Mr P Dowling

Borough Planner & Development Officer

Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Planning and Development Department

Maltings House

Maltings Lane

Gorleston

Great Yarmouth

Norfolk NR31 0GY







21st February 2005

Dear Mr Dowling

Great Yarmouth Draft Local Development Scheme 

Thank you for giving the HBF opportunity to comment on the above mentioned document. 

In relation to the content of the draft Local Development Scheme itself; the HBF has the following comments to make:

Para. 3.7

The Council will need to carefully consider which documents might be appropriately produced in association with neighbouring Local Authorities. There must be a joint commitment to agreed working procedures and timescales in order that these documents can be properly produced and delivered on time.

Para. 4.12

The HBF supports the Council’s stated intention to review the Core Strategy every two years. It considers this to be a very beneficial aid to ensuring that housing delivery occurs, and that any matters hindering delivery which have been picked up by annual monitoring, can be readily addressed.  

Para. 4.12

The HBF is not aware that the production of SPD’s that aren’t already components of an agreed LDS that has been publicly consulted upon is permitted. 

Paras. 8.2 & 11.6

In the references to specific types of evidence gathering, mention should also be made to Housing Market Assessments. The Council will need to instigate this work (probably in association with some neighbouring local authorities and the Regional Assembly).

Appendix 1 - Annual Monitoring Report

The HBF hopes that it will be fully consulted with regard to the content of the Council’s Annual Monitoring Report.

Appendix 1 – Core Strategy

In the references to specific types of evidence required, specific mention should also be made to Housing Market Assessments. The Council will need to instigate this work (probably in association with some neighbouring local authorities and the Regional Assembly).

Appendix 1 – Green Spaces Strategy SPD

Reference is made under ‘conformity’ to a ‘Recreation, Tourism and Community Allocations DPD’. However, no document of this name is listed within the draft LDS.

Appendix 1 – Planning Obligations SPD

The HBF understands that in terms of planning obligations and developer contributions such an approach will not be permissible under the new planning act if the proposed SPD’s are introducing matters of new policy (rather than implementation detail), or if they will be setting out revised guidelines and standards from those contained within an Adopted statutory document.

Any matters of importance to development costs will instead need to be clearly set out in a Development Plan Document (DPD), rather than being delegated down to a SPD. Given that they could potentially have a significant impact on development viability, they must instead be dealt with in DPD’s and subject to the appropriate public scrutiny bestowed upon these.  

Appendix 1 – Sustainable Development SPD

It is stated that the role of the document is ‘to set out how the principles of sustainable development should be incorporated in developments’. However, the HBF sees this as the job and role of the Core Strategy and Development Control Policies DPD. Again, given that sustainable development requirements could potentially have a significant impact on development viability, they must instead be dealt with in DPD’s and subject to the appropriate public scrutiny bestowed upon these.  

Appendix 1 – Renewable Energy SPD

It is stated that the purpose of the document is ‘to provide guidelines for the consideration of renewable energy development’. However, the HBF sees this as the job and role of the Core Strategy and Development Control Policies DPD.

I look forward to the acknowledgment of these comments in due course.

Yours sincerely

Paul Cronk

HBF Regional Planner 

(Eastern & East Midlands Regions)
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