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

Hearing matter 3C:    Other major growth locations [parts JCS policies 9 & 10] 
Thursday 18 November [AM/PM] and Friday [AM] 19 November 2010 

Discussion Agenda
Note: 
The draft Local Infrastructure Plan and Programme (LIPP) sets out a spatial infrastructure ‘package’ for the south-west growth locations (see p81-92 of doc EiP85). These locations are Wymondham, Hethersett, Cringleford, and Easton/Costessey.  The LIPP stresses the interrelationships between these locations and identifies that the growth provisions are highly dependent on the provision of key infrastructure (see para 13.10) without which the overall growth cannot occur.  These relate to water supply, sewerage, road junction improvements, sustainable transport improvements (in the form of the bus rapid transit corridor and other core bus routes), and electricity supply reinforcements.  

In the light of these constraints we will be seeking  to consider not only the ‘justification’ for the JCS proposals for these towns, but also to clarify the likely ‘effectiveness’ of the JCS in terms of the ability of the chosen locations to accommodate growth on the scale and within the timescales set out in Appendix 6 (p111) of the JCS:

Wymondham:  2200 dwellings in the period 2014-2026

Hethersett: 1000 dwellings in the period 2014-2022

Cringleford: 1200 dwellings in the period 2015-2026

Easton/Costessey: 1000 dwellings in the period 2014-2022      

1
Wymondham

Issue  
Does the JCS make justified proposals for Wymondham?  Are the growth proposals likely to be effective and deliverable on the scale and within the period set out in the note above?  If the JCS is unsound in any of these respects can any changes be introduced at this stage of the evolution of the JCS?
Some views summarised:

The GNDP statement summarises its view of this issue.
Landstock Estates and Landowners Group considers that the town’s sustainability credentials and size mean that it can take growth beyond 2200 (up to 4000) dwellings, this level having been tested and supported by various earlier iterations of the SEA/SA.  In its view this growth would increase Wymondham’s role as the only ‘main town’ in the NPA in a balanced and proportionate way.  It would also compensate for unachievable growth at the triangle and unsustainable growth at Long Stratton.  This increased level of growth is capable of being met by proportionate staged increases in infrastructure, without fundamental show-stoppers, and would help to reinforce the achievement of a high level of service on the A11 BRT corridor, which (at a current growth level of 4400) may be at the borderline of a sufficient potential market for BRT.      

Fairfield Partnership also proposes that the Wymondham allocation be increased at the expense of Long Stratton.  It also considers that the 1800 small sites allocation for Sth Norfolk should be directed more to the main growth locations, including Wymondham, not dispersed too widely among smaller settlements. 

Endurance Estates supports the JCS in relation to Wymondham but considers there to be no justification to the references to Thickthorn Junction at para 6.18 and widening of the rail bridge at App 8.  Pelham Holdings also supports the JCS. 
CPRE considers that the choice of Wymondham and the level of growth proposed there needs to be explained.  It regards the contents of paras 6.17-23 as an ‘it-will-be-all-right-on-the-night’ approach and feels that the masterplanning delivery mechanism lacks substance.  In its view the soundness of the south-west locations needs to be looked at in totality.  Overall there should be a reduction either proportionately or through varied and selective reductions 
[Landstock Estates, followed by Fairfield Partnership and then other participants in any order] 
2
Hethersett

Issue  
Does the JCS make justified proposals for Hethersett?  Are the growth proposals likely to be effective and deliverable on the scale and within the period set out in the note above?  If the JCS is unsound in any of these respects can any changes be introduced at this stage of the evolution of the JCS?

Some views summarised

Hethersett Land Ltd maintains that this location could accommodate more than the JCS proposes (1000) and refers to the much larger allocation (4000) considered at earlier stages.  However, it respects the GNDP decision to reduce the allocation on political grounds.  It refers to its analysis that growth to the north of Hethersett offers the best solution on landscape grounds and to its work relating to highway and public transport issues, utilities and other services.  It considers that development here could commence in 2012/13, two years earlier than the timescale indicated at p111 of the JCS (2014/15-22) and that Hethersett could also accommodate some of the ‘smaller sites’ allowance for Sth Norfolk . 
CPRE considers that the level of growth is clearly excessive and should be reduced to a level consistent with its role as a Key Service Centre.

[Hethersett Land followed by CPRE and then other participants in any order]
3
Cringleford

Issue  
Does the JCS make justified proposals for Cringleford?  Are the growth proposals likely to be effective and deliverable on the scale and within the period set out in the note above?  If the JCS is unsound in any of these respects can any changes be introduced at this stage of the evolution of the JCS?

Barratt Strategic claims that this location is sustainable, without insurmountable infrastructure constraints, and deliverable at the scale and within the timetable indicated in the JCS.   CPRE observes that the village is close to major centres of employment at the hospital and science park.

[Participants in any order]
4
Easton/Costessey 

Issue  
Does the JCS make justified proposals for Easton/Costessey?  Are the growth proposals likely to be effective and deliverable on the scale and within the period set out in the note above?  If the JCS is unsound in any of these respects can any changes be introduced at this stage of the evolution of the JCS?

Some views summarised

GNDP considers that
Costessey, on the fringe of Norwich, has good access to a wide range of services, facilities, strategic employment opportunities and major retail provision.  Easton is the adjacent settlement.  The critical infrastructure dependencies are the trunk road junctions, BRT, wastewater transmission and ped/cycle links to Longwater employment area.  Easton PC supports the JCS.

The JCS growth here is supported by Easton Landowners Consortium, which considers the proposals an integral part of the overall JCS housing ‘vision’ and a means to create a more attractive, sustainable and viable village community, closely related to the Norwich urban area.  The Consortium considers that Easton alone could accommodate growth of 1,000 dwellings without infrastructure or other ‘show stoppers’, although it acknowledges the proposed capacity expansion of the A47 Longwater Junction, with the inference that this scheme would be desirable if not essential for the proposed housing delivery at Easton/Costessey.  It is also supported by CPRE, as it is an urban fringe area, close to strategic employment sites, subject to enhanced bus and cycle links to city centre and other focal points and employment areas.  Taylor Wimpey Developments and Hopkins Homes consider that the existing Lodge Farm area is the most appropriate development site in Costessey, as it is located at the edge of the built up area of Norwich, and is more sustainable than Easton.

EA expresses concern over additional abstractions from the River Wensum which will have an unacceptable effect on water quality, and that there is no certainty that this can be addressed satisfactorily before 2015.

[Easton Landowners Consortium, followed by Taylor Wimpey and Hopkins and then other participants in any order]

5
Long Stratton
The draft Local Infrastructure Plan and Programme (LIPP) sets out a spatial infrastructure ‘package’ for Long Stratton (see p93-95 of doc EiP85).  The LIPP stresses that the growth provisions of 1800 dwellings during the period 2017-2016 cannot occur without the delivery of key infrastructure relating to waste water treatment, sewerage, improved electricity supply, a new bypass, and sustainable transport improvements in the form of a core bus route.   
Issue  
Does the JCS make justified proposals for Easton/Costessey?  Are the growth proposals likely to be effective and deliverable on the scale and within the period set out in the note above?  If the JCS is unsound in any of these respects can any changes be introduced at this stage of the evolution of the JCS?

Issue  Is there convincing evidence to conclude that the SA’s findings about the disadvantages of Long Statton can realistically be met by the development of an effective ‘bespoke vision for achieving an ambitious degree of self-containment within Long Stratton’? 

Some views summarised:

GNDP considers that Long Stratton is a self-contained housing market with good bus links to Norwich and elsewhere; there is a need to improve air quality by removing through traffic to a bypass (provided for by the housing allocation).  The town is only marginally less accessible to Norwich than other major growth locations; the JCS provides an appropriate balance between environmental considerations and the provision of jobs, services and facilities.    

The scale of the JCS housing provision at Long Stratton is supported by a number of representations.  Pegasus for the Leeder Family supports the JCS on the basis that Long Stratton is a sustainable community and an appropriate location for further housing and employment growth.  Significant local community and environmental benefits would arise from a development-led bypass, which would result in rejuvenation of the town.  It states that the level of services and facilities is already high for a settlement of this size, making it closer in function to a market town than most villages, while bus connections to Norwich are adequate and would be improved with additional housing.  IE Homes considers that the JCS takes a ‘whole settlement’ approach to the town.  Persimmon Homes argues that it is crucial that sufficient development is allocated to support delivery of the bypass.  

Landstock Estates Ltd is one of several opponents of the JCS housing provision at Long Stratton who commonly make reference to the SAs carried out since 2007, all of which identify Long Stratton as being ‘less suited to encouraging more sustainable patterns of travel…(as it is)…geographically isolated from Norwich and major employment locations in comparison with the other major growth locations and…there is little potential to deliver public transport improvements that will have a realistic chance of encouraging people out of their cars’.  Landstock argue that housing provision predicated on funding a bypass is contrary to NATS, encourages use of the car, and is less sustainable than concentrating development along the A11 corridor.   Brian Falk also considers that the ‘driver’ for the housing provision is the bypass scheme, which is an inadequate justification with an unsustainable outcome.

Fairfield Partnership considers the GNDP’s preferred option is less suitable than Option 1, which makes no strategic housing provision for Long Stratton, and also refers to the Pre-Submission SA advice that major housing growth at the town detracts from the overall sustainability of the JCS.  In its view the JCS housing provision here falls between two stools – doubling the size of the village, but failing to reach the scale necessary to create a self contained settlement.  The partnership questions the potential for employment expansion and finds no sound reasons for significant growth in this location, which is strongly opposed by local villagers, including Long Stratton PC.  It contrasts the weakness of Long Stratton to the benefits of clustering development in the A11 corridor – the 1,800 dwellings should be reallocated to Wymondham.  Hethersett Land Ltd considers that the JCS has failed to look at the cumulative impacts of the South Norfolk dispersal strategy, which is directly contrary to the JCS sustainability objectives.

NNTAG, aside from its view that the JCS proposals for Long Stratton are unsustainable, considers that 1,800 new houses would be insufficient to fund a £35 million bypass as well as other infrastructure.  CPRE considers the proposed scale of growth unjustified in spatial strategy terms and an untenable pragmatic approach to funding a bypass.  The planned expansion is incompatible with the role in the settlement hierarchy and could not be assimilated without radically changing the character of the settlement.  English Heritage opposes the Long Stratton bypass on historic landscape grounds.

In terms of infrastructure requirements, the Environment Agency finds it unclear why policy 9 refers to necessary transport requirements, but not to other infrastructure needs (such as water).  Fairfield states that the upgrading of the local waste water treatment works (WWTW) for development in excess of 1,430 dwellings, must be funded through Anglian Water’s Asset Management Plan, which is for the 2015-2020 period.  This causes significant uncertainty that the JCS housing total could be implemented within the plan period, a view shared by the Norwich Green Party and others.  This would cast doubt on whether the overall housing provision in the JCS could be delivered within the necessary time frame.  The Leeder Family, however, argues that water-efficient housing at Long Stratton would allow the full JCS provision of 1,800 to be delivered without exceeding the current volumetric discharge consent at the WWTW.

[GNDP followed by Pegasus, Landstock, Fairfield Partnership and then other participants in any order]
