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

Hearing Matter 10: 
Key Service Centres, Service Villages and Other Villages, excluding Hethersett and Long Stratton
[JCS policies 14-16]
Thursday 25 November 2010 

Discussion agenda
General overarching issues

Note:  General issues raised by respondents generally fall into the following categories.  First, some suggest that the allocated ranges for individual villages are not plainly based on close analysis of their individual circumstances, needs and potential.  Second, a number feel that the JCS fails to state clearly how it will be determined whether and where the additional development (above the ranges specified in policies 14-16) will be required in order ‘to deliver the ‘smaller sites in the NPA  allowance’.    

1
Issue  The general soundness of the ranges, and their origins
GNDP considers that the basis for the strategic guidance for the individual categories of village is sound and clearly set out in the explanatory text to the JCS.  The evidence base is linked to sub markets identified in the Housing Market Assessment, and further supported by the Greater Norwich Retail and Town Centres Study.  Topic Paper 7: Settlement Hierarchy explains this in more detail.   

[Non settlement-specific discussion of this issue – participants in any order.  Issues directed to particular settlements will be considered under issues 3-5]

2
Issue  The means of resolving whether or not additional development is necessary at any of the key service centres, service villages or other villages in order to deliver the ‘smaller sites in the NPA’  allowance.  

Commentary

Policies 14-16 all include the statement that ‘Settlements identified in this policy that are also within the Norwich Policy Area may be considered for additional development, if necessary, to help deliver ‘the smaller sites in the Norwich Policy Area’ allowance in policy 9’. [This totals 2000 in Broadland and 1800 in South Norfolk]

Some views summarised 

Several respondents consider that greater clarity is needed in policies 14-16 on the mechanism for implementing the non-strategic/smaller sites allowance, and that these policies should be more clearly linked and consistent with policy 9 (Strategy for growth in the Norwich Policy Area).  A typical view (R Smith) is that failure to set out a co-ordinating mechanism to determine whether additional development is necessary or appropriate, will lead to piecemeal development, which the JCS seeks to minimise. 

Fairfield Partnership suggests that the practical mathematical effect of the limitations imposed by the ranges in policies 14-16 is that (unless the ranges are widely exceeded) the vast majority of the smaller sites allowance will not be met at the named villages but elsewhere in the NPA, presumably by larger allocations at the major growth locations.  Like others, they are unsure what is meant in this context by ‘smaller sites’; some could conceivably be very small (in the context of a small village) or almost strategically large (in the context of added development at a growth location).  Also like others, they point to potential conflict between sections of the explanatory text describing why particular ranges were selected and the possibility of these ranges being exceeded in some cases.  The partnership puts forward suggested changes to overcome these issues: these include clarifying policy 9 to permit non-strategic additions at the named growth locations.
Welbeck Strategic puts forward an opposite view, suggesting that the smaller sites allowance should not be directed as additions to the growth locations (the logic of which the JCS explains) but more clearly to the larger service centres with the best sustainability credentials.

Other suggestions are (1) (IE Homes) to change ‘may be considered for additional growth’ to ‘will be considered…….’ in policies 14-16 and (2) that the housing ranges should be expressed as minima. 

Some participants consider that the solution lies in creating less flexibility over the distribution of this additional growth.  Hethersett Land considers that the JCS should specify the level of growth for each KSC, based on housing needs and constraints, rather than leaving a significant ‘floating’ unallocated figure, to be determined at an unspecified point in time by an unspecified mechanism.  

In the view of Timewell Properties the JCS ranges provide inadequate guidance for the Site Specific Allocations DPD because generic and arbitrary figures are given for centres in a particular category across the whole area regardless of their circumstances.  It suggests some specific criteria that could be applied for exceeding 20 in the case of service villages.    
[Fairfield Partnership, followed by Welbeck Strategic, Hethersett Land and Timewell Properties and then other participants in any order]
Particular matters concerning policy 14: Key Service Centres (KSC)
3
Issue   Does the JCS provide sound core strategic guidance for the KSCs?  Does the evidence demonstrate that the identified KSCs are appropriately listed as such, with no additions/deletions?  Is the scale of development for the individual KSCs soundly based?

Some views summarised
Paul Rogers supports Wroxham, as a sustainable location serving a wide rural area, which should have a JCS provision of at least 200 units, with no overriding utilities capacity limitations.  However, Hoveton Parish Council considers that the environmental and traffic impacts of designating Wroxham as a KSC have not been addressed.

The Environment Agency (EA) considers that the scale of development for some individual settlements is not soundly based and that the JCS has not demonstrated that water quality will be protected or improved as required by policy 3.  It has also expressed concern whether the infrastructure provision, eg in relation to surface water flooding, is likely to be in place to enable the upper limits of the proposed allocations to be implemented during the plan period. 
Anglian Water Services considers that the KSCs at Reepham and Acle are at or close to the limit of their consented discharge, and the JCS level of development would present challenges in relation to water quality and conservation.  It advises that development at Reepham should be phased towards the end of the plan period, whilst development at Acle would require the WWTW to be improved to enable increased discharge consent.  EA considers that the development proposed for Reepham (100-200 dwellings) is unlikely to meet the water quality requirements of policy 3.  Hugh Ivins suggests that the allocation for Reepham should be reduced to about 100.  

Landstock cites Poringland as an example of a settlement for which the allocated range does not appear to be soundly based; it is a similar distance from Norwich as Hethersett and significantly closer than Long Stratton yet the JCS provision is only 100-200 dwellings, compared with 1,000 units at Hethersett and 1,800 units at Long Stratton.  The SHLAA, for example, suggests that Poringland could accommodate a greater level of development than the JCS provision.  
Similarly, Philip Jeans Homes argues that the JCS housing provision for Loddon for 100-200 dwellings has been constrained without a sound basis. 

R Smith considers there to be a lack of match between the scale of housing provision in different KSCs and the potential for increased housing provision recognised in the SHLAA.  In his view the ranges in policy 14 fail to recognise the findings and conclusions of Topic Paper 7.  He points to surface water flooding issues at Poringland, which are not referred to in the policy, and cites Blofield as a logical location for a greater amount of development than the 50 dwellings proposed.  He also states that the JCS does not tackle the shortfall that already exists.

[Discussion, in turn, of Wroxham, Reepham, Acle, Poringland, Loddon and Blofield]
Particular matters concerning policy 15: Service Villages

4
Issue  Does the JCS provide sound core strategic guidance for these villages?  Does the evidence demonstrate that the identified ‘service villages’ are appropriately listed as such, with no additions/deletions?  Is the scale of development for the individual villages soundly based?  If the JCS is unsound in relation to these matters, are there any specific changes that would render it sound?  


Some views summarised

GNDP considers that the basis for the definition of service villages is sound and clearly set out in paragraph 6.57 of the JCS.  Allocations are generally modest and the level of guidance appropriate.  The approach is based on the topic paper TP7 Settlement Hierarchy and also takes account of the very different natures of the rural parts of the two districts.  The level of services in these settlement is more ‘strategic’ than in the ‘other villages’ subject to policy 16, while journey-to-work public transport availability was considered to be the minimum required to promote sustainability.

Paul Rogers considers it wholly appropriate for service villages within the Norwich Policy Area (NPA) to be allocated higher levels of growth than service villages outside it, which are generally more remote from facilities and bus services.  Timewell argues for more specific levels of provision, eg at Little Melton (10-20 dwellings). 
Landform Strategic Investments Ltd and Welbeck Strategic Land Ltd consider that there should be two levels of service villages; minor villages with limited services should have no growth, whilst major service villages, such as Mulbarton, should receive a much higher allocation than 10-20 dwellings Hugh Ivins suggests that Newton St Faith should be excluded from service village status.
[Discussion in turn of Little Melton, Mulbarton, and Newton St Faith]
Policy 16: Other villages

3
Issue  Does the JCS provide sound core strategic guidance for these villages?  Does the evidence demonstrate that the identified ‘other villages’ are appropriately listed as such, with no additions/deletions?  Is the scale of development for the individual villages soundly based?  If the JCS is unsound in relation to these matters, are there any specific changes that would render it sound?  

Some views summarised

GNDP considers the basis of the core strategic guidance for ‘other villages’ sound and clearly set out in paragraph 6.61 of the JCS.  The broadly consistent approach is based on the topic paper TP7 Settlement Hierarchy.  In relation to the allowance for development on ‘other sites’, policy 9 makes it clear that allocations to deliver the smaller sites allowance will be made “in accordance with the settlement hierarchy and local and environmental and servicing considerations”.

Crane and Son suggests that Marsham should be promoted to service village status, claiming that it has more facilities than some in that category, including some introduced via the ‘more relaxed’ approach to the definition of such centres adopted at pre-submission stage. Crane and Son (Farms) Ltd considers it no longer necessary for service villages to have all four of the important services [identified in paragraph 6.57], providing they have good access to them or to other services, and argue for service status for Marsham.
Brian Falk argues for service village status for Bressingham.
R Smith considers that certain settlements could be clustered and therefore sustainable locations for development.

[Discussion in turn of Marsham, Bressingham and clustering] 
