 

will be expected to show that:   
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a. Opportunities for undergrounding are fully explored;   

b. There are no unacceptable adverse impacts on the character of 

the locality, the wider landscape and the amenity of residents;   

c. Full consideration is given to the opportunities for sharing a site, 

mast or facility with telecommunications infrastructure already 

in the area, and demonstrate that the least environmentally 

intrusive option has been selected;   

d. The proposal is in conformity with the latest guidelines on 

radiation protection;   

e. Where relevant, full consideration is given to the impact of 

masts on skyline views and sense of openness; and   

f. It would not adversely affect any protected species or habitats.  

 

 
7 

 
Section 5.3.2-5.3.4 of the examiner’s report 
 
 ET2 – 
 (b) duplicates extant statutory 
environmental regulations which take 
precedence and hence could be omitted. 
Accordingly, I conclude that with the removal 
of (b) Policy ET2 presents policy that is 
compliant, even if does not provides explicit 
guidance for new development. 
 

 
LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Remove (b) from ET2 
 
This has been done. 

Planning Policy ET2: Economic Development  

 

It will not have an unacceptable impact on flood risk from all sources, 

and navigation of the waterways;  

 

 
8 

 
Section 5.3.5 of the examiner’s report 
 
Community Action 2: Tourism Assets is 
aspirational and, as noted above, is not a 
planning policy and subject to examination, 
and should be annotated as such. 
 

 
LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
This will be done; 
Policy text boxes 
should be a light 
orange and 
community actions to 
light green 
 

 
This has been done and changed throughout. 
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9 

 
Leisure & Recreation 
 
5.3.7 of the examiner’s report - It would 
assist if cross reference is made to the 
evidence relied upon for this section of the 
NDP to substantiate some of the text, eg 
‘health depravation being in the bottom 30% 
nationally’ 
 

 
QB/LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 

Address the 

comment made 

in this section. 

 

Added this in 

with more text 

and have helped 

add extra detail 

to the evidence 

base. 

 
The Parish has low levels of active transport (walking and cycling), which 

could have health implications for residents in the longer-term. As stated 

in section 3, There is a low use of sustainable transport modes for 

travelling to work in particular. 

The low levels of active transport could have health implications. Health 

deprivation is modestly poor (with the Upwell central village area being 

in the top 30% most deprived and the remainder of the parish being in 

the top 20% most deprived with regards to Health Deprivation and 

Disability). Further information on this is present in the evidence base 

under the demographic section. 

 

 
10 

 
Section 5.3.7 of the examiner’s report – 
 
 LR1- Policy LR1: Leisure, Recreation and a 
Marina refers in the concluding paragraph to 
a ‘business plan’. This would be better 
expressed as a ‘viability case’. The policy 
would be clearer by including an OS base 
map at an appropriate scale to indicate the 
location of Dovecoat Farm. 
 
With these modifications, I find Policy LR1 is 
compliant. 
 

 
LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 

Create a map and 

change wording 

to suggested text 

 

 

Amended policy 

text and added 

map  

 
The relevant part of policy LR1 has been amended 

 

” If open-market housing is proposed as part of a viability case business 

plan to make the mixed-use development viable, this will need to be 

supported using an accepted method for determining viability and this 

method must be agreed with local planning authority. Any new housing 

will need to be integrated with existing housing towards the road, be 

kept out of any areas of flood risk, and have suitable and safe access to 

School Road/ Dovecote Road. “  

 

Map added below as figure 3 for Dovecoat Farm 

 

 

 
11 

 
Section 5.3.8 of the report- 
 
 LR2: Open and Recreational Space addresses 
the intent of supporting the improvement of 

 
LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Add wording 
suggested in the 
supporting text. 
 

 

It is It is important to note that contributions would need to reflect the 

Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations and the guidance within the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Off-site contributions will 

need to be secured through a planning obligation. This does not mean 
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extant facilities. I appreciate that it has been 
amended to take into account comments 
from the LPA but, as written, I consider it adds 
little to national statute or the Local Plan and 
the accompanying text is confusing. However, 
it does provide guidance to any decision 
maker reader that new development should 
liaise with the Parish Council in terms of 
identifying priorities within the NDP area. 
 
 It would be important to make reference in 
the supporting text that contributions would 
need reflect the Community Infrastructure 
Levy Regulations and the guidance within 
the NPPF.  With this modification, I find 
Policy LR2 acceptable and hence compliant. 
 

 that new development will always not need to provide open space on 

site, only that contributions instead to support existing provision will be 

acceptable if such facilities are nearby and well-related and in need of 

improving.  

 

 
12 

 
Under 5.3.10 of the examiner’s report 
 
Intro Section 5.4- 
 
The introductory paragraph for section 5.4 of 
the NDP refers to the Borough Council’s 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. It would 
assist if the date of this document is included 
in the text. 
 
Reference is made to the Ouse Washes and 
again, additional information in terms of an 
annotated map, would assist any reader. 
 
This could be incorporated into the map 
indicating the Agricultural Land 
Classifications. This map should be cross 

 
QB/LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Address all 

points proposed 

under this 

section.  

 

Wording added 

and LPA have 

chosen a map 

and added some 

text. 

 

Moved the map 

up and added a 

figure and 

reference in the 

text. 

 

 
This neighbourhood plan has made use of flood mapping information 
provided by the Environment Agency, as well as the Level 1 Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment published by the Borough Council in 2018. 
 
The Figure 4- Assists Ouse Washes additional information 

 
New figure 5 map for agricultural land classifications in Upwell 
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referenced into the opening text for section 
5.4. 
 
 It would also assist if it were referenced eg 
Figure 3 and added to a list of figures at the 
start of the document. 
 
I consider that these modifications would 
remove potential confusion. 
 

 

 
13 

 
5.3.13 of the report- Policy EN2: Agricultural 
Land 
 
reflects the national approach to using 
Grade1 classified land for development 
purposes and advises that a sequential review 
is undertaken to justify any development 
proposal. 
 
However, the reference to ‘overriding 
community benefits’ is vague. It would assist 
the reader and decision maker to clarify in 
the supporting text what could constitute 
such benefits. I further suggest that the 
reference to ‘surveyors’ is changed to 
‘professionals’ in the last sentence. 
 
With these modifications, I find Policy EN2 
compliant. 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
What are the 
community benefits? 
Give examples of this 
to clarify the 
reference to 
overriding 
community benefits. 
 
Address all 
comments made 
within EN2 

 

This has been 

done. 

 
Under Policy EN2 wording has been added: 
 
In reference to criterion a, in deciding on what might constitute 
‘overriding community benefits’, consideration should be given to:  
 

• The delivery of schemes comprising the provision of new 
affordable housing.  

• A new primary school or extension;  

• Marina;  

• The enhancement of designated Local Green Spaces;  

• Residential care home;  

• Start-up business;  

• The provision of items listed in Community Action 4: 
Community Infrastructure Levy  

 
Also surveyors has been changed to professionals in the last sentence of 
the supporting text for EN2 

 
14 

 
Section 5.5- Housing of the NP 
 
5.3.14 of the report states- I note that the 
calculation of housing need by the Borough 

 
QB/LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Footnote 2 now 4 has 
stayed within the 
text. New wording 
has been proposed 

 
The   There has been an increasing housing need in the parish, partly 

because of an increasing population and partly because of changes to 

households with more people living on their own. Over and above 

existing allocations and permissions, the borough council initially advised 
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Council has changed during the NDP 
preparation and the suggested need for the 
combined settlements of and Outwell and 
Upwell (as Key Rural Service Centres) has 
reduced. 
 
 Footnote 2 is therefore helpful, but the text 
within the first paragraph of Section 5.5 is 
confusing as written. 
 
This should be redrafted to reflect updated 
circumstances. 
 

and added. Including 
new tables from the 
evidence base and 
also to support text 
for extra clarification.  

that 67 additional dwellings would be needed in the Key Rural Service 

Centre of Upwell/ Outwell up to 2036. As Outwell is accommodating 

more than 50% of the need up to 2026, and to set out a positive 

approach, the Upwell Parish Neighbourhood Plan decided to allocate for 

more than 50% of those 67 additional dwellings6. The Neighbourhood 

Plan will therefore plan to deliver at least 47 new dwellings; the borough 

council has been supportive of this approach. 

        Policy A1 in this neighbourhood plan- reflects the same site 

allocation as G104.3, however, the allocation size has extended in the 

neighbourhood plan to cater for at least 20 dwellings instead of at least 

5 dwellings which is present in the adopted SADMP 2016.Policy A2, A3, 

A4 and A5 in this neighbourhood plan are allocations made which add up 

to 27 new dwellings. Therefore, the total net new dwellings in the 

Neighbourhood Plan is 47. 

New table added 
 
The table above shows the numbers for the allocations made in this 
Neighbourhood Plan and also the local plan for King’s Lynn and West 
Norfolk. The table shows that the Neighbourhood Plan has made five 
allocations (A1 to A5) adding up to at least 47 dwellings.  
 
It also shows the allocations which are present in the Local Plan and 
adopted Sites Allocations and Development Management Policies 
(SADMP, 2016) which are being taken forward in the new Local Plan 
Review. The table shows that in the adopted Local Plan four allocations 
(G104.1 to G104.4) are made for Upwell adding up to at least 30 
dwellings. 
 
New figure 6 and figure 7 of LPA and NP allocations 
 

 
6 Shortly before submission of the plan, the borough council gave notice that its housing need was less than originally thought and that the local plan and its allocations 
could meet the housing need to 2036. Although this suggested that neighbourhood plans would therefore have a housing need of 0 and would not need to make site 
allocations, any site allocations as part of a neighbourhood plan would still be encouraged and would not be seen as inconsistent with the local plan.   
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15 

 
Under Section 5.3.17 of the report- The 
reference to affordable housing provision is 
potentially misleading. Para 63 of the NPPF 
states that ‘Provision of affordable housing 
should not be sought for residential 
developments that are not major 
developments, other than in designated rural 
areas (where policies may set out a lower 
threshold of 5 units or fewer). (This would be 
paragraph 5 of the NP) 
 
 To avoid confusion; 
 
- the NDP text should explain that 10 
dwelling or above constitute a major 
development 
 
- the use of ‘cannot’ be replaced with ‘should 
not’ 
 
- the reference to the Local Plan Policy CS09 
and 0.165 should be accurately rewritten to 
avoid ambiguity as ‘The thresholds over 
which affordable housing provision will be 
sought in rural areas are for sites of 0.165 of 
ha or 5 or more dwellings.’ 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Make suggested 
amendments. 
 

 
Amendments have been made:  
 
In para 4 under the new table in 5.5 wording has been added:  
 
Nationally, affordable housing cannot be sought for developments of 
fewer than 10 dwellings, with a few exceptions, one of these being in 
designated rural areas. West Norfolk is a designated rural area and so 
Upwell Parish is too. Therefore, policies can set a lower threshold, 
whereby contributions should not be sought on developments of 5 or 
fewer dwellings but can be sought on development of 6 to 9 dwellings. 
The thresholds over which affordable housing provision will be sought in 
rural areas are for sites of 0.165 of ha, or 5 or more dwellings. 

 
16 

 
Policy H1: Scale and Location 
 
Section 5.3.18 of the report- I understand 
form the supporting documents before me 
that this policy refers to additional housing 
allocations over and above extant allocations 
confirmed in adopted SADMP. However, I do 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Clarification: Write 
the policy in the 
knowledge that the 
allocations have 
already been made. 
Tense needs to be 
changed, as 

 
Amendments to the policy H1 have been made.  
 

Amendment to policy in reference to amending text to present tense, 

changing 2038 to 2036  

 



 

10 | P a g e  

  

not consider this is clear in the text of the 
policy or supporting paragraphs. 
Furthermore; 
 
- The tense of this policy is confusing and 
should be amended to be in the present as 
opposed to the future. 

- The reference to 2038 should be amended 
to accord with the emerging Local Plan, as 
noted previously. 
 
-The reference to ‘allocations’ is confusing. 
Allocations are being presented within the 
NDP and it is assumed that residential 
development will emerge on these sites. In 
places, however, the words ‘allocation’ and 
‘development’ may have been transposed. 

- The phrase ‘estate type’ development is 
vague and need explaining. 

- Given the progress of the NDP, the word 
‘potential’ should be omitted from the third 
sentence of the supporting text following the 
policy. 
 
Further to the above modifications, Policy H1 
is compliant 
 

suggested by the 
examiner. 
 
Consider and change 
all points suggested. 
 
Amended tense has 
been done. 
 
Reference to 2038 
has been changed 
 
The added definition 
of estate type has 
been added to the 
supporting text 
 
LPA deleted the word 
‘potential’ 
 

As part of this Neighbourhood Plan, sufficient land is allocated to meet 

the housing requirement of at least 47 additional dwellings over the 

plan period to 2036. Consideration is given to additional allocations 

during the plan period if any of the adopted allocations do not come 

forward as expected or there is a significant change in the housing 

requirement. For this reason, the plan is subject to reviews. 

 

Allocations are made against the policies of this plan, and in particular 

the aim will be to ensure that developments are, where possible, be 

made using the following preferences:  

a. Previously developed land; or  

b. Land not in agricultural use.  

  

Windfall sites within the settlement boundaries are acceptable if they 

are consistent with the development plan taken as a whole. Where this 

is infill frontage development within an otherwise continuously built-up 

frontage, this must broadly be in keeping with neighbouring existing 

development.  

  

Any single allocated site must provide for only a modest scale 

development of up to 25 units. Any single infill site must provide for only 

a small scale of development of up to 5 units. There is a presumption 

against larger developments, especially estate type development.  

  

Permission for development outside of allocations and the settlement 

boundaries are only granted if:  

a. A specific policy in the Neighbourhood Plan or Local Plan allows 
for the proposed development outside of the settlement 
boundaries; or  

b. The proposal otherwise demonstrates overriding community 

benefits.  
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clarification to the wording in Policy H1 ‘estate-type 

development’ is defined in this Neighbourhood Plan as: “an area 

containing a large number of houses, built close together at the 

same time to a standard scale and design, tending towards being 

uniform in appearance”.  

 
Wording was changed and ‘potential’ was removed from para 2 under 
policy H1 
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Policy H2: Housing Mix (Under Section 
5.3.19- 5.3.24) 
 
5.3.19 Policy H2: Housing Mix refers in the 
first section to a provision of 20% of sites 
comprising over 5 units to be suitable for 
particular occupiers and to have at least 20% 
of units of ‘2 bedrooms or fewer’. It is unclear 
from the evidence base presented how these 
figures have been confirmed. 
 It would be important to include cross 
reference to the evidence base for these 
prescriptive figures, within the supporting 
text. 
 
5.3.20 In the section addressing affordable 
housing provision lying beyond a settlement 
boundary, reference is made in (b) to schemes 
in excess of 10 units being supported if within 
50m of the boundary. I fully appreciate the 
need for occupiers to be within an 
appropriate distance from sustainable 
transport services but, again, I am unable to 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 

Clarify and justify 

the evidence 

base that is 

needed and has 

been set out by 

the examiner in 

this section for 

Policy H2, as 

highlighted in red 

text take careful 

consideration of 

these points. 

 

 

 

 LPA added 

wording/tables 

which were sent 

over by the QB to 

the evidence 

base and added 

changes to the 

 

A lot of amendments took place in this section for further clarification 

with the evidence base and tables. 

 

5.3.19- Added supporting text and tables provide evidence for reference 

to the 20% figure underneath Policy H2 

 

5.3.20- There has been changes to Policy H2 clause b to reflect 

comments made by examiner-  

 

Proposals comprising affordable housing development that are outside 

the settlement boundaries may be permitted where: 

Clause b- For schemes of 10 or more dwellings the site is adjacent to the 

settlement boundary, or for schemes of fewer than 10 dwellings the site 

adjoins an existing group of dwellings;  

 

5.3.21 – Amendment: 

In reference to clause e of H2, local need is defined by the sequential 

approach used by the borough council. Affordable cost refers to the rent 

or sale being below the market rate. Housing charity Shelter defines 
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find the justification for this specific distance 
in the evidence base. 
 
5.3.21 Similarly while the intent of (e) is 
understood, it is important to have 
clarification of what constitutes ‘local need’ 
and ‘affordable cost’. This clarification should 
be within the supporting text. 
 
5.3.22 The final element of Policy H2 refers to 
treatment of separate proposals on 
contiguous sites. There is no clarification in 
the policy or supporting text as to whether 
this applies regardless of schemes being 
pursued at the same time or over a period a 
time. To avoid ambiguity this needs to be 
clarified. 
 
5.3.23 The supporting text should include 
reference to the evidence base where 
necessary, as noted above. It should also 
include the addition of ‘or other similar 
incentives’ following ‘the national Right To 
Buy scheme’. 
 
Further to modifications to address the 
above, I find Policy H2 compliant. 

supporting text 

with a reference 

to the evidence 

base. 

 

 

affordable housing as costing no more than 35% of net household 

income after tax and benefits. 

 

5.3.22 Amendment: As stated in the last part of Policy H2, the treatment 

of separate proposals on contiguous sites, certainly covers schemes 

being pursued at the same time. It should also cover schemes separated 

by time. 

 

5.3.23- reference to the evidence base has been added to the supporting 

text with tables also. 
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Section 5.3.24 of the report- Policy H3: 
Design 
 
Design is understandable and the reference to 
50% of plot coverage to include outbuildings 
provides some clarity – but only if sites are 
developed comprehensively. If ancillary 
buildings are added at later date, there could 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
 

Done 

 
Planning Policy H3: Design  

 

All development will be designed to a high quality, reinforcing and 

complementing local distinctiveness and character, as captured at 

Appendix A (and any conservation area character statement where 

relevant).  Design which fails to have regard to local context and does 

not preserve, complement or enhance the character and quality of its 
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be confusion as these could be pursued under 
extant Permitted Development regulations. 
This would conflict with the policy as written. 
If the reference to a specific plot coverage is 
to remain, and the ability to apply PD rights is 
to be removed, then an Article 4 Directive 
would need to be agreed with and applied by 
the LPA. 
 
5.3.25 While this is an option, it would be 
clearer to combine (a) and (b) and advise that 
‘New residential development plots should not 
be over-developed and should ensure that the 
building footprint, including any outbuildings, 
provides for sufficient amenity space’ 
 
Further to modifications to address the 
above, I find Policy H3 compliant. 

immediate area and the wider parish will not be acceptable. Proposals 

should therefore be of an appropriate density, height, variety, scale and 

layout. This is not intended to discourage innovation, which will be 

welcomed.   

  

Development along Welle Creek must be sympathetic in scale and 

design to the existing river frontage and its eclectic style and feeling of 

openness, avoiding design homogeneity, and must make a positive 

contribution to the public realm.  

 

New residential development plots should not be over-developed and 

should ensure that the building footprint, including any outbuildings, 

provides for sufficient amenity space 

 

 
19 

 
Policy H4 Move text to supporting section- 
 
5.3.29 of the report- I suggest that the text 
following the table of bedrooms / min parking 
spaces is removed from the formal policy and 
is presented as supporting text and 
supplemented with clarification as to impact 
on the public highway and need to liaise with 
the Highway Authority. 
 
Further to these modifications I find Policy 
H4 compliant 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Done 

Wording moved: 

Additionally, to the requirements set out in Policy H4, in recognition that 

on-street parking could occur, streets should be designed to safely 

accommodate unallocated on-street parking. The level of provision 

should be such that indiscriminate parking and the obstruction of 

footways and carriageways is avoided and this should be determined on 

a site by site basis. Flexibility can be considered in the interests of good 

design such that proposals will provide for sufficient off-road car parking 

unless by doing so it would fail to preserve, complement or enhance the 

character of the immediate area.  

 

 
20 

 
Physical Infrastructure 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Address the points 
set out by the 

 

Amendment to the policy: 
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Under section 5.3.32 of the report- P2 to 
move text to supporting section and clarify 
position with Education Department 
 
Policy P2: Primary School reflects comments 
through the consultations process, but I have 
not been presented with evidence of 
dialogue with and support from the County 
Education Authority. 
 
For this policy to be deliverable, it would be 
important to refer to this in supporting text. 
 
Furthermore, the reference to pre-school 
provision in the last paragraph is operational 
and also should be expressed in supporting 
text. 
 
With these modifications, Policy P2 is 
compliant. 
 

examiner for Policy 
P2. 
 
Reference to the pre-
school can be 
removed.  This is now 
up and running. 
 

Planning Policy P2: Primary school  

 

The Neighbourhood Plan would support a proposal for a new primary 

school that:  

a) Provides for the required and forecast capacity;  

b) Is on the existing site or a site that is just as accessible by 
sustainable transport modes, if not more so, as the existing site;  

c) Provides for the management of car parking and drop-off, 

consistent with a travel plan, that minimises the impact on the 

highway such as traffic flow and safety; and  

d) Includes plans for the reuse and preservation of the existing 

older school buildings as an important, albeit undesignated, 

heritage asset.  

  

The Neighbourhood Plan would also support proposals for pre-school 

provision. 

 

Amendment to supporting text The County Education Authority have 

viewed the Plan and not raised objection to Policy P2. The education 

department advised that they are aware of the limitations of the existing 

building and while funding is currently not available for new or expanded 

schools without significant housing growth it is not possible to predict 

what will happen over the life of the plan.   
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Section 5.3.33-34 of the report- Policy P3 
 
To avoid the reference to ‘developments’ 
being a catch-all, it should also be expressed 
in terms of ‘proposals that generate 
pedestrian footfall’. 
 

 
LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Use revised wordings 
within this section for 
Policy P3 
 

Done 

 
Planning Policy P3: Walking 

  

In order to promote safe and convenient walking within the Parish, new 

proposals that generate pedestrian footfall developments in or adjacent 

to the settlement boundaries will be expected to improve and extend 

footpaths and footways, where existing provision is not acceptable. 

Footways must be sufficiently wide so as to provide safe, convenient and 

equitable access.   
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Subject to this minor modification, Policy P3 
is compliant. 

 

 
22 

 
Additional clarification as to Allocation Sites 
in supporting text (A1,A3,A4,A5) 
 
5.3.38- Section 6 provides details of sites that 
have been assessed through the NDP process 
and considered appropriate to identify for 
new housing development. It is understood 
form other documents before me that these 
allocations are in addition to land already 
identified within the SADMP. 
 
However, the reference used is to the ‘2016 
local plan’ which is misleading. Furthermore, I 
consider these sites should be presented in 
the NDP immediately following the 
supporting text for Policy H1. This would be 
the more logical position for any reader or 
decision maker. 
 

 
LPA 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
LPA will make the 
changes suggested. 
 
 
 

 
Added reference and have moved allocations under H1. 

 
A call for sites was carried out and a number of sites put forward by local 
landowners or developers. These were assessed against a standard set of 
criteria, such as flood risk, highway access etc as well as against the 
policies in this Neighbourhood Plan. The sites in this section are those 
that were assessed as being the most consistent with the policies, most 
deliverable and having the fewest constraints, as well as having the most 
public support in the earlier consultation. It is therefore considered that 
the sites are developable, consistent with the NPPF, as they are in a 
suitable location for housing development with a reasonable prospect 
that they will be available and could be viably developed. For the 
avoidance of doubt, the allocations within this neighbourhood plan are 
intended to be in addition to any site allocations adopted in the Site 
Allocations and Development Management Policies Plan in 2016; which 
is part of the current adopted local plan for King’s Lynn and West Norfolk 
(see the table on page 25). 
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Policy A1- Low Side 
 
(c) the reference to 30% of new dwelling to 
be affordable subject to evidence, and 10% 
to be available for affordable home 
ownership appears to be arbitrary. I note 
that the justification is that smaller allocated 
sites may not contribute sufficient affordable 
accommodation. 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Address all the points 
proposed by the 
examiner for Policy 
A1. 
 
 
 
  
 

 

Below text was added text for clarification under clause (c) 
 
 The allocations (A1 to A5) in total make up 47 dwellings. Ideally, 47 
dwellings should result in 9 affordable homes (20%). However, three of 
these allocations (A2, A4 and A5) make a total of 12 dwellings and are 
minor developments (5 dwellings or under) that will deliver no 
affordable houses.  This leaves one allocation (A3) delivering 15 
dwellings (so 3 affordable dwellings), and Low Side (A1) delivering 20 
dwellings (so 4 affordables). This makes 7 affordables rather than 9.  
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However, to be transparent and avoid 
confusion with other policies, relevant cross 
reference to the evidence base would help. 
 
(e) clarification of what constitutes 
‘sufficient stand-off distances’ would be 
important to include in the supporting text. 
i) refers to matters already covered in the 
Local Plan and hence is superfluous and can 
be omitted. 
 
Only with the modification suggested, 
Policies A1 through to A5 are compliant. 
 

To bring it up to the 9 (20% of the 47 dwellings allocated), the 
Neighbourhood Plan has simply increased the proportion of affordable 
housing, under criterion c within Policy A1: Low Side, to 30%; which 
would then deliver 6 affordables, and so 9 in total. The landowner (the 
Parish Council) supports this policy. Also within criterion c of Policy: A1 
Low Side there is the reference that “at least 10% of the new homes are 
available for affordable home ownership”. The 10% of homes to be for 
affordable home ownership is simply a reflection of this need set out in 
paragraph 64 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
This will ensure that the Borough Council meets its affordable housing 
need of 20% of dwellings outside the sub-regional centre, and so the 
30% makes the Neighbourhood Plan in general conformity with that 
strategic policy in the Local Plan. 
 
Clarification to (e)- This really is a matter of planning judgement, so 
brief explanation has been made in the supporting text.  
 
“What constitutes ‘sufficient standoff distances’, is really a matter of 
planning judgement, so a set definition is not given here. It will be a 
matter dependent on the planning application coming forward, and such 
things as the boundary layout it will not be the same in all 
circumstances.” 
 
Previous (i) was deleted - Provide on-site open spaces/ greens as the 
focus for each new community of a scale consistent with relevant policy 
in the local plan;  
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Policy A3 – St Peter’s Road 
 
(b) similar to comment for Policy A1 in that 
there needs to be justification for the 10% 
figure proposed. 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Address the needed 
changes for this 
policy. 
 
 

Justification added to supporting text: 

        As stated in criterion b of policy A3, the 10% of homes to be for 

affordable home ownership is simply a reflection of this need set out in 

para 64 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
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Only with the modification suggested, 
Policies A1 through to A5 are compliant. 
 

 
25 

 
Policy A4 – Pinfold Road 
  
(c) and (d) refer to works to the highway 
where there will need to be involvement by 
the Highway Authority. This should be 
explicit. 
 
(g) the reference to ‘modest sized’ is 
subjective and the intent of this point could 
be achieved with its omission. 
 
Only with the modification suggested, 
Policies A1 through to A5 are compliant. 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Address points and 
reference needed. 
 
 
 
 

Policy A4 – Pinfold Road   

  

The site has an area of 0.185 hectares.  

  

The development of the site will need to:  

a) Provide approximately 4 dwellings;  

b) Provide further evidence on foul and surface water flood risk 

and its management;  

c) In consultation with the Highways Authority widen the highway 

along the frontage sufficient to enable two vehicles to pass;  

d) Provide access to the highway onto Pinfold Road;  

e) Provide suitable boundary landscaping to soften the impact 
when viewed from the open countryside beyond;  

f) Be of a design that is sympathetic with the conservation area 
and the immediate area on Pinfold Road; and  

g) Provide housing of a scale and massing that is in keeping with 

the housing in the immediate area. 

 

 
26 

 
Policy A5 -Adjacent to Three Holes Village 
Hall 
 
(b) to avoid confusion, this should simply 
refer to vehicular access to properties within 
the site preferably being to and from Squires 
Drove. 
 
However, the supporting text explains that 
this would involve third party land. This 
could be potentially ultra vires if appropriate 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Clarification is 
needed and address 
all points presented 
within this section 
 
 
 

 
Policy A5 – Adjacent to Three Holes Village Hall  

  

The site area is 0.88 hectares.  

  

The development of the site will need to:  

a) Provide approximately 5 dwellings. This should be along the 

front of the site;  

b) Vehicular access to properties within the site preferably being to 

and from Squires Drove;  



 

18 | P a g e  

  

agreement is withheld. I have not noted any 
specific comment from the Charity involved 
and hence this allocation for new 
development might not be deliverable. 
Clarification should be given as to whether 
the Charity are supportive of the allocation. 
If this cannot be obtained, then the ability to 
access the site directly onto the A1101 
should not be restricted. 
 
Only with the modification suggested, 
Policies A1 through to A5 are compliant. 
 

c) Provide car parking for the village hall for at least 10 vehicles on 
the northern part of the site. This can be part of the open space 
requirement;  

d) Provide suitable boundary landscaping to soften the impact 
when viewed from the open countryside beyond whilst ensuring 
some views into the countryside/ fenland from Main Road are 
retained; and  

e) Provide further evidence on flood risk given the potential fluvial 
flood risk on adjacent land, as well as provide evidence on foul 
and any surface water flood risk and its management. 
 

Safe highway access is key, and this should be possible via Squire’s 

Drove, although this will require third-party land (the Three Holes Village 

Hall and Playing Field charity). Subject to full formal consultation with its 

beneficiaries, Three Holes Village Hall and Playing Field Committee has 

expressed its willingness to give access over the charity's land. 
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Local Green Spaces (LGS) Section 5.3.40-
5.3.41 
 

• LGS2 and LGS4 clarification of 
evidence 

• LGS5 clarification of terminology 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Broad point made to 
take on board with 
comments below 
making sure 
clarification and 
evidence has been 
provided with the 
below Local Green 
Spaces (LGS) 
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LGS2 –Lakesend Playing Field; 
 
although this is an extensive area, the site 
appears to have been in use for recreational 
use for some time. 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 

Address and confirm 

points set out by the 

examiner 

  

 

 

Map has been amended 

 

This is the only recreational space in Lakesend and is adjacent 

to the village hall. It is highly valued locally for its recreational 

opportunities. There has been consent for over 30 years from 



 

19 | P a g e  

  

However, the allocation should only 
comprise the open space, and not the 
physical building. 
 
The hall should be omitted from the 
designation. 
 
 Furthermore, there is no clarification of 
ownership or agreement to a formal 
allocation. 
 
 It would be helpful to have clarification on 
this matter in advance of this site being 
confirmed as LGS to ensure that continued 
access can be achieved. 
 

 the Estate that manages this land for the villagers to use the 

field for recreation. As long as there is no cost to the Estate the 

village is free to use it as it sees fit. 

 

 
29 

 
LGS4 – Methodist Church Gardens; 
 
appears to be an appropriate allocation. 
 
 However, I have not noted any comment 
from the Methodist Church who it is 
assumed, own the land. 
 
 It would be important to have clarification 
that there is support from the church/owner 
in advance of this site being confirmed as 
LGS to ensure that continued access can be 
achieved. 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Confirm that the 
landowner has 
agreed for this LGS to 
be allocated. 
 
Done 
 
 
 

 
LGS4 has been removed from the neighbourhood plan due to 
clarification and correspondence has confirmed objection to this site 
being taken forward as an LGS within the neighbourhood plan.  
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LGS5 - Small Lode; 
 
this is a long extent of land adjacent the 
highway and described as a ‘soft road’. 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 
Address and clarify 
the terminology 
stated within LGS5 
 

 
This was the course of the original lode and is now a Norfolk County 

Council soft road and open space with mature horse chestnut trees. The 
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This is not common terminology but implies 
potential statutory designation. 
 
This should be clarified before formal 
designation as LGS. 
 
I find that the designation of LGS1, LGS3, 
LGS6 and LGS7 are compliant and should be 
designated as Local Green Spaces. However, 
further clarification needs to be given to 
LGS2, LGS4 and LGS5 prior to designation. 
 

 reference to “soft road” is a Norfolk County Council Highways 

description. It refers to a roadway with a grass surface.  

 

 
31 

 

• Additional comment on monitoring 
 
Under Section 6.1 of the report- Other than a 
very broad reference, no specific indications is 
given within the NDP as to monitoring or the 
future review of the Plan. 
 
This should be added and preferably relate to 
a review in 5 years, with an annual monitoring 
exercise to be undertaken by the Parish 
Council 
 

 
QB 

 
Yes, for all 
set out 
below 

 

 

 

 

       Add additional comment to this section- done added in section 1 

In A In April 2015 Upwell Parish Council decided to take advantage of this 

new right and to produce a Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish of Upwell. 

The neighbourhood area was formally designated by the Borough Council 

of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk on 2nd December 2015. The timeframe 

chosen for the plan was 2015 to 2036. Although this goes beyond the 

plan period of the borough council’s local plan, which is 2036, it is unlikely 

that this will lead to any significant issues in itself. Of course, the policy 

context might change, whether a future revision to national planning 

policy or changes to the Borough Council’s strategic policies. Monitoring 

the Neighbourhood Plan is an important role which the Parish Council will 

undertake because changes may take place in planning legislation, 

national policy or Local Plan policy which may have implications for the 

policies in the Neighbourhood Plan. Annual monitoring exercises and 

typically a 5-year review will be undertaken. 
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Decision   

  

4.1 The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 requires   the  local  planning 

authority to outline what action to take in response to the recommendations that the 

examiner made in the report under paragraph 10 of Schedule 4A to the 1990 act (as applied 

by Section 38A of the 2004 Act) in relation to a neighbourhood development plan.  

  

4.2 King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council have carefully considered each of the 

recommendations made in the examiner's report and the reasons for them and have 

decided to accept the modifications to the draft plan.   

  

4.3 Following the modifications made, the Upwell Neighbourhood Development Plan will 

meet the basic conditions:  

  

• Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 

Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the plan;  

• The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of 

sustainable development;  

• The making of the neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the strategic 

policies contained in the King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Local Plan - Core Strategy  

(2011) and Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Plan (2016);  

• The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach and is otherwise 

compatible with EU obligations; and;  

• The making of the neighbourhood plan is not likely to have a significant effect on a 

European site either alone or in combination with other plans and projects.  

  

4.4 It is recommended that the Upwell Neighbourhood Plan progresses to referendum. 

Consideration has been given as to whether the area should be extended beyond that of 

the neighbourhood area. The Borough Council concurs with Examiner's conclusion that 

nothing has been suggested which would require an extension of the area beyond that 

originally designated (02/12/2015).  

  

Decision made by:       

Geoff Hall  

 Executive Director Environment and Planning    

              14/10/20 

  

  

 


