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1.0
Question (i) Does either DPD fail any tests for legal compliance?

1.1
Our assessment has not identified any failings in this respect.
2.0
Question (ii) Are the draft allocations in the Site Specific Proposals DPD, collectively, “consistent with” national policy, particularly in PPS3 (Housing) and PPS4 (Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth)?
2.1
In general, the approach to the identification and assessment of sites for housing appears to accord with PPS3.  However, there are some issues with the adequacy of the supply both in terms of the general quantum of development and the delivery of housing to meet specific needs.

Adequacy of Supply

2.2
The housing trajectory is over reliant on windfall development.  PPS3 (2010) paragraph 53 states that LDFs should set out policies and strategies for delivering housing, including identifying broad locations and specific sites to enable continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 years from the date of adoption.  Paragraph 59 states that allowances for windfalls should not be included in the first 10 years unless LPAs can provide robust evidence of genuine local circumstances that prevent specific sites being identified.  The only reasonable interpretation is that the 10 years referred to in paragraph 59 is also from the date of adoption.

2.3
The housing trajectory is reliant upon windfall development within the first 10 years from the date of adoption.  The trajectory at Figure 8 of the Core Strategy showing a contribution from windfalls from 2011 i.e. 10 years from the base date of 2001 but less than three years from the date of adoption.  In finding the Core Strategy sound the Examination Inspector acknowledged the problems with this approach but gave weight to the stage the Council had reached in the preparation of the Core Strategy when the relevant version of PPS3 was published in 2006 as well as the efforts NNDC had gone to in order to identify sites for allocation given that the Local Plan relied entirely on windfall development.
2.4
Notwithstanding NNDC’s historic performance in delivering against housing targets through windfalls (not in itself a justification for failing to proactively plan by allocating sites) and the accommodating approach of the Inspector in relation to the Core Strategy, a reliance on windfalls is more problematic in the light of a number of issues:

· The amended definition of previously developed land in PPS3 means that the Council may take a different approach to windfall development involving garden land, thereby reducing the rate of delivery on windfall sites;

· The impact on house building due to the current recession and restricted credit availability may be partly responsible for the relatively low housing completion figures for NNDC during 2008-2009 (chase for 09-10 figures), a trend which is likely to continue for the foreseeable future thereby driving residual requirements for future years up to levels significantly higher than trend rates.  It is not clear what impact this will have on windfall development, whereas the Council and those promoting sites for development have assessed proposed allocation sites for their deliverability;

· PPS3 has also been amended by the deletion of the national minimum density of 30dph.  Whilst this may not undermine the assumptions made about the theoretical potential capacity of proposed allocation sites, which have been tested by NNDC in order to establish possible yields, development of both allocated and windfall sites at lower densities may be a financially effective option in some areas and would further reduce the overall supply;
· The Council should also reassess in the light of the reduction of public subsidy for affordable housing the ability of schemes with planning permission to deliver the expected capacity of the site within the timeframe indicated in the AMR trajectory.  At the very least, renegotiation of extant S106 agreements on the issue of affordable housing will cause delay to the implementation of sites.

2.5
These circumstances make meeting housing targets increasingly challenging and a reliance on windfalls increasingly inappropriate.  The proposed allocations therefore may not be collectively consistent with PPS3 insofar as their cumulative capacity is unlikely to provide sufficient housing to meet policy targets.

2.6
These trends will also affect the implementation rate for committed sites.  NNDC has discounted consents by only 10%, a rate likely to be greatly exceeded since the economics of consents granted over recent years will now be challenging.  


Addressing the Housing Needs of the Elderly

2.7
Paragraph 21 of PPS3 states that;


‘Local Planning Authorities should plan for a mix of housing on the basis of the different types of households that are likely to require housing over the plan period. This will include particular regard to;

· Current and future demographic trends and profiles

· The accommodation requirements of specific groups, in particular, families with children, older and disabled people

· The diverse range of requirements across the area, including the need to accommodate Gypsies and Travellers’.

2.8
Paragraph 22 of PPS3 states that LPAs, based on SHMAs, should provide for the profile of households requiring types of market.

2.9
The Rural East Anglia Strategic Housing Market Assessment (the SHMA) established that significantly greater levels of house building would be required across the sub-region in order to address needs and that, contrary to the current sub-regional distribution, North Norfolk would accommodate an increasing proportion of this development in this scenario.
2.10
It is accepted that the examination of the Site Specific Proposals DPD cannot address this issue since it will take its lead from the Core Strategy.  However, the SHMA also identified that North Norfolk faces specific pressures in terms of housing for the elderly.  Key points from the SHMA are:
· North Norfolk has 35.2% of households containing only people of pensionable age (pensioner households) compared to 30.9% in the sub-region and 24% in England;

· Almost all pensioner households comprise one person (53.3%) or two people (46.5%);

· The majority of pensioner householders are owner-occupiers with no mortgage (69.9%) whilst 6% are owner-occupiers with a mortgage, leaving just 24.1% in other tenures;
· Levels of car ownership in pensioner households are significantly lower than average (note that levels of care use are likely be lower still);

· Pensioner households frequently under-occupy their homes, with 49.2% living in properties with 3 or 4 bedrooms despite over half being single-person households

2.11
These points confirm a need for housing specifically designed to meet the needs of elderly owner-occupiers.  Most accommodation should have at least two bedrooms in order to accommodate visitors and carers and to reflect that many elderly couples prefer not to share a room.  Car parking levels may be lower than average and traffic generation will be lower.  In addition, providing housing for the elderly has the benefit of freeing-up larger 3 and 4 bed properties suitable for families. 
2.12
Despite the requirements of PPS3 and the clear evidence of need for housing specifically designed and managed for the elderly, the DPD makes no specific allocations for such forms of housing.  Such development is a specialist activity and there are relatively few providers.  The SHMA identifies that the Core Strategy provides for a rate of new housing development far below market demand.  In this context it is likely that providers of specialist housing for the elderly will continue to struggle to compete for land with developers of general needs market housing.  Core Strategy policies SS3 and HO1 (the later requiring 20% of dwellings in schemes of 5+ dwellings to be suitable or adaptable for occupation by the elderly, infirm of disabled) will not have a significant impact in this regard.
2.13
Sites C04 and SH06 are promoted for development specifically with a view to the provision of housing for the elderly, in which the land owner has a significant track record locally.  In light of the need for such accommodation and the lack of any strategy for delivery on the part of the Council the compliance of the DPD with PPS3 would be enhanced should the sites be specifically allocated within the DPD for the provision of accommodation for the elderly.

2.14
Site-specific issues in relation to these sites are addressed elsewhere within this statement and the Inspector is asked to give weight to the intended nature of their development in establishing, for example, their relative sustainability and the appropriate density of the development.  These factors further justify an allocation specifically for accommodation for the elderly.
3.0
Question (iii) Do they “conform generally” with the regional spatial strategy (East of England Plan)?

3.1
Issues in relation to the quantum of development to be planned for are dealt with in response to question ii above.  In other respects, the DPD is in general conformity with the Core Strategy which in turn is in general conformity with the RSS and no specific issues are identified.
4.0
Question (iv) Will the proposed allocations deliver the stated objectives of the North Norfolk Core Strategy?

4.1
The Core Strategy’s Core Aims and Objectives are set out at section 2.2.  Core Aim 1 refers to providing housing and otherwise meeting the needs of a range of households, including needs arising as a result of people’s age.  The need for action on this issue is clearly indicated by the SHMA.  In light of the low levels of development planned for relative to market demands and the failure of both the approved Core Strategy and the Site Specific Proposals DPD to put in place a framework for the provision of specific accommodation for the elderly it is not possible to conclude that the allocations will deliver this aspect of Core Aim 1.

4.2
The soundness of the DPD would be enhanced in this respect by identifying sites C04 and SH06 specifically for development for accommodation for the elderly. 
5.0
Question (v) In the light of the Core Strategy, has the correct/appropriate amount of development been allocated within the DPD and in each settlement?

5.1
See response to question ii above in respect of windfalls and commitments and the need to ensure that sufficient housing is provided for overall.  In respect of the distribution of housing development between the principle, secondary and other settlements and the contribution of specific settlements it would appear that:
· Whilst overall the Principal Settlements would accommodate an appropriate proportion of the total allocation, the sum of sites in Cromer is lower than anticipated in the Core Strategy which may indicate that opportunities have been missed and/ or a greater density of development might be appropriate in light of the position of the settlement within the hierarchy;

· The contribution of Secondary Settlements appears slightly low overall, with Sheringham in particular due to accommodate lower than the base level assumed in the Core Strategy;
· The Contribution of the Service Villages is marginally below the level assumed in the Core Strategy.  However, this is likely to be in accordance with the overall thrust of the spatial strategy and general LDF policies would allow for any local needs to be addressed through planning applications
5.2
In light of the overall shortcomings of the DPD in respect of the amount of development planned for, it would be appropriate to explore opportunities to allocate additional sites and/or seek to maximise the supply from identified sites wherever possible.  Any such actions should be in accordance with the spatial strategy set out in the Core Strategy, in particular focussing on Cromer and other Primary Settlements and on Sheringham.
6.0
Question (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?
6.1
The SHLAA process and supporting work undertaken by NNDC in this respect is relatively robust and it is unlikely that a significant number of alternative PDL sites could be readily identified.  Given the deficiencies in the overall amount of development planned for it would be inappropriate to seek to delete greenfield allocations.  It is likely that these will be required over the plan period.  The general policy framework of the LDF would allow for PDL sites in suitable locations to come forward through planning applications in order to assist in addressing a likely shortfall in delivery against targets, increasing the proportion of development on PDL.
7.0
Question (vii) is it necessary to allocate sites in/affecting the Norfolk Coast AONB?

7.1
The need to allocate sites in/affecting the AONB arises as a result of the quantum of development planned for, the selected spatial strategy and associated distribution of development between settlements and the availability of sites outside of the AONB to accommodate the required development.  All of these factors were taken into account by the Examination Inspector in assessing the Soundness of the Core Strategy.

7.2
The 2007 Sustainability Appraisal of the submission Core Strategy, appraised as part of its Examination, acknowledged the likely impact on the AONB and assessed this alongside other factors, concluding that the proposed strategy was acceptable on balance.  The Examination Inspector also had the benefit of NNDC’s extensive work on urban capacity and the Preferred Options Site Specific Proposals DPD 2006, which identified a number of sites within the AONB for development.  In light of this evidence of the implications for the AONB of the quantum and distribution of housing taking into account the availability of options for development elsewhere the Inspector confirmed the distribution of housing in Core Strategy Policy SS3.
7.3
NNDC has given the protection of the AONB appropriate weight as a consideration in the identification of an appropriate spatial strategy as confirmed by the Inspector in finding the Core Strategy sound.  The preference to allocate sites within each settlement which avoid development within or affecting the AONB has also been a significant factor in the selection of sites, being a SHLAA criteria and a SA/SEA scoring criteria.

7.4
There appears to be little prospect of identifying additional suitable, available and achievable sites outside of and not affecting the AONB.  Indeed, as set out in our representations on the DPD, the proposed allocations for Cromer and for Sheringham fall short of the range required by Policy SS3 (by 40-90 and 20-70 units respectively) and the overall capacity of proposed allocation sites across the District falls should of the range required by between 230 and 600 dwellings.  Consultees commenting on the impact on the AONB have not suggested suitable alternatives given that the overall quantum of development and the spatial strategy of its distribution have already been established through the Core Strategy.  
8.0
Question (viii) Do any of the allocations have unacceptable impact on/implications for designated European, national or local wildlife sites?

8.1
We have not sought to investigate the impact of sites other than C04 and SH06, which have no unacceptable impact.  Site specific comments are set out in response to subsequent questions.
