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(ii) Is the approach to development in the countryside and non-selected settlements sound, are the tensions between development needs and conservation fairly balanced?
In general we support the aims of Spatial Strategy SS1 and the principal of guiding development to the main settlements, with a limited allowance for new housing in Service Villages.  However this approach does not allow new (residential or commercial) development in non-selected settlements where in certain circumstances new development would be appropriate and sustainable. This is with particularly reference to the redevelopment of the former airbase sites and other ‘Brown field’ sites in the District. The development of Brownfield sites should be given preference in the Core Strategy when considered for development, ahead of the development of  ‘Green-field’ sites.  This approach is not reflected in the current strategy. 

(iii) Should the smaller rural settlement be allowed some development to assist their longer term sustainability?
It is the case that given the size of the District of North Norfolk and the remoteness of many areas, the smaller villages play an important function in servicing the local community. In order to support the existing community, development should be allowed in non-selected settlements at a scale which is appropriate to the particular needs and characteristics of the local population.  This would then allow for limited development (or larger scale development in certain circumstances), to meet the housing needs of the surrounding rural community.  This would enable new housing to be constructed for either private ownership, or affordable housing within both shared ownership or rented sectors.  

Accordingly we consider that smaller rural settlements should be allowed development of a size and scale appropriate to the existing characteristics of the village but also to reflect the individual circumstances of available sites. This is with particular reference to the development of ‘brownfield sites’ (Previously Developed Land), the development of which is encouraged by National Guidance in PPS3.

This change would reflect the aims of, and be consistent with the ‘Vision for North Norfolk’ as set out in paragraph 2.1.5 – Core Strategy (Submission) DPD, which states:-
“ Development to support the rural communities will be permitted by allowing development such as affordable housing, recreation and tourism, community services, and facilities and other employment generating proposals..”
iv)Is the role of the Service Villages Clear and have the right settlements been Chosen
WE consider that Policy SS1 of the Strategy does not make clear the role of the Service Village, and only a limited reference is made in the supporting text to the role that such villages play in helping to sustain the rural community. Accordingly where appropriate the Strategy should be reworded to be more supportive of appropriate residential, leisure, commercial and other forms of development as required in Services Villages. 
Having regard to this identified and stated aim, we consider that the Core Strategy should be amended to allow for an appropriate level of development which reflects the important role the Services Villages can play in meeting the needs of the local rural population.

With regard to whether or not the right Settlements have been chosen, our Objection to the Core Strategy document was based on the fact that Sculthorpe Airbase had been removed from the list of Service Villages and that this not only fails to recognise the characteristics and existing facilities in the village, but is also inconsistent with other areas of the Core Strategy which seek to promote and provide support for rural communities. 
Based on these two points we consider it important that Sculthorpe (Airbase) village continues to be identified as a Service Village not least because it would reflect the actual level of local services which exist in the Village, but it is able to meet the criteria set out in the Sustainability Appraisal methodology (as explained in full in our full representations).  However more importantly the designation reflects the opportunity which is available for the redevelopment of the former adjacent Technical area of the Airbase (the subject of our objections to Policy EC4 – Redundant Defence Establishments) in helping to meet rural housing needs.
In this respect we submit that the omission of Sculthorpe Airbase from Policy SS1 is inconsistent with the Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal, and consider that it is also inconsistent with other areas of the Core Strategy which seek to promote and provide support for rural communities (paragraph 2.1.5 – Core Strategy (Submission) DPD.  For this reason we consider the Core Strategy should be amended to include Sculthorpe Airbase as a Service Village. 
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