GNDP JOINT CORE STRATEGY SUBMISSION CONSULTATION
COMMENTSON SELECTED POLICIESFROM CPRE NORFOLK

sent to: jointcorestrategy@gndp.org.uk off December 2009
From: CPRE Norfolk (The Norfolk branch of the CampaigrProtect Rural England)
- info@cprenorfolk.org.uk.

INTRODUCTION. PARAGRAPH 2.3: Unsound/not justified

Reason

The statement is made that ‘The JCS cannot be delivatiedut the implementation
of the Norwich Area Transportation Strategy includirigg tNorthern Distributor
Road’. CPRE consider that it would be more accurate yotlsa the Joint Core
Strategy (JCS) was devised to justify the Northernrbistor Road (NDR) and
certainly as regards a ‘growth triangle’ and assodia&velopment in the north east
sector.

We make two further points. Firstly, the ‘updated’ NotwiBrea Transportation
Strategy (NATS) is essentially the original documenttan in 2004, with the only
up-dating appearing to be the replacement of a full bypage with a three-quarter
route in September 2005. Secondly, the Transport for aoreonsultation which
ended on the 27November made no attempt to update the NATS and included the
statement (page 12 of the consultation booklet) that NIDR is the key piece of
major infrastructure required to enable the implementatidhe agreed NATS'.

We ask in what way is this NATS4 ‘agreed’, and by who.h&ttime the consultation
opened the Department of Transport were awaiting furthernmetion to satisfy them
on programme entry requirements, and had been for mantheadhwas a risk to
proceed with this JCS consultation, which ends aboigghe time as the decision on
programme entry of the NDR is expected to be madéelfiecision is made against
programme entry then the whole spatial strategy neetls te-considered; and if the
decision is further delayed, then the JCS process muistléged until it is resolved.

Changes

The priorities of the JCS should be recast to producess-cutting strategy that will
reduce carbon emissions, prioritise affordable housing appgost public transport
improvements.

INTRODUCTION. PARAGRAPH 2.10: Unsound/not justified.

Reason.

In taking the JCS to 2026, this pre-empts the outcome akthew of the Regional
Spatial Strategy (RSS) to 2031 and is not due for completih2011. It is stated
that this review ‘may result in upward pressure on houtngets but at this stage
cannot be assessed with certainty’ and ‘the JCS nopyrecearly review to deal with



changes to growth rate specified in the revised Eashgland Plan’. The case for an
extension to 2026 relies on an interpretation of PPS 3tendorward provision of
land supply. We argue that the last five year period asksnfassurance that this can
be done, rather than firm allocations of land thaehavbe made 15 years ahead.

The JCS is clearly working on the assumption that ingugrovision will be
maintained at current RSS levels, or be higher. If tlisewio be the case, then in a
pragmatic view, the pre-emption would do no harm. Howeaf/¢he Review decides
on a lower rate of build for the period 2011 to 2031, themnen ‘early review’ of a
JCS would not be able to address the problems createdveékrallocation of land
supply to 2026 would result in cherry-picking of sites by devepeot just on
location, but perhaps on size. In particular it would aetwered utilisation of
previously developed land in Norwich, and a set pattern oérdied first’ for many
years. Also the size of sites/numbers of housestselenight be minimised in terms
of section 106 commitments. It would also create diffies for ‘master planning’ for
the provision of hard and soft infrastructure prioritied imescale to provision.

The RSS Review consultation which ended on th& Igévember presented four
scenarios for housing and economic growth, of which ¢knes$t of the four was a
continuing RSS level, a ‘roll-over’. Both Norfolk CaynCouncil and CPRE Norfolk
argued that a lower growth scenario should have been euluabeit with some
differences in reason and emphasis. CPRE East dakthgnade a representation for
a lower scenario, and it is likely that other Norfalkal authorities did as well.

Change

In conclusion, in our view, the submission JCS should idedvawn and re-submitted
when the Review of RSS is complete; or firm allomagi of a housing numbers
distribution can be restricted to the numbers planned@al, but the period extended
to 2026. In this case, an early review would be an appropoatse to take.

THE SPATIAL VISION. PAGES 22-28: Unsound/Not Justified/Not effective

Reason

In many places, the spatial vision is disconnected frosh g@gperience and realistic
future expectations. These thread through social, ecarmmi environmental issues.
We restrict our comments to the introductory statemetiie Climate Change and
Sustainability section, and objective 9. Other pointsbhmdealt with around specific
policies.

Introductory Comments: Not justified

1. There is little post-recession evidence to supporaskertion that 27,000 new jobs
will be created, particularly if ‘new’ is taken to meadditional’. Further there must
be a significant time lag before job numbers incread@ich affects the growth
trajectory and the necessary restructuring of the Norgbnomy to an increased
proportion of higher skilled jobs.



2. It is highly unlikely that 36,740 new homes can be buitegithe economic
outlook, and the state of the housing market and consinuodustry; and if they are,
there would be severe deficiencies across the rangardfand soft infrastructure.

3. Unless there is a radical change in Government pe®réand policies, the gap
between need and provision of affordable housing will get eiaer. In the period
2001-08, which saw strong growth, delivery of affordable housitiginvall housing
provision was 22% for Greater Norwich, compared to the ®&8&§et of around 35%
(provision was even lower in the North and Yarmouth Selas).

4. It is seriously misleading to say ‘Growth will bectissed on brownfield land in the
Norwich urban area and in a very large mixed use urbamegirin in the Old Catton,
Sprowston, Rackheath and Thorpe St Andrew growth triandlee latter is
essentially greenfield. Of the further allocations psgebto be made in the NPA to
2026, only 3,000 out of 21,000 (of which 7,000 in the growth triangdeg to
10,000 later) will be in Norwich. There should haverbeata presented for the
Norwich Policy Area showing brownfield/greenfield number the completions in
the period 2001-08; similarly for allocations already madwe astimates for the
further proposed allocations.

Climate Change and Sustainability; Not justified/Not ife

The wording of the policy in several places is weakh®e point of having little
meaning, for example the statements ‘minimising the aofsglobal resources’,
‘maximising the use of brownfield land’ and ‘people will dsss water’.

The domestic consumption of water across the regi@B7slitres per person per day.
The Environment Agency state that this should be reducetil®120 litres per
person per day, with a target of 8% reduction in existingsébolds and 25% in new
build. 1t is unlikely that these targets will be acl@dv The additional infrastructure
required for dealing with waste water is costly and hlasig timescale.

The issue of transport is conspicuous by its absencegydarty considering its high
contribution to domestic output of carbon dioxide emiss. Appendix 8 shows an
extensive list for roads infrastructure, and indirectly domsumption of mineral
resource. This section and Policy 1 require a compsahenre-consideration to bring
them in line with the Climate Change Bill and the Planningd &limate Change
Supplement to Planning Policy Statement 1.

Objective 9

The objectives are in many cases in a direct conflioe, with another. We comment
on Objective 9, a particular concern of CPRE. We appartive of the general aim of
this objective, which is ‘To protect, manage and enhanceateal, built and historic

environment, including key landscapes, natural resourcesraas af natural habitat
or nature conservation value’. However, our view ig titide weight can be attached
to this.

The objective and the supporting text have been writiemlittle regard to the level
and rate of development proposed within the Norwichcldlirea, and its actual



impact. In our view, there would be a dramatic and umgleted change in the
whole area, with a major loss and suburbanisatiotoahtryside, huge pressures on
natural resources, and a radical change to the settindharatter of Norwich itself.

The first half of the support text describes what weehaow. The second half of the
text states ‘It is a priority to maintain and imprawese special qualities...’. It then
evades the issues with some ‘warm’, but not justifstdtements such as ‘the use of
previously developed land will be prioritised to minimise thss of agricultural land
and the countryside’, ‘biodiversity and locally distivetilandscapes will be protected
and enhanced’ and ‘efficient use will be made of nafserenergy and water
resources, and the production of waste will be minimisedh practice, these
statements are essentially about seeking the lef/gi®wath proposed and putting the
protection of the natural environment as, at best, a dahmagation task.

Specifically, this growth would have a number of sigaifitoutcomes. Norwich will
change in character with a planned increase in housicl sfosome 30% by 2021,
and a continuation of these growth rates to 2026 or 2031. ‘fiReixity’ will become
encased and lost in an extensive suburbia, especiallpeinnorth east ‘growth
triangle’. The same effect will happen with some ld towns and villages in the
south west, especially Wymondham.

Further, there will be an extensive loss of productwentryside to other types of
development associated with the housing growth, and thepoped road
infrastructure. Inevitably this will be accompanied with iaddal light pollution,
with an impact going far beyond the confines of the NomRolicy Area. Although
some EU water dependent sites of nature conservatioht mégeive adequate
protection, but those in the wider countryside will raffecting both landscape and
biodiversity. In turn the level of mineral extractioequired for this rate of
development across the county will cause further evbdtdamage.

Change

The policy needs recasting to reflect the validityhef issues raised.

POLICY 1. Addressing Climate Change and protecting environmental assets.

Page 32
Unsound/not effective/not justified

Reason

The policy lacks any framework which sets out the cbuation made by various
sectors to carbon dioxide emissions, and thereby can n@lesaluation as to what
measures might best be adopted for each sector to skedioas in levels. The basic
information is available, and has been discussed ircomtext of an eco-town at
Rackheath. It should now be applied to existing as wslinew development.
Although the JCS uses words such as ‘minimise’ and tefft this is not a
replacement for a coherent and targeted approach th#e¢sréa the size of the
problem in each sector and how it is addressed.



Instead of this coherent approach, much of the teatako protecting environmental
assets and much of that carries an obligation irresfgeoficlimate change. In one
case, the fragmentation of habitats, it becomes yee roritical with the advent of
climate change. Water resource, also a critical isgets, only one mention, with the
hope that the JCS will ‘minimise water use and protesiirggl water resources’.

Change

We suggest that this policy should be split in two. @&3oli deals with addressing
climate change in a structured and more quantitative maRadicy 2 deals with
protecting environmental assets.

Specifically, green infrastructure should be consideredinvays. Firstly in its role
as an ecological network which links habitat areas;s@edndly as a means of access
by the public to open spaces. On the second, it would be effective to improve
access to the wider countryside, rather than loseldtynial use to unnecessarily high
levels of green infrastructure, in particular 40% in tbe-®wn.

POLICY 3. ENERGY AND WATER. Pages 38,39. Unsound/Not justified/Not
effective

Reason: Energy

We question the conclusion (paragraph 5.15) of the Greateridh Energy Study
that renewable energy resource within the area can amgdy the energy demands of
the planned new development; and that the technical fdtespresents over 160%
of the area’s current energy consumption.

No information is given about the estimated investnuarsts to achieve the claims
and the timescale of delivery, although these are lilcehe barriers to the claim. We
also gquestion what level of efficiency would there neetd to provide a consistency
of supply to meet demand.

If the claims are achievable, then it is not clear Whyicy 3 restrict the ambitions for
100% renewable energy to major development (more than 5Cfllirdys or
50,000sgm for non-residential development).

The policy states that ‘Provision will be made forasgic enhancement of the
electricity and gas supply networks to support housing andogmpht growth’ The
County Council response to the RSS Review (appendix 8pstrand timescales does
not lend encouragement to this view.

Reason: Water

The 2006 Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy ®rBtibadland Rivers
showed major problems, with many of the sub-catchmeetggnated as over-
abstracted (eg in the north east sector), and the mderaas over-licensed. The
catchment includes a large concentration of water deperifldnsites of nature



conservation. Against this background we make the followinggaihich the policy
does not address.

The phrase ‘with no significant detriment to areasmfironmental importance’ lacks
clarity and effectiveness. Does this mean just E&ssibr does it apply to the wider
countryside (as it should do)? In either case, it obscilne fact that it is difficult to
assess detriment and it might take a number of yeasdnificant detriments to be
recognised and measurable.

The need for agricultural irrigation is important tce tafficiency of production of
crops, and moreso if predicted future climate change wep#tterns occur. Further,
some EU sites depend on the wider countryside for status, for example the
Broadland rivers which run into the Broads.

There is also the issue of waste water managemeatreBponse of Norfolk County
Council to the RSS Review (paragraph 2.2, appendix 3, watde)csets out the
major infrastructure costs and long timescales requireesiwond to planned levels of
growth. Thus, to avoid unacceptable and significant damaiyg b&licted on the
ecology of the natural environment, this growth must bendoales or timescales
extended.

Change

The policy needs recasting to reflect the validityhef issues raised.

POLICY 4. HOUSING DELIVERY. Pages 41, 42 Unsound: Not
[ustified/effective

Reason: Not justified

The JCS is not being compliant in extending the timesicalhousing site allocations
beyond 2021, to 2026. This pre-empts the RSS Review, not duenfigietion until
2011. All indications are that an additional and lower agdenfor housing and
economic growth should be considered in the processeasit for the implications of
the recession and longer term economic outlook, folaa fiat was progressed and
adopted in the boom period of 2001-08.

The allocation of housing to 2026 has been ‘justified’ la grounds of what PPS3
says on forward allocation of land for 5, 10 and 15 yeapg@®r The last five years
does not require a firm allocation, only an indicatibattit can be done through the
JCS review. Even then, the land supply ‘shelf-life’ dtdolbe determined with the
existing and likely forward rate of building, and not exagtsst by an unachievable
target figure. Most bodies accept that RSS targets wtilba met for various reasons,
including the depressed state of the construction induseyatl in land values, and
developers waiting for the housing market to improve.

Reason: Not effective




The GNDP strapline for the JCS is ‘Jobs, homes, priagpder local people’. The
stated need for the JCS is that upwards of 40% of all igpysiovided should be
affordable housing, and the RSS target is 35% across tioa.rddpe period 2001-08
saw an improvement over previous years, but for the &@rddorwich area it
averaged out at 22% (Norwich 28%, South Norfolk 18%, and Broadl&%). The
relatively high level in Norwich might come in part fraamboom of buy-to-let flats,
and direct subsidy as a Growth Point. For the reftafolk, the North Sub-area
averaged at 7%, with 12% in the final year; and for Yarimo&fo reaching 7% in the
final year. For the region as a whole the averagel\8%s

The figures show a very poor delivery record for afforddideasing in relation to
need and the region target. As regards the housing thatltisit is not local people
who are the main beneficiaries. The GNDP are settimgverall target of 40% in an
effort to improve the situation and declare that ‘Whasebility is an issue financial
support via public subsidy will be sought, such as through Hbenes and
Communities Agency (HCA)'. Given that the problem is nadicas well as regional
and considering the Strategy’s present priorities andipsl)ias well as the current
economic outlook, it seems that once again therehaila very large gap between
‘sought’ and ‘received’.

We note in the affordable housing approach, in an effadise the level, the number
set for a contribution is taken as five houses insteatbadtated by PPS3. This is
laudable in trying to make some progress within the existingsygtarticularly for
rural areas, albeit that the 15 year land supply PP$aRas too rigidly.

Throughout the JCS, references are made to ‘maximisinggiving priority’ to the
use of brownfield over greenfield land. As such, the statesrghould be supported
by providing the total numbers of each within the NPA for #@81 dwellings
completed with the period 2001-08, the 11,847 committed at 20081142
allocated to 2021 (based on current proposals) and the 8,8@0adlgtrations from
2021 to 2026 (based on current proposals). A similar breakouild be shown for
the rural parts of Broadland and South Norfolk (the ‘@at&NPA’ figures). This data
would help to gauge the effectiveness of the policy in pectic

Finally, the housing trajectory in Appendix 6 requiregeast some justification as to
how the annual estimates for the period 2008/09 to 2025/2@eaneed, and the
assumptions which underpin them.

Change

The JCS should follow a Plan-Monitor-Plan approachethasn a more integrated
approach to housing growth, job growth, hard and softastfucture needs and
timescales to delivery, taking account of short and kenm impacts of the recession,
and environmental impacts. This should be at a much loawet bf growth than is
planned now.

In the NPA we should be looking for very significaseductions in the north east
‘growth triangle’; at Wymondham and Long Stratton; amt¢hie villages in Broadland
and South Norfolk. There should be a major review andlaeguonitoring of

previously developed land in Norwich, with the aim of imgiag the amount of the



total NPA housing that can be accommodated in the citg. iffitiation of this could
be through the City Council Site Allocations Plan, whams to identify potential
development sites in Norwich.

POLICY 5. THE ECONOMY. Pages 46, 47. Unsound: Not justified.

Reason

CPRE are supportive of the broad policy aims, but haveerarover whether these
can be achieved. There is an over-reliance on the camgirstrength and growth in
finance, commerce and retail in the NPA, sectors ircivipbs may be vulnerable.
Unduly high allocations of land for office space witipact on options for alternative
uses for housing.

Within the Greater Norwich Area as a whole there Imkance to be struck between
continuing growth of tourism and major loss of amerutyocal residents, pressure on
infrastructure (water, transport); and changes in theacter in towns and villages.
The planned level of expansion at Broadland Gate Buskasgscannot be justified;.

It is a large scale out-of-town retail and commerciavedopment which will
encourage car dependency and compete with Norwich Gityece

Change

The policy needs recasting to reflect the validityhef issues raised.

POLICY 6. ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION. Page 49. Not legally
compliant: Unsound: Not justified/Effective

Reason. Legally compliant

The policy will not achieve the requirement of the R8&ich seeks to ‘achieve a
major shift in emphasis across the NPA towards trayepublic transport, cycling
and walking’. It would also be contrary to the binding tifget to cut emissions, as
set out in the Climate Change Act 2008, by 26% on 1990 levels byaz@8ahe PPS
1 Supplement, Planning and Climate Change.

Reason. Unsound: not justified

The lynchpin of the Norwich Area Transport Strategy A is the Northern
Distributor Route (NDR). The NDR shapes the whole a€%egards spatial strategy
and the locations and levels of housing. This was furtlagnified with the addition
of the ‘growth triangle’, which was proposed earlieistiear in the Regulation 25
consultation.

No attempt has been made to evaluate and develop a paisport led system for
access within the Norwich Policy Area (NPA) between ¢hy centre, major existing
and expanding settlements, and the strategic sitesyplbgment. As it now stands,



we have proposals for an investment-heavy roads infrasteuprogramme which
will lead, by some years, a relatively modest investnpragramme in Bus Rapid
Transit and rail.

In our view, the large scale development in the norsit eector does not meet with
spatial requirements but is proposed as a means of sdekegjablish the need for
the road.

Reason. Unsound: not effective

An NDR would have a number of adverse impacts. It waeohforce car
dependency by introducing a roads programme some years a@heamlest public
transport measures. It would create orbital travel maves in linking to the A47
Southern Bypass, inducing travel to employment siteamtistom the north east area.
It would produce an extra 25,000 tonnes of CO2 emissions a gedras such
contribute to the estimated 33% increase in the regatwden 2006 and 2031 in a
Business as Usual scenario.

The NDR Business Case data shows that the new road wiauginally increase (not
decrease as claimed) traffic across Norwich; and iner¢adfic by a substantial
amount on the radial roads running through the north eeisirseRoad infrastructure
costs are high; £110m for the NDR; £25m for the Postwick, ki integral part of
the NDR; £60m for two junction improvements on the A47dsg) and £35m for a
Long Stratton bypass.

Contrary to the benefits claimed for the road, it wadit remove traffic from the

northern suburbs and surrounding villages linked to tleevigr triangle but rather

increase traffic levels in these areas. It will mapiove the economic prospects for
north east Norfolk through improved access but rather peoducompeting effect

from the growth triangle which will see businesse®aaie there, and residents
commuting down to jobs in that area. And it will not ¢eemore space for public

transport improvements but rather generate more trafficche radial roads into

Norwich by embedding car dependency in the strategy’s gliedirery approach.

Change

A sustainable transport package could include a number otinesasuch as a phased
implementation of a Bus Rapid Transit scheme foritigkup major employment
centres and the city centre, new local rail haltshm north east sector, workplace
plans for reducing single car occupancy, traffic managenmadtives, additional
park and ride capacity, and modest new road infrastructsir@emtified in the
Broadland Local Plan (Replacement) 2006. These measutdd gige a much better
alignment with regional and local spatial requiremenésta strategy centred around
an NDR.

POLICY 9. Strategy for growth in the Norwich Policy Area. Unsound: Not
[ustified.

Reason



The JCS is not being compliant with the RSS Reviewh@timescale for housing
allocations beyond 2021 to 2026. Furthermore, all indicationst go a lower

scenario for housing and economic growth than the R8Sover’. Particularly, the

overall levels of growth are too high for the northtesector - ‘the growth triangle’
and out of alignment with the locations of strategicplyyment growth and the
prospects of new jobs in this area.

The housing numbers proposed for Wymondham and Long Steattogreater than
can be assimilated without radically changing the charaxd the settlements.

The NDR will not improve the quality of life in the ibreast sector, or reduce traffic
congestion. It does not support sustainable growth or ‘nsgdece’ for public
transport. It will embed car dependency, increase trafficthe radial roads, and
increase CO2 emissions. It will not improve job prospéttthe north east of the
county but pull away businesses seeking proximity to Ndrwihhe NDR also sits
very poorly with the concept of an eco-town, which woutdtcant for half the
housing growth in the sector to 2026.

The overall office space of 250,000sgm in the City CemMimgwich Research Park
and Broadland Business Park is difficult to justify wélrecession that is affecting
finance and commerce. Proposed expansion at BroadlamdwiHbabecome a large
out-of-town competitor to the City Centre and is ndicgble.

Housing completions for the year 2001-2008 showed a shanp tife years 2006/07
and 2007/08, as shown by the housing trajectory in appendix Grajéetory figures
post-boom have no solid evidence base and will not, iprigent uncertainty.

A major but little discussed issue is the level of mfédble housing as a proportion of
all housing. Data accompanying the RSS Review showed tHig t82% for the
Greater Norwich Area. Although about three times Ibetten for rural areas, as well
as Yarmouth and Waveney, it falls a long way shorthefregion overall target of
35%, even in the times of strong housing growth.

Change

There is a need for a scaling back of housing numbewhab is both more feasible in
the current economic climate and better aligned withgoowth and infrastructure
delivery. Within the housing provided, there needs to ked&al step change in the
delivery of affordable housing to meet the needs of lpeaple.

Transport policy trends need to be reversed, with puldiesport measures having
priority over, and leading, any road infrastructure improsets. Bus Rapid Transit
and rail improvements should be front loaded into théesysand the JCS should
reflect this. Instead, the proposals for road infrastmecamounts to near £200m; the
NDR at £110m, Postwick Hub at £25m, two junction improvamen the A47 (A1l
and A1074) at £60m and £35m for the Long Stratton bypass.



POLICY 10. L ocations for major new or expanded communities in the Norwich
Policy Area. Unsound: Not justified

Reason

The major development locations will just not see gomahift away from car
dependency. Instead the JCS priority in cost and tineedoadelivery is highly
weighted in favour of road programmes and use of the/¢arwould prefer a much
clearer strategic approach to encourage walking and cyclmtpdal journeys and
public transport for longer journeys.

The level and rate of housing growth is not feasitdeyall as not being desirable in
relation to jobs and infrastructure (hard and soft). Kéye dependencies summarised
in paragraphs 6.18, 6.19 and 6.22 are simply not deliverableisTilisstrated by the
data in appendix 7 for water (potable and waste), elégirgas and transportation.
Norfolk County Council also point this out forcefully their response to EERA for
the recent RSS Review (2011 to 2031).

Change

The policy needs recasting to reflect the validityhef issues raised.
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