EXAMINATION OF THE JOINT CORE STRATEGY (JCS) FOR BROADLAND, NORWICH & SOUTH NORFOLK

Hearing Matter 6: 
Norwich City Centre, the remainder of the Norwich Urban Area Parishes, and the hierarchy of centres [JCS policies 11, 12 and 19]
Wednesday 24th November 10.00 a.m. and 2.00 p.m.
Discussion agenda
Note: The impact of the NDR on the city centre and remainder of the urban area and fringe parishes will be considered under matters 3A, 3B and 3C.

Policy 11: Norwich City Centre

1       Issue:
Does policy 11 provide sound core strategic guidance for the future planning of the City Centre?  If the JCS is unsound in this respect, are there any specific circumstances that would render it sound?
Some views summarised

            Capital Shopping Centres supports the thrust of policy 11, but points out that paragraph 6.24 provides for around 20,000 m2 of comparison goods floorspace, whereas Document TP1 Topic Paper: City Centre indicates that provision of 30,000 m2 will be permitted.  It suggests that, to be sound, paragraph 6.24 should read: “Given the uncertainties around long term forecasting and the unpredictable impact of the 2009 recession, a relatively cautious approach will be taken to comparison goods floorspace growth.  Consequently, opportunities will be sought for 20,000 m2 net as a minimum of comparison goods floorspace to 2016…Retail need will be subject to regular monitoring every 4-5 years to ascertain whether new floorspace is required up to 2026”.

CPRE considers that policies 11 and 12 say too little about the way in which the housing potential of the Norwich urban area will be maximised.  It asks whether the Norwich housing contribution for the JCS period (8,592) is the best that can be achieved compared with that for Broadland (11,099) and South Norfolk (13,156).

CPRE also considers that the tourist and visitor sector would be expected to be more buoyant, with a significant uniqueness factor, and would benefit from the regeneration; plus the ambition for concert and conference facilities.
Several representations, including NNTAG, have stressed the inadequacy of public transport options in the JCS.   Although Policy 11 recognises [4th bullet on right hand column] the importance of sustainable transport access to and within the city centre, several representors consider that the settlement distribution strategy and key road proposals, such as the NDR, would undermine the effectiveness of the proposed public transport corridors in the JCS resulting in unacceptable levels of congestion and air pollution, which could undermine a sustainable approach to planning for the city centre.

[Capital Shopping Centres, with GNDP to then respond, followed by CPRE and then other participants in any order.]

Policy 12: Remainder of the Norwich urban area, including the fringe parishes, and the hierarchy of centres 
2       Issue:
Does the JCS provide sound core strategic guidance for the future planning of the Norwich urban area, including the fringe parishes?  If the JCS is unsound in relation to any of these matters, are there any specific circumstances that would render it sound?  

Some views summarised

Trevor Lewis (supported by the Parish Council) suggests that the JCS is insufficiently clear about what proportion of the 1,800 non place-specific allocation should go to Trowse, a village which is inherently different from others in the designated part of the urban fringe and would be better classified as a service centre under policy 15.  Kerry Walker is concerned that the effect of the JCS may be to assign too much growth to Trowse.
Norfolk Homes is concerned that policy 12 may seek to create new landscape designations rather than encourage the use of landscape character assessment techniques.

CPRE considers policy 12 too general and mundane on the rest of the Norwich Urban Area.  Regeneration priorities are stated to be in the northern wedge area, western area and east of Norwich but there are no indications about the necessary measures, infrastructure or viability.  Norwich Green Party also considers that the policy contains little detail about how deprivation will be tackled.  

[Trevor Lewis and Kerry Walker with GNDP responding, followed by Norfolk Homes with GNDP responding, CPRE with GNDP responding, and then the other participants in any order]

Policy 19: The hierarchy of centres
3 Issue:  Does the JCS identify a sound hierarchy of centres?  If not, are there any specific changes that would render it sound?

Some views summarised
The hierarchy is supported by several representations, including Marks & Spencer PLC, Capital Shopping Centres PLC, United Business and Leisure and Mr Chris Mutton.

However, Henderson Retail Warehouse Fund opposes the change of categorisation of the Riverside Retail Park from a primary centre (as reflected in the current Local Plan to a District Centre Proposals Map) via policy 19.  The company sets out its view why the Retail Park plays an integral role and function in the retail offer of the city centre.

Tesco Stores Ltd considers that the two new district centres identified in policy 19, within the North East Growth Triangle and at Blue Boar Lane amount to overprovision of district centres in north-east Norwich, and that in order for the anticipated growth in Norwich to be ‘highly sustainable’, a single holistic centre should be created at Blue Boar Lane.  Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd supports the concept of a new convenience store at Blue Boar Lane and also considers that its existing store at Longwater retail Park warrants designation as a suitable anchor for a District Centre to support the planned growth of Easton/Costessey.  Royal London Mutual Insurance also presses the claims of Longwater as a District Centre.  

Karen Drane suggests Taverham should be included within the policy as a district centre within the retail hierarchy as indicated in policy 19.  
[Henderson Retail Warehouse Fund with GNDP responding; followed by Tesco Stores Ltd with GNDP responding; Karen Drane with GNDP responding, and then the other participants in any order.] 
