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The Representations 
The representations made by myself, Tony Musker, during the public consultation about the proposal for Roughton expressed my view that the DPD Policy ROU03/10 was sound (Comment ID: SSPDP813 ).  

 

Since then the submissions made by other parties have been made available, and there are comments made by Allied Earth Developments Limited, expressing the view that the DPD is unsound, and AE wish to challenge the soundness.  I understand there is no legal definition of ‘sound’, but I feel that it is appropriate to explore the views of Allied Earth Developments Limited ( AE ), and consider them in the context of the views that I had expressed earlier, and in relation to the Matters and Issues that have since been set out.   

 

Matters and Issues

In my view the Policy ROU03/10 is compliant and consistent with the relevant plans, and is deliverable.  It will deliver the stated objectives of the North Norfolk Core Strategy.  

My views regarding the identified Matters and Issues -

(ix)
ROU03/10 housing allocations are deliverable

(xi)
ROU03/10 contains other aspects that are beneficial to the community and these are deliverable

(xiii)
ROU03/10 does not have constraints which cannot be overcome by appropriate considerations

(xiv)
ROU03/10 does not have environmental issues which adversely affect the deliverability

(xv)
ROU03/10 was the subject of a rigorous selection process, where all sites were considered, and the DPD is therefore sound.

The views of Allied Earth Developments Limited ( AE) that were submitted are considered below.

Context for the views of Allied Earth Developments Limited ( AE )
SSPDP1118, Allied Earth Developments ltd.pdf
 Allied Earth Developments Limited are developers with interests in several pieces of land in North Norfolk, including ROU02, and which were put forward as proposals within the Local Development Framework. 

 The owners of ROU02 are Groveland, a business that has a shopping complex near to the site ROU02 on the outer eastern edge of the village of Roughton]

AE identified Changes Necessary for Legal Compliance / Soundness 

– AE require the selection of ROU02 in order to, in their view, make the document sound

AE – Their Reasons for calling for the change they consider necessary

“The selection of a site for development in Roughton endured a contentious process. We believe that further, more detailed examination of the relevant issues is necessary to ensure a fair and balanced selection and that our participation in the verbal hearing will assist that process.” 

Consideration of the Reasons for the change required by AE

The points being put forward by AE in their representation to try to secure the selection of ROU02, and the de-selection of ROU03/10, are either incorrect, are matters of dispute, or are misleading.  
· AE has referred to a ‘contentious process’ –  I believe the process was straightforward, except  that villagers objected to and disputed the claims that they were making, particularly the access that AE claimed.  (See Q xv below)
· AE has said that there is a need for ‘more detailed examination’ of the issues.  They have set out a number of issues - which I refer to below.  I believe that all issues were examined during the process, and AE were given ample opportunity to present their case, which they did, in various meetings –  to parish meetings, to parish council meetings, and to District Council meetings, and all issues were considered, with a fair and balanced selection being made – that of ROU03/10.
Relevant Matters and Issues
(Q vii ) sites in/affecting the Norfolk Coast AONB

· The AE ROU02 site comes within the Norfolk Coast AONB, and so will detract from the environment and special qualities of AONB.  
· ROU03/10 is not within the AONB.

(Q ix )
suitable and deliverable land / housing

· AE dispute the NNDC Conservation & Design departments comments that ROU02 would constitute an ‘undesirably large extension into the countryside.’   (Not only is it countryside, it is also AONB).  AE say that only part of ROU02 would be developed; however, in their proposal AE made it clear that they were looking to develop 339 houses at this site.  This would certainly have an adverse environmental impact, and would skew the nature of the village towards this eastern boundary and away from the village centre.   
· There has been poor development of the village in the past, along main roads, and villagers want to see development which brings a focus to the village centre, and which provides relative safe access to facilities and resources at the centre.  ROU03/10 fits these criteria well.
(Q xi )
other aspects which are of benefit to the community

· AE claim that they can provide facilities which will benefit the community, however, ROU02 is not in the village centre, and AE have not taken account of the following – 

· There is a Village Hall, which is some distance from the village centre to the west; villagers want their village hall at the centre.

· The Village Hall Committee supports ROU03/10 (see comments ID: 323785)
· There is a 9 acre recreation ground a short distance to the north of the village on the A140; many villagers complain that it is too far from the centre and want the facilities at the village centre.  
· ROU03/10 is at the village centre, and policy ROU03/10 will have a beneficial environmental, residential, and amenity effect on the village of Roughton.  It provides for a safe development to provide a centre and a focus for the village and community. 

· AE make several references to the benefits that there will be for the Groveland complex, which they describe as “a thriving retail outlet, butchers, bakery etc at Groveland shopping complex, located less than 500 metres east of the settlement boundary..”    They say about the benefits to Groveland - 
Allocating ROU02 would ensure support for the (Groveland) complex and enable residents to access it via a cycle/pedestrian route…… Site ROU02 provides scope for linking the village so all residents can access the Groveland complex by pedestrian means.  

· AE have a business arrangement with Groveland.  AE has failed to mention that there are several businesses at the village centre which would suffer if Groveland developed further due to the use of the Groveland land for development as ROU02.  The fact that other businesses in the centre of the village would suffer would have a detrimental effect on the community.  

· ROU03/10 would support the businesses at the village centre, and benefit the community.  I believe that access to facilities in the centre of the village is part of the access objectives.

· If ROU02 were to be developed, the growth of the Groveland Complex would bring additional problems to the village, for example, the rise in the number of vehicular movements on the B1436, Thorpe Market Road, which villagers have already identified as an issue, in that the road is considered to be too busy already, and it is a dangerous road.

· AE’s suggestion of making it so that all village residents can access the Groveland complex by pedestrian means, has not been thought out, and no plans have been produced to show how this unrealistic aim can be achieved, and, there is no agreement with Highways about doing the work.

(Q xiii )Constraints 

· AE’s proposal is objected to by Highways, and it is classed as “unsustainable” at the site. 

· No plans have been produced to show how AE can have a footpath to the site.ROU02. Beyond the common there is no public footpath, and there is no land available for one.  There is a dangerous blind corner on the road, near the property Wiltan. 

· There are plans for ROU03/10 dealing with all aspects - traffic, access and footpaths issues.

· AE’s proposal for ROU02 is misleading in many ways. Some examples are - 

· AE said in their proposal that there have been no accidents on the B1436 east, but this is incorrect and contrary to County Council records.  There have been many, some with serious injury.

· AE has said “ROU02 is no further from village facilities than 03/10.”  This is untrue, and is based on a claim made by AE of having access via Hilltop, which villagers understand is not correct.  All distances given by AE based on this disputed AE claim are incorrect.
· In order to get to the school from ROU02 three major roads have to be crossed.; (B1436 east, A140, B1436 west).  Only one (B1436) west is crossed from ROU03/10.

· AE failed to acknowledge that ROU02 floods.

(Q xiv )Environmental issues 

· AE has set out in detail their views of the biodiversity impact at sites ROU03/10, but without providing any information about their site and the impact at their site.  

· I note from the site specific proposals that there is a similar classification of ROU02 and ROU3/10, however ROU02 is inside the AONB, whereas ROU03/10 is not.  In pursuing the primary purpose of the AONB designation, agriculture, the use that ROU02 has, should be given precedence over AE’s proposal for development of their AONB land. 

(Q xv )Selection process and ‘soundness’
· I believe there was a rigorous selection process. There were exhaustive consultations by Roughton parish council and North Norfolk District Council, (NNDC), involving discussion and debate about the relevant issues and all sites, and all sites were visited.  The AE proposal was given consideration along with all other sites.  Roughton parish council held a special parish meeting to allow villagers to attend and to express their views on all the proposed sites being put forward.  This meeting was advertised on village notice boards and in notices delivered to every household. People attended the meeting from all across the village.
· Villagers of Roughton showed very little support for the AE proposal of ROU02 despite the representations made in person by the Directors of AE.  
· ROU03 was the clear villagers’ choice with many other sites gaining more support than ROU02.  Roughton parish council’s choice was ROU03.
· Some villagers expressed anger at the ROU02 proposal being put forward because AE were claiming things that were not true regarding the vehicular/footpath access to the west of the site.  
· AE’s ROU02 was not selected after consideration and discussion by NNDC.  

· NNDC was kept informed by AE about AE’s efforts to overcome the difficulties they had been made aware of, and at the close of all considerations, I understand that AE had been unable to resolve the issues of dispute and objection to the access to the west of the site, and the access to the site.
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