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1. 
Introductory Remarks 

1.1
This paper is prepared by North Norfolk District Council in response to the Matters and Issues identified by the Inspector and will provide the basis of the Councils position at the Hearing session.  
1.2
The Council considers that the Site Specific Proposals Draft Plan [A1.1] is sound as submitted, however, it has suggested a number of minor modifications to the submission document which can be considered by the Inspector. These changes are designed to improve the clarity and consistency of the plan and are listed in two schedules of possible changes. The Schedule of Minor Modifications [A1.4] includes minor editorial corrections, points of clarification, or are changes responding to points made by representors. The Council considers that none of these minor modifications, either individually or cumulatively, affect the overall thrust of the plan’s policies and therefore further consultation or sustainability appraisal is not required. A small number of minor modifications are requested for allocations in the villages.
1.3
In addition to the Schedule of Minor Modifications the Council has asked the Inspector to consider a Schedule of Key Changes [A1.3]. These changes are more substantial in nature and have therefore been subject to further consultation and sustainability appraisal. The Council considers that the Draft Plan is sound as submitted and that the suggested changes would go some way to addressing representations made about the Plan. There are no Key Changes requested in villages east of Cromer.


 2. 
Context for allocations in the Villages
2.1
The Core Strategy [G10] identifies 16 Service Villages across the district. These are listed in Core Strategy Policy SS1 and indicated on the Key Diagram. This paper responds to the Inspectors Matters and Issues for villages east of Cromer (Bacton, Catfield, Happisburgh, Horning, Ludham, Mundesley, Overstrand, and Southrepps). 
2.2
Core Strategy Policy SS3 indicates that allocations in the Service Villages will be for a maximum of 26 dwellings, except for at Briston / Melton Constable and Mundesley where allocations for up to 50 dwellings will be considered. This recognises their size and their role as a service centre for a larger area. The introductory text to each village’s section in the Draft Plan [A1.1] sets out the characteristics of that village within which the proposed allocations are made. Some of the villages have a large number of potential sites whilst in others the choice is limited by availability or suitability factors. There is little scope for further development or redevelopment in many village locations and consequently the selected sites invariably lie on the edges of settlements. In each location the Council has considered a range of options and has compared the merits of different sites. The sites identified are considered to be the best available taking account of a broad range of factors.



3. 
Response to Inspector’s specific questions
ix) Are the individual housing allocations available, suitable, and achievable (i.e. “deliverable”), in the terms of PPS3, such as to deliver a 5 year land supply?
x)  Is there a reasonable prospect of the remaining allocations being developed within 15 years?
3.1
PPS3 requires that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) identify sufficient specific deliverable sites to deliver housing in the first five years. LPAs also need to identify a further supply of specific, developable sites for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15. To be considered deliverable sites should be available, suitable and achieveable. To be considered developable sites should be in a suitable location for housing development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is available and could be developed at the point envisaged.
3.2
The Council considers that all allocations in the plan are available and suitable. In addition, as stated in the response paper to Days 1 and 2, sufficient allocations are also considered achievable in order to deliver a 5 year supply of land. The Housing Trajectory [F4ii] and the Strategic Housing Land Availability (SHLAA) [F.4i] indicate which sites the Council expects to deliver housing within the next 5 years. The attached table sets out when each of the allocations in the villages is expected to come forwards and also summarises the Councils assessment of Availability, Achievability and Suitability for each of the sites. The overall appraisal for the villages can be summarised as follows:
· Available: Landowners of all residential sites have indicated support for development and they are generally all immediately available. This is referenced in the Draft Plan under the Deliverability section of the supporting text and is evidenced by SHLAA return forms from 2009 and 2010.
· Suitable: Site suitability for development has been tested by a process of Sustainability Appraisal, Appropriate Assessment and stakeholder and public participation and the Council considers that the allocations represent the most suitable sites for allocation. There are no major constraints facing the sites and they are generally well related to village facilities. Further details are contained in the Draft Plan.  
· Achievable: a number of the village allocations are being promoted by agents and, while specific house builders are not necessarily known, there is an expectation that development on some of the sites could come forwards in the next 5 years. Further information / evidence is contained in the SHLAA and the attached table.



xi) Are the other allocations (employment, retail and other) appropriate and deliverable, and consistent with PPS4?  If not, why not, and does that make the DPD “unsound”?
3.3
There are no other allocations being proposed in the villages. A number of the sites include provision of public open space and this is expected to be delivered alongside the allocation.


xii) (With reference to Sustainability Appraisal) Are the allocations “sustainable”?
3.4
The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process looked at a range of sustainability issues covering environmental, social and economic factors. The criteria favour sites that have been previously developed, are well integrated, have minimal environmental impact and provide a safe and suitable location for new housing. Individual site results are contained in part 2 of the SA report [A1.6].


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?
3.5
The evidence indicates that allocations in the villages are not subject to any overriding infrastructure constraints that cannot be overcome:

3.6
Water / Sewage / Drainage:  Work associated with the Water Infrastructure Statement [A1.11] found that the levels of growth proposed in the villages can be accommodated within the existing volumetric consent at the relevant waste water treatment works (See paragraph 4.6 of the Water Infrastructure Statement for details).  
3.7
Education: The Education Authority has confirmed that pupils generated from the levels of housing proposed in the villages could be accommodated within existing school provision (see paragraph 14.0.24 of Draft Plan [A1.1]).
3.8
Highways: The Highway Authority has no objection to the allocations in the Service Villages east of Cromer (see results sheets in Sustainability Appraisal Report Part 2 [A1.6]).
3.9
The Constraints Section of the Draft Plan highlights specific constraints that were identified through the site investigation process and these can be addressed through the normal planning process.


xiv) Are any of the allocations unsuitable by reason of any environmental or residential amenity issues/objections? 
3.10
The Council is satisfied that development on all allocations can meet residential amenity standards for existing and future residents, and that any environmental considerations have been addressed through the policy criteria and / or will be addressed through the normal planning process. Several representations raise environmental or residential amenity issues (see the Summary of Main Issues Report [A1.2]. The Council is satisfied that these have, or can be, overcome as follows:  


BACTON
BACT03: Land Adjacent to Beach Road
3.11
Concerns over drainage are addressed by criteria (f) of policy BACT03, which is subject to a minor modification (MM44 in document [A1.4]) to clarify what is required.
BACT05: Land to Rear of the Duke of Edinburgh Pubic House  
3.12
There is no Highway Authority objection to the allocation and the Draft Plan sets out the highways requirements, all of which are achievable. The wall that restricts visibility is in the landowners control and can be removed to provide adequate visibility splays.  


CATFIELD
CAT01: Land off Lea Road
3.13
Transportation impact of development: There is no highway objection to this proposal. Lea Road is a suitable road to serve the small amount of development proposed. Continuous footways to village facilities are not available but this is not untypical of village locations. There is unlikely to be any highway requirement for significant junction or road improvements.
3.14
Impact of development on the wildlife value of the site: The initial wildlife survey of the site [I1] identified potential habitats and suggested measures for positive enhancement of the site. These issues can be addressed through a planning application and Core Strategy policy EN9 requires that proposals protect the biodiversity value of sites. The site is comparatively large (1 hectare) for approximately 15 dwellings reflecting the need to take account of its edge of village location and protect any wildlife interests.  

3.15
Availability of alternative sites: CAT07 is being promotes as an additional site. The site has been subject to Sustainability Appraisal and consulted on at Regulation 25 Stage as a site having been considered but not preferred. The site is located to the east of CAT01 and indicative plans submitted on behalf of the landowner show the potential for joint vehicular access. CAT07 consists of open land fronting New Road and extending eastwards from Lea Road towards the A149. Residential development in this location would be prominent and an intrusion into the countryside. Members of the Local Development Working Party considered the inclusion of CAT07 as an additional housing allocation at their meeting on 19 October 2009 [I2]. The site was not considered suitable for inclusion because of the desirability of maintaining a separation/buffer between the built edge of the village and the A149.

3.16
A number of representations promote CAT09 as a preferable site. The site has been subject to Sustainability Appraisal but the possible residential use of the site has not been subject to widespread public consultation. CAT09 is the former mushroom farm site and is currently designated as part of Catfield Industrial Estate. The site has been undeveloped for a number of years and locally it is felt that there is little realistic prospect of commercial redevelopment.

3.17
The Core Strategy approach to provision and retention of employment land is long term. It seeks to retain flexibility in the supply of land available and is underpinned by the premise that employment creating opportunities should not be frustrated due to a lack of suitable sites. In the past land take up rates on the estate have been reasonable and the supply of land has allowed a number of companies to expand. It was this desire to retain long term flexibility which led to the retention of the employment land designation and the discounting of this site for residential development in previous stages of plan preparation. Furthermore the introduction of residential development to an area which is essentially industrial raises the possibility of future complaints from residents about established businesses.


HAPPISBURGH
3.18
No main issues raised. The Council considers that the allocation is sound.


HORNING
HOR06: Land East of Abbot Road
3.19
Transport impact of development: There is no highways objection to the allocation and sufficient land is included to enable provision of a suitable junction to Norwich Road. An initial Access Arrangements report [I54] has been prepared and a full Transport Assessment will be required with a planning application.

3.20
Vehicular access to Abbot Road: Paragraph 12.8.7 of the Draft Plan indicates that it may be desirable to provide vehicle access to Abbot Road in order to provide direct vehicle access to Norwich Road for existing residents. Several representations raised concerns about this, stating that Abbot Road and Parkland Crescent are not wide enough. The Highway Authority has subsequently advised that Abbot Road is not considered suitable to provide vehicle access to the site and a minor modification is proposed to clarify this (MM49 in document [A1.4]).
3.21
Impact of development on local infrastructure and existing drainage problems:  EDF Energy has advised that the low levels of growth in villages can be accommodated within existing power capacity unless there is significant cumulative effect (paragraph 14.0.21 of the Draft Plan). They have also confirmed that past power cuts in Horning and Ludham were due to other causes, not the effects of high loading, and they do not expect that the proposed developments will have any effect on the number of supply interruptions. Anglian Water and the Environment Agency have no objection to the proposed allocation. The Council’s Environmental Health department have advised that existing drainage problems are generally caused by puddles on the road in periods of excessive rainfall, and that upgrading the Highways Authority soakaway would help reduce problems. Any existing problems should not be exacerbated by new development which will be subject to consideration of surface water drainage through a flood risk assessment. A minor modification is proposed (MM50 in document [A1.4]) to refer to localised surface water flooding and ensure that development considers the impacts of surface water run off.
3.22
Involvement of the local community in the plan making process: As set out in the Tests of Soundness Self Assessment [A1.9] the Council has gone beyond the minimum consultation requirements set out in the Town and County Planning Regulations. Site HOR06 was not included in the preferred options consultation document, however was suggested by several respondents as an alternative to site HOR01 (the preferred site at the time). The Council subsequently carried out Sustainability Appraisal and stakeholder consultation (including the parish council) on new sites and allowed public speaking at the LDF Working Party meetings in Feb and March 2009 where recommendations on sites to be included in the Draft Plan were presented. The public were consulted on the Draft Plan in June 2009 and this was well advertised, including site notices posted on all allocation sites, and over 1,300 representations received.  

3.23
Landowners / Agents Comments: The landowner supports the allocation but comments on the site boundaries. The shape of the allocation is designed to allow flexibility in the type of access arrangements to Norwich Road. The allocation is of sufficient size to accommodate the proposed number of dwellings, and required highway works, at a density appropriate to the area. The site area is incorrectly stated in Policy HOR06 and a minor modification (MM51 in document [A1.4]) is proposed to correct the figure.  
3.24
Availability of Alternative Site: Smiths Gore, who are also agents for site HOR06, are promoting site HOR11 (rep 156). The site was considered through the site selection process, as evidenced by the Sustainability Appraisal report [A1.6] but was discounted due to concerns about the landscape impact of development on the north side of Norwich road and poor pedestrian access to village facilities (would involve crossing the busy Norwich Road).


LUDHAM
LUD01: Land South of School Road
3.25
Impact of development on existing flooding problems: Representations from residents and the Parish Council to the Draft Plan referred to problems with foul and surface water drainage in the locality. In particular they refer to 1) problems with foul sewage back up in properties on Willow Way and 2) ground/surface water flooding problems. The Council’s Environmental Health drainage section is aware of this situation and is working with agencies to alleviate problems. Environment Agency Maps [D2] indicate that Willow Way is at risk of flooding Zones 2 & 3

3.26
The landowners have commissioned an investigation in to these matters and a Foul and Surface Water Drainage Statement has been submitted [I56]. This confirms that the foul system serving the development would be completely separate to that serving Willow Way. Anglian Water have confirmed that Willow Way discharges north to a terminal pumping station off School Lane - which then pumps direct to the sewage treatment works situated to the north of the catchment. The proposed development will connect to an existing system running to the south of the site which discharging to the east of the catchment at the Womack Staithe terminal pumping station off Horsefen Road.  

3.27
In relation to ground water flooding - residents on Willow Way experience rising springs within their gardens possibly as a consequence of a culverted water course which runs north to south under this development and which prevents ingress of ground water. In addition there is evidence of a clay seam locally and it is suggested that this influences the migration of ground water. 

3.28
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment [H11] identifies that the site has ‘Average’ infiltration capacity and suggests a number of possible SUDS components. The Foul and Surface Drainage sets out a number of options to manage surface water in relation to the proposed development. The Council’s Environmental Health drainage section is satisfied that surface water from the site can be managed without causing detriment to existing properties on Willow Way. The Inspector is requested to consider the inclusion of minor modifications (MM54 & MM55 in document [A1.4]) that require development to take full account of this constraint.
3.29
Landscape impact of development: No more than 15 dwellings are proposed on this 1.2ha site (density = 12 to the hectare). This will allow for the provision of open space and a density of development that reflects the edge of village location and this is referred to in the supporting text and the policy requirements. Core Strategy Policy EN4 requires that all development should have regard to local context and preserves or enhances the character and quality of an area. There are views from School Road across the site to a Grade 1 Listed Church and the Inspector is requested to consider the inclusion of a minor modification (MM56 in document [A1.4]) to highlight the need for the form and layout of development to have regard to protecting these views.

3.30
Transportation impact of development: NCC Highways have raised no objection to this allocation. They have indicated that access to the site via Willow Way would be preferable and that further vehicular use of Willow Way and School Road would be acceptable. Satisfactory footway links in place to Primary School and local services.

LUD06: Land at eastern end of Grange Close

3.31
Impact of proposed development on protected trees: The western boundary of the site is adjacent to a belt of oak trees covered by a group Tree Preservation Order (TPO). The extension of Grange Close roadway would impinge on the root protection area of two oak trees covered by the Order. The Council’s Arboricultural Officer has visited the site and is satisfied there is sufficient spacing between the trees to allow for access to be provided and that an appropriate engineering solution would be required to protect the roots. Two Sloe trees not covered by the TPO would need to be removed. The Inspector is requested to consider the inclusion of a minor modification (MM58 in document [A1.4]) to highlight the trees as a constraint.
3.32
Impact of development on the wildlife value of the site and rural character of the village: The site consists of a 0.6ha greenfield allocation adjoining the edge of the village. The village is compact and a significant proportion is a designated Conservation Area. There are no significant brownfield sites to provide for housing number proposed. The site is well integrated. Core Strategy Policy EN9 requires that development should protect the biodiversity value of the land and maximise opportunities for restoration, enhancement and connection of natural habitats. The Inspector is requested to consider the inclusion of a minor modification (MM57 in document [A1.4]) to highlight the existing hedgerow along the Malthouse Lane boundary of the site and that this should be retained and reinforced with further native planting in order retain the rural character of the lane.

MUNDESLEY
MUN06: Land at Grange Close / Water Lane  
3.33
Landscape Impact: The site is adjacent to Mundesley Conservation Area and criteria (a) of policy MUN06 requires a well designed scheme that pays careful attention to the site location and setting of the Conservation Area and retains key views across the site to Stow windmill.  This, along with Core Strategy policy EN4, should ensure a sensitive, well designed development that respects the area.  

3.34
Transport Impact: There is no Highways objection to the allocation. The Highway Authority  have previously commented that it is unlikely that safe access can be provided to Water Lane and that vehicle and pedestrian access should be provided to High Street. The current entrance from High Street is 6 metres wide, and can be widened through removal of the wall (which is in landowners control). Site agents have prepared a draft layout [I59] which shows that a 4.8m wide road with a 1.5m footway on each side and a 2.4 x 59 m visibility splay onto High Street can be achieved. The site entrance is within the 30mph zone.

3.35
Development & Flood Risk: The agent has submitted revised flood zones [I58] that have been produced by the Environment Agency as a result of work carried out on behalf of landowner. The Draft Plan recognises that the southern part of the site is in the flood risk zone and therefore unsuitable for development (paragraph 12.11.9 and map 12.25 showing that the residential part of the allocation is limited to the area of flood zone 1). The area of flood zone 3 is allocated as public open space and a minor modification is proposed to clarify that no development shall be located in areas of flood risk (MM60 in document [A1.4]).  
3.36
Site selection process / Availability of alternative site: A number of representations raise concerns about the involvement of the local community in the plan making process. As set out in the Tests of Soundness [A1.9] the Council has gone beyond the minimum consultation requirements in the Town and Country Planning Regulations.  Site MUN06 was included as one of the non-preferred sites in the Coastal Service Villages preferred options consultation held in 2008 [G34] and was subject to Sustainability Appraisal and consultation through this process. Following consideration of representations made to that document the Council allocated site MUN06 in place of one of the original preferred options (site MUN04). Public speaking was permitted at the LDF Working Party meetings in September 2008 and Feb and March 2009 where recommendations on sites to be included in the Draft Plan were presented. Site MUN06 was included in the Draft Plan which was published for consultation in June 2009. The Council considered the representations received on site MUN06 at the LDF Working Party and considered that the site is suitable for allocation.
MUN07, Land south of Trunch Road.
3.37
Impact on the Norfolk Coast Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB): 

The Norfolk Coast Partnership, and a number of residents have objected to the allocation of site MUN07 in terms of the impact on the Norfolk Coast AONB.  The Councils response to question (vii) on the Day 1 and 2 Matters and Issues sets out national and local policy on this matter.  As stated in the paper, in selecting the proposed sites the Council has fully considered the suitability of alternatives, including those on land not designated as nationally important, and has also given priority to the possible development of previously developed land, as evidenced by the Sustainability Appraisal report [A1.5 & A1.6]. All allocations, including those in the Norfolk Coast AONB, have been carefully assessed for their impact on the landscape and the Council is satisfied that appropriate weight has been attached to the AONB designation.  

3.38
Site MUN07 is just within the AONB (Trunch Road forms the northern boundary) and, as noted in paragraph 12.11.14 of the Draft Plan, it is viewed within the built up area of Mundesley and is on relatively low ground that minimises its visual impact. It is therefore considered that the site is suitable for a small well designed scheme, and in fact preferable to other more prominent sites around the village that are not in the AONB.  Criteria (a) of Policy MUN07 requires a well designed development which has regard to the setting of the site in the Norfolk Coast AONB and the setting of Mundesley when viewed from the site and it is considered that this, along with Core Strategy policy EN4, should ensure a sensitive, well designed development that respects the area.  
3.39
Transport impacts of development / parking problems associated with the school: The site is located opposite the school and, as noted in paragraph 12.11.15, Trunch road suffers from traffic obstruction at school dropping off and collection times.  Norfolk County Council, as the Highways Authority, have commented on the wording of paragraph 12.11.15 and the suggestion that off-carriageway parking facilities should be provided. A minor modification is proposed (MM62 in document [A1.4]) to address their concern. Criteria (d) of policy MUN07 requires submission of an acceptable scheme to address on-street parking associated with the school. This offers an opportunity to improve the current situation and, as noted in the proposed minor modification, could include a variety of measures including encouraging walking and cycling to school but should facilitate the removal of parked cars within the carriageway on Trunch Road.  A number of local residents have raised concerns that cars generated from the new development will add to existing problems. The Highway Authority have no objection to the principle of residential development in this location and a full Transport Assessment will be required with a planning application to assess the impacts of a detailed proposal.


OVERSTRAND
3.40
Suitability of Alternative Sites: A range of alternative sites have been considered as evidenced by the Sustainability Appraisal report. None of the alternative are considered to represent better options than the selected sites both of which are visual self contained, accessible and lie in close proximity to services.


SOUTHREPPS
SOU0: Land West of Long Lane
3.41
Impact on the Norfolk Coast Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB): 
Local residents have objected to the allocation of site SOU02 in terms of the impact on the Norfolk Coast AONB. The Councils response to question (vii) in the Day 1 and 2 Matters and Issues sets out national and local policy on this matter. All allocations, including those in the Norfolk Coast AONB, have been carefully assessed for their impact on the landscape and the Council is satisfied that appropriate weight has been attached to the AONB designation. The whole of Southrepps and the surrounding countryside is within the AONB so, in providing new housing, it is impossible to avoid allocations in the area.  As stated in paragraph 12.14.15 of the Draft Plan, this development would be seen against the backdrop of existing development, and policy SOU02 does require provision of appropriate landscaping along the boundary to soften any visual impact. This along with the minor modification (MM69 in document [A1.4]) suggested by Natural England to refer to the sites location within the AONB and adopted Core Strategy policies should ensure a sensitive, well designed development that respects the area.  

3.42
Surface Water Drainage / Flood Risk: Local concerns about flooding are recognised and referred to in paragraph 12.14.7. Criteria (c) of policy SOU02 requires submission of a satisfactory scheme of improvements to local surface water drainage. The SFRA indicates that the soil infiltration capacity is ‘average’ and that a number of SUDS measures may be appropriate.  
3.43
Suitability of Access / Parking: The Highway Authority comments that Long Lane provides an acceptable means of access to the proposed development. The development will provide for parking to serve its needs within the site and therefore should not increase parking in Long Lane.
SOU07: Land North of Thorpe Road  
3.44
Loss of village Employment Land: As stated in paragraph 12.14.12 of the Draft Plan, the employment generated from the site is minimal and it is unlikely that the site will be attractive for new investors. The benefits of delivering housing, including affordable housing, on a suitable site are considered to outweigh any benefits in retaining the employment allocation.  

3.45
Impact on the rural setting of the village: This is a brownfield site, containing large agricultural storage buildings and surrounding land. Policy SOU07 requires high quality development to enhance the approach to the village, and this, along with Core Strategy policy EN4, should ensure a well designed development that respects the location.



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”?
3.46
The Council has appraised a range of alternative sites in the villages and considers that the allocation sites are the most suitable and that the plan is sound. Other sites were discounted for a number of reasons such as location, poor highways access, unacceptable flood risk or visual impact and are not considered preferable. Evidence of the appraisal of alternative sites is contained in the SA report [A1.5 & A1.6]. Where alternative sites have been promoted through the Draft Plan consultation these have been discussed in the previous section.


xvii) Is any “unsoundness” in the allocations and proposals overcome by the Council’s schedules of Key Changes and Minor Modifications? 
3.47
The Council has suggested some minor modifications to the submission document to clarify a few details and address some of the concerns expressed about the village allocations (see MM40-MM66 in document [A1.4]). The Council considers that the Site Specific Proposals document is sound as submitted, and that the minor changes suggested do not alter the thrust of the draft plan which was subject to consultation, undermine its soundness, or result in a need for further consultation or sustainability appraisal.   
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Table 1
Sites Update: Villages East of Cromer
	Site
	Is the Site
Suitable?
	Is the Site Available?
	Is the Site Deliverable / Developable?
	Current Position

	
	
	
	Dev Expected?
	Major

Infrastructure Constraints?
	Agent?
	

	

	Bacton

	BACT03
	Centrally located and well related to other village facilities. 
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA
	Start within 5  years
	None
	None appointed
	

	BACT05
	Well integrated mixed brownfield /greenfield site 
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA 
	Start within 5  years 
	None
	None appointed
	Landowners advise of housebuilder interest

	Catfield

	CAT01
	Well integrated site. Minimal landscape impact
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA 
	Within 5 years
	None
	Rodney Palmer Ltd
	-

	Happisburgh

	HAP07
	Within walking distance of village facilities. No impact on Conservation Area
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA 
	Start within 5 -10 years
	None
	None appointed
	Part of site currently subject to agricultural tenancy.

	Horning

	HOR06
	Greenfield site well related to village facilities.
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA
	Within 5 - 10 years
	None
	Smiths Gore
	Agents had discussions with affordable housing providers.

	Ludham

	LUD01
	Well integrated Greenfield site with convenient pedestrian links to village facilities
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA
	Start within 5 years
	None
	Alan Irvine
	-

	LUD06
	Well integrated Greenfield site with convenient pedestrian links to village facilities. Well contained in the landscape
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA
	Within 5-10 years
	None
	None appointed
	-

	Mundesley

	MUN06
	Well integrated greenfield site conveniently located for all village facilities
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA
	Within 5 – 10 years
	None
	Mike Terry 
	-

	MUN07
	Greenfield site with good highway access. Convenient pedestrian access to village facilities
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA
	With 5 – 10 years
	None
	Mike Terry
	Contact has been made with Norfolk Landscape Archaeology given the site may be a Regionally Important Archaeological site. This relates to mediaeval field patterns and would require site investigation at the time of development

	Overstrand

	OVS03
	Well integrated brownfield site not visible in the landscape
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA
	Within 10 -15 years
	None
	None appointed
	-

	OVS04
	Well integrated greenfield site
	Yes, as indicated in SHLAA
	Start within 5 years
	None
	Hugh Ivins
	Agent advises that Tree Survey and Environmental Survey are currently being undertaken



	Southrepps

	SOU02
	Well integrated greenfield site with suitable highway access. 
	No, however discussions with landowner have confirmed availability.
	Within 5 – 10 years
	None
	None appointed
	-

	SOU07
	Well integrated brownfield site offering potential for enhancement
	No, however discussions with landowner have confirmed availability.
	Within 5 -10 years
	None 
	None appointed
	-


- - 2 - -

