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Stage C Regulation 18 Draft Strategy and Site Allocations Consultation – Greater Norwich 
Local Plan 
 

Note that Salhouse Parish Council largely endorses the comments by CPRE, and so we have 

integrated these comments into our response. 

 

QUESTION No. RESPONSE COMMENTS 

1 COMMENT 
Please comment on or highlight any inaccuracies within the 
introduction 
 
Please see our more detailed responses to the questions below, 
which make our concerns clear. In particular we have a major 
concern with the Draft Strategy as it makes no mention of using 
phasing for the delivery of new housing. We consider that any 
new sites allocated in the GNLP should be phased by being placed 
on a reserve list, and under phased development only built out 
when most of the existing JCS sites have been used. Inclusion of all 
the sites for immediate development will lead to developers 
“cherry-picking” the most profitable sites and newly allocated 
green field sites in less sustainable locations will be developed 
first, with even more land banking of currently allocated sites. In 
short, deliver the already allocated 82% of the 44,500 new homes, 
before giving permissions on the remaining 18%. 
 
The current Local Plan, the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) was adopted 
in March 2011 with amendments adopted in January 2014: it has 
been in place for just over 6 years. When adopted, it was 
considered to be the blueprint for development in Norwich, 
Broadland and South Norfolk until 2026, and in doing so provided 
clear signals about where growth should and should not take 
place. In the introduction to the current consultation document it 
is stated that housing, jobs, services and infrastructure needs to 
be provided at the right time ‘and in the right places’. CPRE 
Norfolk questions how the response to this has changed so 
markedly since adoption of the JCS and well before that Local Plan 
was due to expire. In particular, the construction of the Broadland 
Northway (NDR) (noted in paragraph 7 of the introduction) was 
largely intended to help the distribution of traffic to and from new 
housing built inside its length and in the northeast growth triangle. 
Moreover, there was a clear focus for housing and other growth to 
be in and close to Norwich, with minimal new development to be 
permitted in the rural policy areas of Broadland and South 
Norfolk. The GNLP strategy seems to be contradicting the 
direction of travel envisaged in the JCS and appears to undermine 
the planning process. A great strength of the JCS is the protection 



it gave to the rural areas: this seems to be sacrificed in the GNLP 
Draft Plan. 
 
Paragraph 6 of the Introduction is clear that ‘the GNLP must also 
assist the move to a post-carbon economy and protect and 
enhance our many environmental assets.’ It will be difficult if not 
impossible to meet these targets if new housing to the scale 
proposed in the draft strategy is dispersed across the rural areas 
of Broadland and South Norfolk. The main justification for this 
appears to be the availability of primary school places in the 
“village clusters”, whereas there are more important measures for 
sustainability which should be taken into account, including the 
number of car journeys and journeys by delivery vehicles to new 
housing, along with the associated congestion such vehicles will 
result in.  
 
The introduction mentions in paragraph 25 that South Norfolk 
District Council will draw up its own South Norfolk Village Clusters 
Housing Site Allocations document. CPRE Norfolk is very 
concerned that by adopting such an approach this allocations 
document will not receive the same level of scrutiny as the main 
draft strategy document. We are also very concerned that the 
number of additional dwellings on top of the existing commitment 
of 1,349 houses is given as ‘a minimum of 1,200’. The use of the 
word ‘minimum’ is unnecessary and potentially very alarming, as 
in effect this gives no limit to the maximum number of houses 
which could be allocated in those “village clusters”. Given the 
draft plan provides enough committed sites ‘to accommodate 9% 
more homes than “need”, along with two “contingency” locations 
for growth’ (page 37) and does not include windfall developments 
in its housing totals, the word “minimum” should be replaced with 
“maximum” or “up to” as is the case with the figures for 
Broadland’s “village clusters”. Why is there this discrepancy in 
language between two authorities which are part of the same 
Local Plan: it appears to be inconsistent and illogical.  

2 YES Is the overall purpose of this draft plan clear?  

Does the plan consider any post-Brexit employment changes? 

3 COMMENT 
Please comment on or highlight any inaccuracies within the 
spatial profile. 
 
Paragraph 41 states that ‘this GNLP needs to plan for additional 
housing needs above and beyond existing commitments based on 
the most up-to date evidence’. However, the calculations of 
housing need are based on the 2014 National Household 
Projections, which are not the most up-to date statistics, nor are 
they sufficiently robust to be used for such an important and far-
reaching strategy. CPRE Norfolk admits that the 2014 figures are 
those which central Government expects to be used. However, 
several Local Planning Authorities, including North Norfolk District 
Council, are challenging the use of the 2014 figures, instead 



suggesting that the more up-to date 2016 National Household 
Projections should be used. CPRE Norfolk agrees that the GNLP 
needs to be based on the most up-to date evidence, and therefore 
requests the GNDP insists on using the 2016 National Household 
Projections. If the most recent ONS statistics had been used, 
current commitments are sufficient to cover housing needs to 
2038. 

4 NONE Are there any topics which have not been covered that you 
believe should have been?  

No comment 

5 YES Is there anything that you feel needs further explanation, 
clarification or reference? 

Why should Norwich not have a Green Belt (para 104)?  This 
would address some of the objectives eg. paras 132, 133 and 144 

6 OBJECT 
Do you support or object to the vision and objectives for Greater 
Norwich? 
 
A major concern is that the draft plan largely consists of a wish list, 
but lacks real targets or actions, particularly on the environment 
and climate change. For example, our environment is lauded but 
the draft plan notes in paragraph 37 that life expectancy for men 
in Norwich is 10.9 years lower in the most deprived areas 
compared to the least deprived. We cannot see any specifics 
within the draft plan as to how this shocking fact is to be 
addressed.  
 
Paragraph 120 stresses the need for ‘good access to services and 
facilities’ for ‘our suburbs, towns and villages’. While this is 
provided in the first two categories of settlement there is 
insufficient provision or access to services in many of the 
settlements within the “village clusters”. The decision to allocate 
additional new housing beyond what is already allocated within 
the JCS is based almost solely on the existence of a primary school 
with available places or potential for expansion within the 
“cluster”. This does not amount to the provision of ‘good access to 
services and facilities’ and therefore this level of new housing in 
“village clusters” should not be permitted within the GNLP.  
 
Paragraph 125 is perhaps the strongest argument for not 
allocating additional housing to “village clusters” within the GNLP. 
Clearly, there will be a major need for journeys from and to work 
for many of those living in any such new housing, in addition to 
additional journeys by delivery vehicles to this new housing. This 
paragraph states the need for ‘a radical shift away from the use of 
the private car, with many people walking, cycling or using clean 
public transport.’ For the majority of the plan period it is highly 
wishful thinking to think that ‘electric vehicles will predominate 
throughout Greater Norwich’. These additional journeys will not 
only add to the “carbon footprint” but will also add to congestion 



on the road network, affecting air quality and the wellbeing of 
residents. If the intention of the GNLP is to locate housing close to 
jobs, which we agree should be a major aim, then any additional 
allocations of housing should be located in or close to Norwich, 
where there are realistic opportunities to walk or cycle to work 
and to services, or to use public transport to do so. The existing 
allocations of housing within the JCS and to be carried forward to 
the GNLP will provide sufficient new accommodation close to 
other places of work in main towns and key service centres. 
 
Paragraph 129 states: ‘greater efficiency in water and energy 
usage will have minimised the need for new infrastructure, and 
further reductions in carbon emissions will be delivered through 
the increased use of sustainable energy sources. New water 
efficient buildings will have also contributed to the protection of 
our water resources and water quality, helping to ensure the 
protection of our rivers, the Broads and our other wetland 
habitats.’ We strongly feel that it is imperative that Per Capita 
Consumption (PCC) of water is further reduced to below the 
Government’s prescribed 110 litres per person per day in order to 
deliver this statement in paragraph 129. East Anglia is the driest 
region in the UK: our aquifers, rivers and wetlands are already at 
breaking point, as are many of the region’s farmers, who are 
seeing their abstraction licences reduced or revoked. If more 
demanding standards to reduce PCC water consumption are not 
set as part of the GNLP, this will further adversely impact upon the 
environment, impacting on the Broads and wetlands, which in 
turn will impact the region’s aspirational growth for tourism and 
will severely impact the regional agricultural economy. To ensure 
that the water-supply to existing users is not compromised it is 
sensible to restrict the number of new houses to a level that 
realistically covers actual need, and this fact reinforces our case 
for phasing of housing and our questioning of the need for a 
higher than necessary buffer. 
 
Paragraph 132 makes the claim that new quality development will 
be located to minimise the loss of green-field land. CPRE Norfolk 
strongly suggests that the best way to achieve this is not to 
allocate additional sites for housing in “village clusters”. Indeed, 
there are already sufficient allocated sites for housing in the JCS 
being proposed to be carried forward to the GNLP in the Norwich 
fringe parishes, main towns and key service centres to keep pace 
with the likely build rates of development. The exception to this 
should be any brownfield sites, particularly those within Norwich, 
which should be prioritised into a “brownfield first” policy. This 
should form part of a phased approach to new housing, so that 
existing allocations from the JCS and any brownfield sites should 
be developed before permitting any additional allocated sites to 
be built-out. 
One effective way to prevent the unnecessary loss of much 
greenfield land would be to institute a green belt on the “green 



wedges” model around Norwich, as requested by 84 respondents 
and 1,912 petition signatories (currently at 2,200 signatures) 
calling for this according to the draft statement of consultation, 
September 2018, for the Stage A Regulation 18 Site Proposals and 
Growth Options consultation. CPRE Norfolk is very concerned that 
this proposal or option has been removed from the current 
consultation. 
 
In conclusion for this question, we find that the vision and 
objectives contain serious flaws, especially in regard to the way in 
which they conflict with policies within the current Local Plan, 
which withstood the rigorous inspection process. 

7 YES Are there any factors which have not been covered that you 
believe should have been?  

Are we building houses to support jobs growth or providing jobs 
for people moving into houses?  Different paragraphs in the 
document seem to support both views on whether housing 
growth or jobs growth is driving development. 

8 YES Is there anything that you feel needs further explanation, 
clarification or reference?  

Paras 117 and 125 are wrong because facilities are closing and 
people have to travel further to use them.   

Green infrastructure is a misnomer because it refers to a 
patchwork of unconnected green spaces which do not necessarily 
permit biodiversity across the area. 

9 OBJECT 
Do you support, object, or have any comments relating to the 
approach to Housing set out in the Delivery Statement? 
 
This states that ‘this plan also provides choice and flexibility by 
ensuring there are enough committed sites to accommodate 9% 
more homes than “need”.’ CPRE Norfolk disagrees that such a 
high level of sites should be provided within the GNLP. As a 
starting point please refer to our response to Q3 where we argue 
that the insistence of the Government to use the 2014 National 
Household Projections should be challenged to ensure that the 
most up-to date figures are used instead. In addition, by proposing 
not to include windfalls in the buffer the over-allocation of 
unnecessary housing will be compounded further. 
 
It is very disappointing that there is no mention of phasing as an 
option within the Draft Plan and Housing Delivery Statement, as 
this would help to prevent the worst excesses of unnecessary 
development. 69 Parish and Town Councils in Broadland and 
South Norfolk (over 38%) have supported CPRE Norfolk on this 
issue and have signed a pledge to this effect. With this 
groundswell of grassroots opinion making such a strong case, we 
urge the GNDP in producing the GNLP to consider phasing 
seriously as the most reasonable way forward. 



10 SUPPORT Do you support, object, or have any comments relating to the 
approach to Economic Development set out in the Delivery 
Statement? 

No comment 

11 SUPPORT Do you support, object, or have any comments relating to the 
approach to Infrastructure set out in the Delivery Statement?  

No comment 

12 OBJECT 
Do you support, object, or have any comments relating to the 
Climate Change Statement? 
 
Given the stated measures in the Climate Change Statement, it is 
impossible to see how the proposed additional allocation of sites 
for housing in “village clusters” can be justified. Furthermore, it is 
stated that ‘growth in villages is located where there is good 
access to services to support their retention’, when this is rarely 
the case beyond providing a primary school with sufficient places 
or room for expansion. Many services are simply not located 
within the “village clusters” with many additional vehicle journeys 
being an inevitable consequence of such housing allocations. 
Therefore, these would be contrary to measures 2 and 3 of the 
Climate Change Statement.  
 
By locating additional housing in “village clusters” there would be 
an increased need to travel, particularly by private car, due to the 
lack of viable and clean public transport. If Climate Change is 
seriously going to be addressed then it is unacceptable to allocate 
additional sites for housing in rural areas which are not at all, or 
poorly served by public transport. New housing must be located 
where jobs and a wide range of services are or can be provided. 
 
In addition CPRE Norfolk is concerned by the lack of any detailed 
policy on the design of new housing in the draft Plan document, 
other than a brief mention in the ‘Design of development’ in the 
Climate Change Statement. Detailed requirements to insist that 
new houses are built to the highest possible environmental 
standards beyond the Government’s minimum standards are 
needed, if serious steps are to be taken towards addressing 
Climate Change issues. 

Local employment with reduced travel to work is only feasible for 
a single worker household model. Where there are two income 
earners in a household, it is unlikely that both will be able to work 
locally.  This is a fundamental flaw of such policies.  

13 NO  
Do you agree with the proposed Settlement Hierarchy and the 
proposed distribution of housing within the hierarchy? 
 
We supported the continuation of the settlement hierarchy as 
defined in the JCS. We wonder why and where the concept of 
“village clusters” has been introduced into the planning process. 



For many reasons they appear to be a flawed unsustainable 
concept. A real strength of the JCS was its inclusion of a Norwich 
Policy Area and Rural Policy Areas, and therefore we are very 
disappointed that this distinction has been abolished. The Rural 
Policy Areas gave real protection to the countryside: this is 
threatened by the introduction of the village cluster approach. 
This is another example of how the Draft GNLP contradicts the 
existing agreed Local Plan. 
 
As noted above in our response to Q1 CPRE Norfolk has serious 
misgivings about the separation of the sites and allocations for 
new housing in the South Norfolk Village Clusters from the rest of 
the GNLP and its current consultation. In addition, we strongly 
object to the use of the open-ended statement that these South 
Norfolk “village clusters” will be allocated a ‘minimum’ of 1,200 
houses, rather than giving a maximum number as is the case for 
the Broadland “village clusters”. If the reason for this separation 
is, as was given at the recent GNDP meeting of 6th January 2020, 
the lack of suitable sites coming forward in these South Norfolk 
“village clusters”, then this gives another good reason why the 
delivery of housing should be phased. Clearly the sites included in 
the JCS have undergone rigorous assessment and their inclusion in 
the Local Plan is an acknowledgement of their suitability for 
development. It makes absolute sense that these suitable sites 
should be developed first especially given the fact that any new 
sites coming forward are deemed to be unsuitable. 
 
Paragraph 163d states that the strategy for location of growth 
‘focusses reasonable levels of growth in the main towns, key 
service centres and village clusters to support a vibrant rural 
economy’, before suggesting that the approach to “village 
clusters” is ‘innovative’. The claim that providing new housing in 
such locations will support services is, we contend, largely illusory. 
Instead, additional new housing will lead to more car and delivery 
vehicle journeys, with residents travelling longer journeys to 
access the services they require such as health services and a 
supermarket. Given that the majority of any such new houses will 
be larger “family” homes, with children just or more likely to be of 
secondary or tertiary school or college age than of primary school 
age. This will have further impacts on carbon reduction due to the 
additional journeys needed to secondary schools or colleges. 
 
It is clearly demonstrated in the table on page 80 of the 23 June 
2017 GNDP Board Papers that the most reasonable option for the 
distribution of housing in terms of the environment (e.g. 
minimising air, noise and light pollution; improving well-being; 
reducing C02 emissions; mitigating the effects of climate change; 
protecting and enhancing biodiversity and green infrastructure; 
promoting the efficient use of land; respecting the variety of 
landscape types in the area; ensuring that everyone has good 
quality housing of the right size; maintaining and improving the 



quality of life; reducing deprivation; promoting access to health 
facilities and healthy lifestyles; reducing crime and the fear of 
crime; promoting access to education and skills; encouraging 
economic development covering a range of sectors and skill levels 
to improve employment opportunities for residents and 
maintaining and enhancing town centres; reducing the need to 
travel and promoting the use of sustainable transport modes; 
conserving and enhancing the historic environment and heritage 
assets; minimising waste generation; promoting recycling; 
minimising the use of the best agricultural land; maintaining and 
enhancing water quality and its efficient use) is Option 1: urban 
concentration close to Norwich. In terms of all these factors taken 
together the least desirable option as shown on this chart is 
Option 4: dispersal. We therefore strongly support urban 
concentration in and close to Norwich as the way forward, 
because it is best for the environment, minimising climate change 
and the well-being of residents.  
 
There is very little economic evidence to suggest that cementing 
new housing estates on the edges of villages will bring any boost 
to local services, but rather they will put a strain on these services, 
where they exist. 
 
We cannot understand why the table showing the same set of 
factors in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal for the GNLP on 
page 42 shows some different results from the table on page 80 of 
the 23 June 2017 GNDP Board Papers. While the most recent table 
confirms that overall urban concentration is a better option than 
dispersal, it is even clearer in the earlier version. The table on page 
42 shows that urban concentration is better than dispersal in 
terms of: minimising air, noise and light pollution; improving well-
being; reducing C02 emissions; mitigating the effects of climate 
change; protecting and enhancing biodiversity and green 
infrastructure; encouraging economic development covering a 
range of sectors and skill levels to improve employment 
opportunities for residents and maintaining and enhancing town 
centres; reducing the need to travel and promoting the use of 
sustainable transport modes. However, in terms of some of the 
other factors it seems that changes have been made to the table 
so that several options appear to be equal in terms of impacts, 
instead of showing what the earlier table demonstrated, which is 
that concentration was the best option and dispersal the least 
reasonable option.  
 
Given the clear benefits and advantages from these documents for 
the environment, climate change and other areas, as well as other 
reservations around lack of sustainability and issues of delivery, 
we strongly urge the GNDP to remove the requirement for 
additional new sites for housing in the “village clusters” from the 
GNLP. 



The strategic economic growth is concentrated to the SW of 
Norwich, while the biggest housing growth is to the NE? 

14 OBJECT 
Do you support, object, or wish to comment on the approach for 
housing numbers and delivery? 
 
Paragraph 145 claims that the strategy ‘is informed by 
consultation feedback’, yet chooses to ignore much from previous 
consultations even where such feedback was significantly in 
favour of a particular approach. An example of this is the position 
taken towards windfalls. Responses to the Stage A Regulation 18 
Site Proposals and Growth Options consultation were significantly 
against (110 to 45) counting windfalls in addition to the additional 
(at that point 7,200) housing, and yet this has been ignored in the 
current draft plan consultation. By not counting windfalls in the 
calculation for housing numbers in table 6, there will be a resulting 
over-supply of houses, particularly if the out-of-date 2014 
National Housing Projections are used. Windfalls are 
acknowledged as a reliable source of new housing and many Local 
Authorities do count them towards their housing targets: their 
contribution towards housing targets in the GNLP should lead to a 
reduction in the number of new sites which are allocated.  
 
CPRE Norfolk also has specific concerns about the approach for 
housing numbers in the South Norfolk Village Clusters, as there is 
no total figure given for this new housing, but instead an open-
ended ‘minimum of 1,200 homes’. This use of the word 
“minimum” needs to be removed and replaced by a “maximum” 
total, so that further potential over-supply is avoided. At best, the 
actual delivery of new housing in the plan area has just exceeded 
2,000 dwellings per annum, with 1,500 being more typical. At this 
build-rate, current commitments cover actual housing need to 
2038. 
 
CPRE Norfolk wants to see sites allocated for housing in the 
existing plan (JCS) developed before any new sites that are likely 
to be added in to the emerging GNLP are built out. Although we 
understand that it will not be possible to prevent new sites being 
included in the plan, we are asking that these extra land 
allocations for housing are treated as phased development and 
that building should not occur on these sites until the current JCS 
sites have been used up. We think this is a sensible approach 
because not only does it protect the countryside, but also at 
current rates of house building there is enough land already 
allocated in the JCS to cater for the building that is likely to occur 
over the new Plan period.  
 
There is very little evidence to show that increasing the amount of 
land on which houses can be built actually increases the rate at 
which they are built. All that happens is that developers ‘cherry-
pick’ the most profitable sites, which are likely to be the newly 



allocated green field sites and that this will lead to even more land 
banking of currently allocated sites. This will also mean that many 
less sustainable (or as CPRE Norfolk would argue, unsustainable) 
sites for housing are developed rather than those with more 
sustainable locations. This would result in more pollution and 
congestion, with the negative consequences for the climate and 
climate change. It also means that expensive infrastructure which 
has been provided to facilitate new housing in the existing plan, 
could end up being an irrelevant and embarrassing white 
elephant. 
 
It is disappointing that there is no mention of phasing as an option 
within the consultation document, as this would help to prevent 
the worst excesses of unnecessary development. 69 Parish and 
Town Councils in Broadland and South Norfolk (over 38%)have 
supported CPRE Norfolk on this issue and have signed a pledge to 
this effect, which was included in the previous consultation, but 
ignored in the current draft Plan. With this groundswell of 
grassroots opinion making such a strong case, we urge the GNDP 
in producing the GNLP to consider phasing seriously as the most 
reasonable way forward. Clearly there is a democratic deficit: 
meaningful consultation should not ignore this volume of 
common-sense opinion. 

15 SUPPORT Do you support, object or wish to comment on the approach for 
the Economy? 

No comment 

16 SUPPORT Do you support, object or wish to comment on the approach to 
Review and Five-Year Land Supply? 

No comment 

17 SUPPORT Do you support, object or wish to comment on the approach to 
Infrastructure? 

No definition of a ‘Green infrastructure priority corridor’ or how 
this would work?? 

18 OBJECT 
Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
preferred approach to sustainable communities including the 
requirement for a sustainability statement? 
 
Commenting on Policy 2 – Sustainable Communities, CPRE Norfolk 
questions the use of the words “as appropriate” in the policy’s 
introduction, as this means the requirements would be far too 
open to interpretation as to what is “appropriate” and therefore 
opportunities to ensure that ‘mitigating and adapting to climate 
change, [and] assisting in meeting national greenhouse gas 
emissions targets’ will be missed. 
 
This concern is particularly relevant when considering how new 
housing development in the “village clusters” will fulfil the first 



requirement to ‘ensure safe, convenient and sustainable access to 
on-site and local services and facilities including schools, health 
care, shops, leisure/community/faith facilities and libraries.’ The 
rationale behind these “village clusters” appears to be mainly 
based on the availability and accessibility of a primary school. 
However, safe, convenient and sustainable access to the other 
features on this list are equally important. Adequate health care 
and shops simply are not available in these ways to many of the 
preferred new sites for housing in the “village clusters”, therefore 
giving further reasons why such sites should not be included in the 
GNLP.  
 
There is a worrying disconnect between the aspirations in point 6 
with the need to ‘manage travel demand and promote public 
transport and active travel within a clearly legible public realm’, 
and the imposition of additional new housing in “village clusters”. 
It is difficult if not impossible to see how residents of the majority 
of this new housing will be able to use active travel or public 
transport, due to the likely distances from workplaces and the lack 
of suitable public transport.  
 
If additional new housing is developed in “village clusters” most of 
the working residents will not have ‘good access to services and 
local job opportunities’. Instead there will be an unsustainable 
increase in the number of journeys to and from work using private 
vehicles, which will not be electric-powered certainly for the 
majority of the plan period. It is very doubtful if additional housed 
will provide enough business to keep a village shop open, but they 
will definitely increase the number of journeys made for delivery 
and service vehicles, making this housing even more 
unsustainable.  
 
If communities are to ‘minimise pollution’ as required to do so by 
point 8, it is imperative that no additional new housing is allocated 
to “village clusters”, as this would lead to an increase in petrol and 
diesel-powered vehicle journeys to and from such housing. This, 
along with the resultant increase in congestion, makes this 
additional housing highly undesirable. 

19 COMMENT 
Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
specific requirements of the policy? 
 
We comment on various aspects of Table 8 relating to Policy 2.  

Point 3, Green Infrastructure. The opening statement is: 
‘Developments are required to provide on-site green 
infrastructure appropriate to their scale and location’. The three 
main benefits listed are biodiversity gain, promotion of active 
travel and the reduction of flood risk, which are key NPPF 
priorities. 



The NPPF is also supportive of biodiversity on a more strategic 
scale, and the importance of ecological networks and Nature 
Recovery Networks. While Green Infrastructure is useful, and can 
play a role in these, it clearly has limitations in a wider role across 
the wider countryside, and in linking high designated nature 
conservation sites.   

Point 5, Landscape, should recognise that valued landscapes often 
sit with good wildlife habitats. This is particularly the case for river 
valleys and the Broads. A strong message from the Environment 
Plan and the recommendations from the recent Landscapes 
Review is to make links between landscapes and wildlife, and not 
consider them in isolation. This is covered more fully in our 
response to Q21. 

Point 9, Water. In our view it needs to be recognised that SUDS is 
not a silver bullet when dealing with flood risk. Areas of low-lying 
land with a high water-table can present a problem in ‘getting the 
water way’, and if it does manage to do that existing settlements 
can be put at risk. 

A high level of growth puts a greater pressure on the capacity of 
Waste Water Treatment Works, both on the discharge of effluent 
into river systems, and on flood risk with foul water. This will be 
exacerbated by under or lagging investment in WWTW. Although 
not the responsibility of the Greater Norwich Authorities, their 
Annual Monitoring Reports (AMRs) should record and monitor 
incidents. 
 
The statement in Point 9, Water - Key issues addressed by policy 2 
states that: ‘Government policy expects local planning authorities 
to adopt proactive strategies to adapt to climate change, taking 
into account water supply and demand considerations. It allows 
local plans to set a higher standard of water efficiency than the 
Building Regulations where evidence justifies it. For housing 
development, only the higher Building Regulations standard for 
water prescribed by Government (110 litres per person per day) 
can [be] applied through local plans and more demanding 
standards cannot be set.  If the potential to set more demanding 
standards locally is established by the Government in the future, 
these will be applied in Greater Norwich.’  The closing note at the 
bottom of the wording states: ‘Implementation of the standards 
for water efficiency will be supported by an updated advice note.’  
 
We comment that it is imperative that Per Capita Consumption 
(PCC) of water is further reduced below the Government's 
prescribed 110 litres per person per day in order to deliver the 
statement made in Section 3, paragraph 129 which states: 
‘Greater efficiency in water and energy usage will have minimised 
the need for new infrastructure, and further reductions in carbon 
emissions will be delivered through the increased use of 



sustainable local energy sources. New water efficient buildings will 
have also contributed to the protection of our water resources 
and water quality, helping to ensure the protection of our rivers, 
the Broads and our other wetland habitats.’ East Anglia is the 
driest region of the UK, our aquifers, rivers and wetlands are 
already at breaking point, as are many of the regions farmers who 
are seeing their abstraction licences reduced or revoked. If more 
demanding standards to reduce PPC water consumption are not 
set as part of the local plan, this will further adversely impact upon 
the environment, impacting upon the Broads and wetlands, which 
in turn will impact the regions aspirational growth for tourism and 
will severely impact the regional agricultural economy. 
 
These pressures are further evidence as to why the amount of 
new housing should be tightly controlled. 

20 SUPPORT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to 
approach to the built and historic environment?  

No comment 

21 COMMENT 
Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to the natural environment? 
 
CPRE Norfolk supports further ‘development of a multi-functional 
green infrastructure network’. However, we have major concerns 
about how biodiversity net gain will be evaluated, assessed and 
measured, although it is recognised that at this point it is unclear 
as to what the legal requirements of this policy will be given the 
current progress of the Environment Bill.  
 
Paragraphs 183 and 184 talk about the great weight placed on 
protecting the natural environment in Greater Norwich, but then 
there are no clear details on how this will be achieved. Provision 
of a Green Belt on a ‘green wedges’ model would go some way to 
addressing this.  
 
This draft Plan takes a very narrow view on the NPPF and 25-Year 
Plan on policies for the natural environment, namely that strategy, 
aims and policies are restricted to considering only gain as seen 
through the prism of development. There is a duty to cooperate 
between Councils, and that should automatically happen. While 
implementation may be less direct, there should be a wider 
strategic vision that does support policies of the NNPF. CPRE 
Norfolk has a proposal for a Nature Recovery Network from the 
North Norfolk Coast to the east coast (including parts of the 
Broadland DC area), by the enhancement of the ecological 
network provided by our river systems, and supported by the 
environmental land management scheme. This includes a detailed 
planning and land management document for landscapes and 
wildlife relating to a Nature Recovery Network, which also include 
an AONB extension to the Norfolk Coast AONB into the full 
catchments of the twin North Norfolk rivers Glaven and Stiffkey.   



 

22 YES 
Are there any topics which have not been covered that you 
believe should have been? 
 
Yes, the decision to remove a possible green belt for Norwich on 
the green wedges (or other) model from the draft Local Plan is, in 
the opinion of CPRE Norfolk, unjustified, particularly bearing in 
mind the large degree of support it received in the earlier Stage A 
Regulation 18 Site Proposals and Growth Options consultation.  

23 SUPPORT 
Do you support, object or have any comments relating to [the] 
approach to transport? 
 
CPRE Norfolk supports the provision of new railway stations at 
Rackheath and especially Dussindale as outlined in paragraph 206. 
 
We note the contradiction in the Transport for Norwich Strategy 
as reflected in Policy 4 – Strategic Infrastructure, when it aims ‘to 
promote modal shift’ by having ‘significant improvements to the 
bus, cycling and walking network’ on the one hand, but promotes 
‘delivery of the Norwich Western Link road’ on the other. CPRE 
Norfolk fully supports the former set of aims while opposing the 
latter.  
 
CPRE Norfolk supports ‘protection of the function of strategic 
transport routes (corridors of movement)’, and as part of this 
strongly suggests that no industrial development should be 
permitted on unallocated sites along such corridors of movement.  
 
The desire to support ‘the growth and regional significance of 
Norwich Airport for both leisure and business travel to 
destinations across the UK and beyond’ surely contradicts the 
aspirations for addressing climate change stated within Section 4 
of the draft GNLP? 
 
Public transport provision needs to be improved and made 
affordable, not only between main towns and key service centres, 
but to and from smaller settlements. This is essential even without 
any further growth of these settlements, as many areas of rural 
Norfolk have become public transport deserts. 

Transport needs to be organised with the priority being ‘service’, 
with frequency and early/late running availability, and services 
provided according to need, not commercial viability. Subsidise if 
necessary. 

24 SUPPORT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to other strategic infrastructure (energy, water, health 
care, schools and green infrastructure)?  



Priority needs to be given to improving inadequate infrastructure 
and developers should not be permitted to utilise existing 
infrastructure without consideration for its capacity. 

25 SUPPORT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to on-site and local infrastructure, services and 
facilities?  

No comment 

26 NO Are there any topics which have not been covered that you 
believe should have been?  

No comment 

27 SUPPORT 
Do you support, object or have any comments to [the] approach 
to affordable homes? 
 
CPRE Norfolk supports the affordable housing policy within Policy 
5 – Homes. It is essential that the requirements of this policy are 
followed when progressing applications for housing on sites of 10 
dwellings or more. Any policy which encourages the building of a 
greater proportion of affordable homes should be adopted. It is to 
be hoped that government policy will change further regarding 
viability tests so they become more transparent, so that it would 
be less easy for developers to evade their responsibilities to 
deliver affordable homes. More central government intervention 
is required if these needed homes are to be built. Ideally, 
affordable and social housing should be provided where needed 
as a stand-alone provision, and not be connected to private 
developers’ housing targets. Lessons must be learned from the 
history of poor delivery of affordable homes, to ensure that the 
policy to provide 28% or 33% affordable houses must be enforced. 
We support rural exception sites as a means of supplying needed 
local affordable and social housing. An approach based on the 
provision of stand-alone sites such as these, in our opinion is a far 
better method for addressing affordable and social housing needs. 

Developers who win planning consent based on a certain 
percentage of affordable housing should be legally obliged to 
construct that percentage even if it leads them to a loss.  They 
should not be permitted to claim ‘non-viability’.  Their commercial 
proposal should be binding or they should relinquish the site. 

28 SUPPORT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to space standards?  

No comment 

29 SUPPORT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to accessible and specialist Housing?  

No comment 



30 SUPPORT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to Gypsies and Travellers, Travelling Show People and 
Residential Caravans?  

No comment 

31 SUPPORT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to Purpose-built student accommodation?  

No comment 

32 SUPPORT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to Self/Custom-Build? 

No comment 

33 NONE Are there any topics which have not been covered that you 
believe should have been? 

No comment 

34 COMMENT 
Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to employment land? 
 
CPRE Norfolk while not agreeing with the allocation of so much 
green-field land for employment/economic use, it is essential that 
any such allocated sites are adhered to. This means that no 
exceptions should be made, particularly for larger businesses, to 
develop sites outside these allocated areas. If any such un-planned 
growth were to be permitted this would lead to further erosion of 
the area’s landscape and environment, along with issues regarding 
the sustainability of any such sites. A large amount of the land 
allocated in the JCS for employment use remains for use. The 
development of these sites should be prioritised before any new 
sites are added. 

35 SUPPORT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
approach to tourism, leisure, environmental and cultural 
industries? 

No comment 

36 OBJECT Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the 
sequential approach to development of new retailing, leisure, 
offices and other main town centre uses?  

OK if policies encourage new businesses, but little point 
developing new sites when exiting sites are vacant.  Better to 
encourage better use of town centres through lower business 
rates, free parking better transport and other incentives. 

37 NONE Are there any topics which have not been covered that you 
believe should have been?  

No comment 



38 SUPPORT Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach 
for the city centre? Please identify particular issues.  

No comment 

39 SUPPORT Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach 
for East Norwich? Please identify particular issues.  

No comment 

40 SUPPORT Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach 
for elsewhere in the urban area including the fringe parishes? 
Please identify particular issues.  

No comment 

41 SUPPORT Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach 
for the main towns overall? Please identify particular issues. 

No comment 

42 SUPPORT Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach 
for specific towns (Aylsham, Diss (with part of Roydon), 
Harleston, Long Stratton and Wymondham)? Please identify 
particular issues.  

No comment 

43 SUPPORT Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach 
for the key service centres overall? Please identify particular 
issues.  

No comment 

44 SUPPORT Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach 
for specific key service centres: (Acle, Blofield, Brundall, 
Hethersett, Hingham, Loddon / Chedgrave, Poringland / 
Framingham Earl, Reepham, Wroxham)? Please identify 
particular issues.  

No comment 

45 OBJECT 
Do you support or object or wish to comment on the overall 
approach for the village clusters? Please identify particular 
issues. 
 
“Village Clusters” appear to be an artificial concept, invented to 
justify the dispersal of housing into the countryside. It is difficult 
to understand the justification for changing the current settlement 
hierarchy within the JCS to that proposed in this draft plan, in 
particular by eliminating the JCS categories of Service Villages, 
Other Villages, smaller rural communities and the countryside, 
which provided opportunities for a more nuanced approach to 
housing allocation, appropriate to each category of 
community/settlement within their own setting, landscape and 
context. The “village cluster” approach is a relatively crude one, 



with much more of a ‘one size fits all’ approach. CPRE Norfolk is 
particularly disappointed to see that the current JCS settlement 
hierarchy is not even offered as an ‘alternative approach’ in the 
draft GNLP, and wishes to see this rectified. 
 
Even if the “village clusters” are adopted it would still be 
important to limit these to the area within their settlement 
boundaries and to designate the remaining largely rural areas as 
“countryside”, which would then require a further policy similar to 
the current JCS policy 17: smaller rural communities and the 
countryside. It is a great regret that the Rural Policy Areas of the 
JCS will be eliminated in the GNLP, as these provided effective 
protection of the countryside from unnecessary development. 
 
The different approach for “village clusters” in Broadland 
compared to those in South Norfolk is not acceptable given the 
emphasis on the GNLP being a strategic plan for the whole of 
Greater Norwich. The “village clusters” in Broadland and South 
Norfolk should be treated in the same way if they are to be 
included in the final GNLP. This means that a maximum number of 
new housing for both areas should be included in the GNLP rather 
than the current different approach/wording, by having 
Broadland’s “village clusters” providing ‘up to 480’ whereas South 
Norfolk is to provide ‘a minimum of 1,200’: both areas should 
have the same wording i.e. ‘up to …’. We are concerned that all of 
the “village clusters” in South Norfolk will not be scrutinised to the 
same degree as those in Broadland due to the separate South 
Norfolk Village Clusters Housing Site Allocations document. 
 
CPRE Norfolk is concerned by the use of primary school 
catchments acting as ‘a proxy for social sustainability’, with 
apparently no other sustainability measures being taken into 
account when decided on the amount and location of housing 
within “village clusters”. This does not make the proposed 
allocated housing within “village clusters” sustainable as required 
by the NPPF. Other measures should be taken into account within 
the social, economic and environmental spheres. 

46 COMMENT 
Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach 
for specific village clusters? Please identify particular issues. 
 
We are concerned that all of the “village clusters” in South Norfolk 
will not be scrutinised to the same degree as those in Broadland 
due to the separate South Norfolk Village Clusters Housing Site 
Allocations document. 
 
Salhouse Parish Council has been proposed as a cluster with 
Woodbastwick and Ranworth, which would be supported, 
however the PC would like to ask what support will be given to 
this cluster? 
 



The parish Council request confirmation and conditions set that 
any housing within this cluster should be pro rata over the three 
clusters and not all proposed/built within one village only.   
 
There currently are no planned developments in Ranworth or 
Woodbastwick, however this is considered unfair to Salhouse to 
have to accommodate all the additional housing needs should this 
proposed village cluster go ahead. 

47 COMMENT 
Do you support or object or wish to comment on the overall 
approach for Small Scale Windfall Housing Development? Please 
identify particular issues. 
 
CPRE Norfolk feels that windfall development should be restricted 
to sites within settlement boundaries. Housing need is already 
catered for by other policies in the Plan. Windfall developments 
should also count towards overall housing targets. 

48 COMMENT 
Do you support or object or wish to comment [on] any other 
aspect of the draft plan not covered in other questions? This 
includes the appendices below. Please identify particular issues. 
 
CPRE Norfolk does not understand why there has been a major 
change in direction and policy as to where new development 
should be allocated in the GNLP compared to the current JCS. The 
JCS was only finally fully adopted in January 2014, just over 6 years 
ago. In the JCS housing concentrated in and close to Norwich was 
agreed and supported by hugely expensive infrastructure projects, 
in particular the Northern Distributor Road (now known as the 
Broadland Northway), which was primarily constructed to 
distribute traffic form and to new housing developments on the 
northern fringes of Norwich and in the North-east Growth 
Triangle. It would be a massive and costly folly to change that 
policy to one which allowed for the dispersal of much housing 
across the rural areas of Broadland and South Norfolk, where 
there is insufficient infrastructure, services and public transport, 
which would mean such development would be unsustainable. 
This would only lead to more congestion and pollution, leading to 
problems in meeting carbon-reduction targets.  
 
CPRE Norfolk wants to see sites allocated for housing in the 
existing plan (the JCS) developed before any new sites that are 
likely to be added in to the emerging GNLP are built on. Although 
we understand that it will not be possible to prevent new sites 
being included in the plan, we are asking that these extra land 
allocations for housing are treated as phased development and 
that building should not occur on these sites until the current JCS 
sites have been used up.  
 
There is very little evidence to show that increasing the amount of 
land on which houses can be built actually increases the rate at 
which they are built. All that happens is that developers ‘cherry-
pick’ the most profitable sites, which are likely to be the newly 



allocated green field sites and that this will lead to even more land 
banking of currently allocated sites.  
 
It is very disappointing that there is no mention of phasing as an 
option within the consultation document, as this would help to 
prevent the worst excesses of unnecessary development. 69 
Parish and Town Councils in Broadland and South Norfolk (over 
38%) have supported CPRE Norfolk on this issue and have signed a 
pledge to this effect. With this groundswell of grassroots opinion 
making such a strong case, we urge the GNDP in producing the 
GNLP to consider phasing seriously as the most reasonable way 
forward. 
 
We question the relevance of a plan whose horizon is 2038, which 
is likely to be reviewed and replaced on at least three occasions 
before its end-date, and we fear that on each of these occasions 
more unsustainable housing will be crammed in at the expense of 
the countryside. What is perhaps most disturbing is that so many 
people living in the area are not aware of the current JCS let alone 
the emerging GNLP, and that where citizens are engaged in the 
process seem to have their views discounted. For example, this is 
clear where the views of over 38% of the Broadland and South 
Norfolk Parish and Town Councils regarding the phasing of 
housing development are apparently ignored. Current 
consultation processes are not reaching the majority of people: 
perhaps a Citizens’ Assembly approach would be a means which 
would enable more people to be involved.  

 

  



Further SPC comments on specific Salhouse site allocations 

It is stated that the Parish Council has objected to all the proposed sites.  This is true, but: 

• Not all the sites were put forward at the same time, so the comments were made at 

different times over the period 2016-2019, so do not necessarily represent an overall view of 

development in the village at any one time.  

• The PC did not treat the sites as a simple Yes/No option, but rather took a more considered 

approach, in which aspects all the sites raised some objections which were noted, but that 

does not mean the site would be necessarily rejected. 

• It is stated that the Parish Council previously objected to site GNLP 0188.  This is correct, but 

must be put in the context that at the time the PC was expressing a preference between this 

and an alternative site.  The alternative site was chosen and subsequently developed.  

PREFERRED SITE: GNLP 0188 

The Parish Council cautiously supports this site, but with the following concerns: 

• To protect the skyline and views, the development should be ‘low rise’, with the lowest 

dwellings near the road frontage and any higher dwellings being down-slope to the south. 

• The access to the site should be off Honeycombe Road as far away from the roundabout as 

possible.  Access off Norwich Road close to the roundabout would be too dangerous for 

traffic turning in/out. 

• When considering the ‘walk to school’ route, it is inevitable that two busy roads will have to 

be crossed, regardless of where the access is situated. 

• Footpaths or footways should extend along Honeycombe Road, preferably servicing other 

properties along this road as an additional benefit to the residents there.  

• The 40mph speed limit should be extended along Honeycombe Road. 


