
 

 1 
 

Application - PO/20/0525 – Outline Application for Residential Scheme for 50 dwellings   

Ryburgh Parish Council Response: OBJECT 

Principle of Housing 

 

Great Ryburgh is not a town, village or settlement identified for growth now or in the emerging Local 

Plan.  

The site is located within the open countryside in a rural area and is remote from necessary day to 

day facilities other than a shop / post office. Public transport is severely limited and there are no 

continuous foot or cycle ways to notable settlements and necessary facilities 

The proposals would be reliant on the private motor vehicle. As a result, the housing development 

applied for is contrary to both the development plan being the adopted Core Strategy for North 

Norfolk, and the policy guidance contained within the NPPF. Furthermore, the emerging Local Plan 

similarly does not identify any significant change to the current approach taken to the parish and 

village.  

The Ryburgh Neighbourhood Development Plan considers the issue of the need for additional 

housing within the Neighbourhood Area. The Plan nears its referendum in the near future and is 

therefore, an important material consideration in the determination of these applications. In 

particular the NDP sets out the local characteristics, need, objectives and policies for managing 

growth in the village ascertained through community consultation. The policy of a small amount of 

additional housing through infill contained in the NDP are not supported by this application. 

The application is not acceptable in principle and contrary to policies SS1 and SS2 of the Core 

Strategy.  

The only way that  an application such as this would be acceptable is if there were considered to be 

exceptional benefits that would outweigh the primacy of the development plan and the harm 

caused by deviating from the core policies. It appears the applicants consider that these “exceptional 

benefits” are affordable housing and a new community centre. These are dealt with in turn below: 

 

1. Affordable Housing  

The village already has a significant number of Affordable Homes constructed over the past forty 

years which the Parish Council observe has given rise to a detrimental impact on the social cohesion 

of the village and has skewed the housing profile and created a single area in the village in which the 

affordable housing has been located 

The application proposes a significant amount of affordable housing provision (25 dwellings) which 

would further skew and provide an imbalance of affordable housing not only in relation to the size of 

the community but also in a particular locality within the proposed housing. What the village needs 

(as identified in the NDP) is a mix of residential properties and a significant number of private homes 

and also larger homes that will enable young people and families in the village to stay within the 

parish/village as their needs change and they progress through life.  

The Applicants proposal for the provision of the affordable housing would therefore, fail to achieve 

social cohesion, fail to provide for a balanced mix of housing within the village, and hinder the long-
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term sustainability of the village. Therefore, the proposals would fail to satisfy the social objective of 

sustainable development.  

Furthermore, because the proposals are non-compliant with rural affordable housing policies which 

allow up to 10 dwellings, the proposals fall to being considered by the Council's Housing Team under 

the general policy for affordable Housing. The result would not only mean that the village would be 

'dumped' with further affordable housing provision but this would not meet the actual local need. 

The previous schemes delivered in the Parish as rural exception sites have delivered against local 

affordable housing need. i.e. as confirmed by the Councils Housing Team those with a need and 

connection to the Parish and adjoining parishes. However, the proposals would be delivering against 

a general need across the District rather than anyone with a local need. The benefits of addressing 

local housing need are, therefore, limited given that there would be no guarantee that the units 

would be occupied by someone with a local need or connection.  

 

2. Community Centre 

The first question to be asked is what is being offered and what is the public benefit here? The only 

thing being offered is the provision of land for the purpose of putting a community centre on, with 

the offer being made to the Parish Council to take the land for a restricted period of time, say 5 

years (the offer is unclear). 

However, the application also identifies that the proposals would involve Crisp Maltings taking back 

the land on which the current village hall (Memorial Hall) is placed. The existing Memorial Hall 

would, therefore, be lost.  (please refer to the attached letters – Crisp do not own this land, and 

therefore, cannot take it back). 

Thereby, the proposals would actually take away the village hall from the community and leave the 

community with a piece of land. If the Parish Council do not take up the land within such a period 

then the community is left with nothing at all. In the absolute best scenario the community would 

lose a village hall for a period of time whilst the funds for a new community centre were sourced and 

construction took place. So where is the social benefit from the proposals. 

But notwithstanding the above, what degree of benefit would such facilities have in the first place 

i.e. what is the need and what function/role would it have? The Village currently has an adequate 

hall and car park adjacent to the Crisp Maltings access.  The village currently has a playing field and 

play equipment opposite the village hall. Having two community halls in close proximity is simply 

illogical in such a small rural location. The only appropriate consultation recently undertaken locally 

is that undertaken as part of the Neighbourhood Development Plan. The draft Plan does not indicate 

a need for either facility. There is simply no need for a new community centre. 

To give this potential benefit any significant weight officers and members would need to be satisfied 

that such a concept would be achievable, deliverable and viable in the medium to long term. As set 

out above, none of the above is clear, it appears the community centre is just a “make weight” in 

support of the applicants outline scheme for housing in an unsustainable location.  

The proposals lack any detailed consideration of their viability and deliverability. Without any actual 

evidence of the above, officers and member cannot give this “exceptional benefit” any significant 

weight. 
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Scheme Viability 

The site being located immediately adjacent to an operational Maltings site running throughout the 

day, night, and week is not a prime residential site. As a result, it would not achieve a prime sales 

value from house builders. 

 

Not only does the proposed outline application have to stand alone as a viable residential site in 

meeting all land costs, construction costs, abnormal costs, finance costs, professional fees, the 

proposal has to deliver on site public open space but also deliver half the scheme as affordable 

housing. A developer will make little if anything from the affordable housing part of the scheme. 

Therefore, any reasonable and willing developer would have to make a scheme of 25 market 

dwellings return sufficient profit at cost GDV of 15-20%, on top of providing on site play facilities, 

financial contributions of £75/dwelling towards county council library facilities, green infrastructure 

contribution. This may be achievable depending on what level of profit a developer wishes to take 

and the quality of the scheme, but it certainly wouldn’t leave any or a considerable residual for the 

provision of a community centre, nor any financial contribution towards such a facility.  All that 

would be gifted would be the land for a community centre which is what appears to be indicated 

(although this is also unclear).  

 

The viability for the scheme is also hampered by the proposed provision of a proportion of dwellings 

for Crisp Maltings employees.  To be of any merit these would have to be retained as such in 

perpetuity. Even if not and only for the first occupiers this further reduces the open market units in 

which any developer could achieve a return. Whilst it is stated that the land would be offered to a 

residential developer it is hard to envisage many if any housebuilders taken on such onerous 

obligations as indicated.  

 

The applicant’s case and justification for an unsustainable scheme is reliant on the delivery of a 

number of benefits beyond that which a standard housing scheme would be expected to deliver. The 

deliverability and viability of those benefits therefore needs to be scrutinised before they are 

credited with any significant weight. However, there is not sufficient detail to do this. Officers and 

Members therefore need to be extremely wary about attaching any weight to the delivery of such 

benefits. 

 

Emerging Plan - Direction of Travel 

Not only is the proposal contrary to the NPPF from 2019, but the proposals are contrary with the 

direction of travel of the Development Plan Policy locally, the current Local Plan and the 

Neighbourhood Plan.  The evidence base derived from the Council's emerging plan does not identify 

any need or plans for further substantial growth in the village. The emerging Plan does not identify 

any significant future growth for the village in this open countryside location. Furthermore, the 

Neighbourhood Development Plan, whilst accepting that some limited infill residential development 

maybe acceptable does not identify such scale of housing as appropriate or acceptable (in line with 

both local and national planning policy). 
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Paragraph 5 of the Response to application PO/20/0523 (above) is repeated seriatim and has full 

relevance in relation to this application. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Having regard to the above, there are no significant public benefits that would outweigh the 

considerable harm of an application that is contrary to the development plan, its policies, and the 

policy guidance contained within the NPPF. The proposed housing scheme does not form 

sustainable development. There is no justification for the proposals of such scale in such a rural 

location, remote from notable facilities and wholly reliant on the private motor vehicle. There is 

no option but to refuse the application. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the LPA 

refuse the application. 

 


