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

Hearing of matter 1B:   Spatial vision and objectives [JCS parts 01 and 04, the key diagram and changes to the Proposals Map]
Tuesday 9 November 2010 [PM]

Discussion agenda:
1
The spatial vision and objectives at part 04 of the JCS (and the strategy depicted on the key diagram at p29 of the JCS) 

Are these justified, effective, and consistent with national policy?

Note:
Most of the representations on part 04 and the key diagram relate to matters that will be covered in more detail at future sessions, but it will be helpful to have some preliminary discussion of each of the following 4 issues in turn.

- The general amount and distribution of planned housing development (part of the subject of matter 3A)
- The general amount of planned employment-related growth and its distribution (part of the subject of matter 9)  

-  Delivery issues (part of the subject of several sessions, including matter 4).
-  Flexibility, particularly any viable options that exist for increasing flexibility at this stage of the evolution of the JCS (eg if there is any shortfall in the deliverability of certain JCS proposals).  How far could changes on such matters be introduced at this stage?   


[Contributions on each of the above issues to be made in any order]
2
Changes to the Proposals Map (PM)
Note:
The Regulations do not empower the Inspector to make changes to the PM as such.  However, the matters raised below relate to the effectiveness of the JCS in terms of clarity of message in relation to the PM.

Document JCS4 (‘Changes to the Proposals Maps’), includes a range of mapped changes to the PMs of the 3 authorities.  However, it is not clear to what extent these changes were subject to public consultation at Reg 27 stage or before. [GNDP to clarify this].  The JCS makes no overt references to these changes to the PM.  

EiP77 Appendix 2 now proposes to make some ‘Minor Changes’ to the JCS in order to explain these changes to the PM.  These are in 5 categories as follows:
(2.1)
Footnotes to policies 15 and 16 to explain that new settlement limits will need to be defined for certain named villages in South Norfolk through that Council’s Site Specific Proposals DPD.

Issue  In the case of 2.1, these footnotes merely point out that such limits will be defined in a future DPD.  Since the details of the limits will be subject to consultation and open to representations by anyone who wishes to do so, this does not seem to cause any prejudice.  

(2.2)
A footnote to policy 16 to explain that the settlement limits for certain named villages in Broadland and South Norfolk will be deleted from the PM as from adoption of the JCS.

(2.3) Re-designations of the sites of Brazengate and Riverside Shopping Areas in Norwich

Issue  In the case of (2.2) and (2.3), the question arises: are these ‘minor changes’?  Would anyone who may have wanted to make ‘objection’ to the loss of these limits or to the Norwich re-designations have known from the submitted written text of the JCS that these changes to the PM would automatically follow at adoption?  If this is the case, what are the implications?   
(2.4)  Norwich Northern Distributor Road (NDR)

Issue  I understand that this route is currently shown (in diagrammatic form???) on the PM to the Broadland District Local Plan.  Although JCS4 appears to show the route in a more defined form, there does not seem to be any text in the JCS to indicate or give notice that the depiction of the NDR would be changed in any respect on adoption of the JCS.  [GNDP to confirm what the intention is]  [If is intended to ‘firm up’ the route, to discuss the implications of this]
(2.5)  Other growth locations and area action plans in South Norfolk:
Issue   A small number of other minor textual changes to the JCS are proposed, indicating the mechanisms by which detailed plans for various areas will be progressed in the future.  None of these appear to involve changes to the PM and, on the face of it, the proposed textual changes to the JCS appear to be helpful minor clarifications.
[We will ask GNDP to respond first on each of the above 5 issues (2.2 to 2.5) in turn, inviting any other participants to comment along the way] 
