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

Hearing matter 3A:  General strategy for the growth locations linked with transport, especially NATS [JCS policies 4 (housing delivery), 6 (transport), and the Norwich Policy Area (policies 9 and 10) 
Tuesday 16 November 2010 

Discussion agenda:
1
The overall level of growth provided for in the JCS

1.1
Issue  Is the overall level of housing development in the JCS justified by the evidence base summarised in EiP70 and in the GNDP statement?

Commentary:
At our request, GNDP has considered the implications for the JCS of the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) (see doc EiP70, August 2010).  In that document GNDP reviews the evidence base and finds that the sources of evidence identified in the paper give rise to a range of potential needs.  Some sources suggest provision slightly below the range provided for in the RSS but are felt by GNDP to be more likely to underestimate needs.  Other sources suggest higher levels of need than that provided for in the JCS but these are considered by GNDP to be based on demographic trends that ‘may be unrealistic and suggest levels of growth that are untenable’ in various ways.  Overall, the paper recognises that forecasting is not an exact science and concludes that the JCS provision falls well within the indicated range of the various sources reviewed.  GNDP therefore considers that the JCS range remains the appropriate and necessary response to likely future need and ‘provide flexibility to deliver on reasonable requirements’.        
Some views summarised

Representatives of the development industry mostly support this view.  However, others refer to a range of factors, including the changing economic situation, and query whether growth on this scale is required, achievable and sustainable.

[First contributions to be invited from GNDP, followed by SNUB, CPRE and NNTAG and then other participants in any order]
1.2
Issue  Is the JCS clear and effective about the mechanisms and timescales for achieving a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land and a 6-15 year supply of developable land in the overall context of the 3 Council’s planned and programmed Local Development Documents (see PPS3, para 53).  

Some views summarised

GNDP considers that the role of a core strategy in the matter of housing land supply is not clarified in PPS3 or PPS12, but that it can be assumed that the strategy should provide the framework for the LDF as a whole including DPDs subsequent to the JCS which identify specific sites, the release of which will take place through the development management process.  In overall terms GNDP estimates the existing commitment at 14,000 dwellings at the 2008 base date (just under 7 years).  Additional land will be identified by a range of allocations, mainly at the selected major locations, but also at the floating allocations in the Norwich Policy Area.  The JCS trajectory is indicative and does not restrain provision through phasing.    
Developers tend to point to (a) the present existence of less than 4 year’s supply of deliverable land in the Norwich Policy Area and (b) the projected timescale for production of Site Specific Allocations DPDs by the 3 authorities.  The generally suggested response to this is to build more flexibility into the JCS to provide for other land to be introduced to cope with the delay in identifying a 5-yr supply in the meantime and/or to reconstruct the trajectory to indicate a (possibly more generalised build-rate) which increases towards the end of the period rather than showing an unrealistic peak in 2016/17 and then falling away.  
[Welbeck Strategic, followed by Fairfield Partnership and then other participants in any order]
2
The general distribution of growth to the major growth locations 
Note:
We will deal here mainly with the overarching principles and ‘justification’ of the general strategy for the distribution of growth.  Many of the ‘effectiveness’ issues will be covered under the individual growth locations under matters 3B and 3C, together with the finer detail of policies 9 and 10.

2.1
Issue  Are the absolute and comparative quantities of growth distributed to the main locations ‘justified’ (ie founded on a robust and credible evidence base and the most appropriate strategy when considered the reasonable alternatives)?

Some views summarised
GNDP refers to its topic paper TP8 ‘Strategy to accommodate major housing growth in the Norwich Policy Area’ as updated in EiP86 and states that the distribution took account of the responses to the public consultations undertaken at the various stages of JCS preparation leading up to the Reg.25 public consultation on the Favoured Option.  In its view the comparative quantities of growth reflect the need to provide for a range of sizes and types of communities with good access to services, facilities and strategic employment locations taking account of the particular needs of Norwich as the regional centre.  The particular levels of growth reflect the individual form and character of the settlements having regard to local servicing, infrastructure provision, environmental, housing market and economic growth considerations and the need to enable good accessibility by sustainable means of transport.    

CPRE and NNTAG suggest that a convincing case has never been set out the imbalanced growth pattern, concentrating so much development to the North East of Norwich, while adopting a more dispersed pattern to the south west.  NNTAG considers that the south-west settlements have a better fit with national and local policies and public transport potential.   


Brian Falk considers that the JCS concentrates too much on the Norwich Policy Area and ignores reasonable growth prospects for other market towns.  Its adoption would inhibit a full and wider consultation on such possibilities through the Site Specific DPDs and AAPs.  It would be perfectly possible to prepare bespoke visions for other market towns such as Diss, in the same way that is being claimed for Long Stratton.

Landstock Estates suggests that infrastructure constraints are likely to limit the capacity of the growth triangle.  Their solutions are (a) to redistribute the shortfall to other locations based on the evidence base; they give some examples of what that could be, or (b) to introduce a policy of reserve locations to provide flexibility.  If this scale of change were to be considered too great they suggest a policy based on the Horsham Core Strategy for managing the release of land, including the identification of reserve land.   
[CPRE, followed by NNTAG, Landstock and then other participants in any order]
2.2
Issue  What flexibility exists within the overall strategy to accelerate/defer development in particular locations if circumstances make this necessary?  Is the JCS sufficiently clear on this point and how such flexibility would be achieved?

GNDP considers that flexibility is provided by the wide ranging distribution of growth locations at different scales and by the requirement of policy 9 (second sentence) for land to be allocated to meet the minimum level of growth at each of the major locations.  As land will also come forward elsewhere, including through the smaller sites, this will provide additional flexibility.  Master-planning and the Local Investment Plan and Programme (LIPP) will also help to combat any developer uncertainty in complex areas.  In addition, potential delays in some areas could be offset by earlier starts elsewhere through the development management process.  
In CPRE’s view there is little flexibility; it either ‘will happen’ or it ‘will not’, depending on delivery of infrastructure.  There is little indication how proposals may be advanced, delayed or modified.

[Participants in any order]

2.3
Issue  Is the second sentence of policy 10 (‘Developments will…….aim to address current service and infrastructure deficiencies to benefit existing communities’) consistent with the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 or the policy tests in Circular 05/2005 requiring developments to meet the needs which they themselves create (ie ‘consume their own smoke’).


Some views summarised
Representatives of the development industry suggest that the second sentence should be deleted as it misrepresents the Circular and the CIL regulations.  However, GNDP does not consider it necessary to make any change because the provision of infrastructure may be addressed by funding from a variety of sources, not just the CIL.   


[GNDP, followed by Savills and then other participants in any order]
2.4
Issue  Policy 10 (3rd bullet):  Is this a sound objective?


[GNDP,  followed by other participants in any order]
3
Norwich Area Transportation Strategy (NATS), particularly its soundness for facilitating sustainable growth 

[Note: the Northern Distributor Road (NDR) will be discussed mainly under matter 3B.  This session will deal mainly with bus rapid transit corridors, core bus routes, and any other aspects of NATS]
3.1
Issue  Is NATS a ‘justified’ part of the JCS (founded on a robust and credible evidence base and the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives)?  Would it provide a transport structure able to support the growth proposals of the JCS in a sustainable manner?  Does the JCS need to incorporate more specific text on the mechanisms for ensuring adequate provision of public transport in step with major developments?  Is NATS likely to be deliverable within the timescale expected by the JCS? 

Commentary


The NATS implementation plan at p61 of the JCS indicates 6 radial ‘bus rapid transit corridors’ with bus priority measures and a pattern of complementary ‘core bus routes’.  EiP87 (Defining bus rapid transit for Norwich) indicates that at May 2010 ‘the characteristics of a BRT system for Norwich and the features that will distinguish BRT corridors from core bus routes have yet to be defined’.  At 3.7 the paper states that the establishment of ‘turn-up-and-go’ frequencies is essential to achieve the step change required for public transport in the Greater Norwich area.  In order to achieve this, peak period services to the City Centre should be 5-6 minutes and off-peak service intervals should be 10 minutes.

EiP88 table 2 sets out public transport requirements for strategic growth locations, beginning with a 30 minute frequency at first dwelling occupation increasing  to 20 minutes (250 dwellings), 15 minutes (500 dwellings) and 10 minutes (750+ dwellings), although these appear to be somewhat theoretical since no account is taken of existing services and populations (?).   
With regard to the A11 corridor there are currently 2 buses per hour direct from Norwich to Wymondham and 3 per hour via Hethersett.  These would be expected to be amplified by a 10 minute frequency service on the BRT corridor via W’ham, H’sett, and C’ford.  A total market of 13,000 households is above the 10,000 which could support a viable BRT corridor and 1200 above existing numbers.  EiP88 indicates the general scope of the measures necessary for progressive ramping-up of the services and the Local Investment Programme and Plan (EiP85) indicates dates at which funding for these improvements will be needed, and their general scale.      

Turning to Easton/Costessey, the Dereham Road corridor already supports 10 buses per hour from Norwich to Costessey or Queens Hills and a further 6 from Norwich to Bowthorpe.  The major intervention is said to be the future establishment of a 10 minute frequency link to Easton.  Again, EiP88 indicates the general scope of the measures necessary for progressive ramping-up of the services and the Local Investment Programme and Plan (EiP85) indicates dates at which funding for these improvements will be needed, and their general scale.     

At the growth triangle EiP 88 indicates (at 5.5) the existing bus services to Broadland Business Park, the Postwick and Norwich Airport Park and Ride sites, and the various outer suburbs and nearby villages.  The key interventions are said to be the future BRT services serving the airport employment area, Rackheath and Postwick, ultimately providing a minimum 10 minute turn-up- and-go.  BRT provision is to be provided by enhancing existing services rather than overlaying new dedicated services for the growth areas.  Again, EiP88 indicates the general scope of the measures necessary for progressive ramping-up of the services and the Local Investment Programme and Plan (EiP85) indicates dates at which funding for the various stages of improvements will be needed, and their general scale.     

At Long Stratton there are 6 bus services between Norwich and Diss in the peak hour and 3 off-peak with a journey time of 20-40 minutes from LS to Norwich.  It is expected that an expanded LS could support a 15 minute service, but there is no certainty that a 10 minute service could be supported.  

[Participants in any order]

3.2
Other transport issues: - the schemes at bullets 1-5 and 7 of JCS para 5.47.
Fairfield Partnership points out that the items at para 5.47 are aspirational projects not within the scope of the JCS to deliver, with the possible exception of the Bittern and Wherry Lines.  It suggests rewording to reflect this.
[GNDP and then other participants in any order]

