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NNDC’s response to Inspector’s matters and issues
Key issues:

i. Is the role and function of Secondary settlements clear? Have the right settlements been chosen

i.1 The Council’s response in the Day 2 paper outlines the general role and function of the Principal and Secondary settlements.  The Secondary Settlements of Hoveton, Sheringham, Stalham and Wells-next-the-Sea have a similar role as the Principal Settlements in that they act as local centres for the surrounding area, but they are generally of a smaller scale than the Principal Settlements.  Also, as discussed in question (ix) in the Council’s Day 2 paper, while they have a good range of local services and facilities that serve the settlement, they have a more limited employment role and are all significant ‘exporters’ of workers.  They are therefore not considered suitable locations for major growth, but smaller scale growth to meet local needs, such as affordable housing or regeneration objectives, is appropriate.


See SA final report Table 5.1 [A2]
i.2 As with the selection of Principal Settlements, the Secondary Settlements were identified by an understanding of the role and function of each place, gathered through early consultation, evidence gathering and specific studies commissioned to inform LDF production.

i.3 This included the previous Whole Settlement Strategies prepared for the towns, LDF workshops in each of the towns, assessment of travel to work data from the 2001 Census, assessment of baseline information for the towns such as number of jobs, net annual housing need, range of services available, etc.  Further information on the specific issues facing each town is provided in the reasoned justifications to the Town Strategies in section 2 of the submission Core Strategy.

See response to question (ix) on Day 2 matters and issues


See Whole Settlement Strategies [F3- F9]

See Consultation Statement paragraphs 1.2.1 to 1.2.6 and Table 2.1


See Stage 1 SA Report Appendix K p69 [G13]


See SA final report Appendix G, page 69 [A2]

See SA final report p24 Table 5.1 [A2]

See reasoned justifications for each of the Town Strategies in the Core Strategy.


See Land Use Consultants Study [H8]

See Retail and Commercial Leisure Study [H5]
i.4 Some representors object to the division of towns into Principal and Secondary Settlements and particularly the designation of Sheringham and Stalham as Secondary Settlements.  
i.5 As noted in paragraph ii.3 in the Council’s Day 2 paper, PPS6 requires that local authorities define a network and a hierarchy of centres each performing their appropriate role to meet the needs of their catchments.  Therefore, the division of towns into Principal and Secondary Settlements is considered appropriate, and the evidence for the selection within this hierarchy is set out above.  The settlement hierarchy also provides the framework for subsequent strategic and development control policies such as SS3 Housing, SS5 Economy and EC5 Location of retail and commercial leisure development.
i.6 In relation to Sheringham, the evidence shows that the town generally only provides local services, and that residents travel to Cromer for higher order services.  Also, Sheringham is a significant exporter of workers, with large numbers of residents travelling to Cromer, Holt and Norwich for work.  Paragraphs 2.9.28 to 2.9.34 of the Core Strategy discuss the specific issues in Sheringham, and conclude that due to the character, scale and sensitive landscape setting of the town significant large scale growth should be avoided.

i.7 The Land Use Consultants study [H8] analysing travel to work data found that Stalham offers only limited opportunity to promote sustainable development due to the level of out-commuting.  High volumes of residents travel to Norwich, North Walsham and Great Yarmouth for work, the majority by car, and the average distance to work (18.4km) is further than the national average for a town of this size.  Stalham has a large supermarket which has altered shopping trips in the area, but has limited other services and facilities.  Paragraphs 2.9.35 to 2.9.38 of the Core Strategy discuss the particular issues facing Stalham and conclude that small scale housing growth and additional serviced employment land would be appropriate for the town.


ii. Has the role of transport links (road and rail) in connecting the area been sufficiently considered?
ii.1 North Norfolk is generally well served by roads and the main settlements are distributed around the district on the main road networks.  Analysis of the 2001 Census shows that 82% of households have access to at least one car or van.  This compares to 73% for England and Wales as a whole.  The road network is not a major constraint in terms of capacity or levels of congestion, although there are some local highway access problems (such as the restricted heights of the railway bridges in North Walsham).
ii.2 In terms of public transport, North Walsham, Cromer, Hoveton and Sheringham are connected by an hourly rail service to Norwich via The Bittern Line.  Various bus and coach companies serve North Norfolk’s towns and villages and provide links between them which enables a certain amount of choice about travel mode. 

ii.3 However, as discussed in question (x) of the Council’s Response to the Inspector’s matters and issues Day 2, while public transport was a consideration in determining the settlement hierarchy, it was not the over-riding factor, particularly because the 2001 Census shows very low levels of travel to work by public transport.  New development is unlikely to change this and would lead to additional out-commuting by car.
ii.4 There is unlikely to be extensive improvements in public transport provision in North Norfolk as the Local Transport Plan prioritises improvements in built up areas.  Paragraph 1.3.16 of the Core Strategy discusses the road and rail network in North Norfolk.


iii. Is the approach to development in the countryside and non-selected settlements sound and are the tensions between development needs and conservation fairly balanced?

iii.1 Core Strategy policy SS2 sets out the types of development permitted in the ‘Countryside’, such as community services and facilities, renewable energy, economic development, recreation and tourism and affordable housing, and this is consistent with national and regional guidance on appropriate levels of development in the countryside and small villages:
· Development in villages, other than key service centres, should seek to support the continued viability of agriculture and other economic activities such as tourism, the diversification of the economy, the provision of housing for local needs and the sustainability of local services.  (Policy SS4 of the further proposed changes to the East of England Plan)

· Limited development in or next to rural settlements that are not designated as local service centres should be allowed to meet local business and community needs and to maintain the vitality of these communities.  (PPS7, paragraph 4) 
· New development in the open countryside away from existing settlements should be strictly controlled. (PPS7, paragraph 1). 
· The quality and character of the countryside should be protected and special regard should be had to statutorily designated areas (PPS7, para 15).
iii.2 Development outside of Service Villages should therefore be strictly controlled and limited to that which meets local employment and housing needs and helps sustain the rural economy.

iii.3 Early LDF consultation also established the value that residents and visitors place on the quality of the natural environment and the undeveloped countryside.  
iii.4 Policies SS1 and SS2 are considered to strike the appropriate balance between protecting the character of the countryside and allowing development to meet local needs.



iv. Should the smaller rural settlements be allowed some development to assist their longer term sustainability?

iv.1 As discussed in question (iii) above, the Core Strategy allows for development in the smaller rural settlements under Core Strategy policy SS2, Countryside.  This permits community services and facilities, renewable energy, economic development, recreation and tourism and affordable housing, amongst others, in accordance with national and regional guidance.  Agricultural and other essential workers dwellings are also allowed as exceptions in the Countryside under policy H05.  In addition, new dwellings are also permitted through the reuse of rural buildings within 1km of a Principal or Secondary settlement and 500m of a Service Village (policy H09).  New build development is also permitted through policy EN12 that allows for the relocation of development affected by coastal erosion.
iv.2 It is considered that these allowances for development are consistent with national guidance that advises that some limited development in or next to rural settlements that are not designated as local service centres should be allowed to meet local business and community needs and to maintain the vitality of these communities, however that new house building in the countryside should be strictly controlled.
iv.3 Several objectors argue that additional house-building should be permitted in various small villages to support their long term vitality and sustainability.  However, it is not clear what establishes ‘long term sustainability’.  If it is measured in terms of local services, the Service Village methodology has already established that the non-selected settlements generally have very few, if any, local services.  They generally rely on larger centres for services and amenities.   There is no evidence that further house-building on the scale permitted by national guidance would result in the re-provision of ‘lost’ services or safeguard existing services.  Infill residential development has been allowed in small villages across Norfolk over recent years, but this has not prevented the closure of many local shops, pubs and other facilities that have tended to decline as car ownership has increased and as residents access services elsewhere.
iv.4 The Norfolk Rural Services Trends Report 2005 [E43] published by Norfolk Rural Community Council notes the trend for declining rural services.  In particular rural shops, pubs and post offices have closed due to competition from supermarkets and changing shopping patterns.  It is the larger villages such as Briston and Melton Constable, Hoveton, and Mundesley have tended to retain their services better than the smaller villages.  This trend has occurred across the region, if not the country as a whole, and the supporting text to East of England Plan policy SS4 states ‘The growth of villages has been unable to halt the closure of village services and commuting has increased dramatically….’
iv.5 It is also unlikely that small scale residential development in the small villages will meet local needs, as new market housing in villages has tended to be large detached dwellings, well beyond the means of local residents.  Development of individual dwellings will also not address issues of affordable housing supply or secure developer contributions towards the provision of infrastructure and other services.
iv.6 Concerns over village cramming and damage to village character arising from infill housing development were raised through early LDF consultation (see Consultation Statement, pages 21 and 86).  Whilst policies should ensure that all new development is appropriate to its surroundings, restricting development in the smaller villages is seen by many of those who responded as a way to ensure that they do not experience over-development.


v. Is the role and function of Service Villages clear? Have the right settlements been chosen?

v.1 The role of Service Villages is as local low order service centres.  As noted in Appendix I of the Sustainability Appraisal [A2], the Service Villages have been identified to:

· Provide for increased levels of affordable housing to meet the identified needs in the rural area;

· Protect and enhance their role as local employment centres by safeguarding sites which provide opportunities for local businesses to develop and expand; and

· Retain and reinforce their role in helping to meet the needs of local communities by preventing the loss of existing facilities and services and allowing for appropriate provision of additional facilities and services.

v.2 These aims are supported by various Core Strategy policies, such as:

· CT3, provision and retention of local facilities;

· SS3 which allows for allocations in the Service Villages; 
· H02 which requires 50% affordable housing in the Service Villages; and 
· H09 that allows reuse of buildings for dwellings if located within 500 metres of a Service Village.
v.3 Development is permitted in Service Villages through small allocations and continuing infill development. The housing allocations will enable affordable housing to be provided through cross-subsidy, and this can help meet rural affordable housing needs.   In general, the larger villages with access to a broader range of facilities are considered suitable for a greater number of dwellings than those with fewer facilities.  These are also more accessible and can act as service hubs for the smaller more isolated settlements, providing additional local services and bus routes to the towns.  This is reflected in Core Strategy policy SS3 that allows a larger number of dwellings to be allocated within Mundesley and Briston / Melton Constable.
v.4 Representations argue that some villages should not be identified as a Service Village, or that others should also be considered.  Specific points can be discussed at the hearing, but, in general, it is considered that the Service Village methodology provides a robust and consistent approach to the identification of those villages that provide at least a basic level of services and are therefore considered suitable for additional housing development, and that individual exceptions should not normally be permitted.  The approach is consistent with national and regional guidance, based in sound evidence of levels of village facilities and flexibility is provided by allowing natural infill development and flexibility on the size of any housing allocations.  As noted in the response to question (ix) on day 2, the selection criteria result in a fairly even distribution of Service Villages across North Norfolk, and virtually all of the district is within 5km of a selected settlement where at least a basic level of services can be found.   The table on page 29 of the Sustainability Appraisal report [A2] discusses the range of facilities and the character of each of the Service Villages.


See Council’s response to question (ix) in Day 2 paper


See paragraphs 5.10 and 5.11, the table on page 29 and Appendix I of the final SA 
report [A2]
v.5 The County Council have concerns about the number of Service Villages and suggest that Catfield, Corpusty, Little Snoring, Overstrand, Roughton, Saxthorpe, Southrepps and Weybourne should be removed as they do not have any primary health care provision.  However, as discussed in the Council’s response to question (ix) on Day 2, the list of facilities that the supporting text to policy SS4 in the Secretary of State’s further proposed changes to the East of England Plan suggest could be present in a ‘key service centre’ are not a minimum list of facilities that must be provided, but an indication of the type of facilities that could be present.  The methodology used is consistent with the policy and reflects the local circumstances.  Reducing the number of Service Villages would limit the Council’s ability to provide affordable housing in rural areas as there are only limited funds available for Rural Exceptions schemes, and the cross-subsidy derived from public housing allocations is needed to increase affordable housing provision.  
v.6 Several respondents argue that more villages should be selected as they believe that only with more housing can they maintain or improve the level of services they offer.  However, as discussed previously, there is no evidence that providing more housing can maintain existing levels of services in small villages, nor increase provision.  Rural services have been closing over recent years due to increase in car ownership and changing shopping habits amongst other reasons. (See response to question (iv) above).  
v.7 Some respondents also make the argument that restricting housing will drive up house prices. House prices in villages have been rising steadily, as elsewhere across the district, and are often beyond the reach of many local people.  The Annual Monitoring Report (Table 4.6, [G20]) shows that the current average value for all properties across North Norfolk is £202,557, compared to £186,607 last year.   The housing stock in North Norfolk is predominantly made up of detached houses, that tend to be more expensive than other house types (46% of all houses in North Norfolk are detached, see Figure 4.5 in the AMR [G20]). Allowing continued infill development of large houses in villages will not met local housing needs.  Also, new development only makes up about 1% of the housing stock per annum, and therefore does not significantly affect the value of the overall housing stock (the 2001 Census recorded 43,502 dwellings in North Norfolk, and annual rates of new build are around 300 to 400 dwellings).  New housing is also generally more expensive than existing properties, which again means it is unlikely to meet local housing need.
v.8 The arguments relating to particular villages will be discussed in detail at the hearing, however generally fall into the following categories:

Objecting to Service Village status:  
· Aldborough. Some respondents argue that Aldborough should not be a Service Village, and that presence of a journey to work service by public transport should have been used as the selection criteria rather than public transport provision meeting the County Council expected levels for a settlement of that size.  The method used is considered appropriate as residents are not necessarily employed in the nearest settlement or wherever the bus service goes, so therefore a journey to work service would not necessarily provide the intended benefit.  The methodology used ensures that the Service Villages do have at least a basic level of public transport provision, enabling a choice of transport modes.  
· Catfield.  Several local residents make representations that Catfield should not be a Service Village due to flood risk, drainage problems, poor access and lack of facilities.  Whilst these concerns are noted, it is not felt that they are reasons for non-selection.  The majority of Catfield and large parts of the surrounding area are not at flood risk.   Whilst the wider surrounding area is classed as Environment Agency flood zone 2 and 3, the size of the ‘zone 1’ area  (approximately 1,350 hectares) , the level of facilities within it and the good access routes to larger settlements mean that it should not be subject to restrictions placed on much smaller ‘dry islands’.  Catfield meets the level of services required for a Service Village and also has a large employment area within the village.


Objecting to the details of Service Village housing allocations:  
· Aldborough Parish Council comment that they are not opposed to new development, they just do not want development of more than 5 dwellings on any one site. This concern is noted, and can taken into account when determining allocations in the SSP document.  

· Blakeney Parish Council want more affordable housing in the village but do not wish to see additional market housing as they fear that these will become second homes / holiday homes.  Policy H02 requires that not less than 50% of dwellings on the allocated sites will be affordable.    If a higher percentage can be negotiated on particular sites then this will be welcomed.  In addition, affordable housing for local people can continue to be provided through the Rural Exceptions policy.

· Little Snoring.  While 46% of respondents chose the ‘no development’ option in a local survey, a further 54% chose one of the development sites shown in the SSP consultation or chose ‘other’.  Little Snoring meets the Service Village criteria, is well located on the A148 close to Fakenham and has good public transport connections.  The village school has recently been improved and extended
· Southrepps.  The Griffon Area Partnership suggest that Lower Southrepps should be included within the settlement boundary for Southrepps.  Whilst the school is in Lower Southrepps, the other facilities of the pub, convenience shop, post office and village hall are in the main village and it is considered inappropriate to extend the boundary to include Lower Southrepps as this would allow additional dwellings away from the main facilities. 

Want Service Village status / some additional housing:  
Individual respondents have argued that various villages should have Service Village status: Banningham, Trunch and Worstead (via Griffon Area Partnership), Great Ryburgh, Sculthorpe airbase, Sculthorpe, and Sutton.  Other individuals have argued for limited additional development in the following villages: Gimingham, Hindolveston, Northrepps.  These villages do not meet the methodology criteria due to a lack of services or public transport provision and are therefore considered unsuitable locations for further housing.

It must be noted that in some cases there is only one representation making the point for selection or de-selection, while many hundreds of people were consulted on the proposals and attended the LDF workshops that explained the proposals.  Details of individual villages can be discussed at the hearing.


vi. Is the role and function of Coastal Service Villages clear? Have the right settlements been chosen?

vi.1 As with the Service Villages, the role and function of Coastal Service Villages is to provide additional affordable housing and act as service and employment centres, particularly tourism, for the surrounding rural area.  In addition, they were identified to support coastal communities in the face of coastal erosion and flood risk.  Land may be identified in or adjacent to these settlements to provide for new development or relocation from areas at risk.  This is supported by Core Strategy policy EN12 that allows for the relocation of development that is threatened by coastal erosion.
vi.2 The Coastal Service Villages were selected using the same methodology, as detailed in the Council’s response to question (v) above and Appendix I of the SA report [A2].
vi.3 The Council is preparing a Coastal Management Plan that will look at the wider issues surrounding coastal change including the means by which communities can adapt to the changing coastline.  See paragraph 2.6.8 of the Core Strategy [A2]


vii. Other settlement specific queries

vii.1 To be discussed at the hearing


End 9/11/07
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