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

Hearing matter 3B:  Old Catton, Sprowston, Rackheath, Thorpe St Andrew growth triangle [JCS policies 9 & 10, and Appendix 5] 
Wednesday 17 November 2010 

Discussion agenda:
Note:
Although GNDP advertised some Focussed Changes relating to the growth triangle in July-August 2010 (FC8-10), it has resolved not to submit these to the examination.  The text of the JCS would therefore remain as initially submitted..
1
Issue  Is the growth triangle, including the proposed ecotown at Rackheath,  ‘justified’ (ie, founded on a robust and credible evidence base and the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives)?
Note:  The national Planning Policy Statement on Ecotowns (July 2009) states (at para ET41-42)  ‘Eco-towns are one of a range of options local planning authorities should consider when determining how to meet their current or emerging housing requirements set out in the RSS. Eco-towns should be allocated as a strategic development option within the Core Strategy, but may also be considered as part of an Area Action Plan or Allocations DPD where the Core Strategy has already been adopted.  Local planning authorities who have within their area an eco-town location in Annex A should consider the eco-town as an option for the distribution of housing. There is no requirement to allocate an eco-town if a better way of meeting future needs exists. The Adopted Plan should set out the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives.’

Some views summarised

GNDP states that Appendix 2 of Topic Paper 8 explains the thinking behind the selection of this area as a major urban extension.  The NE inside the NDR performed best in sustainability appraisal (SA) terms of all the individual locations in Broadland.  The NE ‘outside’ the NDR was slightly ahead although of other alternatives, although not by much.  However, many of the environmental and social disadvantages of that area can be overcome if it is considered in combination with the area ‘inside the NDR’.  

Barratt Strategic, promoters of the ecotown, claim that Rackheath has been tested and incorporated as national policy since it is identified as such in the national Planning Policy Statement, a key strength identified being the degree of fit between it and the emerging strategy of the JCS.  The vast majority of the land is in single ownership and a joint venture agreement will be in place by the end of 2010.  DCLG has already provided more than £10m to fund initial plans and projects. 

SNUB and CPRE consider that the concentration of development here is unjustified because it is remote from employment sources, has excessive infrastructure costs, would increase urban sprawl in this sector, is unsustainable and was unduly influenced by the opaque reasoning lying behind the selection of the ecotown (which anyway is dubiously sustainable) within the large area ‘outside the NDR’.  A more organic approach to this area is required. 
Savills for Taylor Wimpey etc points out that the area is part of the Norwich Housing Market Area (HMA) within which 85% of the working population live and work in the market area compared with Wymondham and Long Stratton where 36% and 39% of residents respectively travel to Norwich to work.  The growth triangle therefore provides a better balance in this respect and could help to provide larger family housing of the type in scarcity in the HMA.  Annual build-rates could also be assisted by the ability of this large area to provide 4/5 house-builders operating simultaneously.    
Bidwells suggests that policy 10 does not permit the consideration of land at Rackheath other than that already included in the ecotown and puts forward a proposed change to address this.
[GNDP, followed by Barratt (Building Partnerships), SNUB, CPRE and then other participants in any order] 
2
Issue  Does the area indicated in Appendix 5 represent a justified and realistic ‘area of search’ within which areas sufficient to accommodate the various components of the proposed growth triangle can be found, bearing in mind the requirements of the land budget considered in EiP94?   
[GNDP to contribute first, then other participants in any order]
3
Issue  Assuming that Appendix 5 represents a justified and realistic ‘area of search’ does the JCS provide sufficient strategic guidance for achieving ‘a single co-ordinated approach’ to the future planning of this large area with its multiple ownership and complex infrastructure issues?  Is the mechanism for effective delivery of this development indicated in the last paragraph of JCS policy 10 likely to achieve this ‘single co-ordinated approach’ and provide a clear mechanism for consultation with landowners and the public?  [GNDP has now indicated that the mechanism would be an Area Action Plan……..the JCS to commit to that?]  How will this process be dovetailed with the ‘detailed masterplanning to be required for each ‘quarter’, and how will such quarters be defined?  
[First contribution from GNDP, followed by Savills and then other participants in any order]
4
Issue  Is the Northern Distributor Road (NDR) justified and effective as the means of providing the ‘necessary access to key strategic employment and growth locations’ and releasing road capacity to achieve ‘significant improvement to public transport, walking and cycling in Norwich’, particularly North Norwich (JCS para 5.44?)  
Some views summarised
GNDP states that the NDR is included in NCC’s 2nd Local Transport Plan (2006-2011 and is fully justified through its Major Business Case.  The Partnership summarises the case for the road in EiP part 7.  The road networks in northern Norwich are already congested and would be exacerbated by growth in the triangle.  Traffic needs to be removed from these roads, especially the radials, to free up space for bus priority measures, cycle lanes and improved pedestrian facilities.  The NDR will enable this.  It will also reduce traffic on informal outer ring road routes.
NNTAG, SNUB and CPRE refer to the NDR as having gone, over time, from a full-blown northern bypass, linking with the southern bypass at both ends to a three-quarter route (due to environmental constraints in the Wensum Valley) and now to a half-route with a different stated function.  They consider that the NDR would reinforce car dependency and create new orbital movements in conjunction with the A47 southern bypass.  The JCS tends to show that public transport improvements serving the new development areas in the triangle would follow the NDR, not precede it.  The location of the eco-town outside the current public transport network would militate against usage.  NNTAG advocates a public-transport led JCS and considers that the strategy pays insufficient attention to the need for travel demand management, not least over parking controls (both number and price).  [Barrett Strategic, developers of the ecotown, also appear to regard this as necessary – in their case as one of the pre-requisites to the ability of the site to deliver a sustainable transport solution.]  Norwich Green Party has similar views, with particular reference to international and national carbon reduction targets and the absence of built-in carbon accounting; it says that no consideration was ever given to a ‘no NDR’ option.  In its view a sound JCS would need to present a ‘no growth triangle’ and ‘no NDR option’ and contain carbon emission reduction targets and delivery measures.   
Landstock and Savills (for Taylor Wimpey etc and Thorpe & Felthorpe Trust) consider that absolute barriers should not be put in the way of early housing delivery.  There can be more flexibility about how much development can proceed in advance of the NDR, including recognition of the potential role of a developer-funded ‘inner link road’ across the triangle (from Wroxham Road to Sprowston Road and on to Postwick) and key arterials as part of a viable and deliverable alternative transport strategy that would enable the delivery of a significant amount of growth in advance of the NDR.  Landstock has submitted a map of such a route.  Savills considers that this issue can be left to be worked out through the AAP. 
[First contributions by NNTAG, SNUB and CPRE, followed by GNDP, the Highways Agency, Landstock, Savills and then other participants in any order]
5
Issue  If the NDR is ‘fundamental to the delivery of the JCS’ (para 5.44), are the resources likely to be in place to complete it, and when?  [On 26 October DfT classified it as being in the 2nd of 3 categories, ie ‘in development’ (the first being category being ‘supported’ and the 3rd ‘pre-qualification’).]  Since it may be possible at the hearing only to speculate on the issue of the availability of funding and its timing, does the JCS provide a coherent view of a ‘plan B’ if there is an unknown length of delay in provision of the NDR?  What part of the annualised growth for the triangle (see p111 of the JCS) could be achieved before this became a short term or long term constraint?   
[GNDP’s Concept Statement indicates that the short-term impact of 3200 dwellings (including 1000 at Rackheath) may be acceptable in the knowledge that the Postwick Hub ‘will be delivered and the NDR is committed’.  However, prior to such certain ‘knowledge’ of these things, this does not appear to amount to a plan B.
GNDP’s matter 3B statement puts it in slightly differently terms (7.3-7.4) ie that a total of 3000 houses can be accommodated in advance of the relief provided by the NDR but that ‘these developments will need the Postwick Hub junction to be built in order to avoid adverse impact on the A47 trunk road junction and objection by the Highways Agency’.]  
CPRE considers it impractical to make housing starts based on an assumed availability of the NDR.  Only development that can be independent of the NDR should be planned for.  This does not apply to development of 1000 houses at Rackheath as that could amount to starting on a strategy which may not be fully deliverable.
[GNDP to clarify its view on permissible pre-NDR development re existing commitments and JCS proposals, and then other participants in any order

6
Issue  What priority is afforded by the LIPP to the 3 additional rail stations indicated on the diagram on p61 and the ramping up of services on these lines?  Is this priority consistent with the statement that closeness to an existing operational railway was a ‘key strength’ of the case for Rackheath as an eco-town?  If significant improvements to stations and services cannot be achieved, would this undermine the case for that part of the growth triangle ‘outside’ the NDR?  

Commentary 

In its pre-hearing statement Barratt Strategic (promoter of the Rackheath ecotown) provides the fullest appraisal so far of the possible development of this rail service.  It is envisaged that the current hourly service could increase to 4 per hour, although this would require various track modifications and upgrades.  [timing??]  

[GNDP, Barratts (Building Partnerships), and then other participants in any order]

7
Issue  Is there a reasonable prospect of other critical non-transport infrastructure being deliverable by the dates required to permit the annualised build-rate for the growth triangle shown on p111? 
Note:  The draft Local Infrastructure Plan and Programme (LIPP) sets out a spatial infrastructure ‘package’ for the north east growth triangle (see p58-67 of doc EiP85).  Unlike its coverage of the A11 corridor growth locations and Long Stratton, the LIPP does not identify the items of key infrastructure without which the annual growth envisaged at Appendix 6 p111 of the JCS cannot occur.  We have asked GNDP to do this and we will be seeking to clarify the likely ‘effectiveness’ of the growth triangle in terms of its ability to permit growth to occur on the scale and within the timescales set out at p111 of the JCS.
[First contribution from GNDP and then other participants in any order]
