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

Hearing matter 4:  Effectiveness of infrastructure delivery [JCS policy 20 and Appendix 7] 
Tuesday 23 November 2010 

Discussion agenda:
Note:  In our initial soundness concerns we queried whether the JCS adequately identified the degree of criticality of the 80 or so items of infrastructure referred to in Appendix 7 of the JCS.  All were described as ‘critical’ either to the JCS as a whole or to the delivery of particular named growth locations.  The emerging Local Investment Plan and Programme (LIPP) (EiP85) includes an Appendix 3, which categorises these schemes into:

Priority 1: Fundamental to the enabling of physical growth – includes key elements of transport, water and electricity infrastructure.  Failure to deliver would require the strategy to be reviewed.

Priority 2: Essential to significant elements of the strategy and necessary for timely and sustainable growth – includes key elements of education, health care and green infrastructure.  Failure to deliver would be likely to result in refusal of planning permission for individual growth proposals, particularly in the medium term as pressures build and any existing capacity is used up.

Priority 3: Required to deliver the overall vision for sustainable growth but unlikely to prevent development in the short to medium term – includes community facilities and services.  Failure to address these may result in refusal of permission for individual growth proposals.   
As noted under matter 3, the LIPP sets out investment and interventions necessary for 4 themes: (a) environmental (b) housing (c) jobs and the economy and (d) other infrastructure needs.  It also describes a series of spatial packages aimed at specifying the infrastructure necessary to serve the north-east triangle, the City, the southwest growth locations, Long Stratton, and ‘elsewhere’ in Broadland and South Norfolk.  Although EiP84 sets out ‘critical paths’ for infrastructure related to the major growth locations these do not provide a clear read-across to indicate the  deliverability/non-deliverability of housing at individual growth locations on the scale and to the timetable set out on p111 of the JCS.  We hope to have clarified this under matters 3B and 3C.   
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Issue
In the light of the above note, is the JCS effective in what it conveys about the infrastructure necessary for its successful implementation, and when and by which agencies it will be delivered?  Would policy 20 and/or Appendix 7 need to be changed in order to make the JCS sound?  If so what would these changes be?  [Is it intended that Appendix 3 of the LIPP would be substituted for Appendix 7 of the JCS?  Would this be appropriate?]

Some views summarised

The general approach of the LIPP is supported by the Thorpe and Felthorpe Trust (TFT), which considers that more detailed criteria would need to follow at subsequent stages and through periodic review.  Hethersett Land considers the LIPP a useful iterative tool to co-ordinate the delivery of the necessary infrastructure to support JCS growth.  

The Fairfield Partnership believes that the LIPP has the potential to fulfil the role of a delivery strategy, but still fails to properly identify the truly critical infrastructure and level of detail required to make informed decisions about the funding and delivery of infrastructure projects.  Fairfield considers that if the LIPP is to be an effective delivery strategy, it needs to accord with the requirement in PPS12 to set out how much development is intended to happen where, when, and by what means it will be delivered, and set out clear arrangements for managing and monitoring the delivery of the strategy.  This is especially true for the first 5 years of the plan.  At present many of the projected timescales, eg for the NDR, are very broad brush, with no recognition that identified DfT funding is not yet available. 

Fairfield also considers that the role of developer funding is not explained, other than that it will be required to fund infrastructure projects that will ‘serve’ particular developments.  It cites  the funding for the Long Stratton bypass, identified as a Priority 1 scheme, through ‘developer contributions’, which it considers would be prohibitively expensive in relation to development in this area.  In the Partnership’s view this raises the question whether the scheme would be financed by developer funding from another area, which may be contrary to CIL regulations; it would be helpful for the LIPP to set out which critical items of infrastructure rely on developer funding early in the plan period. 

Fairfield considers that another area missing from both the JCS and the LIPP is an assessment of infrastructure thresholds, ie the scale of development that can be delivered in advance of critical items of infrastructure being required.  Concern is also expressed that the costs estimates for two highways schemes change in opposite directions between the JCS and the LIPP; the cost of Long Stratton bypass reduces from £35 million to £20 million, while the cost of the Thickthorn junction improvements increases from £40 million to £45 million.  

Landstock Estates notes that Appendix 7 lists the majority of the main infrastructure requirements, but considers it to be an over-simplification because it does not convey the importance of the critical links or interdependencies between them.  Nor does the JCS identify those responsible for delivery or the level of funding required.  This information is essential in determining development feasibility and phasing.  The company also points out that LIPP Appendix 3 does not appear to address water supply, water quality or waste water treatment issues. 

The Green Party is concerned that the JCS infrastructure provision will ensure the primacy of the private car, which will put pressure on the already congested roads in the south-west of Norwich city.

The Norfolk Constabulary considers that the JCS should refer to additional police resources that will be needed in view of the wide range of development proposals in the JCS.

[Fairfield Partnership, followed by Landstock Estates and then other participants in any order] 
2
Issue
Do any of the infrastructure items represent showstoppers, which would prevent key aspects of the JCS?  Are they appropriately identified?


Note:  Some of these issues will be covered in relation to particular locations under matter 3 in week 2.


Some views summarised
GNDP considers that the LIPP correctly identifies the ‘showstoppers’ critical to the successful implementation of the JCS.  These are the Priority 1 items.  The NDR, Thickthorn Junction, and the delivery of sufficient potable water are identified as the showstoppers that are fundamental to the delivery of the overall strategy. 

However, in GNDP’s view even apparent showstoppers may not be absolute constraints, eg strategic interceptor sewer capacity is subject to further modelling.  Active management is identified as the key issue in overcoming constraints and the adoption of the LIPP process is critical to this. 

Hethersett Land generally supports the JCS in relation to showstoppers, referring to the critical elements in infrastructure provision for the Hethersett area, (which it defines as the Thickthorn junction, bus priority measures, waste water, water supply, school provision, cycle and pedestrian routes to strategic employment locations and Norwich and green infrastructure).  In its view these are capable of suitable, viable and deliverable solutions.  However, it hints that a possible unresolved area is water supply, given the potential changes to abstraction licences in the GNDP area.  TFT also supports GNDP’s list of showstoppers.

Fairfield agrees with the general principles used to categorise Priority 1 infrastructure.  However, it considers that the 49 items of critical infrastructure in the LIPP represent only a small improvement on the 80-90 in the JCS, a point also made by Landstock.  Fairfield considers applying Priority 1 status to all transport improvements “overly simplistic”, eg it is difficult to argue that failure to deliver bus improvements to individual roads within Norwich would undermine the delivery of the whole strategy and trigger the need for a review of the JCS.  It therefore considers it important to identify and prioritise the genuinely critical items of infrastructure in the LIPP, so that it can ensure they are funded before other projects, in order to make growth happen.  Fairfield considers that the real showstoppers can be limited to the truly critical items of transport infrastructure, such as the NDR and the Thickthorn junction improvements, and the waste water infrastructure, such as upgrades to WWTWs, and suggests that these items should be prioritised above all others.

Landstock and Lothbury Property Trust Company consider that the question mark over the necessary public funding for the NDR and Postwick Hub will significantly affect the viability of the North East Growth Triangle, and that an alternative strategy (Plan B) for a shorter length of road plus improvements at Postwick, which would be funded by developer contributions, needs to be recognised.  It considers that areas such as the A11 corridor, which are not generally dependent on public sector funding, should be recognised in the JCS as having greater certainty, which would allow utility companies to confidently programme infrastructure delivery.

[The matters below will have been discussed at earlier sessions but may be revisited here if necessary.]

The Environment Agency considers that water quality issues due to inadequate facilities to treat waste water are potential show stoppers at Long Stratton, Reepham and Aylsham, and to a lesser extent at Acle, although Anglian Water Services is more confident that solutions can be found to enable the JCS scale of development to be implemented at these locations.  Abstraction of potable water from the River Wensum, which would affect development at Costessey, is also highlighted as a potential show stopper, with no certainty that its Review of Consents would enable the necessary abstraction for that development to be implemented before 2015.

Natural England considers that not having the requisite infrastructure (both green and water) in place to safeguard European designated sites would be a showstopper, as the GNDP would then be in breach of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. 


[Hethersett Land, followed by other participants in any order]

3
Issue
Is there a reasonable prospect of the required infrastructure being completed by the critical dates? 


Some views summarised
GNDP explains that Position Statements will be provided by key providers at the EIP, and there will be an ongoing engagement through the LIPP.  The role of the county council as a key provider is also acknowledged.

Landstock points out that investment in infrastructure provision is generally focused on 5 year bid cycles, and both Anglian Water and EDF have just started implementing the cycle running from 2010 to 2015 (AMP5); this means that if an infrastructure scheme is not included in the current AMP5 scheme, there is no guarantee that it will commence during this period.  This consideration should therefore be built into the LIPP.  The company compares the uncertainty of such schemes with those in the A11 corridor, which is capable of development of over 4,000 new dwellings which would be served by critical items of infrastructure, such as electricity, water supply and sewage treatment within this early part of the plan period.


[Anglian Water, followed by other participants in any order]
4
Issue  Is the JCS flexible?  If not, are there changes that must be introduced to make it ‘effective’ in terms of its flexibility?
GNDP considers that the JCS is flexible with regard to timing, eg the housing trajectories indicate significant existing commitment to provide for short term growth, and there is scope to vary start dates and growth rates for growth in the smaller and medium scale proposals.  Some key employment locations are constrained but mostly they are based on existing employment concentrations and share the same infrastructure constraints as housing growth locations.  The key to JCS flexibility will be the active engagement of the GNDP as a delivery vehicle.  However, a critical shortfall in infrastructure delivery will trigger a review of the JCS. 

Fairfield considers that the JCS approach to housing is flexible enough to allow development to be prioritised in the areas which can deliver it first, ensuring a realistic 5 year land supply, in accordance with PPS3.  

Landstock considers that the flexibility of the JCS would be increased if the option of increased development in the A11 corridor, eg at Cringleford, Hethersett and Wymondham, were to be built into the JCS and the LIPP.

Hethersett Land considers that the JCS should be more explicit about the flexibility it has to allow growth in certain locations, even where Priority 1 and Priority 2 infrastructure delivery does not materialise according to plan. It states, for example, that delays in the delivery of the NDR need not result in a complete block on delivery throughout the GNDP area.

[Participants in any order]

