Matters and Issues, and Inspector’s main questions
NB.  Specified locations (Days 3-8) - hearings will cover all land use allocations (housing, employment, retail and other)

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

WEEK 1 (20-22 July)
Day 1 General matters 1 

Day 2 General matters 2
Day 3 Cromer
WEEK 2 (27-29 July)
Day 4 Sheringham and Holt

Day 5 Fakenham and Wells

Day 6 North Walsham, Stalham, and Hoveton
WEEK 3 (3-5 August)
Day 7 Villages (west of Cromer)  
Day 8 Villages 2 (east of Cromer) 
Day 9 Single Policy Review, plus AOB (incl. miscell. “right to be heard”)
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Inspector’s Questions:
 A) Days 1 and 2:
i) Does either DPD fail any tests for legal compliance?

ii) Are the draft allocations in the Site Specific Proposals DPD, collectively, “consistent with” national policy, particularly in PPS 3 (Housing) and PPS 4 (Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth)?

iii) Do they “conform generally” with the regional spatial strategy (East of England Plan)?

iv) Will the proposed allocations deliver the stated objectives of the North Norfolk Core Strategy?
v) In the light of the Core Strategy, has the correct/appropriate amount of development been allocated within the DPD and in each settlement?
vi) Is it essential to make so many greenfield allocations, both at the towns and the villages, or are there preferable PDL alternatives, at least to the smaller sites?

vii) Is it necessary to allocate sites in/affecting the Norfolk Coast AONB?

viii) Do any of the allocations have unacceptable impacts on/implications for designated European, national or local wildlife sites?
B) Days 3-8, and 9
ix) Are the individual housing allocations available, suitable, and achievable (i.e. “deliverable”), in the terms of PPS 3, such as to deliver a 5 year land supply?
x) Is there a reasonable prospect of the remaining allocations being developed within 15 years?

xi) Are the other allocations (employment, retail and other) appropriate and deliverable, and consistent with PPS 4?  If not, why not, and does that make the DPD “unsound”?

xii) (With reference to Sustainability Appraisal) Are the allocations “sustainable”?

xiii) Are any of the allocations subject to any demonstrable and overriding infrastructure constraints (esp. water/sewerage/drainage; education; highways) which cannot be overcome by planning conditions and/or obligations?
xiv) Are any of the allocations unsuitable by reason of any environmental or residential amenity issues/objections? 

xv) Are there any other good reasons, including the availability and deliverability of clearly preferable alternative sites (which have themselves been subject to sustainability appraisal and public consultation), why the draft allocations might be considered “unsound”?

xvi) (Day 9) (Questions raised by single policy review (see separate Matters and Issues paper), and any other matters)
xvii) (All days) Is any “unsoundness” (in either of the DPDs) overcome by the Council’s schedules of Key Changes and Minor Modifications? 
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