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ix. How was the settlement hierarchy identified, including the categorisation of Towns and the selection of Service Villages and is there a need to define it more clearly?
Part of Strategy that is Unsound : Policy SS1
Which Test of Soundness does it fail and how: 

Test 4 “It is a spatial plan which is consistent with national planning policy”

Test 7 “The strategies / policies / allocations represent the most appropriate in all the circumstances, having considered the alternatives, and they are founded on a robust and credible evidence base”
Policy SS1 fails the above tests of soundness as it does not include Sculthorpe as a settlement that could accommodate some housing growth. 
The settlement hierarchy concentrates on the sustainability of each settlement and considers each settlement in isolation rather then considering the proximity of a settlement to a higher level settlement.

This creates a situation where sustainable settlements, located for example within walking or cycling distance of a higher level settlement, are excluded for accommodating any housing growth.

Therefore, while the notion of a settlement hierarchy is suitable for the definition of settlements, a second assessment has to be undertaken, to critically assess the proximity of the settlement to higher ranking settlements.

The settlement hierarchy identifies seven Towns in the District and these, as well as Hoverton and the 16 Service Villages, are identified as “Selected Settlements” where the majority of new housing will be developed. 

The service village methodology is outlined in Appendix I of the Sustainability Appraisal. The methodology outlines several stages for the selection of ‘Service Villages’.  The final stage in the assessment was consideration of the level of facilities contained within each settlement.  This assessment was carried out in March 2006 and considered whether the settlements had:

· A post office facility;

· Convenience shopping;

· One or more types of shop;

· A doctor’s surgery or medical practice;

· A public house and / or restaurant;

· A garage and / or petrol – filling station; and

· Other known employment – generating businesses.

The assessment considered that any settlement that contained four or more of these facilities should be identified as a ‘Service Village’. 

Sculthorpe was identified as a village that only meets two of the identified criteria (pub / restaurant and other known business) but no consideration was given to the proximity of Sculthorpe to Fakenham and the level of services that are accessible using sustainable methods of movement.
Planning Policy Guidance Note 13: Transport (PPG13) states that “walking is the most important mode of travel at local level and offers the greatest potential to replace short car trips, particularly under 2 kilometres”. Furthermore, the PPG states that “cycling also has potential to substitute for short car trips, particularly those under 5km”.
While Sculthorpe does not have an identified centre, the edge of the village is located 2km from the centre of Fakenham with direct connection along a convenient route for walkers and cyclists.  It is therefore located within a distance that allows the maximisation of use of sustainable travel methods.  A review of all other proposed Service Villages shows that none are located within a sustainable distance from a Town.  Therefore, due to its sustainable linkage with Fakenham, Sculthorpe is uniquely positioned to accommodate housing development.
Changes sought:  Policy SS1 “a small amount of new development will be focused on a number of designated Service Villages and Costal Service Villages to support rural sustainability.

The Service Villages are:

· Aldborough
· Briston & Melton Constable

· Catfield

· Corpusty & Saxthorpe

· Horning

· Little Snoring

· Little Walshingham

· Ludman

· Roughton

· Sculthorpe
· Southrepps”

