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Background

The Church Commissioners for England own an extensive rural estate at Horning in North Norfolk. This includes agricultural land immediately surrounding the village. The Commissioners also own land adjacent to the village of Ludham.

The Commissioners have participated in the formulation of the Local Development Framework Core Strategy and, in respect of this Examination, have responded to the Core Strategy Submission document as follows:

· Policy SS1 – is supported particularly the designation of service villages including Horning and Ludham.;

· Paragraph 2.5.3 (relates to SS3) – comments have been raised in respect of the nature of windfall development that may be permissible in different categories of settlement;

· Policy SS3 – an objection has been raised to the specific figure of a maximum 26 dwellings provided for in the Service Villages;

· Paragraph 3.2.10 – comment requesting clarification as to the definition of ‘village schemes’; and
· Policy HO2 – is supported with comments requesting clarification re affordable housing contributions.

The Commissioners wish to bring forward a mixed housing and affordable housing scheme on their land adjacent to the village of Horning. The Commissioners are committed to working with the District Council and a local RSL partner to deliver such housing.

Views of the Core Strategy
Policy SS1
It is considered that Policy SS1 is appropriate for a district of such a rural nature as North Norfolk. Service villages in particular have a key role to play in providing local services and facilities to their rural catchments. We agree with the identification of the service villages set out in Policy SS1. It is vital to maintain a network of these service villages in order that rural services are maintained and that residents are not forced to travel further afield for their everyday needs. Service villages also have a key role to play in accommodating further affordable housing so that sections of the rural population can continue to afford to live in areas where they work or have been raised. Policy SS1 therefore presents a balanced approach to future spatial development which takes account of national policy, the draft RSS and local circumstances.
Paragraph 2.5.3

Our comment here is that it is not clear what level of windfalls might be acceptable in different types of settlement (i.e. principal settlements, secondary settlements, service villages and other settlements). This appears to be an omission and one would assume that the level of windfalls through a specific development deemed acceptable would be quite different in Cromer compared to a service village for example. There is nothing in the Core strategy to control this and it is felt this should be addressed particularly in terms of the smaller more rural settlements. This could be added to SS3.

Policy SS3
This constitutes the Commissioners’ principal objection to the submitted Core Strategy. Our objection is to the restriction on numbers of dwellings (to 26) in the Service Villages. The basis of this objection is as follows:
· No justification for a figure of 26 dwellings (which is very precise) has been provided. What is the basis of this figure?

· 26 is deemed appropriate in 14 service villages but this figure rises to 50 in two particular settlements. This itself demonstrates that the characteristics of individual settlements needs to be taken into account;

· Is the precise level of new dwellings in a service village a matter appropriate for a Core Strategy or should this be defined in a Site Specific DPD?

· A fixed level of 26 dwellings takes no account of the needs of individual settlements including the local need for affordable housing; and

· The sustainability appraisal does include some consideration of individual settlements so a target range (subject to identification of appropriate sites) could be identified for individual settlements.

We would prefer to see a range for each Service Village indicated and, in the case of Horning, believe this should be of the order of 20-40 dwellings. For some Service Villages this might be quite a modest figure commensurate with their role, size and existing facilities (e.g. Ludham).
Policy HO2

The Church Commissioners support this policy and are quite prepared to bring forward housing land on this basis in Service Villages. We have questioned (see above) the defined site size of 26 dwellings but the principle of housing land in Service Villages accommodating 45% affordable housing is supported given the assessed need for rural affordable housing. The Commissioners are discussing the concept of a scheme at Horning with potential RSL partners.
In our opinion clarity is required on what is meant by the ‘necessary financial contribution’. This is because different local authorities approach this in different ways. If this is not clarified in the Core Strategy then an SPD may be the appropriate vehicle.
