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Introduction

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

INTRODUCTION

These representations are submitted on behalf of Landstock Estates Ltd and Landowners
Group Ltd (the Promoters) in response to the Greater Norwich Development Partnership
(GNDP) consultation on the February — March 2021 Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP)

Regulation 19 Consultation. The consultation comprises the following:

o Pre-Submission Publication Draft Plan comprising:
o Document 1 — The Strategy
o Document 2 — The Sites

o The Evidence Base, including the Site Assessment Booklets, Sustainability Appraisal,
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), Housing and Economic Land Availability

Assessment (HELAA) and Infrastructure Needs Report.

The Promoters have land interests in North East Wymondham which has, in the main, been
promoted through previous plan making exercises including the adopted Joint Core Strategy
(2013) and Wymondham Area Action Plan (2015). A Plan of the promotion site (the Site) is
included in Appendix 1.

The Site previously formed part of a wider promotion area which has subsequently been
subject to several applications/appeals that have been granted/allowed within the north east
Wymondham area. These parcels no longer form part of the site now being promoted, albeit
they have been brought forward in a coordinated fashion to facilitate a potential future

allocation of land including access rights, vehicle linkages and green spaces.

Notwithstanding specific land interests, these representations have been prepared in
objective terms and assessed against the prevailing planning policy and guidance framework
set out within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (February 2019) and National

Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) (various dates).

These representations should be read in conjunction with those submitted by the Promoters
in response to the GNLP Growth Options Regulation 18 consultation undertaken January to
March 2018 and the GNLP Draft Plan Regulation 18 consultation undertaken January to March
2020. A copy of these representations are included at Appendix 2 and Appendix 3

respectively. The key points raised from these responses are summarised below:
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Introduction

Requlation 18 (January — March 2018) Response (Appendix 2)

o The consultation lacked an appropriate and proportionate evidence base (such as
Education matters) to form a view as to the most appropriate strategy;

o The proposed expansion of the Norwich Urban Area to include lower tier settlements
outside the continuous urban area was inconsistent with national policy;

o The SHMA demonstrates that a ‘Core Area’ exists that represents the strongest
functional connection to the Norwich Urban Area. Evidence submitted within the
representations supports the continued recognition of an area, akin to the existing
Norwich Policy Area, to focus growth. A policy should be prepared to that effect;

o The proposed removal of a Core Policy Area (i.e. the NPA) results in all the growth
options failing to suitably consider the influence of the ‘Core Area’ and therefore the
area with the strongest functional relationship to Norwich;

) Evidence submitted demonstrated the strength of the A1l corridor and that
Wymondham, as a Main Town can play a critical role and support more growth than
identified;

o Focusing growth within the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor is vital to meet the plan’s
Visions and Objectives and promote economic growth to meet the City Deal
aspirations; and

o The promoted site, at Land at North East Wymondham, is deliverable in the short-
medium term, providing a sustainable location for growth which can, crucially, provide
a solution to the existing education capacity issue, subject to sufficient growth being

allocated.

Requlation 18 (January — March 2020) Response (Appendix 3)

o Whilst recognition of the role of the A11, and the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor is
welcomed, this is not reflected in the Growth Strategy;

o The Authorities have significantly underdelivered on housing against previous plan
requirements. The full extent and seriousness of this shortfall is not acknowledged.
There is a clear justification for a 20% buffer to be applied;

o The Standard Method is the ‘minimum’ starting point for determining the number of
homes needed in the area, with the overall housing requirement needing to reflect
City Deal requirements, alongside the appropriate 20% buffer. This would result in a
requirement for 49,000 — 54,000 homes to be delivered in the Plan period;

o A full assessment as to whether existing allocations are deliverable within the Plan

period needs to be undertaken, as clearly a number of sites have failed to deliver, or
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1.6

1.7

1.8

i)

are failing to deliver at anticipated rates which risks exacerbating the existing
significant housing shortfall further;

The approach to ‘reserving’ the allocation of 1,200 homes to South Norfolk villages as
part of a separate Plan document is not appropriate;

Focusing growth within the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor is vital to meet the plan’s
Visions and Objectives and promote economic growth to meet the City Deal
aspirations;

The Plan should include the use of a Policy area focused on the urban area and
strategic accessible locations close and well connect to Norwich City, whether this be
based on the established Norwich Policy Area or the SHMA Core Area;

Wymondham, as the largest town in South Norfolk, within the existing Norwich Policy
Area and SHMA Core Area, is one of the largest settlements on the Cambridge -
Norwich Tech Corridor, and is a location which based upon past housing completions
over the period 2012 - 2021 can be relied upon to actually deliver growth. In the
context of under-supply and the unreliability of other locations to deliver on housing
need, greater emphasis should be put on places where the market has to date, and is
confident it can deliver, such as Wymondham;

Wymondham should be supported for further growth including upgrading the
‘contingency’ to a full allocation;

The promoted site, at Land at North East Wymondham, is deliverable in the short-
medium term, providing a sustainable location for growth which can provide new
homes and meet the immediate day to day convenience and education needs for this
newly established and expanding community, and, crucially, provide a solution to the

existing education capacity issue, subject to sufficient growth being allocated.

National Planning Policy Framework

The NPPF, published in February 2019, confirms at the heart of the Framework is a

‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ (para 10) which should be applied for

both plan-making and decision-taking (para 11).

Paragraph 11 confirms that, for plan-making, plans should positively seek opportunities to

meet the development needs of their area and strategic policies should, as a minimum,

provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses.

As confirmed in paragraph 15, the planning system should be genuinely plan-led, with succinct

and up-to-date plans providing a positive vision for the future of an area, addressing housing

needs and other economic, social and environmental priorities.
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1.9 Paragraph 16 confirms that Plans should be:

o Prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable

development;

o Be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable;
o Be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement;

o Contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous;

o Be accessible; and

o Serve a clear purpose, avoiding duplication.

1.10 Paragraphs 20 — 25 identifies that authorities should include relevant strategic policies for,

and any necessary strategic site allocations to deliver:

o An overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development;

o The homes and workplaces needed, including affordable housing;

o Appropriate retail, leisure and other commercial activity;

° Infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, security, waste management, water

supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the provision of
minerals and energy (including heat);

o Community facilities (such as health, education and cultural infrastructure); and

o Climate change mitigation and adaption, and conservation and enhancement of the

natural built and historic environment, including landscape and green infrastructure.

1.11 Paragraph 23 confirms the requirement for Strategic policies to provide a clear strategy for
bringing sufficient land forward, at a sufficient rate, to address objectively assessed needs
over the plan period, including allocating sufficient sites to deliver the strategic priorities of

the area.

1.12 Paragraph 33 identifies that policies in Plans should be reviewed to assess whether they need

updating at least once every five years.

1.13 Paragraph 35 confirms the tests of soundness against which Plans will be assessed:

o Positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the
area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other
authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is

practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;
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o Justified - an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives,
and based on proportionate evidence;

o Effective - deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as
evidenced by the statement of common ground; and

o Consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable development

in accordance with the policies in this Framework.

if) Summary of these Representations to the Regulation 19 Greater Norwich

Plan

1.14 These representations respond to the content of the current Regulation 19 consultation, with
reference where applicable to relevant policy, consultation documents and the evidence base.
We reserve the right to comment on wider matters in future consultations or through

Examination statements.

iii) Sustainability Appraisal Review

1.15 In addition to these Representations a Review of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) has also

been undertaken and is included in Appendix 4 which concludes:

o There are areas of the SA which would potentially benefit from future consideration
which would increase further the robustness of the SA and assist in achieving a ‘sound’
Plan;

o The site at North East of Wymondham should be selected for inclusion within any
proposed site allocations within the GNLP based on its location, opportunities and
performance against the SA Objectives;

o The Regulation 19 SA Report does not adequately reference the Cambridge Norwich
Growth Corridor, SHMA Core Area or the Norwich Policy Area, when it is clear the
GNLP should focus development here;

o Clearer justification should be provided as to why growth is directed to settlements
outside of the Strategic Growth Area. A comparison between sites in Wymondham to
the sites that have been allocated outside of the Strategic Growth Area concludes that
it is clear these sites do not appear to have been selected on their sustainability
credentials; and

o The SA does not provide rationale or certainty that all reasonable alternatives in

Wymondham, beyond identified commitments, have been assessed for development.
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There are more suitable sites within the growth corridor, including the Site, that have

not been adequately considered or included for allocation.

21389/A5/IM/sjo 6 March 2021



Local Plan Strategy

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

LOCAL PLAN STRATEGY

The draft Plan identifies a joint planning strategy for growth across the Greater Norwich area
(comprising Norwich City, Broadland and South Norfolk districts) for the period 2018 — 2038.

As detailed at paragraph 23 of the Draft Strategy, once adopted the Greater Norwich Local
Plan (GNLP) will supersede the current Joint Core Strategy and the adopted site allocation
plans across the 3no. districts. The GNLP will not replace existing adopted Area Action Plans
for Long Stratton, Wymondham and the Growth Triangle, however additional allocations will

be made in these areas.

‘Document 1’ of the GNLP Publication Draft Plan comprises the strategy, seeking to provide
the strategic-policies necessary to meet the requirements of the NPPF including setting the
overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development and making sufficient

provision for:

o Housing (including affordable housing), employment, retail, leisure and other
commercial development;

o Infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, security, waste management, water
supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the provision of
minerals and energy;

o Community facilities, such as health, education and cultural infrastructure; and

o Conservation and enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment,
including landscapes and green infrastructure, and planning measures to address

climate change mitigation and adaptation.

Specific allocations for how housing and other needs will be met are proposed through
‘Document 2’ of the GNLP Publication Draft Plan, which is assessed in Section 3 of these
representations. Para 34 of the Draft Strategy identifies that the allocations of the 'Sites

document’ will provide the sites to meet the strategic needs as set out in the strategy.

The Plan Period

Para 22 of the NPPF concludes that strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15-
year period from adoption, to anticipate and respond to long-term requirements and

opportunities.
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2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

The GNLP seeks to cover a period circa. 16-years post adoption and therefore meets this

requirement.

The Housing Requirement

The Draft Strategy correctly identifies at para 177 that the Standard Method is the starting
point for calculating local housing needs, calculated to be 40,541 across the period 2018 to

2038 at a required delivery rate of circa. 2,027 dwellings per annum.

Para 178 identifies that a buffer ‘in excess’ of the typical 10% is to be provided for by the
Plan to ensure housing needs can be met whilst protecting against under-delivery and
potentially accommodate higher growth rates as signalled by Government consultations and
by the 2018-based household projections (the standard method being derived from the 2014
projections). A 22% buffer is identified to “cater for the potential for higher growth rates...

[and to] mitigate any risk of non-delivery of sites to ensure delivery of local housing need”.

We support this approach and consider that a 20% buffer as a minimum is wholly necessary
to ensure housing needs are achieved when reflecting on past significant shortfalls against
Joint Core Strategy requirements as summarised in Table 2.1 below. In total, shortfall across
period 2008/09 — 2018/19 equated to circa. 19% of JCS requirements over that period.

Table 2.1: Greater Norwich/Joint Core Strategy Area Housing requirements and
delivery (from JCS and Annual Monitoring Reports)

Monitoring Housing Housing Delivery Surplus /
Year Requirement (JCS)! | (JCS Area) Shortfall
2008/09 2,046 1,736 -310
2009/10 2,046 1,237 -809
2010/11 2,046 1,168 -878
2011/12 2,046 1,182 -864
2012/13 2,046 1,214 -832
2013/14 2,046 1,241 -805
2014/15 2,046 1,681 -365
2015/16 2,046 1,728 -318
2016/17 2,046 2,251 +205
2017/18 2,046 2,034 -12
2018/19 2,046 2,779 +733
Total 22,506 18,251 -4,255

A 22% buffer is therefore equitable, and wholly necessary to comply with the NPPF so as to

help address past under-delivery that has been experienced across the authorities.

1 36,820 dwelling requirement across 18 year plan-period
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2.11

2.12

2.13

Whilst it is recognised that the authorities have increased housing delivery in recent years, a
significant part of that delivery has been on sites that are outside of the settlement
boundaries. A review of South Norfolk District Council’s Residential Land Availability
assessments 2008 to 2019 (provided by the Council to the Promoters’ via email) highlights
that of 9,288 dwellings completed between 2008 and 2019, 3,242 of those (35%) were on
land, that at the time planning permission was granted, outside of settlement boundaries.
The RLA also highlights that of the 9,825 total commitments that existed at 315t March 2019,
3,762 of those committed dwellings are to be provided on sites which were at the time of

permission outside of settlement boundaries, which equated to 38.2%.

Table 2.2: Summary of SNDC Residential Land Availability Assessments (2008 -
2019, as provided by SNDC via email): Norwich Policy and Rural Policy Area
(Combined)

. Balance
Period 2008 - 2019 :z:f‘; C°2‘r'i’c',‘:lt'°“s Commitments at 31
9p March 2019
Sites outside settlement 3,242 3,762
boundaries at time of consent
Sites inside settlement boundaries| 6,046 6,063
at time of consent
TOTAL 9,288 9,825

Accordingly, the success of the Plan in meeting housing needs will rely heavily on sites that
are truly deliverable. Many sites identified in the previous Joint Core Strategy were not
deliverable, significantly constraining housing supply in the early years of the Plan. The
delivery rates were heavily reliant upon development outside of settlement boundaries. That
is in stark contrast with Paragraph 15 of the NPPF which highlights the need for Plans to be
‘Plan-led’. Should the GNLP allocate the same, or similar sites that have not delivered to date,
it will almost certainly result in significant shortcomings in housing delivery once more over
the early years of the Plan, until such time as the allocations are successfully challenged and
development progresses on non-allocated land in direct response to that failure. We set out
later in this section, our concerns over the soundness of the approach adopted accounting
for the past failures of the JCS, and how this may continue into the GNLP. An increased buffer
is therefore necessary to address potential shortfalls before they occur, and based on
Standard Method that minimum should be 48,541 new homes over the plan period to comply
with the NPPF.

As well as ensuring a suitable uplift is provided to address under-delivery, we consider it
necessary to include an uplift to accommodate the requirements of the Greater Norwich City

Deal.
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2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

The Greater Norwich City Deal, signed with the government in December 2013, secured
funding to enable knowledge-based industries to develop and grow, alongside the provision
of essential housing, transportation, and utility services necessary to meet the infrastructure

needs of a growing and expanding local economy.

As part of this, the City Deal committed the authorities (together as Greater Norwich) to bring
forward an additional 3,000 homes by 2026 in the North East Growth Triangle, in addition to

the Joint Core Strategy requirements.

Considering the under-delivery against Joint Core Strategy requirements as a whole (see table
2.1 above), these additional 3,000 homes remain undelivered, increasing the overall deficit
to circa. 7,200 dwellings as of 31 March 2019.

Whilst paragraph 185 of the Draft Strategy notes the ‘significant buffer’ would build in
flexibility to support higher than trend economic growth incorporating the Greater Norwich
City Deal, clearly the additional 3,000 homes for which funding has been sought, and
commitment been made, are not accounted for in the Plan’s target of 49,492. This provision
must sit outside of the housing need calculated pursuant to the Standard Method, which for
the reasons above, we have advised needs to account for a minimum 20% buffer based on
previous failings of under-delivery. We are conscious that the previous Joint Core Strategy
did not account for this additional need, and it does not appear to have been accounted for

here.

Accordingly, the additional 3,000 homes should be added to the overall housing requirement,
resulting in a minimum requirement of 51,541 dwellings should be targeted across the
Plan period. The Standard Method would thereafter continue to apply for the purposes of
calculating 5-year housing land supply post-adoption, but the authorities should still seek to
make provision for meeting both its housing needs and the requirements of the City Deal in
full through this plan-making exercise, and therefore the minimum housing requirement
should be amended to 51,541 as a minimum, and additional land should be identified that
is available and deliverable in the early part of the Plan period to meet this additional 2,049
homes (which for reasons we set out below) needs to be expanded further through site
allocations to address concerns relating to simply rolling forward/densifying allocations which

have not delivered to date, windfall allowance, and the approach to smaller sites in villages.

In order to ensure the GNLP is justified and that it can effectively deliver upon the full

housing needs of the GNLP the number of homes required should be increased to a minimum
of 51,541. This highlights the need to allocate a further 2,049 homes.
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2.20

2.21

2.22

We would also highlight the date of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), and
the need for this to be updated if it is to be relied upon as part of a robust evidence base.
The SHMA is key to dictating the type of housing need (i.e. the size of unit) and the location
of development. Clearly the existing SHMA was developed well in advance of the latest NPPF
and NPPG, further it was developed well in advance of the Pandemic. A review of the SHMA
is considered necessary to ensure that housing mix if understood and that allocations can

therefore be effective in meeting the identified need.

The Spatial Strategy

Paragraph 188 of the Draft Strategy sets out the key elements of the proposed Spatial

Strategy these being:

a) Maximising brownfield development and regeneration opportunities;

b) Broadly following the settlement hierarchy in terms of scales of growth, reflecting
access to services and jobs;

c) Focusing growth in locations with best access to jobs, services and existing and
planned infrastructure in and around the Norwich urban area and the Cambridge
Norwich Tech corridor;

d) Focussing reasonable levels of growth in the main towns, key services centres and
village clusters to support a vibrant rural economy;

e) Allocating strategic-scale housing sites (1,000 dwelling plus) in accessible locations;

f) Allocation a significant number of medium scale and smaller scale sites in urban areas,
towns and villages; and

g) Setting a minimum allocation size of 12 — 15 dwellings to ensure a readily deliverable
amount of affordable housing is provided on all allocation sites.

Table 7 of the Draft Strategy, replicated below, demonstrates the percentage growth

anticipated between 2018 and 2038 based on areas of settlement hierarchy.

% of total
Area Homes 2018 Homes 2038 Increase housing
growth
Norwich 106,100 138,791 31% 66%
Urban (+32,691)
Area
The Main | 19,400 26,206 35% 14%
Towns (+6,806)
The Key | 15,900 19,579 23% 7%
Service (+3,679)
Centres
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2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

% of total
Area Homes 2018 Homes 2038 Increase housing
growth
Village 46,100 50,320 9% 9%
Clusters (+4,220)
Windfall n/a 2,096 n/a 4%
and Homes
from
Policy 7.5
Total 187,500 236,992 26% 100%
(+49,492)

Paragraph 193 of the Draft Strategy identifies that around 74% of planned growth is directed
to the “Strategic Growth Area” focused around the main Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor
area, including Norwich, Hethersett and Wymondham, plus other areas north, east and west

of Norwich, including the Growth Triangle and the remainder of the Norwich Fringe.

We welcome the recognition of the role of the importance of the Cambridge - Norwich Tech
Corridor, as a clear and suitable location to focus growth, and broadly support the approach
taken by the Council to focus on the Strategic Growth Area. However, no clarity is provided

as to why the focus has not been directed to the Corridor, along the A11.

Recognition should be given to the recent Government commitment to the Oxford -
Cambridge Spatial Planning Framework, which will have a status on par with the NPPF.
Accordingly, any policies within Local Plans that fall within regions that have any geographical
link to this region must be in accordance with the Framework as it emerges. The Oxford —
Cambridge Spatial Planning Framework will focus on the delivery of up to 1million new homes,
as well as significant infrastructure and economic development. The Tech Corridor between
Norwich and Cambridge should therefore be afforded greater weight in the GNLP to recognise
the increase in jobs and investment within that area, and the recognition that development
should be focused wherever possible along strategic routes between the two cities — the A1l
and the Cambridge to Norwich rail line. This corridor should be greater focus for development
within the GNLP to ensure it is consistent with National Planning Policy (To include the Oxford
— Cambridge Planning Framework) and to ensure it is considered to be a justified and effective

strategy, that would meet the key tests of soundness defined in Paragraph 35 of the NPPF.

This approach would be consistent with that undertaken by Breckland Council, located to the
south-west of the Authorities’ area, with the majority of its growth in the Local Plan 2019
focused along the A11 corridor including to the towns of Attleborough and Thetford with the
Plan identifying this as a key focus for the delivery of growth and investment across the

region.
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2.27 As detailed in Table 2.4 below, outside of Norwich all the proposed new allocations are on
land within the Growth Triangle or in Taverham, neither of which are within this most
sustainable corridor area between Cambridge and Norwich. This further reinforces the points
made above, that the Plan is not effectively highlighting the importance of the Cambridge -
Norwich Tech Corridor and is therefore not consistent with national policy.

2.28 We consider the settlements highlighted in bold below in Table 2.4 are the locations within
or in close proximity to (in the case of Three Score, Bowthorpe) the Cambridge — Norwich
Tech Corridor where new allocations should be located to maximise the potential of this
identified growth corridor.

Table 2.3: Existing and Proposed allocations within the Strategic Growth Area
Existing
commitments Proposed Total housing
Location (as per Policies | new commitment
7.1, 7.2 and allocations | 2018 - 2038
7.3)
Norwich Northern City Centre | 1,533 25 1,558
Urban Area | Strategic
Regeneration Area
Other city centre sites | 2,724 200 2,924
East Norwich Strategic | 770 3,230 4,000
Regeneration Area
Growth The Growth Triangle 12,087 1,420 13,507
Triangle
Norwich Colney 4 200 204
Fringe Costessey 529 0* 529
Parishes Cringleford 1,771 0 1,771
Drayton 404 0 404
Easton 1,046 0 1,046
Hellesdon 1,351 0 1,351
Other sites in Norwich | 2,160 180 2,340
Three Score, | 908 0 908
Bowthorpe
Taverham 121 1,417 1,538
Thorpe St. Andrew 386 0 386
Trowse 181 0 181
Other sites in urban | 44 0 44
area (Old Catton,
Keswick, Sprowston)
Main Towns | Wymondham 2,465 150 2,615
Key Service | Hethersett 1,375 0 1,375
Centres
Total 29,859 6,822 36,681
* Not including the 800 dwelling contingency site
2.29 Within the Strategic Growth Area, the majority of homes identified are on existing

commitments.
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2.30

2.31

2.32

2.33

2.34

What is not clear is the precise site boundaries of the sites, and whether allocations rolled
forward from the JCS are being extended to include additional land, or whether the additional
housing to these identified in the table above (including commitments) is purely from
intensification. Site specific information and trajectories should be identified, including for
sites rolled forward from the current Development Plan, to allow these to be properly
scrutinised.

Paragraph 23 of the Draft Strategy identifies that the “great majority of undeveloped sites in
the Site Allocations plans are re-allocated through the GNLP”, with footnote 5 noting this is
subject to evidence of delivery by 2038. However, it is not clear what remains to be delivered

on each allocation, and how the quantum and timing of delivery compares to the JCS.

As noted previously, the authorities have significantly under-delivered against requirements
in the Joint Core Strategy Plan period. The previous Plan has failed to deliver the needs of
the Greater Norwich Area, particularly in respect of housing and affordable housing needs.
This has impacted on affordability and access to housing. To simply roll forward allocations
that have failed to deliver seems to be wholly contradictory to addressing the failings of
housing delivery against the JCS. The Council must provide evidence as to how this is
justified, and considered to be the most effective means of addressing housing delivery

accounting for:

o Evidence of how previous shortcomings of delivery have been overcome on a site by
site basis;
o Evidence of Funding/Infrastructure required to overcome previous failings of delivery

on a site by site basis;

o Housing and affordable housing trajectory for each site provided by the Developer(s),
that confirms development is viable and will provide 33% affordable housing secured
through Section 106 Agreements.

The GNLP should pro-actively be seeking to avoid repeating the same mistakes as the Joint
Core Strategy, ensuring housing is only allocated to sites where there is a reasonable prospect

of delivery (in line with the requirement of the NPPF).

We are concerned this is not the case, with the Draft Strategy over-relying on sites which
have not delivered as anticipated against their Joint Core Strategy requirements, specifically
within the Growth Triangle. Information provided to the Promoters’ by Broadland District
Council via email confirm the following completions on Growth Triangle allocations across the
period 2014/15 — 2019/20, totalling 900 dwellings:
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2.35

2.36

2.37

2.38

o 2014/15 - 0 dwellings;

. 2015/16 — 57 dwellings;

. 2016/17 — 231 dwellings;

. 2017/18 — 232 dwellings;

. 2018/19 — 312 dwellings; and
. 2019/20 - 68 dwellings.

Based on the Authorities’ recently published ‘Greater Norwich Area Housing Land Supply
Assessment at 15t April 2020’ the Growth Triangle sites are forecasted to deliver circa 3,800
dwellings in the period 2020/21 — 2025/26.

Against Joint Core Strategy expectations of 7,000 dwellings to be delivered by the Growth
Triangle within the JCS Plan Period, this therefore represents a 2,300-dwelling shortfall.
Including the City Deal requirements of 3,000 additional dwellings to be delivered within the

Growth Triangle area within this period, the shortfall increases to 5,300 dwellings.

Based on past inaccurate forecasting, we expect this shortfall is likely to be far higher. It is
therefore not clear why the Authorities are seeking to focus a further 1,420 homes (20% of
the additional allocations to this area) to this area and also looking to ‘roll forward’ the Growth
Triangle allocations without any additional evidence to demonstrate these sites will deliver

within the Plan period.

Further, we have previously highlighted the shortfall in delivery of affordable homes is even
more pronounced. The affordable housing policy target has been set at 33% yet, a recent
officers report to committee, in respect of Planning Application 2020085 for 157 homes at
Land south of Green Lane East, Rackheath officer’s report to committee states that “other
developments across the Growth Triangle, and across Greater Norwich more
generally have not been able to deliver affordable housing in line with the JCS
target as amended and (historically) have not consistently achieved the annualised
target of affordable homes per year”. Assessments indicated that the viable affordable
housing level was likely to be 10%. Whilst this will need to be re-visited on submission of an
application for this area, it is evident that there are likely to be viability issues in achieving
policy compliant affordable housing in the wider strategic growth area. Given these clear
concerns with regard to viability, it is unclear how extending allocations is the most effective
or justified means of meeting the affordable housing requirements of the GNLP. We therefore
contest that the housing distribution proposed is unsound as it is not clear that it will be

effective at delivering on the housing and affordable housing needs of the GNLP.
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The authorities approached site promoters / developers on the preferred option, reasonable
alternative or existing sites proposed for reallocation in May 2020 and October 2020 seeking
to agree Statements of Common Ground. A template was provided by the authorities in

October 2020 requesting detail on:

o Site progress in respect of being available, suitable and deliverable;
o Land ownership constraints;
. Progress on seeking planning permission, including pre-application advice and

preparation of an application;

o Commentary of the site’s expected delivery;

o Commentary of engagement held with statutory bodies;

o Detail on known technical constraints; and

o Confirmation of the proposed community benefits the site could offer.

The Promoters’ returned their draft Statement of Common Ground, for North East
Wymondham, to the authorities on 26 October 2020. A copy of this, which remains in draft

with no feedback received from the authorities, is included in Appendix 5.

It is unclear what responses the authorities have received from other promoters / developers
with this information not available online, despite the authorities noting (in its 07 October
2020 letter) the “importance of agreeing a SoCG should not be under-estimated, and a site

is unlikely to be allocated in the GNLP unless a SoCG is agreed”.

A more recent letter, dated 22 January, sent to sites proposed for allocation, makes clear
that confirmation of allocation will be subject to demonstrating the site is deliverable with

records indicating Statements of Common Ground have not been returned and are overdue.

It is therefore not possible for the expected delivery of these sites to be fully scrutinised at
this time. Accordingly, in the absence of information we have requested at paragraph 2.31
(above) the proposed housing distribution set out in Policy 1 of the GNLP can only be
considered to be unsound, as it cannot be scrutinised as to whether the allocations identified
will be effective in delivering upon the housing and affordable housing needs of the GNLP.
We reserve our right to respond further on a site by site basis when this information is made
available. However, it is clear some responses have not been returned and where they are
absent, the Plan as currently drafted is not considered to be justified or effective. Should
the evidence remain absent or be insufficient, it will remain unsound for the same reasons,

with a need to identify additional land to meet housing requirements.
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The Delivery Statement at para 155 of the Draft Strategy confirms a pro-active approach to
delivery will be progressed only through allocating housing sites where a reasonable prospect

of delivery can be evidenced. As highlighted previously, this clearly has not been achieved.

In any event, there has been significant and persistent delays in delivery of sites relied upon
by the Joint Core Strategy. The rolling-over of these allocations into the GNLP undermines

confidence in the Plan to deliver on its needs to 2038.

Evidence is not provided to demonstrate these sites will deliver within the proposed Plan
Period. As such, the Plan is not considered to be justified, effective or positively

prepared on this basis.

To summarise the Spatial Strategy is considered to be unsound. There are three distinct
reasons for this:

1. We have identified that an additional 2,049 homes need to be allocated to account for
a 20% buffer and to account for The City Deal, which is necessary to ensure that the
Plan is Positively Prepared and is effective at meeting its housing need over the

plan period.

2. The focus of additional growth, particularly by way of new allocations is outside of the
most sustainable corridor between Cambridge and Norwich. This corridor is served by
a railway and the main A11 trunk road, providing fast access to significant economic
growth that will be planned for within the Oxford — Cambridge Planning Framework.
The strategy to accommodate further growth to the Northeast of Norwich, and a
further 1,417 dwellings at Taverham is clearly in locations that are (a) outside of this
key growth corridor; (b) not served by as wide a range of public transport and
sustainable travel routes into Norwich, or Cambridge; and (c) the sites selected have
not delivered housing as planned to date (see 3 below). A Policy should be identified
to highlight the importance of the Cambridge — Norwich tech Corridor, to ensure
consistency with national policy, and to ensure development in that area is
positively prepared and effective at delivering housing in that area, so as to make

the greatest possible contribution to housing requirements across the GNLP;

3. There is no evidence from Statements of Common Ground with regard to the
anticipated levels of delivery and/or viability of the current site allocations, or the

extended site allocations that is sufficient to determine whether the allocations within
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the Spatial Strategy themselves are justified, or whether they would be effective in

delivering the housing needs of the GNLP.

The additional homes that are identified as not being justified, or effective, will need to be
redistributed to the most sustainable locations within the settlement hierarchy, where there

is a history of delivery, such as Wymondham.

We have not sought to forensically review the proposed allocations at this time, partly for
the reasons as set out above, however we note the following concerns in respect of the 3no.

largest proposed new allocations within the GNLP.

The East Norwich Strategic Regeneration Area is identified to deliver 4,000 dwellings across
the Plan period, of which 3,230 are new allocations. The majority of the existing commitment
for this area relates to the Land at Deal Ground site which benefits from extant Outline
planning consent for 580 dwellings (Norwich City Council ref. 12/00875/0) approved July
2013, however this has not yet progressed and no trajectory for delivery is identified within
the AMR 2018/19. The Outline consent requires Reserved Matters to be submitted no later
than 10-years from the date of consent, reflecting potential uncertainty and delays in

potential delivery.

In addition to the Deal Ground site, the GNLP seeks to allocate land at Carrow Works and the
Utilities Site, together making up the Regeneration Area. The Sites Document identifies a
number of key considerations including the need for an area-wide masterplan including
consideration of phasing, the need for “substantial” new transport infrastructure, the
remediation of the land accounting for historic industrial land uses, and consideration of the
locality of the area within a Conservation Area and nearby assets of landscape and biodiversity

importance.

Together, these will provide for a high-density new development on the edge of Norwich. Not
accounting for constraints across the sites, of which there are numerous including areas of
flood risk, tree preservation orders and assets of heritage value, the net density would be
more than 80 dwellings per hectare. Such a density is very unlikely to deliver ‘family homes’
including gardens which are expected to be in demand in a post-COVID housing market. This
is a common concern of allocating land for higher density development, particularly where
the Authorities are proposing to increase housing numbers through densification of existing
commitments. The Authorities should demonstrate the anticipated unit mix, and how this

relates to housing need for both private and affordable housing.
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Whilst we do not object to the principle of this major brownfield site being developed, the
trajectory for delivery (which is not provided) needs to be realistic, and be able to meet local
needs in terms of unit sizes, otherwise it is wholly ineffective in addressing the housing
needs of the GNLP. In addition, no evidence is provided to demonstrate the viability of
delivery of the Regeneration Area, with major costs likely to include road / transport
infrastructure, de-contamination of industrial land, new utility infrastructure and enhanced
flood defences. Similarly, no evidence is provided to demonstrate the proposed quantum of
development and necessary heights / density are suitable for the sites, when considering on-

site and nearby sensitive receptors.

Further work should be progressed to demonstrate the suitability and deliverability of the
Regeneration Area, and how it would respond to the published housing need, before it is
relied upon to deliver a significant element of the GNLP housing requirements. At the current
time, we do not believe the proposed Regeneration Area allocation is justified nor would it

be effective.

An additional 1,420 dwellings are identified to be allocated within the Growth Triangle area,
in addition to existing commitments totalling 12,087 dwellings. The majority of the proposed
new allocations are to be delivered at Land at Blue Boar Lane / Salhouse Road, White House
Farm, Sprowston, identified for 1,200 dwellings and new Secondary School. This proposed
site is located to the east of existing allocations (through the Growth Triangle Area Action
Plan) at GT4, GT5 and GT20 and north of GT7. Of these, GT4 (Home Farm) and GT5 (White
House Farm) were subject to extant consent at the time of adoption of the Area Action Plan

and have both subsequently begun delivery.

The AMR 2018/19 identified an expectation for GT7 (Land South of Salhouse Road) to
commence in 2017/18 however this had not been achieved with commencement behind the
milestone. The site has part Outline and part Detailed consent, with a total of 1,168 dwellings

identified, fewer than the policy allocation expectations of 1,400 dwellings.

Allocation GT20 (White House Farm (North East)) is subject to an application for Outline
planning permission submitted August 2019. This application is still pending determination.
The application seeks permission for 456 dwellings, broadly in line with the expectations for

the site (of 460 dwellings) but behind the milestone for commencement of 2020/21.

Whilst this area is one of the few within the Growth Triangle which actually has begun
delivery, this has only been achieved on sites which had existing consents at the time of
adoption of the Area Action Plan. The other allocations noted above have failed to achieve

commencement milestones.
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A development consortium (Persimmon Homes, Hopkins Homes and Taylor Wimpey Homes)
have been responsible for delivering GT5 and will subsequently be delivering GT20 once this
is complete. It is unclear if this same consortium is promoting the Land at Blue Boar Lane /
Salhouse Road, White House Farm, Sprowston site, but if this is the case it is unlikely this
new allocation would be developed until GT20 is complete. No trajectory is provided, however
if this were the case, we would expect the GNLP to reflect this which would result in a start
date for the proposed new allocation beyond 2026. It may be this site is therefore not

expected to fully deliver within the Plan period.

Based on the evidence available, and the historic under-delivery of Growth Triangle sites
alongside the slower than anticipated delivery rates of those adjoining Area Action Plan
allocations, we do not believe the proposed additional Growth Triangle allocation is justified

nor would it be effective in delivering required housing needs.

Outside of the Growth Triangle, Taverham is identified as a significant focus for growth with
1,417 dwellings to be delivered through a new allocation at Land between Fir Covert Road
and Reeham Road. The settlement of Taverham is located to the north-west of Norwich and
is one of the most distant ‘Fringe Parishes’ from Norwich city centre and disconnected from
the A11 with no direct A-road route to this key corridor. The allocation of a significant element
of growth in this location therefore seems illogical and should instead to re-located to a

suitable location on the A11 Cambridge — Norwich Tech Corridor.

The proposed Norwich Western Link located to the west of Taverham would assist in
increasing connectivity between the settlement and the A1l corridor, via the A47, however
this major element of infrastructure is not yet committed, awaiting funding. It therefore

cannot and should not be relied upon.

We therefore do not consider the proposed allocation within Taverham to be justified or

consistent with national policy.

Outside the Strategic Growth Area

Outside of the ‘Strategic Growth Area’ there remains a number of areas proposed for new

allocations (not including South Norfolk village clusters and windfall), as detailed below.
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Table 2.4: Proposed new allocations outside of Strategic Growth Area

2.65

2.66

2.67

Existing Total
commitments | Proposed h .
Location (as per new ousing
Policies 7.2 allocations commitment
2018 - 2038
and 7.3)
Main Aylsham 229 550 779
Towns Diss 363 400* 763
Harleston 172 555 727
Key Acle 200 340 540
Service Loddon/Chedgrave 206 240 446
Centres Hingham 20 100 120
Blofield 301 15 316
Villages Broadland Village | n/a 482 482
Clusters
Total proposed new allocations | 2,682

* of which 250 are to be allocated through the Diss Neighbourhood Plan

No clear justification is provided as to why this substantial element of growth, equating to
circa. 26% of new allocations made through the GNLP, is directed to settlements outside of
the Strategic Growth Area, or indeed the Growth Corridor between Cambridge and Norwich.
Further, the Authorities have identified a settlement hierarchy within Policy 1. Wymondham
is the largest settlement outside of Norwich within the three Authorities. Also it benefits from
a railway station with regular services to and from Cambridge and Norwich. It also is identified
on the Key Diagram as having a strategic Cycle Link into Norwich City Centre, as well as
regular bus services, and the A1l link between Norwich and Cambridge. Wymondham also
has a far greater range of shops and services than other centres. However, Wymondham is
allocated only 150 additional homes through the Spatial Strategy. It has been apportioned
the a lower number of additional homes than any of the other main towns, and the Key
Service Centres of Chedgrave, Loddon or Blofield. This appears wholly contrary to the

principles of sustainable development.

The approach appears to contradict the ‘key elements’ set out under paragraph 188 most
notably reflecting access to services and jobs (with Norwich being the key location for these
across Greater Norwich) and focusing growth around the Norwich urban area and the

Cambridge - Norwich Tech corridor.

Whilst we have no objection to the Main Towns receiving additional growth to ensure they
continue to successfully achieve their roles as providers of employment and services to serve

rural areas, this needs to be carefully considered in the context of the overall spatial strategy.
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We question why Harleston and Aylsham, as the smallest Main Towns, are identified for
allocations of 555 and 550 dwellings respectively in addition to existing commitments. Neither
of these towns are located within the Strategic Growth Area, nor are they located on the rail

network. In addition, Harleston is not located on an A road which connects to Norwich.

Similarly, the growth proposals for Acle and Loddon/Chedgrave are excessive given the
existing size of the settlements and the proximity of these settlements to the Broads. The
scale of development proposed within the smaller settlements (i.e. below 500 units) is not
sufficient to support additional services (i.e. school, health services etc), and in turn place a
further drain on services that exist in those centres. Further the numbers are insufficient to

support additional shops/services that might make the settlements more sustainable.

The reason for not allocating additional land at Wymondham seems simply to be that there
has been development there in the past. However, that only serves to highlight that it is an

appropriate location to deliver sustainable development.

The Draft Strategy is currently unjustified with no clarity provided as to why settlements
outside the Strategic Growth Area, the former Norwich Policy Area, or the Cambridge —
Norwich Tech Corridor are identified for further growth beyond existing commitments, or why
the housing distribution is at odds with the Settlement hierarchy identified in Policy 1. The
strategy must be amended to ensure development is directed to the most sustainable
locations, consistent with National Policy and to ensure that the Spatial distribution of
housing is robustly justified and effective to meet housing need. This can be addressed by
directing additional allocations to the areas most suitable for further growth within the

Strategic Growth Area, i.e. to Wymondham.

The Main Towns

Of the Main Towns, only Wymondham is located within the Strategy Growth Area. As noted
above, we question the approach taken to allocating further development to the Main Towns
outside of the Strategic Growth Area. Conversely, despite it being the largest of the main
towns, with the greatest number of shops/services, the only town (aside from Diss) on a
mainline railway line, and the closest centre to Norwich (within a Strategic Growth Corridor)

linking Norwich and Cambridge, Wymondham is only identified for 150 additional dwellings.

The Main Towns are identified to play a vital role in the rural economy, providing employment
opportunities and services for wider hinterlands. We support Wymondham’s recognition as a

Main Town but consider Wymondham to have additional roles and services which elevates it
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above the other Main Towns within the hierarchy. To be justified we believe the hierarchy

needs to be adjusted to reflect Wymondham’s size and status over and above the other towns.

Directed linked to the above, in considering the Draft Strategy focus within the Strategic
Growth Area, and Wymondham's key location within this, it is unclear why Wymondham is

not a key location for growth and separated out as such in the settlement hierarchy.

Wymondham is a settlement at least twice the size of any subsequent settlement, and given
the services available, to make the settlement hierarchy justified it should be identified as

a ‘Large Main Town’ in a means that separates it from the other towns.

Wymondham had been identified within the Regulation 18 consultation undertaken in January
— March 2020 as a location to accommodate a contingency of 1,000 dwellings. This has since
been removed from the Draft Strategy with no justification provided as to why this is not
included. Conversely, the contingency site proposed in Costessey remains despite it not
having a Train Station, or being located within the Cambridge — Norwich Growth Corridor.
Unlike other locations where delivery has failed, housing delivery has been consistent within
Wymondham, reflecting its sustainable location. The fact that growth of up to 1,000 units
was previously identified only serves to highlight that there is no obvious environmental

constraint to its further expansion as a town. In light of the above:

1. Wymondham should be identified within the Strategic Growth Area and as a key

settlement within the Cambridge to Norwich Corridor;

2. Wymondham should be identified as a ‘Large Main Town’ above the other settlements

in the Hierarchy;

3. In the absence of any clear environmental constraint, new housing allocations should
be re-distributed, among the main towns to focus additional growth at Wymondham
reflective of its status in the hierarchy — i.e. it should be the principle location for

growth below Norwich;

4. Additional housing identified to accommodate the City Deal, and/or as a result of
unjustified allocations (not supported by sound evidence of viability and deliverability)
should be directed to Wymondham as a sustainable location that has successfully

delivered housing to date.
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The Village Clusters

The Draft Strategy identifies 1,682 dwellings to be delivered through new allocations within
the ‘Village Clusters’, including 482 dwellings in Broadland allocated through the GNLP and
‘at least’ 1,200 dwellings to be allocated within a separate South Norfolk Village Clusters
Housing Site Allocations document. These are in addition to existing commitments for
Broadland of 1,146 dwellings and South Norfolk of 1,392 dwellings.

The ‘village clusters’ are at the very bottom of the settlement hierarchy for the authorities,
covering the areas within Greater Norwich not considered part of the Norwich Urban Area,
Main Towns, or Key Service Centres. They are locations outside of the Norwich Policy Area

defined in the JCS and outside of identified growth corridors.

In the main, the clusters are therefore likely to be the least sustainable locations across the
Greater Norwich area, yet they are proposed to accommodate 16% of the additional housing
growth of the GNLP. Allocating a significant element of the overall growth requirements of
the GNLP to these areas, where there are limited services, no cycle facilities and limited public
transport, would be contradictory to the principles of sustainable development and the overall
Vision of the Plan. Accordingly it is clearly not justified and clearly not consistent with

national policy.

The Plan proposes a mechanism to allow small-scale appropriate growth of parishes, through
Policy 7.5 (detailed below), which is proposed to deliver a further 800 dwellings, the majority

of which would be within these ‘clusters’.

Taken together, the village cluster allocations alongside Policy 7.5 expectations are identified
to deliver 2,482 dwellings above existing commitments — which equates to 23% of all
additional housing need allocated in the GNLP. This is more than the additional allocations

proposed for the Main Towns and Key Service Centres together.

Policy 7.5 provides a mechanism for sites to come forward adjoining rural parish boundaries.
We do not believe the need for further allocations beyond this has been justified. We cannot
see how it responds to the principles of sustainable development, or whether an effective
assessment has even been undertaken to assess what the environmental impact would be of
accommodating these additional homes in small settlements. For example, if many villages
or small sites are not appropriate for growth, does that mean that large additions will be
made to small centres? If an additional 2,482 housing units are simply spread across rural
locations, it is not clear how many would go where, whether this would be viable, whether

the additions would be sufficient to meet the threshold upon which affordable housing is to
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be delivered etc. The approach is not sound. It is contrary to National Planning Policy
which seeks to direct sustainable development to the most sustainable locations, it is clearly
not justified (given the scale of development in each settlement is unknown) and at present
it is ineffective, as in the absence of allocations or revised settlement boundaries, this would
represent development in countryside, for which there is no means of securing planning

permission that would accord with the Development Plan.

In addition, the approach to ‘reserve’ allocation of 1,200 dwellings to South Norfolk village
clusters to a separate Plan document is not effective or justified. This approach pre-judges
that is the right number of homes to be allocated, before a full assessment of where housing
could most sustainably be accommodated. Development within these village clusters will
predominately be reliant on the private car, totally at odds with the principle of sustainable

development.

Allocations of all sites should be brought into this one Plan, ensuring the complete strategy
for meeting housing needs is comprehensively considered now, including through the
accompanying Sustainability Appraisal. At the current time the approach is not considered
justified, effective or consistent with national policy and therefore results in a Plan

which is unsound.

Complete uncertainty is left over the delivery of 23% of the additional housing need for the
GNLP, within the least sustainable locations at the bottom of the settlement hierarchy. This
figure increases to 35% accounting for windfalls. This cannot be considered ‘sound’ plan
making. To make the Plan sound, all housing need should be directed to the most sustainable
locations, higher in the hierarchy of centres, and allocated. An allowance can then be made
for ‘windfalls’ based on previous records of delivery wherever it can be demonstrated as
required across the Plan area. The approach proposed effectively provides for 4 x sets of
windfalls, totalling 3,778 homes (35% of the entire additional land to be allocated), 66% of

which are to be in the least sustainable locations.

This leaves even further uncertainty over the viability and deliverability of affordable homes
if as we suspect a very high number of these smaller forms of development would potentially

fall below the threshold upon which affordable homes is required.

Accordingly, a total of 2,482 homes should be re-distributed to sustainable locations higher
up the settlement hierarchy such as Wymondham, where there is a record of delivery. This
is in addition to the 2,049 homes we have identified as being required to meet the GNLP’s
full housing need (2,049 + 2,482 = 4,531 homes to be identified through alternative
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allocations, before any adjustment is made due to viability/deliverability of long-standing

allocations.

Windfalls

Paragraph 70 of the NPPF states that where an allowance is to be made for windfall sites as
part of anticipated supply, there should be compelling evidence that they will provide a
reliable source of supply. Accordingly, we have no in-principle objection to a windfall
allowance, any allowance should be realistic having regard to the strategic housing land

availability assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends.

Included within the 22% buffer proposed is a considerable allowance for windfall
development, i.e. sites not specifically identified within the Development Plan (as defined by
the NPPF).

The Draft Strategy splits these into 2no. categories:

o Homes delivered through policy 7.5; and

. Windfall allowance.

Policy 7.5 positively allows small scale residential development adjacent to a development
boundary or on small sites within or adjacent to a recognised group of dwellings, up to 3
dwellings in total in small parishes or 5 dwellings in total in larger parishes during the lifetime
of the Plan. A total of 800 dwellings are identified to be expected to be delivered through
this policy. However, it is not effective because it will result in development below the

threshold upon which affordable housing is required.

Appendix 7 provides clarity on what constitutes a small or large parish. In total, 55n0. small
parishes and 129no. large parishes are identified. As such, a theoretic maximum of 810
dwellings could be delivered through Policy 7.5 (55 x 3 dwellings and 129 x 5 dwellings), with

zero affordable housing.

Whilst it is considered very likely the maximum threshold would be achieved in the largest
parishes, it is considered highly unlikely in others. By way of example, Alderford and Little

Witchingham parishes located in Broadland currently have 16 and 14 households respectively.

In addition to the above, 1,296 dwellings are identified to be delivered as ‘windfall allowance’.

Paragraph 184 identifies that this is based on previous local trends, however no data is
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provided within the Strategy or the evidence base to justify this. If it is not justified, it

cannot be sound, and would not be consistent with national policy.

There is potential for double-counting between the authorities expectations for Policy 7.5
sites and windfall sites, as well as those sites which are to be allocated, either now through
the Broadland Village Clusters (which form part of the GNLP), or in the future, through the
South Norfolk Village Clusters Housing Site Allocations document (which is proposed to
include a ‘minimum’ of 1,200 dwellings). Such double counting would not be effective and
would not deliver on the housing needs of the GNLP in a Plan led manner consistent with

National Policy.

We do not consider the authorities estimation of supply from Policy 7.5 to be realistic and do
not believe there is compelling evidence for the expectations arising from this or from the
general windfall allowance. Whilst windfalls (both combined) only make up circa. 4.2% of the
overall housing provision, these consist circa. 16.4% of the ‘new’ GNLP provision (i.e. not

existing commitments / allocations or delivered dwellings).

This is therefore a considerable element of the GNLP which should instead, along with the
additional need for 2,049 homes, and any re-distribution due to deliverability/viability of long-
standing allocations, be re-distributed to sustainable locations higher up the settlement
hierarchy such as Wymondham where there is a clear record of deliverability. Any windfall,
including provision arising from Policy 7.5, can thereafter be in addition to the housing
requirements necessary to deliver housing needs, but not needed to be relied upon. This

approach would ensure the GNLP was effective in delivering upon its housing need.

We consider the current approach to windfalls is unjustified, not effective and not consistent
with national policy. This accounts for a further 1,296 residential units to be re-allocated, in
addition to the 4,531 homes we have identified above at Paragraph 2.61 (1,296 + 4,531 =
5,825) homes that need to be re-distributed to sustainable locations such as Wymondham,
before any additional adjustment is made due to viability/deliverability of long-standing

allocations rolled over and extended from the Joint Core Strategy.

Affordable Housing

Paragraph 58 of the Draft Strategy identifies that 28% of the housing required from 2015 to
2038 should be affordable housing, referencing the SHMA 2017. This data is considered out-
of-date, being based on pre-Standard Method and pre-COVID expectations.
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Policy 5 (Homes) identifies at least 33% affordable housing is to be sought across the Greater
Norwich area, except in Norwich City Centre where the requirement is at least 28%, reflect

potential viability issues with brownfield sites.

In any event, the success in meeting affordable housing needs will rely heavily on suitable
deliverable sites being identified to deliver this. This has not been the case historically, with
the authorities significantly under-delivering against Joint Core Strategy requirements, as

summarised below in Table 2.5.

Table 2.5: Greater Norwich/Joint Core Strategy Area Affordable Housing
requirements and delivery (from JCS and Annual Monitoring Reports)

Affordable .
Monitoring Year Housing Delivery (1C5 Area) | Shortfall

Requirement
2008/09 659 684 +25
2009/10 659 322 -337
2010/11 659 243 -416
2011/12 659 394 -265
2012/13 659 407 -252
2013/14 659 245 -414
2014/15 659 243 -416
2015/16 659 222 -437
2016/17 659 456 -203
2017/18 659 531 -128
2018/19 659 724 +65
Total 7,249 4,471 -2,778

Against completions over the same period the actual delivery of affordable housing per

authority is:

Broadland — 26.8% (1,168 affordable dwellings out of a total of 4,361 dwellings);
South Norfolk — 23.3% (2,204 affordable dwellings out of a total of 9,467 dwellings);
o Norwich — 25.0% (1,099 affordable dwellings out of a total of 4,393 dwellings); and
o Total — 24.5% (4,471 affordable dwellings out of a total of 18,221 dwellings).

As stated earlier in these representations, a recent committee report published by Broadland
in respect of Planning Application 2020085 for 157 homes at Land south of Green Lane East,
Rackheath acknowledges that there remains a backlog for affordable housing and that “the
AMR cautions that continuing to meet the delivery target across the Greater
Norwich Area will be a challenge”. Furthermore, the report notes "other developments
across the Growth Triangle, and across Greater Norwich more generally have not

been able to deliver affordable housing in line with the JCS target as amended and
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2.104

2.105

2.106

2.107

(historically) have not consistently achieved the annualised target of affordable
homes per year”. The application in question provided viability evidence demonstrating only

10% provision could be accommodated by the development.

The above clearly highlights ongoing future concerns over the delivery of affordable housing
within the Growth Triangle (which is subject to deliver a project 13,507 homes — 27% of all
homes in the GNLP) which is dependent on large scale infrastructure. We have also
highlighted that 2,482 homes are to be delivered through the villages clusters of South
Norfolk, through Policy 7.5 and within Broadland, , against which no certainty can be provided
over the viability or deliverability of affordable housing due to the small nature of
development to be allocated likely being below the threshold upon which affordable housing
is sought, when coupled with windfalls, uncertainty over deliverability of affordable housing
is clearly apparent upon at least 17,285 homes (13,507 + 2,482 + 1,296). This represents
35% of all housing. It is clearly not an effective strategy to deliver the affordable housing
needs of the GNLP.

The authorities have not provided any clarity or effective strategy on how they intend to
deliver circa. 13,350 affordable homes (33% of the Standard Method requirement) across the

Greater Norwich area across the period 2018 to 2038.

The absence of a continuing supply of affordable housing creates significant consequences
for people trying to find homes, which is in direct contradiction to the NPPF which defines
sustainable development as “...meeting the needs of the present without

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”.

Further evidence should be provided by the authorities to demonstrate:

a) The affordable housing provision arising from the 5,240 dwellings built in 2018/19 and
2019/20;

b) The known affordable housing provision secured through Section 106 agreements, or
similar, for permitted developments not currently built-out;

c) The expected affordable housing provision from other ‘existing commitments’ including
evidence of discussions and agreements with developers or promoters in this regard;
and

d) Confirmation from developers or promoters that the sites proposed as new allocations

can viably achieve affordable housing requirements consistent with policy (i.e. 33%).
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2.115

Should it be demonstrated the authorities are unable to achieve the minimum level of delivery
requirement to meet affordable housing needs, further suitable and deliverable sites should
be allocated to achieve this, and where appropriate allocations should not be extended from
the JCS.

We consider the Draft Strategy currently fails to provide an effective strategic policy for
affordable housing and therefore is not effective, consistent with national policy and

not positively prepared.

Strateqgic Infrastructure - Education

Education has and continues to be a key issue for the GNLP to consider. The Greater Norwich
Infrastructure Needs Report (January 2021) identifies Norfolk County Council’s current plans
for schools across the Greater Norwich Area which primarily comprises new and additional
primary education capacity. Enhancements to secondary capacity are also proposed with the
expansion of Sprowston Academy, Costessey Ormiston Victory Academy, both from Autumn

2021, and a proposed new secondary school in the Growth Triangle.

As such, no solution is proposed to the long-standing constraints on secondary education

capacity in south of the District and within Wymondham.

The continued lack of positively addressing the secondary education capacity in Wymondham
(or the wider South Norfolk area) is creating both a short term problem and exacerbating

pressure on the existing school infrastructure.

As a result, the lack of school places is at odds with the requirement of paragraph 20 of the
NPPF which identifies education as a strategic policy required for each authority to plan for.
As drafted therefore the Plan is not consistent with National Policy or effective in

delivering upon educational needs.

Norfolk County Council’s latest Schools’ Local Growth and Investment Plan (February 2021)
confirms that Wymondham High Academy has over admitted for Year 7 for the past 2no.
years. Whilst there are plans to accommodate additional pupils, the current commitments are
putting pressure on this existing secondary education facility. Over the medium/long term
options / creative solutions will likely be necessary to increase secondary and sixth form

capacity in Wymondham.

As detailed in our response to the GNLP Draft Plan Regulation 18 consultation (Appendix 3)

the Promoters have previously met with the Education Authority (Norfolk County Council) to
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understand how a suitable solution to the education capacity issue could be delivered. This
confirmed there is unlikely to be sufficient growth or funding to justify a new secondary
school and instead the preferred strategy was to expand Wymondham High. This can be
achieved through the appropriate re-location of the existing sixth form off-site and expansion

of secondary provision on-site.

2.116 In order to secure an approach consistent with the requirements of paragraph 20 of the NPPF
and ensure a sound plan is achieved, the GNLP should acknowledge and seek to resolve the
persistent secondary education constraint in Wymondham (and wider South Norfolk area)
through securing land for a new sixth form building. This can be successfully delivered on

the Promoters’ land at North East Wymondham.
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3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

THE CASE FOR WYMONDHAM

As noted in the preceding section, we do not consider the Plan to be sound. We do not believe
it is positively planned to meet housing and affordable housing need (a shortfall of 2,049
homes), is not justified, and would not be effective at delivering those needs. The key failing
of the Draft Strategy in these regards is how the distribution of growth has been approached.
Together, and, prior to the Council presenting evidence as to the deliverability and viability
of existing long-standing site allocations, there is a need to accommodate or re-distribute up
to 5,825 homes. This should be within the most sustainable locations within a re-defined

Strategic Growth Area.

A Strategic Growth Area has been suitably identified but does not really account for the
Cambridge — Norwich strategic growth corridor. The heart of the corridor should focus on
Norwich, the A11 and rail links to Cambridge. Notwithstanding, only 6,822 additional
dwellings are proposed for the area above existing commitments (only 64%). Of this, 3,320
are in a single location in East Norwich and 1,420 and 1,417 dwellings proposed for the
Growth Triangle (an area we have already indicated to have past deliverability issues) and
Taverham respectively. Each of these locations are geographically on the edge of the
Strategic Growth Area, and entirely outside the A11/Cambridge to Norwich Growth corridor.
This places enormous pressure upon the creation of new jobs in Norwich. Accessibility to
other major employment centres such as Cambridge is far more difficult from these peripheral
locations. Indeed, only a very small nhumber of new homes are proposed in the corridor
between Cambridge and Norwich, which is best served by public transport and likely to

provide access to the greatest growth in employment.

Other areas of the Strategic Growth Area, and in particular the Cambridge — Norwich Corridor
have been overlooked in favour of accommodating homes in smaller and less sustainable

settlements outside of it.

As detailed in Section 2, we consider the Strategic Growth Area should have greater focus on
the Cambridge — Norwich Corridor. This would make better use of public transport and
existing strategic links. A policy should be created to reflect the status of this corridor.
Furthermore, Wymondham should be considered a ‘Large Main Town’, separating it from the
other towns which are considerably smaller in size. Wymondham is over double the size of

the next Main Town (Diss), and the facilities available in Wymondham reflect that.
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3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

The town is served by the Al1, served by a major train station which has regular services to
the regional employment hubs of Cambridge and Norwich, and a Strategic Bus Corridor

connects Wymondham to Hethersett and Norwich, and on the cycle network into Norwich.

In addition to access to employment opportunities elsewhere, the town has significant
existing employment including at the identified Key Strategic employment sites at Browick

Interchange and nearby at Hethel.

Wymondham is therefore one of the most sustainable locations which can achieve the growth
required by the GNLP, with good access to public transport and the major road network,
facilities and services and existing employment opportunities. As a key location within the
Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor, Wymondham should be supported for further growth

including further new allocations.

In addition, Wymondham is a location which can support a broad range of homes, including
family homes, as opposed to development within the urban area of Norwich which will be
unlikely to deliver housing tailored to need (e.g. a reliance on flatted development to achieve
density requirements). The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA, 2017) identifies
81% of the housing need is for houses. The SHMA is now considerably out-of-date, especially
in light of the COVID-19 pandemic which is influencing homeowners to favour houses with

gardens as opposed to flats without.

Within Wymondham, the Promoters have successfully secured consents resulting in excess of
1,000 dwellings being completed in the past 15 years from previously unidentified sites. This
reflects not only the suitability of Wymondham as an appropriate location (i.e. people want
to live there) but also represents a proven and trusted track record for the Promoters in

bringing forward suitable sites.

We consider the current strategy as drafted is not justified and not effective. Further it
does not recognise the growth to be associated with the Oxford — Cambridge Arc, reflected
in a forthcoming Strategic Planning Framework, making the Plan inconsistent with national
policy. The Plan should be revisited to re-position the Strategic Growth Area with greater
focus on this corridor between Cambridge and Norwich where employment growth is likely to
be significant. Within that Wymondham should sit high within the settlement hierarchy as the
only ‘large main town’ outside of Norwich, and squarely within this corridor. The additional
5,825 homes (prior to any adjustment due to viability/deliverability of strategic long-standing
allocations rolled over from the JCS) we have identified as either being required to

accommodate full housing need, or re-distributed to ensure the Plan is effective and justified
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should then be focused within this part of the Strategic Growth Area, with Wymondham a key

location to accommodate significant additional growth.
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4.0

4.1

4.2

SUITABILITY OF LAND AT NORTH EAST WYMONDHAM

Detailed review of the suitability of Wymondham and the suitability of the Promoters’ land at
North East Wymondham is included in the response to the Regulation 18 consultation
undertaken in 2021, provided at Appendix 3. This chapter does not seek to replicate this

information, however in summary:

The market town of Wymondham is the largest settlement in South Norfolk, classified
as a Main Town within the adopted Joint Core Strategy Settlement Hierarchy and is
located within the Cambridge Norwich Growth Corridor;

The town has and continues to successfully deliver and remains a location with a
strong demand for further growth, with the Annual Monitoring Report (2018/19)
identifying commitments of 1,117 dwellings to be delivered over the following 5-year
period (2019/20 — 2023/24), with a further 328 dwellings to be delivered in the
remaining Joint Core Strategy plan period and 512 dwellings beyond 2026;

The Promoters site at North East Wymondham has been identified as a ‘reasonable’
site by the authorities and has not be dismissed as inappropriate for development;
The site is a sustainable location for development which can deliver further growth to
complement and enhance the existing and committed developments in North East
Wymondham, creating a new community heart with a local centre in walking and
cycling distance of approximately 1,650 homes alongside delivering a solution to
Wymondham’s education capacity constraints;

In the main, the site is located outside the designated Hethersett — Wymondham
Strategic Gap, with the exception of an area east of the site identified for a new
Country Park;

An Outline planning application is being prepared to be supported by a full suite of
technical and environmental reports (including an Environment Statement)
demonstrating the suitability of the site for development. Masterplanning work
demonstrates the site is capable of supporting up to 650 new homes including 33%
affordable housing (up to 215 affordable homes), a Local Centre, land for a 2-form
entry primary school, land for the relocation of Wymondham High’s Sixth Form, and

significant areas of open space including the creation of a new Country Park.

In addition to the provision of market and affordable housing (which can be viably delivered
at existing policy requirements of 33% provision), the key benefits of the scheme would be
the enhancement of the existing new community in North East Wymondham by providing
further day-to-day services, through delivery of a Local Centre and primary school, the

provision of land for a new Sixth Form site, located off Norwich Common which benefits from
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

existing bus routes, the new Wymondham Hethersett cycle route and is proposed route of
the Bus Rapid Transit service from Wymondham Railway Station to Norwich, and the delivery
of ‘Kett’s Oak Common’ a new Country Park located to the east of Wymondham and in an
accessible location. The Country Park, provided alongside Public Open Space within the
development itself, has the dual purpose of enhancing the seeking of the historic Kett's Oak
tree and improving public accessible and recreational opportunities to the countryside, a key

policy objective (WYM 9) of the Wymondham Area Action Plan.

The forthcoming application, due to be submitted in Spring 2021, demonstrates the site is
wholly suitable for the proposed development, and could meet a significant portion of the
5,825 homes we believe is currently unmet, or unjustified/effective in the emerging GNLP. A
summary of the environment and technical matters is included in Appendix 3, with a Vision

Document included within the appendices.

The site at North East Wymondham is an available and deliverable site which can deliver

within the short to medium term.

The Promoters’ land has been reviewed by the authorities through various Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) exercises and through the ‘Site Assessment’
through the Wymondham Booklet as site GNLP0525AR (forming part of site GNLPO525R).

The HELAA comparison table (Stage 2) included within the Wymondham Booklet confirms the
site (GNLP0O525R) scores ‘Green’ or ‘Amber’ across all matters, with no significant areas of
concern. The discussion section at Stage 4 of the Wymondham Booklet confirms the site is
well located in terms of schools, public transport and retail opportunities. As such, it is

shortlisted as a ‘reasonable alternative’ for further assessment (Stage 5).

The Detailed Site Assessment undertaken at Stage 6 confirms site GNLP0525R identifies:

o Initial highways advice indicates much of the site would have good access to services
and could be acceptable if developed as part of a comprehensive approach to
development;

o There are no known constraints from utilities infrastructure, contamination or ground
instability, the land is not currently accessible as public open space;

o There are several constraints which would affect the possible form of development
however the site is large enough to mitigate against these; and

o The site is considered suitable for the land availability assessment.

Stage 7 (Settlement based appraisal of reasonable alternative sites and identified of preferred

sites) confirms there are no ‘major constraints’ which would preclude development of
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4.10
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4.14

GNLPO525R. The site is considered to be a reasonable alternative which could be allocated if

additional growth is needed in the Main Towns, including as a contingency site if progressed.

Further consideration of the Promoters’ site specifically (GNLPO525AR) is provided under

supplemental Stage 6 confirming:

o The site would be accessible to shops, employment opportunities, public transport and
local facilities;

o The site encroaches into the strategic gap however the promoters have recognised
this through the proposal for a new country park;

o There are no particular constraints from utilities infrastructure, contamination or
ground instability, potential loss of open space or ecological designations; and

° The site is considered as suitable.

The supplemental Stage 7 notes the Promoters’ site, alongside others not proposed for

allocations, are considered to be unreasonable for allocation:

Based on revisions to the Part 1 Strategy, a contingency site or
sites for 1,000 homes in Wymondham is not being sought... A
third site allocation in Wymondham would be in excess of the
strategic requirement for new homes as set out in the Part 1
Strategy

The final conclusions of the Wymondham Booklet conclude a strategic requirement for circa.
150 homes in Wymondham, with it being “considered unacceptable” to significantly exceed

this number. No justification is provided for this statement.

The conclusions further note, due to revisions made to Part 1 strategy the contingency for
1,000 homes in Wymondham is deleted. No justification is provided as to why this is the case,
and why other locations which are less sustainable have been identified for further growth
instead including those away from the A1l corridor and those outside of the proposed
Strategic Growth Area.

The Review of the Sustainability Appraisal which accompanies these representations has
considered Site against the Authorities’ Sustainability Appraisal objectives concluding that it

should be selected for inclusion based on its location, opportunities and performance these.

In addition, the Review notes the Sustainability Appraisal provides no rationale or certainty
that all reasonable alternatives in Wymondham (including the Site), beyond identified

commitments, have been assessed for development. A comparison between sites in
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Wymondham to the sites that have been allocated outside of the Strategic Growth Area

concludes those sites do not appear to have been selected on their sustainability credentials.

4,15 As detailed throughout these representations, the Authorities’ spatial strategy and approach
to meeting housing requirements is flawed and does not reflect a justified or effective
strategy, and would not be consistent with national policy. We consider the current Plan
is unsound on this basis and should seek to focus growth on deliverable sites outside of
Norwich on the most sustainable corridor (the A11 Cambridge — Norwich Tech Corridor). The

Promoters’ site at North East Wymondham is such a location.
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Introduction

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

INTRODUCTION

These representations are submitted on behalf of Landstock Estates Ltd and Landowners Group
Ltd (the Promoters) in response to the Greater Norwich Growth Board (GNGB) consultation on
the Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP) Regulation 18 Consultation. The consultation comprises

the following documents, with no single overarching ‘plan’ for review:

o Site Proposals consultation document (SPCD);

° Growth Options consultation document (GOCD);

° Interim Sustainability Appraisal; and

° The Evidence Base, including the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA),

Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) and New Settlements

Topic Paper.

The Promoters have land interests in North East Wymondham (circa 160ha) (Appendix 1)
which forms part of a larger site previously promoted (HELAA Ref. GNLP0525) through the
adopted Joint Core Strategy (2013), South Norfolk Site Specific Allocations and Policies
Document (2015), South Norfolk Development Management Policies Document (2015) and the
Wymondham Area Action Plan (2015).

In recent years, a number of applications/appeals have been granted/allowed within the
previously promoted site area amounting to circa 1,430 dwellings (and as shown in Appendix
1). These parcels no longer form part of the site now being promoted, albeit they have been
brought forward in a coordinated fashion to facilitate potential future allocation of land

including access rights, vehicle linkages and green spaces.

Notwithstanding specific land interests, these representations have been prepared in objective
terms and assessed against the prevailing planning policy and guidance framework set out
within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and National Planning
Policy Guidance (PPG) (March 2014). In addition, the emerging amendments to the NPPF

(presently out for consultation) have been taken into account.

i) National Planning Policy Framework

The NPPF, published in March 2012, put the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’

at the forefront of planning, to be seen as the ‘golden thread’ running through both plan making

and decision taking (para 14).
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1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

Para 15 confirms that ‘policies in Local Plan should follow the approach of the presumption in
favour of sustainable development so that it is clear that development which is sustainable can

be approved without delay’.

As detailed in Para 47, in seeking to ensure a ‘presumption in favour of sustainable
development’ is achieved, local planning authorities should, among other things, ‘use their
evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for
market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the
policies set out in this Framework, including identifying key sites which are critical to the

delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period’.

Paragraphs 150 — 185 regard Plan Making. Para 151 confirms that Local Plans must be prepared

with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development.

Para 178 refers to the ‘duty to cooperate’, requiring authorities to seek agreement on cross
administrative boundary planning issues, particularly those relating to the strategic policies in
Para 156, including the homes and jobs needed in an area. Further, para 178 notes an
expectation on authorities to demonstrate joint working on areas of common interest, for the

mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities.

As detailed in Para 182, Local Plans will only be considered ‘sound’ where they are:

° Positively prepared — based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements;

° Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against
the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

° Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and

o Consistent with national policy.

i) Proposed Amendments to the National Planning Policy Framework

An amended version of the National Planning Policy Framework is currently being consulted,
with the draft text for consultation being published on 05 March 2018. The draft incorporates
proposed amendments arising from the Housing White Paper (February 2017) to ‘fix the
housing market’, as well as incorporating the proposed Standardised Housing Needs
methodology, as detailed in the Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Places consultation
(September 2017).
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1.12

1.13

1.14

1.15

1.16

1.17

The revised text, as currently published, re-iterates the requirement for sustainable
development to be pursued in a positive way, with the heart of the framework being the

presumption in favour of sustainable development (para 10).

In respect of plan-making, the tests of soundness remain, albeit amended and plans should
positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, and be sufficiently

flexible to adapt to rapid change (para 11).

Plan-making has been brought forward to the front of the Framework, now forming Section 3.
As confirmed in para 15, the planning system should be genuinely plan-led, with succinct and
up-to-date plans providing a positive vision for the future of an area, addressing housing needs

and other economic, social and environmental priorities.

Paragraphs 20 — 25 regard the strategic policies/priorities of the plan, confirming that
authorities should include relevant strategic policies for, and any necessary strategic site

allocations to deliver:

° An overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development;

° The homes and workplaces needed, including affordable housing;

o Appropriate retail, leisure and other commercial activity;

° Infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, security, waste management, water

supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the provision of
minerals and energy (including heat);

° Community facilities (such as health, education and cultural infrastructure); and

° Climate change mitigation and adaption, and conservation and enhancement of the

natural built and historic environment, including landscape and green infrastructure.

Strategic policies should be limited to those necessary to address the strategic priorities of the
area (and any relevant cross-boundary issues) to provide a clear starting point for any local
policies that may be needed (para 21). Furthermore, strategic policies should look ahead over
a minimum 15 year period from adoption, to anticipate and respond to long-term requirements

and opportunities (para 22).

Paragraph 36 confirms plans are to continue to be examined to assess whether they have been
prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound
(on the basis of them being positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national
policy). These tests of soundness will be applied to local policies in a proportionate way taking
into account the extent to which they are consistent with relevant strategic policies for the

area (para 37).
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1.18

1.19

1.20

iii) Summary of Representations

These representations respond to the content of the GNLP Regulation 18 consultation, with
reference where applicable to relevant policy, consultation documents and the evidence base.

We reserve the right to comment on wider matters in future consultations.

The Regulation 18 consultation sets out 6No. potential ‘Growth Options’ for the GNLP. It is
recognised at this stage that the options represent a range of suitable alternatives to be
considered by the GNGB, but the Regulation 18 consultation is lacking in an appropriate and
proportionate evidence base (such as Education matters) to form a view as to the most
appropriate strategy. Further iterations of the plan need to rectify this otherwise the plan would

not be Justified or Positively Prepared.

In summary, our representations demonstrate:

° The GNLP is required to allocate land for 7,200 new dwellings, incorporating the
proposed Standardised Methodology as the OAN starting point, plus a 10% buffer. This
is positively prepared;

o The proposed expansion of the existing Norwich Urban Area to include lower tier
settlements outside the continuous urban area is inconsistent with national policy;

° The SHMA demonstrates that a ‘Core Area’ exists that represents the strongest
functional connection to the Norwich Urban Area. Evidence, reviewing the functional
economic relationships within the Greater Norwich Area, has been prepared and
supports the continued recognition of an area, akin to the existing Norwich Policy Area,
to focus growth. A policy should be prepared to that effect;

° The proposed removal of a Core Policy Area (i.e. NPA) results in all the growth options
failing to suitably consider the influence of the ‘Core Area’ and therefore the area with
the strongest functional relationship to Norwich. It is not effective;

° It is recognised that some options focus growth as an Urban Concentration, but this

would not address the wider plan objectives. It is proposed that a combination of the

qgrowth options 2 and 3 is considered,

° These representations present evidence which demonstrates the strength of the All
corridor and that Wymondham, as a Main Town can play a critical role and support more
growth than presently identified. This includes the delivery of specific infrastructure to
address the South West sector;

° Focusing growth within the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor is vital to meet the plan’s

Visions and Objectives and promote economic growth to meet the City Deal aspirations;
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° It is vital the GNLP acknowledges the severity of the education capacity issue in
Wymondham and the south-west sector and identifies this as a strategic priority for
resolution; and

° The promoted site, at Land at North East Wymondham, is deliverable, providing a
sustainable location for growth which can, crucially, provide a solution to the education

capacity issue, subject to sufficient growth being allocated.

1.21 A summary of our response to questions contained within the GOCD, as well as other responses

to specific GOCD proposals, is shown below in table 1.1.

Table 1.1 — GOCD response summary

Support/Object/ | Soundness Summary
Comment Reason
Question 2 Support - We support the broad objectives

and policy headings listed. Certain
Growth Options will need to be
pursued (i.e. Options 2 and/or 3)
to ensure these objectives are met.
Places such as Wymondham are

critical in this respect.

Question 3 Comment - We support Option JT1.

Question 4 Support - The GOCD correctly identifies the
Government’s proposed
standardised methodology as the

starting point.

Question 5 Support - A 10% buffer will support delivery
to achieve social and economic
growth, provided the distribution

of allocation is appropriate.

Question 6 Support - Provision of windfall development
‘in addition’ to housing
requirement is consistent with the
context of the NPPF and reflects
the GNGB ‘pro-growth’ agenda.

Question 7 Comment - The proposed scale of development
will require provision of new
infrastructure, including those

which have not been addressed
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Support/Object/

Comment

Soundness

Reason

Summary

through previous plan making
exercises (i.e. Secondary Education

capacity in the South West sector).

Question 8

Comment

There is clear evidence that
delivery rates in the Joint Core
Strategy Area have never been
met. The collective failure of the
Joint Core Strategy’s planned
allocations represent a real risk
that existing commitments will not
be fully delivered by 2036. In this
respect, it will be critical that the
GNGB selects deliverable sites in
suitable locations, Wymondham is

such a location.

Question 9

Comment

Option 1, 4 -6
result in a plan
which is
ineffective /
unjustified /
not positively

prepared

Option 2 has a number of merits
and is a favoured option, however
the overall distribution risks
delivering unsustainable
development towards Diss and
allocations in locations that have a
history of not delivering.

Option 3 is a favoured option,
however the proposed distribution

is presently inappropriate.

Question 11

Comment

A hybrid version of Options 2 and 3
should come forward as a
preferred option, serving to ensure
a ‘Core Area’ is supporting while
focusing development along the
Al1 corridor. Evidence has been
prepared to demonstrate the
continued importance of the
NPA/Core Area for directing growth
and confirms the most appropriate

strategy for growth will include

21389/A5/IM/kf
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Support/Object/ | Soundness Summary
Comment Reason
necessary measures to realise the
full economic and social benefits of
the Cambridge Norwich Tech
Corridor. Table 4.2 proposes an
appropriate dispersal to achieve
this and elevates the role of
Wymondham. The allocation of
sufficient growth in Wymondham
will also resolve the strategically
important Secondary Education
capacity issue.
Question 12 Object The delivery of | The delivery of a new settlement

a new could be a suitable long-term

settlement is aspiration of the plan, however its

not justified or | delivery is risky and unpredictable

considered and therefore should not be relied

effective upon in the current plan period.
Further, sufficient suitable and
deliverable land, adjoining existing
sustainable settlements, has been
identified, and therefore it is not
considered necessary for a new
settlement to be relied upon at this
time.

Question 26 Support The removal of | Without a policy area focusing

a policy growth in key locations there are

directing risks the strategy will fail. We

growth to a strongly urge the GNLP to continue

suitable area the approach set by the NPA in

risks the Plan directing growth to a defined area

being found not | with the strongest functional

effective relationship to Norwich (wither
NPA or similar distinction).
Evidence provided as part of these
representations demonstrates the
NPA remains a relevant area to
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Support/Object/

Comment

Soundness

Reason

Summary

direct growth, given its continued

high degree of self-containment.

Growth General Comment | The current No evidence is presented which
Options - / Objection approach is supports the baseline proposed.
Baseline unjustified The current distribution suggests a
predetermined strategy which is
inappropriate and disproportionate.
Growth General Comment | The current The proposed extension of the
Options — / Objection approach is Fringe Area to include Hethersett

Settlement

Hierarchy

unjustified and

inconsistent

with national

policy

(among others) inappropriately
elevates less-sustainable locations

in the Settlement Hierarchy.
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Housing Numbers

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

HOUSING NUMBERS

Q4) Do you agree that the OAN for 2017 — 2036 is around 39,000 homes.

Yes. The Government’'s proposed standardised methodology for Greater Norwich requires the
delivery of 2,052 dwellings per annum, or a requirement of 38,988 dwellings across the plan
period (2017 to 2036). The Growth Options consultation document (GOCD) correctly identifies

this as the starting point for calculating the housing requirement for the plan (para 4.18).

Q5) Do you agree that the plan should provide for a 10% delivery buffer and

allocate additional sites for around 7,200 homes?

Yes. Para 4.20 — 4.21 of the GOCD confirms the GNLP will seek to over-allocate by means of a
10% buffer to maximise the potential delivery and ensuring housing is delivered to tackle the
housing shortage and support economic growth. The 10% buffer, equating to a total of 3,899
dwellings would include the additional 1,700 dwellings identified to meet the City Deal and
results in a remaining additional 2,199 dwellings to be allocated. This takes the total housing

requirement to 42,887 and the need to identify 7,200 new allocations.

Section 4 of the GOCD confirms one of the key aims of the GNLP will be to drive economic
growth across the plan period by delivering an increase on forecast growth in jobs and
productivity. This is a reflection of the aims and aspirations of the Greater Norwich City Deal
which covers the GNLP area and is being delivered by the Greater Norwich Growth Board
(GNGB).

The City Deal, which was signed into effect by the Government in December 2013, gives
Greater Norwich increased freedom to help business grow and create economic growth. As
detailed in the City Deal report (December 2013), the deal aims to bring an additional 13,000
jobs and 3,000 homes (above Joint Core Strategy requirements) to the Greater Norwich Area.
As detailed in the Central Norfolk Strategic Housing Market Assessment (June 2017) this
equates to a total of 45,390 jobs over the plan period. In this respect, we support Option

JT1 as identified in Question 3.

This approach will help support delivery to achieve social and economic growth, provided that

the distribution of these new allocations is appropriate.
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2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

Q6) Do you agree that windfall development should be in addition to the 7,200

homes?

Yes. To ensure the GNLP provides sufficient flexibility to enable growth to come forward, the
GOCD proposes windfall development be ‘in addition’ to the housing requirement. This is

consistent with the context of the NPPF (including the emerging NPPF).

Given the lack of delivery in the Joint Core Strategy area, there is a particular need to ensure
a strong emphasis on boosting housing supply. In this respect, the current Joint Core Strategy
provides an ‘at least’ housing target. In the light of the intention to rely on so many additional
windfall dwellings (5,600 dwellings) to introduce the flexibility, the plan should reflect that the
42,887 target is an at least figure with the housing requirement figure not being a ceiling. This

would support the GNGB ‘pro-growth’ agenda.

While anticipated windfall development will go some way to delivering additional housing, the
scale of the windfall figure could have an impact on local infrastructure and services. It is
therefore recommended that the GNGB undertake an appropriate evidence base (i.e. SEA/SA)

on a total housing figure of 48,487 dwellings.

Q7) Are there any infrastructure requirements needed to support the overall scale

of growth.

Yes. The scale of development will clearly require the provision of new infrastructure to
appropriately and sustainably meet the demands of this growth. There are key pieces of
infrastructure that are necessary to be addressed that have otherwise not been delivered or
proposed to be delivered as part of the Joint Core Strategy 2013. A good example, and as
detailed further below, is the need to positively address the Secondary Education capacity in
the South West sector and specifically in Wymondham. This is an issue that has been
highlighted by the Inspector examining the Wymondham Area Action Plan as being “necessary

to review” as part of future plan-making exercises.

Q8) Is there any evidence that the existing housing commitment will not be
delivered by 2036.

Yes. At the mid-point of the Joint Core Strategy plan period (01 April 2017), there is clear
evidence that the delivery rates in the Joint Core Strategy Area have never been met (see
Annual Monitoring Report 2016 — 17, March 2018, Appendix A ). There is at present a deficit

of 4,957 dwellings (of a midpoint cumulative requirement of 18,414) from the start of the
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2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

plan period (2008/09) to the most recent monitoring year (2016/17) (collective failure) across
the plan area as a whole. The deficit within the NPA is even higher at 6,493 dwellings during

the same period.

Whilst it is recognised that there are external factors that can affect delivery, the collective
failure of the Joint Core Strategy’s planned allocations in not meeting the target represents

a real risk that the existing commitments will not be fully delivered by 2036.

Within the NPA, the forward 5-year annual completion rate to meet the Joint Core Strategy
minimum target level, including the required 20% buffer, is now in the range of 3,056 to
3,748 dpa (double the planned rate), with the Annual Monitoring Report 2016-17 conceding
the requirement in the 5-year period 2017 — 2022 will fall short by up to 4,650 dwellings.

In this respect, it will be critical that the GNGB selects deliverable sites in suitable locations.
As detailed in Section 1, the Promoters have successfully secured consents resulting in some
800 dwellings being completed in Wymondham over the past 12 years from previously
unidentified sites. This reflects not only the suitability of Wymondham as an appropriate
location (i.e. people want to live there) but also represents a proven and trusted track record
for the Promoters in bringing forward suitable sites where people want to live. This is a
material consideration in determining the suitability of sites coming forward. Additionally, it
should be noted that the land being promoted lies adjacent to the existing urban area
including new development. As such, utilities and services are being actively delivered and
this brings with it advantages compared to the creation of say, a new garden Village which

will require substantial upgrades to existing infrastructure and significant new infrastructure.

The new annual target for 2017 — 2036 (assuming 42,887 dwellings) across the entire plan
area will represent an annual requirement of 2,257dpa. This equates to 11,286 dwellings in
any given 5-year period and assumes that the current deficit (in excess of 6,400 dwellings)
is ‘wiped clean’. This could potentially give the impression that ‘all is well’ and the failure to

meet past targets is simply forgotten.
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Spatial Options

3.0 SPATIAL OPTIONS

Q2) Do you support the broad strategic approach to delivering jobs, homes and

infrastructure

3.1 Yes. Para 4.1 of the GOCD confirms delivery is key to the success of the plan. To realise this,
and to successfully achieve the Visions and Objectives of the plan, the document identifies

6no. policy headings which will be included in the GNLP. These are:

° Support the economy through infrastructure investment, environmental enhancement
and quality of life improvements;

° Enable development of the strategic employment locations in the city centre, the
Norwich  Airport area, Broadland Business Park/Broadland Gate, NRP,

Wymondham/Hethel, Longwater and the Food Enterprise Zone;

° Promote the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor growth initiative;
° Promote inclusive growth and social sustainability;

° Provide for local employment close to where people live;

° Support a thriving rural economy.

3.2 We support the broad objectives and the policy headings detailed above. We note that if these
objectives are to be met, there is a need to ensure that certain Growth Options are pursued
i.e. Growth options 2 and/or 3. These options focus growth in the above stated location specific
areas (i.e. locations along the A1l corridor and others) as well as being able to achieve the
other stated non location specific objectives. Places such as Wymondham are critical in this

respect.
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4.0

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

THE GROWTH OPTIONS

i) The Base Line

The GOCD presents 6no. ‘alternatives’ each identifying a different approach to the distribution

of growth.

The 6 options are all predicated on a base line position that 3,900 dwellings have already been
distributed to certain locations. Of this, 1,700 dwellings have been cited to be delivered in
Norwich City. It is assumed that this reflects the additional dwellings necessary to deliver the

City Deal, and therefore is broadly acceptable.

However, the remaining 2,200 dwellings have been spread across various settlements. This
suggests that a predetermination of the strategy (in part) has already taken place. This is not
appropriate as up to 1,000 dwellings have been located in service villages and only 550
dwellings in Main Towns. Whilst there are more service villages (and therefore a greater
number of dwellings have been spread across those locations), it should be recognised that
the net effect is that up to 1,000 dwellings (14% of the total new allocations) are already
assigned to service villages before the main strategy has been set. This is disproportionate and

would in fact double the existing commitments of the service villages.

There is no evidence presented that supports the above baseline of spreading the 2,200
dwellings and we recommend that the base line should only apply to 1,700 dwellings in Norwich

City.

i) The Ranking of Locations Outside of the Settlement Hierarchy

The 6No. options are all accompanied by supporting tables which seek to place locations in
sustainability order from Norwich City, to Fringe Sectors to Main Towns and so on. Whilst it is
necessary to prepare such a hierarchy, it is noted that the designation of ‘Fringe Sectors’
includes some locations which are, in their own right, not as sustainable as locations which are
further from Norwich City but larger in scale. A good comparison is the relationship of
Hethersett (a Key Service Centre and identified in the Fringe Sector) and Wymondham, some
1.5km (from New Road to Elm Farm Business Park, i.e. the development boundary edges) to

the southwest (a Main town and not in the Fringe Sector).
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4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

The result is that a location that is recognised as being only a Service Centre, is deemed more
appropriate for large scale growth simply because the perception that the location is closer to
Norwich and therefore by default a more appropriate location to deliver greater growth.

There is no justification for the scale of growth identified in locations such as Hethersett as a
fringe location when it is in practice, truly a Key Service Centre and are located beyond the

continuous development of Norwich.

As a consequence, the increased status of these locations, in the broad ‘Urban Area’ definition,
risks them receiving a disproportionate level of growth which is not an accurate representation

of each settlement’s sustainability. This has come through in some of the Options put forward.

Whilst we accept the existing Norwich Urban Area is likely to be suitable for an element of
additional growth above existing commitments, the proposed extension of the Fringe Area to
include Hethersett is unjustified and should be reviewed. The plan risks being found
inconsistent with national policy if this approach is pursued, with less-sustainable locations
elevated in the Settlement Hierarchy. This is not in accordance with Section 39(2) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which confirms the plan-making process must

exercise the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development.

Whilst the hierarchy is a starting point, it does not determine the scale of development
appropriate in a particular settlement. As confirmed in para 4.42 of the GOCD, the scale of
development appropriate to a particular settlement will depend on a number of factors
including local service, deliverability, location in relation to strategic services and job

opportunities, as well as local constraints and opportunities.

The most appropriate strategy for growth will therefore be influenced by a number of key
factors, most importantly the opportunities identified to achieve the Visions and Objectives of
the plan and the measures enabled to deliver economic, social and environment sustainable

development.

Q9) Which alternative or alternatives do you favour

Our favoured Options lean towards Option 2 and/or 3. This is in part a reflection of the
aims and visions identified in the Spatial Options, the evidence presented in these
representations and the role Wymondham can play both in its location to the A11 and Norwich,

as well as the suitability and deliverability of the site itself.
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4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

Para 4.65 of the GOCD acknowledges the chosen strategy may be an amalgamation of the
options, with no ‘preferred’ options identified at this time. We support this recognition (see

response to Question 11), but set out our position on each alternative scenario below.

The Interim Sustainability Appraisal assesses each alternative against 15n0. sustainability
objectives, on the basis of its likely effects. The alternatives have been tested and show that
Options 1 -3 score more preferably than options 4 — 6. Of interest to note, the SA shows that
Options 4 and 5 score particularly negatively on sustainable transport modes. Options 1 -3

score the same.

The potential distributions, specifically in regards to Main Towns, is as set out below in Table
4.1.

Table 4.1 — Main Town Distribution (dwellings)

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6
Baseline 550 550 550 550 550 550
Main 0 1,100 700 650 650 150
Towns
Total 550 1,650 1,250 1,200 1,200 700
Predominat | Predominat | Large Large To
ely to ely to majority to | majority to | Wymondha
Wymondha | Wymondha | Wymondha | Wymondha | m, Diss
m in the m in the m, Diss m, Diss and
All All and and possibly
corridor corridor possibly possibly Harleston
and to Diss Harleston Harleston

i) Option 1 — Concentration Close to Norwich

Option 1 seeks to deliver all growth within the confines of the existing urban area fringe
sectors, with 1,000 homes being delivered in the north-east, 600 in the north and north-west,
500 in the west and 1,200 in the south-west. There would be no growth, beyond baseline, in

other settlements outside this area (including the Main Towns).

The SA suggests this option results in development likely being in close proximity to existing
employment opportunities and within easy access to public transport. It therefore scores highly
in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal (SA11 and SA12). Option 1 is also identified to provide
the best option in regards to reducing carbon emissions, adapting to and mitigating against

the effects of climate change.
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4.18

4.19

4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

As confirmed in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal, Option 1 would result in a reliance in a
number of large allocations, therefore exposing the plan to long lead-in times. Furthermore,
growth would be focused in locations already experiencing significant growth and therefore

provide less diversity in the market.

This risk is further exacerbated by the historic under delivery of sites within the north-east of
the Urban Fringe (including the Growth Triangle) which leads to doubt as to whether this option

would be able to achieve the level of growth intended.

Further, while the option includes an element of growth along the Cambridge Norwich Corridor
(within the south-west fringe) this option will fail to deliver the necessary homes along this
corridor, in locations close to potential employment opportunities, to fully deliver the economic

potential of this key location and undermine the Spatial objectives of the plan.

On this basis, Option 1 is considered to be an inappropriate strategy for growth which would

not result in an effective or positively prepared plan. Option 1 is not supported.

iv) Option 2 — Transport Corridors

Option 2 aims to direct growth along existing transport corridors, specifically the A11, A47 (W),
A140 and A1151. The options identifies the following distribution above baseline:

° Fringe Sectors - 2,200 dwellings inc. 1,000 in north-east, 200 in north and north-west,
500 in west and 500 in south-west; and
° Main Towns - 1,100 dwellings, predominantly in Wymondham in the A1l Corridor and

Diss, and possibly including villages on A140 (S), other than Long Stratton.

Option 2 would result in a more ‘distributed’ form of development, with allocations (above
baseline) attributed to key locations along the ‘transport corridors’. Thereby ensuring that
development would be located within highly accessible locations on existing transport routes.
Importantly, the specific identification of the main towns ensures that the development is

directed to the most sustainable locations along these corridors.

Option 2 will support the Cambridge Norwich Corridor, with allocation in the south-west Fringe
and in Wymondham. We question if Diss, located circa. 20 miles from Norwich, can truly play
a role delivering sustainable development when assessed against the spatial objectives of the

A1l corridor and the Core Area.
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4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

4.29

4.30

Furthermore, Option 2 seeks to allocate up to 1,000 dwellings to the north-east of the Urban
Fringe. This area already has a substantial number of committed sites or allocations which are
not delivering at the rate anticipated. Locating so many dwellings in this area would represent

a significant risk of delivering the number of dwellings in the plan period.

Option 2 has a number of merits and is a favoured option, particularly the main role
Wymondham can play in this option, but the overall distribution risks deliver unsustainable
development towards Diss and the identification of allocations in locations that have a history

of not delivering.

V) Option 3 — Support the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor

In addition to baseline growth, Option 3 directs allocations to the A1l corridor, supporting the

Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor. The following distribution above baseline is identified:

° Fringe Sectors — 2,000 dwellings inc. 500 in the east (between NRP and Food Enterprise

Zone) and 1,500 in the south-west;

° Main Towns — 700 dwellings predominately in Wymondham;
° Key Service Centres — 100 dwellings to Hingham; and
° New Settlement — 500 dwellings, in or near the A1l corridor.

The Interim Sustainability Appraisal (SA11 Encouraging Economic Development) identifies that
this alternative has been specifically derived to support economic growth plans and therefore
has further potential benefits (above others) that would result in a housing distribution to

support a specific economic growth initiative.

Despite the focus on the A1l corridor and that Wymondham is the only Main Town on the All
Corridor, it oddly receives a reduced allocation that Option 2 above. This is in part because the
south-west Fringe Area Locations have in our view, been afforded an over-reliance on growth
(1,500 dwellings) that is not truly reflective of their sustainability credentials or place in the
settlement hierarchy (see response to Q26). Furthermore, Option 3 includes provision of a new
settlement, located along the Corridor, which is not considered to be appropriate to be relied

upon at this time.

In its current form, Option 3 is considered to be ineffective as the role of Wymondham has
been diluted in favour of less sustainable locations (i.e. Hethersett) or more challenging sites

to be delivered (i.e. new settlement).
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4.31

4.32

4.33

4.34

4.35

4.36

Option 3 is a favoured option as it is considered appropriate to focus on the A1l corridor.
However, the exact split of dwellings across the south-west sector is presently inappropriate
and can be remediated through a revised distribution (from south-west fringe and new
settlement) to providing additional growth in Wymondham — more akin to the levels in Option
2.

Vi) Option 4 — Dispersal

Option 4 provides high level dispersal to villages with only limited growth allocated to the

fringe and A1l Corridor, with the following above baseline:

° Fringe Sectors — 350 dwellings inc. 100 in north and north-west, 100 in west and 150

in south-west;

° Main Towns — 650 dwellings mainly to Wymondham, Diss and possibly Harleston;
° Key Service Centres — 400 dwellings majority to those in South Norfolk; and
° Other — 1,900 dwellings to villages dependent on a range of factors including availability

of sites, location, access to services and deliverability.

The option scores poorly, in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal, in regards to potential impacts
on air, noise and light pollution (SA1), the protection and enhancement of biodiversity and
geodiversity assets (SA3) and reducing the need to travel and promote the use of sustainable
transport modes (SA12), with a ‘likely significant negative effect’ in all these regards. The
option performs less well (likely positive effect) than Options 1 — 3 (likely significant positive

effect) in regards to the encouragement of economic development (SA11).

Option 4 seeks to distribute a significant level of growth to areas outside of the ‘Core Area’
and settlements lower down the settlement hierarchy, and therefore by nature less sustainable.
As acknowledged in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal, this option would result in the ‘least
preferential’ relationship to the focus of jobs, facilities, services and sustainable transport

options near to Norwich.

Furthermore, the distribution of Option 4 is largely unknown, with a significant proportion to
be ‘dependent on a range of factors’. As such it is currently not possible to consider, in detail,
the potential sustainability impacts (or benefits). This is a significant risk which cannot be

properly assessed this time.

Option 4 is not considered to be the most appropriate strategy for growth and would result in

a plan which is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy. It is not favoured.
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4.37

4.38

4.39

4.40

4.41

Vii) Option 5 — Dispersal plus New Settlement

Broadly similar to Option 4, albeit with the provision of a new settlement, the following

distribution is proposed above baseline:

o Fringe Sectors — 350 dwellings inc. 100 in north and north-west, 100 in west and 150
in south-west;

° Main Towns — 650 dwellings mainly to Wymondham, Diss and possibly Harleston;

° Key Service Centres — 400 dwellings majority to those in South Norfolk;

° Other — 1,400 dwellings to villages dependent on a range of factors including availability

of sites, location, access to services and deliverability; and

° New Settlement — 500 dwellings, within a transport corridor.

The findings of the Interim Sustainability Appraisal are as per Option 4, with Option 5 likely to
result in significant dispersal of development to locations less well related to services, facilities

and employment opportunities.

Furthermore, Option 5 includes the provision of a new settlement, located within a transport
corridor. While this may result in a benefit above that proposed in Option 4 (if the new
settlement is located within the ‘Core Area’ and/or Cambridge Norwich Corridor), as detailed

below, it is not considered appropriate for this to be relied upon at this time.

Option 5 is not considered to be the most appropriate strategy for growth, resulting in a
strategy which would be unjustified and inconsistent with national policy. Option 5 is not

favoured.

viii) Option 6 — Dispersal plus Urban Growth

Option 6 provides general dispersal across villages, while allowing significant growth in the
fringe parishes, particularly the north east and west fringe. The proposed distribution, above

baseline, is as below:

° Fringe Sectors — 1,900 dwellings inc. 1,000 in north-east, 200 in north and north-west,

500 in west and 200 in south-west;

° Main Towns — 150 dwellings distributed to Wymondham, Diss and possibly Harleston;
° Key Service Centres — 150 dwellings majority to those in South Norfolk; and
° Other — 1,100 dwellings to villages dependent on a range of factors including availability

of sites, location, access to services and deliverability.
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Option 6 scores similarly in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal to Options 4 and 5, with the
exception of SA12 (reducing the need to travel and promote the use of sustainable transport
notes) where development in the Fringe Sectors would be better related to the Urban Area of
Norwich. Despite this, a significant element of growth (1,100 dwellings) would be located

within village areas, which would not be well placed to meet this sustainability criteria.

As noted above for Option 4 (and 5), the proposed distribution within villages is largely
unknown, to be ‘dependent on a range of factors’. As such it is currently not possible to
consider, in detail, the potential sustainability impacts (or benefits). This is a significant risk

which cannot be properly assessed at this time.

In regards to the remaining distribution, there is significant growth allocated to the north-east
sector which, as detailed in Option 1, has experienced historic under delivery thereby leading

to doubt as to whether this level of growth could be achieved within the plan period.

There is also limited growth attributed to other key locations, outside the Fringe Area, including
others within the ‘Core Area’ and along the Cambridge Norwich Corridor which jeopardies the

potential economic benefits these vital areas could deliver.

On this basis, Option 6 results in an unsuitable distribution of growth with a significant
dependence on unknown village locations (which are, by nature, less sustainable than
overlooked settlements), inappropriate reliance on northeast sites and a lack of support for
the ‘Core Area’ and Cambridge Norwich Corridor. Therefore, Option 6 would result in an
ineffective and unjustified plan which risks being inconsistent with national policy. This option

is not favoured.

Q11) Are there any other strategic growth options that should be considered; and

Yes. We consider that a hybrid version of Options 2 and 3 should come forward as a preferred
option. This would serve to ensure that a ‘Core Area’ is supported but that there is a focus for
delivering development along the A1l corridor, fulfilling the Spatial Objectives of supporting

the Cambridge to Norwich Tech Corridor plus locating growth near to jobs and infrastructure.

Wymondham has the capacity to accommodate a significant scale of growth. This is due to its
Main Town status and that it is a location that has delivered housing. It has good employment

areas in its own right but it located close proximity to Norwich.

We believe the role of Wymondham should be elevated and our proposed dispersal in Table

4.2 below seeks to achieve that.
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Table 4.2 — ‘Hybrid Options’ Proposed Dispersal

Commitment

Baseline

Option

Total

Growth
%

Distribution of growth

option

Norwich

6,999

1,500

8,499

20

The current figure of
1,500 homes in the
baseline aims to maximise
growth on brownfield sites
whilst retaining sites for
employment, town centre
and open space uses. It
will be kept under review

as the plan progressed.

Fringe

Sectors

21,381

200

1,700

23,281

54

Around:

500 homes in the north
east;

200 in north and north
west;

500 in the west;

500 in the south west.
Due to existing
commitment and
environmental constraints
associated with the
Broads, there would be no
growth in this option
above the baseline in A47

(E) corridor.

Main

Town

5,468

550

1,600

7,618

18

The remaining 1,600
homes would be allocated
to Wymondham in the A1l

Corridor.

KSCs

674

450

1,124
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Commitment | Baseline | Option | Total Growth | Distribution of growth
% option
Service 1,143 1,200 - 2,343 5
and
Other
Villages
or Village
Groups
Totals 35,665 3,900 3,300 | 42,865 -
7,200

4.50 Furthermore, through the allocation of sufficient growth to Wymondham the GNLP has the
potential to resolve the ongoing Secondary Education capacity constraint currently affecting
the south-west area (as detailed further in subsequent sections). While identified as an existing
constraint by the Interim Sustainability Appraisal under objective SA10, the consultation fails
to regard how the alternatives would influence this (either negatively or positively). Currently,
any growth attributed to the south-west of the District has the potential to exacerbate this
issue, with a risk that a no growth option could be considered if the situation is not suitably
dealt with. This would have a fundamental impact on the potential of the GNLP to deliver its
full economic and social benefits, with any growth directed away from the Cambridge Norwich
Tech Corridor. It is therefore considered that a ‘no growth’ option within this south-west area
is not an appropriate alternative. The education ‘issue’ therefore must be dealt with through
this plan-making process.

4.51 Therefore, the preferred alternative is one which includes a recognition of the importance of
the ‘Core Area’, directs significant growth to the Cambridge Norwich Corridor and allocates
sufficient growth in Wymondham to resolve the strategically important issue of Secondary
education capacity. This is a reasonable alternative which would help achieve the objectives of
the GNLP. To ensure the plan is justified, this reasonable alternative therefore needs to be
assessed as part of the Sustainability Appraisal to be undertaken.

4.52 A report, commissioned by Norwich City Council, entitled Norwich Economic Analysis (GVA,

June 2017) examines the functional economic geography of Norwich and its growth potential.
As acknowledged in para 2.8 of this report, the authority area of Norwich City Council is not
an accurate geography in seeking to understand or capture the true economic value or potential
created by Norwich. Instead the economic influence of Norwich extends beyond this urban

area. Para 2.19 and Figure 6 (taken directly from the SHMA 2016) identify strong labour
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connections with 11no. proximate settlements (including Wymondham), with Norwich
functioning as part of a wide and interconnected network. As concluded in para 2.26 the ‘Core
Area’ shows the settlements with the strongest connections to the Norwich Urban Area,

suggesting a large proportion of housing should be delivered in these locations.

This is further reviewed in evidence prepared by Barton Willmore Development Economics
(Greater Norwich Technical Report — Economic Geography, March 2018, Appendix 2) which
provides an analysis of the functional economic relationships within the Greater Norwich Area,

looking at the relationships between places where people live and places where people work.

A review of Travel to Work data highlights the strongest flows, outside the Urban Area and
Fringe, are along the main arterial routes into the city, particularly along the A1l from the
southeast. Relatively few people travel to Norwich from settlements near to the southern edge
of the HMA, including Diss. The evidence highlights that the existing NPA, with 71% of Norwich

workers residing within this area, broadly represents a Travel to Work Area.

Further to this, 81% of jobs in the Greater Norwich Area are located within the NPA, the
majority of which are located within Norwich, its Fringe and Wymondham. The only settlement

outside the NPA having in excess of 2,500 existing jobs being Diss.

Over the plan period, employment forecasts (provided by Oxford Economics) identify strong
employment growth (circa. 17,000 across the Greater Norwich area), of which 83% of the
forecast is predicted be located within the NPA (mainly Norwich and South Norfolk). These
forecast, from Oxford Economics, are derived from nationally-consistent forecasts and
therefore do not take full account of potential policy interventions designed to promote above-
trend growth. In this instance, the GNLP acknowledges external influences which have the
potential to deliver additional growth, including the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor and the

City Deal.

This evidence highlights the importance of ensuring an appropriate spatial strategy is proposed
which delivers the right number of homes in sustainable locations close to where jobs are
expected to be created, including taking full account of initiatives such as the Tech Corridor
and City Deal, which have the potential to deliver above-trend employment growth, boosting
the local economy. The preferred option, a hybrid version of Option 2 and 3, will help achieve
this.
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Q26) Do you support a Norwich centred policy area and, if so, why and on what

boundaries?

Yes. We support a Policy area focused towards Norwich City. This would ensure Growth is
focused in the right areas to deliver the spatial strategy plan and allow for appropriate

monitoring.

Historically, the Norwich Policy Area (NPA) has been the area used to ensure that growth needs
arising from the Norwich urban area are delivered as acknowledged through para 4.159 — 4.170
of the GOCD.

The NPA is a long-standing policy designation, previously identified within the Norfolk Structure
Plan and carried forward within the East of England Regional Spatial Strategy which encouraged
Norwich-related growth to be located in close proximity to the City. As detailed in para 13.68
of the Regional Spatial Strategy (2008):

The Norwich policy area covers the urban area, the first ring of
villages and the market town of Wymondham. In terms of numbers
itis, with Cambridge, one of the two locations with the highest level
of growth in the region. It will be the main focus for the north-east
of the region, and has the potential to develop further as a major
focus for long term economic development and growth.

The importance of the NPA was acknowledged in the adopted Joint Core Strategy (2011) which
sought to direct strategic growth to this area, including significant levels of housing, improved
employment opportunities and key infrastructure development. This included enhancements to
public transport, including the Bus Rapid Transport, and highways improvements, including the
Northern Distributor Road.

The NPA has been successful in directing growth to this area and ensuring the identified social
and environmental benefits have been (or are being) successfully delivered. This has, in part,
been due to the requirement for sufficient sites to be identified to meet the NPA housing

requirement, and as such a 5-year housing land supply within the NPA to be maintained.

The SHMA, which forms part of the evidence base for this consultation, identifies that the NPA
itself does not form a functional housing market area (HMA). While the GOCD acknowledges
the role the NPA has played in the past it argues it is no longer appropriate for a NPA specific

housing land supply to be required/monitored.
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We disagree with this conclusion and consider the GOCD is confusing the role of a SHMA for
the purposes of determining Housing Needs and a specific policy based area to ensure the right

growth is delivered in the right locations.

While the NPA itself does not form a functional HMA, a slightly larger area, defined as the ‘Core
Area’ (including Acle, Aylsham and Loddon) has been concluded to be a functional HMA.
However, given no other settlements outside this area are sufficiently self-contained to
establish a separate HMA (or areas), the SHMA concludes the most appropriate HMA, for the
plan, is the Central Norfolk HMA.

Regardless of the HMA, the SHMA identifies the Core Area to be the area with the strongest
functional connection to the Norwich Urban Area. On this basis, the Council’s own evidence

clearly supports the GNLP directing growth to this Core Area

As detailed in the Greater Norwich Technical Report (Appendix 2), and as summarised above,
the NPA continues to represent a relevant area to direct growth, being an appropriate Travel
to Work Area where future job growth will be focused. Given its continued high degree of self-

containment it is questionable whether it is necessary for a new ‘Core Area’ to be defined.

We strongly urge the GNLP to continue the approach set by the NPA in directing
growth to a defined area (whether NPA or similar distinction) with the strongest
functional relationship to Norwich. The boundary of this area should also reflect the

preferred spatial strategy i.e. towards an A11 focus.

Without a policy area focusing growth in key locations, there are risks that the strategy will

fail.

As acknowledged as one of the key policy headings for the GNLP, in order to meet the plan’s
Visions and Objectives, the GNLP will promote the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor. The
Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor (initially proposed as the A1l Growth Corridor) began as a
partnership between South Norfolk, Breckland and Forest Heath Councils. The Councils funded
a comprehensive study of the corridor (Delivering the Economic Growth Potential of the A1l
Corridor, Bruton Knowles, June 2016) which highlighted the potential for it to deliver significant
economic growth by 2031, including 6,100 net additional jobs, many of which will be within

high value employment sectors.
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Since this time the partnership team has expanded to also include Cambridgeshire County
Council, East Cambridgeshire District Council, Greater Cambridge Greater Peterborough LEP,
New Anglia LEP, Norfolk County Council, Norwich City Council, St Edmundsbury Borough

Council and Suffolk County Council.

The full economic and social benefits of the Corridor can only be realised if the GNLP provides
significant support for this key growth location, including backing development opportunities
within this Corridor and, importantly, ensuring sufficient housing is provided, in close proximity

to existing and proposed employment opportunities.

Whilst it may be argued that the identification of specific sites will alleviate the need to for a
policy area to direct growth, it is still deemed important that the area is defined, in the event
that alternative sites are required to be relied upon to deliver houses or jobs in the event the
allocated sites, for whatever reason, fail to deliver. This ensures the plan has the ability to

respond rapidly to the market with the focus remaining on the growth locations.

A positively prepared, effective and justified Plan will need to ensure it has fully considered
the potential benefits arising from the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor and, where necessary,
supports its delivery. The most appropriate strategic growth option will include the

necessary measures to enable this.

Q12) Do you support the long term development of a new settlement or

settlements?

As part of the consultation, a New Settlements Topic Paper has been produced, supporting the
GOCD which considers whether a new settlement could assist in meeting the plan’s growth
objectives. This is considered in response of 2no. sites, at Honingham Thorpe (site reference
GNLP 0415 A to G) and West of Hethel (site reference GNLP1055) submitted through the ‘call

for sites’ which could potentially support a new settlement including housing and other uses.

In order for a new settlement to be sustainable, and achieve the principles of being a Garden
Village or Garden Town, it must be of sufficient scale to support a range of facilities and
services, thereby being relatively ‘self-contained’. The Government defines a Garden Village

being a settlement between 1,500 and 10,000 homes and a Garden Town in excess of this.

The Topic Paper highlights that a minimum size for a new settlement will need to be 2,000
homes, being able to support a primary school and a small range of local shops and other
services. Any site below this, not an extension to an existing urban area or large village, would
consequently be an isolated group of houses in the open countryside, and therefore not

sustainable.
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The delivery of new settlements is risky and unpredictable, with the opportunities and
constraints afforded by the submitted sites currently unknown until in-depth and detailed site
investigation work has been undertaken. Furthermore, in order to deliver these settlements
significant new infrastructure will be required, the costs of which need to be secured by way

of legal agreement with landowners prior to allocation, to capitalise the uplift in land values.

The sites put forward, at Honingham Thorpe and Hethel, are not currently serviced by the
infrastructure essential to support the necessary growth. The significant infrastructure,
including highways and social infrastructure, would need to be delivered up-front. While this
may be achievable in the long-term, especially if a necessary legal agreement is entered into,

it is unlikely to be deliverable within this plan period.

While the delivery of a new settlement could be a suitable long-term aspiration of the plan, it
is not considered appropriate for the emerging GNLP to rely upon it delivering housing in the

current plan period.

Furthermore, it is not considered necessary for the GNLP to rely upon the delivery of a new
settlement, as sufficient suitable and deliverable land, available adjoining existing sustainable

settlements, has been identified.
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SUITABILITY OF WYMONDHAM

Wymondham is the largest settlement in South Norfolk and is classified as a Main Town within
the adopted JCS Settlement Hierarchy. Furthermore, Wymondham is one of the largest towns
on the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor, with the A11 being located to the south and east of
the settlement. The town is also located within the Core Area defined by the SHMA (and
currently sits within the NPA).

The location of the town has good, well establish accessibility and connectivity to both Norwich

and the employment opportunities on the A11 corridor, and existing high-quality services.

Wymondham (as a parish) currently has outstanding commitments of 2,674 dwellings, of which
all the main committed sites have commenced development and are due to be completed by

2026. Furthermore, there are no known barriers to the completion of this development.

There continues to be a strong housing market in Wymondham with an ongoing demand for

new homes.

As acknowledged in previous plan-making exercises, there are a number of continued
constraints to growth of the town which remain a consideration for the GNLP. This includes the
requirement to protect the historic core (including the Grade | listed Wymondham Abbey),

consideration of landscape setting of the town and Secondary School capacity issues.

The adopted Wymondham Area Action Plan (WAAP, 2015) details 3 particular constraints,

namely:

The Strategic Gap

A strategic gap has been defined to maintain the separation of
Wymondham and Hethersett and safeguard the identity of each
settlement. The importance of this gap is confirmed in Policy 10 of
the JCS. Policy 4.7 of the Development Management Policies
Document seeks to maintain the openness of the strategic gap
between Wymondham and Hethersett and inappropriate
development which has an unacceptable impact on the openness
and separation afforded by the gap will not be permitted. Future
growth to the north and north-east of Wymondham is therefore
constrained.
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Wymondham Abbey and the Historic Landscape Setting of the Town

Wymondham Abbey is a Grade | listed building and its ruins and
surrounding meadows are designated as a Scheduled Monument.
Wymondham Abbey is arguably the single most historic and
important building in the whole of South Norfolk and safeguarding
its setting is a critical consideration for the AAP. The importance of
protecting the historic setting of the town and abbey is confirmed
in Policy 10 of the JCS. Views of the Abbey tower can be seen from
a considerable distance, particularly from the west and north-west,
but there are glimpsed views from many other parts of the town.
Future growth to the west of Wymondham is therefore constrained
and development elsewhere (particularly in the south-western part
of the town) would need careful consideration.

The capacity of Wymondham High School (Academy)

Wymondham High School (Academy) and Norfolk County Council
(as Education Authority) are in agreement that the High School can
accommodate additional pupil numbers from up to 2,200 new
homes in the period to 2026, but no more. The school’s site is
constrained, and whilst investment plans are in place to
accommodate the additional numbers, the school strongly wishes
to retain both its playing fields and sixth form on one site. As an
Academy, the scope for Norfolk County Council to ‘dictate’
admission policy and future expansion proposals is much more
limited than for a grant maintained school.

The SPCD acknowledges these constraints, as well as the identifying a potential highways
capacity issue regarding a bottleneck under the railway line which could further constrain

development to the south of the town.

Regardless of these constraints, as the largest settlement in South Norfolk, a key location
within the Core Area and Cambridge Norwich Corridor, and a location with high demand for
new homes, Wymondham is a location where continued growth should be encouraged and

allowed to occur.

The Site, at North East Wymondham, can deliver significant growth in a sustainable and suitable
location which has regard to (where necessary) the limited number of identified constraints.
This is detailed further in Section 6. It is not located in the Strategic Gap (save an expect an
area of proposed Country Park) nor does it affect the setting of the Grade I Wymondham
Abbey.

i) Secondary Education Capacity
As acknowledged within the WAAP, previous plan making exercises and relevant Inspector’s

Reports, there is a clear need to resolve secondary education capacity in Wymondham. The

WAAP Inspector, in his report, acknowledged:
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It will be necessary to review the planning and provision of school
places in the light of any new housing requirement that extends
beyond the current plan period and as planned housing
development comes forward, including in Wymondham, Hethersett
and Cringleford. This would allow appropriate long term decisions
to be made about the location of new housing having regard to the
planning of school places (and vice versa). This is a further matter
which justifies an early review of the plan, particularly given the
potentially lengthy lead in times necessary to plan for additional
school places, should they be needed.

Whilst the lack of education capacity is, in itself not a valid reason for refusal (as confirmed at
the Appeal relating to the Wymondham Rugby Club, Land West of EIm Farm Business Park and
Land North of Carpenters Barn, Wymondham (ref. APP/L2630/W/3007004, 08 September
2016)), the continued lack of positively addressing the delivery of a new secondary school in
Wymondham or indeed the south west sector is creating both a short term problem and

exacerbating pressure on the existing school infrastructure.

As a result, the lack of school places is at odds with the requirement of para. 72 of the NPPF
and para. 20 of the emerging NPPF which identifies education as a strategic policy required for

each authority to plan for.

It is therefore vital that the emerging plan acknowledges the severity of the
education capacity issue, in Wymondham and the south-west sector and identifies

this as a strategic priority for resolution.

Furthermore, in order to achieve resolution, the plan will need to identify a suitable solution,

through delivery of a new Secondary School.

Should the proposed plan fail to adequately deal with this matter it risks being found
unsound on the basis it will not be positively prepared, be unjustified and
inconsistent with national policy, including the proposed amendments to the NPPF which

highlight education as a key provision of the strategic policies.
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SUITABILITY OF LAND AT NORTHEAST WYMONDHAM

Land at North East Wymondham (the Site) has been promoted through previous plans, including
the Joint Core Strategy and WAAP. The Site represents a sustainable location for development
which will deliver a significant level of housing and, crucially, can deliver a solution to

Wymondham’s secondary education capacity constraint.

As identified throughout these representations, the GNLP should seek to deliver growth within
the Core Area and Cambridge Norwich Growth Corridor. The Site is located within both of these

key areas. Furthermore, it is located within the existing Norwich Policy Area (NPA).

An indicative Masterplan for the site is included in Appendix 1 demonstrating the site’s context
within its surroundings, including reflecting the planning permissions granted for residential

and other development adjoining the site.

The site currently comprises circa 160 hectares of mainly agricultural land, extending from the
All in the south, across Norwich Common and to Tuttles Lane in the north. In the main, the
site is located outside the designated Hethersett — Wymondham Strategic Gap, with the

exception of an area east of the site (identified for open space).

As demonstrated in the Masterplan, as well as delivering up to 1,500 residential dwellings
(including affordable housing), the site could deliver mixed use/employment land, a local
centre, land for a primary school / High School / All through school, allotments, significant

areas of formal and informal open space included sports pitches and courts.

In addition, the site would allow the delivery of ‘Kett’'s Oak Country Park’ to the east of the
town, seeking to enhance the setting of the historic Kett's Oak and improving public access
and recreational opportunities to the countryside, a key policy objective (WYM 9) of the
adopted WAAP.

The proposed site includes capacity for the provision of a new Secondary School site, located
between Norwich Common and the All. The location of the school would be ideally located,
servicing the consented development (and proposed allocation) to the northeast of
Wymondham, while remaining accessible to the remainder of the town and nearby villages,

including Hethersett.

21389/A5/IM/kf 31 March 2018



Suitability of Land at NorthEast Wymondham

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

The delivery of a secondary school in Wymondham (or in the south-west sector of the NPA) is
a strategically important matter. Therefore, the provision of a school site within the promotion
land is considered to be a substantial benefit that the scheme can deliver, thus providing a
solution to the persistent secondary education constraint which has continued through previous

plan-making exercises.

Furthermore, as noted in the Site Proposals consultation report, no other HELAA sites in
Wymondham or within the wider area have identified the potential to deliver a solution to the
secondary school capacity issues that will arise through development to 2036. As such, the
proposed allocation presents a unique and significant opportunity to achieve a strategic priority

of the plan.

In regards to the other constraints identified in the Site Proposals consultation document and
as detailed in Section 5, the site is located to maintain the separation of Wymondham and
Hethersett with no residential development located within the strategic gap, the site is located
away from Wymondham Abbey and the historic market town core, thereby ensuring the setting
of these key heritage assets is preserved, and the site is well located to the existing highway
network with no requirement for any off-site highway improvements relating to access under

the railway line affecting south Wymondham.

The Site Proposals consultation document concludes that the least constrained sites within
Wymondham are located to the north of the town, with the site (HELAA site GNLP0525)

potentially suitable for significant growth.

This area, to the north of Wymondham, has been subject to a number of applications/appeals
over the past decade, all of which have been granted/allowed and have or are shortly to
commence development. These committed developments are shown on the indicative

Masterplan.

Within this north east sector of Wymondham, on land promoted by the Promoters, delivery has
historically been very strong. Over the past 12 years circa. 800 dwellings have been completed
at varying rates. Most recently, at the Carpenters Barn site, 106 dwellings have been completed

in the 12 month period (January 2017 - December 2017) by a single developer.

In addition, the site is located on the B1172 Norwich Common. This is on the proposed route
of the Bus Rapid Transit route from Wymondham Railway Station to Norwich. This represents
significant advantages of located development at the site and access to high quality public
access. The delivery of further growth can assist in contributing towards the delivery of the

BRT in this location.
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6.15 The site, at ‘Land at North East Wymondham’ is deliverable, providing an appropriate location
for growth which will help the GNLP achieve its Visions and Objectives. Crucially, the site
provides a solution to the persistent Secondary education constraint in Wymomdham and
across the south-west. The site is considered to be sustainable and located in proximity to
existing services and facilities, as well as near to proposed employment opportunities along
the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor. As such, it is considered a suitable site to be allocated
in the GNLP.
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CONCLUSION

As acknowledged in the foreword to the Growth Options Consultation Document, well planned
growth brings forward great benefits, providing high quality homes, jobs and infrastructure,
while at the same time protecting and improving the environment. The current consultation
sets out a number of potential ‘Growth Options’ which seek to successfully achieve the Visions

and Objectives of the emerging plan.

As detailed in Para 182 of the NPPF, Local Plans will only be considered ‘sound’ where they

are:

° Positively prepared — based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements;

° Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against
the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

° Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and

o Consistent with national policy.

In order to meet the housing requirement, it will be necessary to allocate land for 7,200
dwellings, incorporating the proposed Standardised Methodology as the OAN starting point plus

appropriate buffer.

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment demonstrates that a ‘Core Area’ exists, representing
the strongest functional connection to the Norwich Urban Area. Evidence has been prepared
and is included within this submission (Appendix 2) which highlights the continued importance
of the NPA as a relevant area to direct growth. This area, or a similar distinction (i.e. Core
Area) should remain the focus of growth and a Policy be prepared to that effect, similar to the
existing NPA approach. The current Growth Options fail to consider the influence of the
NPA/Core Area.

As well as housing delivery, a focus of the plan will be on the delivery of economic growth, in
order to achieve the aspirations of the City Deal. Key to this, as acknowledged as one of the
proposed Visions and Objective policy headings, will be the promotion of the Cambridge
Norwich Tech Corridor. Focusing growth within the Corridor is vital to meeting the plan’s Vision

and Objectives and promote economic growth.

21389/A5/IM/kf 34 March 2018



Conclusion

7.6

7.7

7.8

On this basis, we consider a hybrid version of Growth Options 2 and 3 should come forward as
a preferred options, serving to ensuring the Core Area is supported with a focus for delivering
development along the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor (A11). A proposed dispersal is

included in Section 4.

Furthermore, the allocation of sufficient growth to Wymondham has the potential to resolve
the ongoing Secondary Education capacity constraint currently affecting the south-west area,

which is a strategic priority which must be dealt with through this plan-making exercise.

The site, at Land at North East Wymondham, represents a deliverable and suitable site for
development which can assist the Plan in achieving its Visions and Objectives, within the Core
Area and on the Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor. Importantly, the site provides a solution to
the ongoing education capacity issue. No other site has been identified to be able to provide

this. As such, it should be allocated in the emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan.
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APPENDIX 1

Illustrative Site Masterplan
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The Joint Core Strategy (JCS) for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk was adopted in March 2011, with
amendments January 2014. It establishes a housing requirement for Greater Norwich to 2026. Significant
new evidence on housing need, in the form of the Central Norfolk SHMA, was published in January 2016
and updated in July 2017. The SHMA is based on the most up-to-date evidence available and is a robust
and accurate assessment of housing need. The SHMA assessment of housing need was included in the
Norfolk Strategic Planning Framework (NSF). The NSF was widely consulted on in summer 2017 and was
endorsed by the participating councils in February 2018.

When five year supply (plus the required 20% buffer in the NPA and 5% buffer in the RPAs) is considered
against the SHMA assessment of Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing, there has been a housing
delivery surplus in the NPA and the residual rural area of Broadland and a relatively small housing shortfall
in the residual rural area of South Norfolk. Against the SHMA OAN the authorities can demonstrate:

e 161.6% for the NPA (8.08 years / 5,368 home surplus);
e 298.8% for the Broadland rural area (14.94 years / 867 home surplus); and,
e a minimum of 87.6% for the South Norfolk rural area (4.38 years / 232 home shortfall)

When the five year land supply is calculated using the SHMA OAN, including uplift associated with the
Greater Norwich City Deal, the authorities can demonstrate:

e a minimum of 136.4% for the NPA (6.82 years / 3,758 home surplus);
e 228% for the Broadland rural area (11.4 years / 728 home surplus); and,
e a minimum of 79% for the South Norfolk rural area (3.95 years / 431 home shortfall)

When the five year land supply is calculated using the JCS as its base, the authorities can demonstrate:

o 92.2% supply for the Norwich Policy Area (NPA) (4.61 years / 1,187 home shortfall);
e 963% supply for the Broadland rural area (48.15 years / 1,163 home surplus); and
e 1250% supply for the South Norfolk rural area (62.5 years / 1,496 home surplus)

There has been a significant and substantial increase in the size of housing commitment in Greater Norwich
since the base date of the JCS. The JCS calculated total housing commitment to be 14,090 units at 1 April
2008; this compares to 35,687 units at 1 April 2017. This significant increase has occurred against a
backdrop of 13,457 housing completions since 1 April 2008.

Between 1 April 2016 and 31 March 2017 2,251 dwellings were completed across Greater Norwich, of which
1,810 were in the NPA. The total deliverable housing land supply within the current 5 year period (1 April
2017 to 31 March 2022) is estimated to be 17,016 homes, of which 14,091 are within the NPA. In total there
are currently sites with planning permission or in adopted local plans sufficient to deliver 28,480 homes by
2026, of which 24,784 are within the NPA. In combination with housing completions since 2008, the delivery
of these sites would result in the JCS housing requirement being exceeded by 5,117 dwellings across
Greater Norwich and 1,869 in the NPA.

Notwithstanding the existence or otherwise of a housing land supply, the Greater Norwich Authorities
recognise that further housing land, above and beyond the existing commitments, needs to be identified to
2036. The authorities have committed to the production of the Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP) to plan
for these additional needs. Ahead of the adoption of the GNLP the authorities will continue to take a positive
approach to development proposals that complement, rather than detract from, the existing and emerging
development strategies, reflecting the presumption in favour of sustainable development.




. The National Planning Practice Guidance'® (NPPG) states that requirement figures in up-
to-date adopted Local Plans should be used as the starting point for calculating the 5
year supply and that considerable weight should be given to the housing requirement
figures in adopted Local Plans, which have successfully passed through the examination
process, unless significant new evidence comes to light.

. The Joint Core Strategy (JCS) for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk was adopted in
March 2011, with amendments January 2014. It establishes a housing requirement for
Greater Norwich to 2026. This housing requirement was to be monitored separately
against a core Norwich Policy Area (NPA) and the two residual rural areas of Broadland
and South Norfolk. Significant new evidence on housing need, in the form of the Central
Norfolk SHMA, was published in January 2016 and updated in July 2017.

. Since its adoption in 2011, housing delivery in the NPA has not kept pace with the JCS
housing requirement nor has it been possible to demonstrate a 5 year housing land
supply. The absence of land supply persists despite the delivery of very significant
increases in housing land supply commitments (the sum of planning permission and
allocations of land). Housing delivery has however significantly exceeded the JCS
housing requirements in the residual rural areas of Broadland and South Norfolk and a
plentiful land supply continues to be maintained.

. If measured against the more recent SHMA assessment of OAN there has been a
housing delivery surplus in the NPA and the residual rural area of Broadland and there is
a plentiful housing land supply. Within the residual rural area of South Norfolk there has
been a relatively small housing shortfall and it is not possible to demonstrate a 5 year
housing land supply.

. The following sections of this report set out in more detail the issues that relate to
housing land supply across Greater Norwich.

. The tables 2 to 11 and the housing trajectories and forecasts included as appendices A
to D set out the housing land supply position as at 1 April 2017 for the respective parts of
the Greater Norwich area based both on the JCS housing requirements and the
significant new evidence of housing need as contained in the 2017 Central Norfolk
SHMA.

Notwithstanding the existence or otherwise of a housing land supply or the fact that
housing commitments are at an all-time high, the Greater Norwich Authorities recognise
that there is a need for the identification of further housing land above and beyond the
existing housing commitments to 2036. The authorities have committed to the joint
production of the Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP) to plan for these additional needs.
Nevertheless, ahead of the adoption of the GNLP the authorities will continue to take a

13 paragraph 30, ID: 3-030-20140306



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

As set out above, the NPPG advises that the assessment of housing land supply should
be undertaken against the requirement figures within the adopted development plan
where these are up to date and no significant new evidence has come to light.

The JCS, adopted March 2011 with amendments Jan 2014, establishes a housing
requirement of 36,820 homes between 2008 and 2026, of which approximately 32,847
are planned for within the Norwich Policy Area (NPA). This results in an annual
requirement of 2,046 for Greater Norwich, of which 1,825 need to be provided within the
NPA.

The JCS housing requirement was established following an assessment of local need.
The range of evidence sources that were used to derive the JCS housing requirement
included the 2010 and interim 2011 DCLG population projections, the 2008 based
household projections and the Spring 2012 update of the EEFM.

This evidence of local need, and the JCS housing requirement that was derived from it,
was scrutinised as part of the independent examination of the JCS in 2013. On this
matter the Inspector concluded that ‘1 am not convinced that the adopted JCS figure is so
wrong that the amounts of housing proposed in this Plan need to be reduced or
increased’ 14.

Significant new evidence on housing need, in the form of the Central Norfolk SHMA, was
published in January 2016 and updated in July 2017.

The SHMA has been completed by leading consultants ORS in accordance with
accepted best practice. The SHMA is the most up-to-date evidence of the Objectively
Assessed Need (OAN) for housing in Greater Norwich. The SHMA uses a range of
evidence that is significantly more recent than that which was used for the JCS, including
the 2012 and 2014-based CLG household projections, 2014-based sub-national
population projections and January 2017 update of the EEFM (EEFM 2016).

The Central Norfolk SHMA, July 2017 concludes that the Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) for housing in Greater Norwich is 39,486 homes. The OAN for the NPA is 30,593.
This results in an annual requirement of 1,880 across Greater Norwich and 1,457 in the
NPA. If the impact of the Greater Norwich City Deal is accounted for then the housing
requirement in Greater Norwich increases to 44,714 or 2,129 per annum; in the NPA the
housing requirement increases to 34,746 or 1,655 per annum.

The planning inspectorate has previously accepted the Central Norfolk SHMA as a
reliable source of evidence on which the calculation of housing land supply should be
based in North Norfolk.

14 See part JCS Inspector’s report para 40.



compleuons completons
2008/09 1,193 1,825 632
2009/10 923 1,825 -902
2010/11 910 1,825 915
2011/12 915 1,825 910
2012/13 882 1,825 943
2013/14 992 1,825 -833
2014/15 1,143 1,825 -682
2015/16 1,164 1,825 -661
2016/17 1,810 1,825 -15
Total 2008-17 9,932 16,425 -6,493
Table 2 Housing Delivery against JCS RPA Requirement
Broadland Rural Area South Norfolk Rural Area
Year Actual/ Minimum Shortfall/ | Actual/ Minimum Shortfall/
Projected Required Surplus | Projected Required Surplus
Completions | Completions Completions | Completions
2008/09 198 89 +109 345 132 +214
2009/10 109 89 +20 205 132 +73
2010/11 69 89 -20 189 132 +58
2011/12 70 89 -19 197 132 +65
2012/13 106 89 +17 250 132 +119
2013/14 139 89 +49 110 132 -22
2014/15 188 89 +99 345 132 +214
2015/16 258 89 +169 306 132 +174
2016/17 234 89 +145 207 132 +75
Total 2008- | 1,371 801 +570 2,154 1,188 +966
15

19. As a result of the housing delivery shortfall in the NPA when measured against the JCS,
table 1, the housing requirement for the purposes of calculating 5 year supply in the NPA
has risen from 11,320 in 2013 to 11,839 in 2014, 13,593 in 2015, 14,835 in 2016 and
15,277 in 2017. This increase is the result of delivery remaining below the JCS
annualised target, albeit only by a marginal 15 units in 2016/17.

20. By contrast, if 5 year supply is measured against the 2017 SHMA assessment of
Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing the NPA requirement has actually
reduced from 1,457 in 2016 to 1,454 in 2017 due to a housing delivery surplus. If the
SHMA OAN including the impact of the Greater Norwich City Deal is considered the
requirement has increased from 1,655 in 2016 to 1,672 in 2017 due to a small housing
shortfall.



additional unmet need for housing to be counted for a hew Plan with this base date.

Sources of Supply

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

There is no prescribed approach to the sources of supply that can be included within the
assessment of housing land supply. The Greater Norwich assessment includes sites with
planning permission, sites where there is council resolution to grant planning permission
and sites that have been allocated in adopted Local Plans. In all cases the authorities
have only included sites which are capable of being delivered in whole or in part within
the 5 year housing land supply period.

To inform the assessment, each local authority has undertaken a site-by-site
assessment for sites of 5 or more units, in conjunction with site owners, developers or
agents where possible. All known sites with planning permission for less than 5 units are
assumed to be delivered within the five-year supply period as they are clearly suitable
and available for delivery in accordance with NPPF paragraph 47, footnote 11. Details of
the larger sites are included in Appendices C (Norwich Policy Area) and D (Rural Areas).

The JCS does not rely on the provision of windfall development to meet objectively
assessed needs. It is however reasonable, in accordance with paragraph 48 of the
NPPF, to include an allowance for future windfall development in the assessment of 5
year housing land supply. The windfall figures used are based on past trends in the
respective parts of the NPA and Rural Area and exclude garden land and sites that have
specifically been released to address previous shortfalls in the 5 year land supply.

The JCS housing figures are presented on the basis of a Norwich Policy Area (NPA),

made up of the city and those parts of Broadland and South Norfolk which relate most
closely to the city, plus separate residual Rural Areas figures for Broadland and South
Norfolk. Figures in this paper are also presented for the constituent parts of the NPA.

It is notable that overall land supply in the NPA within the five year period has risen from
9,535 units in 2013, to 11,317 in 2014, 11,926 in 2015 and 13,931 in 2016. In 2017 the
overall land supply within the five year period is 14,091. This increase in land supply has
been achieved despite a level of completions in the NPA between 2016 and 2017 that is
significantly higher than at any point since 2008.

Student Accommodation

Students are included in the trend-based analysis that was used in establishing OAN in
the Central Norfolk SHMA. Full time student numbers have grown by around 4,200 over
the period 2005 to 2015. Consequently demographic projections assume that student
numbers will continue to rise by 420 per annum for the 21 years from 2015 onwards.



WIill be Kept under review and It appropriate an update to this report will be 1ssued.

Methodology for Calculating Housing Land Supply

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Both locally and nationally there is considerable debate about the appropriate
methodology for calculating housing land supply. The two main areas of contention are
around how ‘persistent under delivery’ is defined and how previous shortfalls in delivery
should be recovered.

Persistent Under Delivery

Up to the 2013/14 monitoring year the Greater Norwich authorities used the 5% buffer in
calculating land supply, as required by the NPPF. It is clear that prior to the economic
downturn, which affected completions from 2008/09 onwards, the relevant housing
requirement for the NPA had been met. However it is acknowledged that since the
economic downturn and the adoption of the significantly larger JCS housing
requirements in 2011, there has been a persistent under-delivery of housing. As a result
a 20% buffer is applied to the NPA housing requirement in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 47. The 5% buffer remains appropriate for the two Rural Areas where
delivery has been consistently and substantially above the JCS requirements. The 5% or
20% buffer would be applied to both the baseline requirement plus any housing delivery
shortfall.

Liverpool vs Sedgefield approaches to recovering shortfall

The other main area of contention is how any housing delivery shortfall is dealt with;
whether it should be met across the remaining plan period (the residual or ‘Liverpool’
approach) or met in full within the five year period (the ‘Sedgefield’ approach).

The JCS was prepared and is monitored in accordance with the Liverpool approach.
This is clearly illustrated in the trajectory contained in JCS Appendix 6 and is made
explicit in the definition of indicators in Appendix 815. Current government guidance
allows for both methodologies to be used and the issue was the subject of debate at the
part 2013 JCS Examination. On this issue the Inspector agreed with the Greater
Norwich authorities that ‘the shortfall should be added to the housing delivery target over
the plan period’16.

Since the adoption of the JCS the NPPG has been published (March 2014) which
favours the use of the Sedgefield methodology. However, it does not require it; instead
stating that Local Authorities should ‘aim to deal with any undersupply within the first 5
years of the plan period where possible’ (emphasis added).

15 Adopted JCS (January 2014), page 149, where the housing supply indicator is defined as ‘CLG Core Output indicators H.2

a-d

which uses the residual approach.

6 2013 JCS Inspector's Report, para 66



38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

the plan preparation process it was determined that an approach involving a significant
urban extension was the most appropriate option. This growth strategy is built around
delivering significant new infrastructure, including the Northern Distributor Road, Long
Stratton Bypass, new High School provision in the NE Growth Triangle, new Primary
School provision at various locations, Bus Rapid Transit on key corridors, significant
Green Infrastructure as well as a range of local enhancements.

It is very important that these major growth locations in Broadland and South Norfolk are
not undermined by the release of a significant volume of smaller permissions that make
little or no direct contribution to, and undermine the efficient and timely delivery of this
key infrastructure. This issue is particularly significant in view of the extent of the backlog
resulting from the prolonged downturn in the property market since 2008, which
coincided with the base year of the JCS, which if the Sedgefield approach were applied
could lead to a significant volume of permissions diverting investment away from the
sites necessary to deliver the strategy.

Moreover, the approach to the application of the Liverpool approach in Greater Norwich
is fully consistent with the national ambition to significantly boosting the supply of
housing land. Meeting the revised JCS annual housing requirement already results in the
need to identify a deliverable supply that is 60% above the baseline JCS housing
requirement and doesn’t leave a significant proportion of delivery to the last years of the
Plan.

Therefore it remains appropriate to use the Liverpool methodology to monitor housing
land supply where the JCS housing requirement is used as the starting point for the 5-
year housing land supply calculation.

If the SHMA is used as the starting point for the 5-year housing land supply calculation in
the NPA then there is only a housing shortfall, that needs to be recovered, in the SHMA
OAN, including City Deals scenario. However, as there is an ample housing land supply
across NPA under any SHMA scenario the question of the appropriate method to
recover the shortfall is wholly academic.

There is also a housing shortfall identified in the South Norfolk RPA if the SHMA is
used as the starting point for the 5-year housing land supply calculation. The appropriate
method to recover will be considered separately, at this point in time a housing land
supply cannot be demonstrated whichever method is used.

7 South Norfolk Site Specific Policies and Allocations Document; Wymondham AAP; Long Stratton AAP; Broadland Site
Allocations DPD; and Growth Triangle AAP

8 Report on the Examination into the South Norfolk Local Plan (Site Specific Allocations and Policies Document, Development
management Policies Document and Wymondham Area Action Plan), 28 September 2015

9 Report on the Examination into the Broadland Site Allocation DPD, 30 March 2016 & Report on the Examination into the
Broadland District Growth Triangle Area Action Plan, 17 May 2016



the City Deals are In the tables below.

Table 3 NPA Housing Land Supply - JCS Based

Supply

Liverpool 5 Year Housing Land Supp
32,847 JCS Plan Requirer
1,825 JCS Annual F
16,425 Requirement 1 April 2(
9,932 Completions 1 April 2C
- 6,493 Housing Shortfall s
9,125 JCS 5 year requiremer
6,493 / 9 years x Adjustn
3,607 5 years Shortfall,
Revised
12,732 9,125 + 3,607 Requir
2,546 20% Plus NPF
Total 5 year
15,278 12,732 + 2,546 2017;’18 tO 202,“,22 010 7T I, £ 10,1 %L
3,056 | 1527815 years Revised Annual 18,74215 3,748
Requirement Years
14,091 Supply of Housing 14,091
1,187 | 15,278 — 14,091 Shomg‘gﬁg&p'us of | 18742-14,091| -4,651
4.61 14,091 / 3,056 Supply in Years 14,091/ 3,748 3.76
Table 4 NPA Housing Land Supply - SHMA OAN Based
Liverpool 5 Year Housing Land Supply Assessment, April 2017 Sedgefield
30,593 SHMA OAN 2015 - 2036 30,593
1,457 SHMA OAN Annual Requirement 1,457
2,914 Requirement 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2017 2,914
2,974 Completions 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2017 2,974
+60 Housing Shortfall/Surplus since 15t April 2015 +60
7,285 SHMA OAN 5 year requirement 2017/18 to 2021/22 7,285
60 /19 years x 5 Adjustment for :
-16 years Shortfall/Surplus Allin'5 years -60
Revised 5 Year
7,269 7,285 - 16 Requirement 7,285 - 60 7,225
1,454 20% Plus NPPF Buffer 20% 1,445
Total 5 year requirement
8,723 7,269 + 1,454 2017/18 to 2021/22 7,225 + 1,445 8,670
1,745 | 872315 years Revised Annual 8,670/5 Years | 1,734
Requirement
14,091 Supply of Housing 14,091
+5368 | 14,091-8723 | ShortaliSurplusof | 4, 091 _ge70 | +5421




336 / 19 years X Adjustment for

88 5 years Shortfall/Surplus Allin 5 years 336
8.363 8.275 + 88 Revised 5 Year 8.275 + 336 8.611
Requirement
1673 20% Plus NPPF Buffer 20% 1722
10036 | 8363 +1673 | roaldyearrequirement | g o4y 4 7oo 10,333

2017/18 to 2021/22

Revised Annual

2,007 | 10,036/ 5 years Requirement

10,333/ 5 Years 2,066

14,091 Supply of Housing 14,091
+4.055 | 14.091 - 10,036 Shomg'ggg&p'us of 14,091-10,333 | +3.758
7.02 14,0917 2,007 Supply in Years 14,091/ 2,066 6.82

44 Table 3 above clearly shows that across the NPA the supply of deliverable land at 1st
April 2017 continues to fall below what would be required under the JCS. By contrast,
tables 4 and 5 clearly show that against the more recent SHMA assessment of housing
need there is an ample supply of deliverable housing land in the NPA at 1st April 2017.

45. It should be noted that the supply of housing of 14,091 identified above represents only a
part of the total housing commitment of 33,038 that existed in the NPA as of 1 April
2017. These sites within the larger housing commitment will continue to deliver beyond
the 5 year supply period in order to meet overall requirement that are now being planned
to 2026, and beyond.

Broadland and South Norfolk Rural Areas

46. Separate assessments of housing land supply are produced for the residual rural areas
of Broadland and South Norfolk. Trajectories for these area are included as Appendices
B1 and B2.

47. The 5 year housing land supply in the residual rural areas against the JCS requirement,
SHMA OAN and SHMA OAN including the impact of the City Deals are shown in the
tables below.



LI A TR

years Shortfall/Surplus
Revised 5 Year
129 445 - 316 Requirement 445 - 568 -123
6 5% Plus NPPF Buffer 5% 6
Total 5 year requirement
135 129 +6 2017/18 to 2021/22 -123+6 -117
27 135/ 5 years Revised Annual A17/ 5Years |  -23
equirement
1,300 Supply of Housing 1,300
1,164 1,300 - 136 Shortfall/Surplus of Supply | 1,300 — -117 1,417
48.15 1,300/ 27 Supply in Years 1,300/ -23 ~
Table 7 BDC RPA - SHMA OAN Based
Liverpool 5 Year Housing Land Supply Assessment, April 2017 Sedgefield
2,051 SHMA OAN 2015 - 2036 2,051
98 SHMA OAN Annual Requirement 98
196 Requirement 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2017 196
492 Completions 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2017 492
+296 Housing Shortfall/Surplus since 1t April 2015 +296
490 SHMA 5 year requirement 2017/18 to 2021/22 490
296 / 19 years Adjustment for :
8 X 5 years Shortfall/Surplus Allin 5 years 296
Revised 5 Year
412 490 -78 Requirement 490 - 296 194
21 5% Plus NPPF Buffer 5% 10
Total 5 year requirement
433 412 + 21 2017/18 to 2021/22 194 + 10 204
87 43315 years Rovised Annual 20415 Years 41
equirement
1,300 Supply of Housing 1,300
+867 1,300 - 433 Shortfall/Surplus of Supply 1,300 - 204 +1,096
14.94 1,300 / 87 Supply in Years 1,300/ 41 31.71




Revised 5 Year
545 610 - 65 Requirement 610 - 248 362
27 5% Plus NPPF Buffer 5% 18
Total 5 year requirement
572 545 + 27 2017/18 to 2021/22 362 + 18 380
114 | 572/5years Rovised Annual 380 / 5 Years 76
equirement
1,300 Supply of Housing 1,300
+728 1,300 - 572 Shortfall/Surplus of Supply 1,300 - 380 +920
11.40 1,300/ 114 Supply in Years 1,300/76 17.11
Table 9 SNDC RPA - JCS Based
Liverpool 5 Year Housing Land Supply Assessment, April 2017 Sedgefield
2,368 JCS Plan Requirement 2008 - 2026 2,368
132 JCS Annual Requirement 132
1,188 Requirement 1 April 2008 to 31 March 2017 1,188
2,154 Completions 1 April 2008 to 31 March 2017 2,154
+ 966 Housing Surplus / Shortfall since 15t April 2008 + 966
660 JCS 5 year requirement 2017/18 to 2021/22 660
966 / 9 years X Adjustment for :
537 5 years Shortfall/Surplus Allin'5 years +966
Revised 5 Year
123 660 - 537 Requirement 660 - 966 -306
6 5% Plus NPPF Buffer 5% 15
Total 5 year requirement
129 123 +6 2017/18 to 2021/22 -306+15 -291
26 129/ 5 Years Rovised Annual 291/ 5 Years 58
equirement
1,625 Supply of Housing 1,625
+1,496 1,625-129 Shortfall/Surplus of Supply 1,625 —-291 +1,916

62.50 1,625/ 26 Supply in Years 1,625/ -58

~




Revised 5 Year
1,667 1,630 + 37 Requirement 1,630 + 139 1,769
83 5% Plus NPPF Buffer 5% 88
Total 5 year requirement
1,750 1,667 + 83 2017/18 to 2021/22 1,769 + 88 1,857
350 | 1,750/ 5 years Rovised Annual 1,857/5Years | 371
equirement
1,625 Supply of Housing 1,625
-125 1,750 — 1,625 | Shortfall/Surplus of Supply [ 1,857 — 1,625 -232
4.64 1,625/ 350 Supply in Years 1,625/ 371 4.38
Tabj;e 11 SNDC RPA - SHMA OAN, inc. City Deals Uplift Based
Liverpool 5 Year Housing Land Supply Assessment, April 2017 Sedgefield
7,416 SHMA OAN 2015 - 2036 7,416
353 SHMA OAN Annual Requirement 353
706 Requirement 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2017 706
513 Completions 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2017 513
-193 Housing Shortfall/Surplus since 15t April 2015 -193
1,765 SHMA 5 year requirement 2017/18 to 2021/22 1,765
193 /19 years Adjustment for ,
o1 x 5 years Shortfall/Surplus Allin'5 years 193
Revised 5 Year
1,816 1,765 + 51 Requirement 1,765 + 193 1,958
91 5% Plus NPPF Buffer 5% 98
Total 5 year requirement
1,907 1,816 + 91 2017/18 to 2021/22 1,958 + 98 2,056
381 | 1,907/ 5 years Revised Annual 2,056/ 5years | 411
equirement
1,625 Supply of Housing 1,625
-282 1,907 — 1,625 | Shortfall/Surplus of Supply | 2,056 — 1,625 -431
4.27 1,625/ 381 Supply in Years 1,625/ 411 3.95

48. Tables 6 and 9 above clearly shows that across the RPAs the supply of deliverable
land at 1t April 2017 continues to significantly exceed what would be required under
the JCS. Tables 7 and 8 also show that against the more recent SHMA assessment of
housing need there is an ample supply of deliverable housing land in the BDC RPA at
15t April 2017. Tables 10 and 11 show that in the SNDC RPA there be a relatively small
housing land supply deficit against both SHMA scenarios.

March 2018
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Introduction

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

INTRODUCTION

This Technical Report has been prepared by Barton Willmore on behalf of Landstock Estates

Ltd and Landowners Group Ltd.

The purpose of this report is to provide a robust evidence base to support representations
being made to the Regulation 18 consultation for the emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan
(GNLP). This report specifically responds to matters relating to economic geography, and
identifies the functional relationships between places that should inform the approach to high

level spatial planning within the GNLP. The report is structured as follows:

. Section 2, Policy Context, identifies the key aspects of national planning policy and
guidance relating to the definition of housing/economic market areas and sustainable
travel, as well as reviewing the spatial planning options put forward by the emerging
GNLP;

o Section 3, Functional Economic Relationships, provides independent analysis of
the economic linkages that exist within the GNDP, with a focus on travel to work flow

patterns;

. Section 4, Economic Outlook, considers employment forecasts for the GNLP area,
alongside economic themes emerging from the GNLP and initiatives such as the
Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor, to identify the spatial pattern of future employment

growth within the plan area;

. Section 5, Conclusions, draws together the evidence summarised in the preceding

sections, establishing the implications for spatial planning within the emerging GNLP.

An additional report prepared by GVA/Hatch on behalf of Norwich City Council is also provided
at Appendix 1. The GVA/Hatch report covers similar themes to this report, and provides further

evidence on the spatial economics of Greater Norwich.

21389/A5/MR/kf 1 March 2018



Policy Context

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

POLICY CONTEXT

)

Current National Policy and Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework, March 2012

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes numerous references to the need to

fully understand development needs across the relevant geographic area, which does not

necessarily correspond to an administrative boundary.

(Employment) provide clear direction on this issue:

“Local planning authorities should have a clear understanding of
housing needs in their area. They should prepare a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs,
working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas
cross administrative boundaries” (NPPF, Paragraph 159, Our Emphasis)

“Local planning authorities should have a clear understanding of

business needs within the economic markets operating in and
across their area” (NPPF, Paragraph 160, Our Emphasis)

Paragraphs 159 (Housing) and 160

Sustainable development is central to thee NPPF, and much of its content is geared towards

achieving this objective.

This includes promoting solutions which deliver environmental

benefits such as reduced greenhouse gas emissions, reduced congestion and shorter journeys

to work:

“Encouragement should be given to solutions which support
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reduce congestion. In
preparing Local Plans, local planning authorities should therefore
support a pattern of development which, where reasonable to do
so, facilitates the use of sustainable modes of transport.” (NPPF,
Paragraph 30, Our Emphasis)

“Planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their
area so that people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths
for employment, shopping, leisure, education and other activities.”
(NPPF, Paragraph 37, Our Emphasis)

The NPPF clearly demonstrates a requirement for Housing and Economic Development needs

to be assessed across geographic areas which reflect the extent of the market for each type

of property. Within these markets, the NPPF is also clear that more sustainable spatial planning

options should be preferred over less sustainable options, and this includes taking steps to

minimise the distance residents need to travel to access employment, shopping and services.

21389/A5/MR/kf 2
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Policy Context

Planning Practice Guidance, Housing and Economic Development Needs

Assessments, March 2015

2.4 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) expands on the content of the NPPF, providing further

details on how the approach of the NPPF is expected to be put into practice.

2.5 Building on the NPPF requirement to assess need across market areas, rather than simply

within administrative boundaries, PPG states that:

“Local planning authorities should assess their development needs
working with the other local authorities in _the relevant housing
market area or functional economic _market area in line with the
duty to cooperate. This is because such needs are rarely
constrained precisely by local authority administrative
boundaries.” (PPG, ID: 2a-007-20150320, Our Emphasis)

2.6 Further to this, PPG defines a housing market area in the following way:

“A housing market area is a geographical area defined by household
demand and preferences for all types of housing, reflecting the key

functional linkages between places where people live and work.”
(PPG, ID: 2a-010-20140306, Our Emphasis)

2.7 PPG also provides a definition of markets for employment-sustaining commercial property:

“The geography of commercial property markets should be thought
of in terms of the requirements of the market in terms of the
location of premises, and the spatial factors used in analysing
demand and supply — often referred to as the functional economic
market area.” (PPG, ID: 2a-012-20140306, Our Emphasis)

2.8 Paragraph 12 then goes on to provide a list of factors which could be taken into account when

defining a functional economic market area:

° extent of any Local Enterprise Partnership within the area;
° travel to work areas;
housing market area;
flow of goods, services and information within the local
economy;
service market for consumers;
administrative area;
catchment areas of facilities providing cultural and social
well-being;
° transport network.” (PPG, ID: 2a-012-20140306)

21389/A5/MR/kf 3 March 2018



Policy Context

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

Finally, PPG identifies the potential consequences of failing to provide sufficient homes in the
correct locations to support economic growth (by failing to allow the labour force within the

market area to grow sufficiently to meet demand):

“Where the supply of working age population that is economically
active (labour force supply) is less than the projected job growth,
this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns (depending
on public transport accessibility or other sustainable options such
as walking or cycling) and could reduce the resilience of local
businesses. In such circumstances, plan makers will need to
consider how the location of new housing or infrastructure

development could help address these problems.” (PPG, ID: 2a-018-
20140306)

Though it is clear from both NPPF and PPG that housing and economic development needs
should be assessed and then met across the functional market area, in reality the nature of
planning means that a ‘best fit' approach is often required — meaning that Housing Market
Areas and Functional Economic Market Areas are normally based on the extents of one or more
Local Authority boundaries. Nevertheless, it is important that this pragmatic necessity does
not undermine the intention of national policy and guidance — to ensure that homes and

business premises are located in the areas where they are needed.

i) Draft Updates to National Policy and Guidance, March 2018

Following consultation on the Government’s Housing White Paper (entitled ‘fixing our broken
housing market’) in late 2017, the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government
published a draft revised NPPF in March 2018, with consultation running until May 2018. Draft
updates to the PPG were also published for issues relating to the major changes outlined in
the draft revised NPPF.

One of the headline changes within the revised NPPF is the introduction of a standard approach
to the assessment of housing needs. Whereas need was previously determined within Strategic
Housing Market Assessments (SHMAs) on an HMA-by-HMA basis, following the principles of
Objectively Assesses Housing Need (OAHN), the emerging standardised approach means that
housing need for each local authority will be determined by a standard formula to be applied
on a consistent basis nationally. As such, the role of the SHMA is likely to change, focusing
more on determining the types of homes needed in each area rather than the overall number

of homes.

21389/A5/MR/kf 4 March 2018



Policy Context

2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

Another key change being consulted on is the introduction of a ‘statement of common ground’
at the plan-making stage, which can be seen as reinforcing the Duty to Cooperate. According

to the updated PPG, the purpose of the statement of common ground is as follows:

“A statement of common ground is a written record of the progress
made by strategic plan-making authorities during the process of
planning for strategic matters across local authority boundaries. It
documents where effective co-operation is and is not happening,
and is a_way of demonstrating at examination that plans are
deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint
working across local authority boundaries. In the case of local
planning authorities (including County Councils), it is also evidence
that they have complied with the duty to cooperate.” (Draft PPG,
p.38, Our Emphasis)

According to the draft PPG, the statement should include justification for the geographic extent

assumed:

“[A statement should contain...] A written description and map
showing the location and administrative areas covered by the
statement, and a justification for these areas” (Draft PPG, p.39)

Finally, draft PPG indicates an approach to determining which areas need to be included within

the statement:

“The statement will need to cover the area which local planning
authorities and Mayors or combined authorities with plan-making
powers feel is the most appropriate functional geography for
gathering of evidence and the preparation of planning policies.”
(Draft PPG, p40, Our Emphasis)

The draft revisions to national policy and guidance suggest that significant change is expected
in the way that housing needs for functional market areas are identified. Nevertheless, it
appears that cross-boundary working remains expected, and the introduction of the statement
of common ground at the plan-making could result in more robust collaboration between

groups of authorities.

i) Emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan — Regulation 18 Consultation

As stated in the introduction section to this Technical Report, the Greater Norwich Local Plan
(GNLP) is being jointly prepared by Norwich City Council, Broadland District Council and South
Norfolk Council (alongside Norfolk County Council) — a group collectively known as the Greater
Norwich Development Partnership (GNDP). As part of the Regulation 18 consultation on the
GNLP, the GNDP has published a number of documents for consultation, including a Growth

Options document and an Interim Sustainability Appraisal.

21389/A5/MR/kf 5 March 2018



Policy Context

2.18

2.19

2.20

2.21

2.22

The Growth Options document sets out a range of high level spatial planning options that could

form the basis of policy within the GNDP as it progresses towards examination and adoption.

Paragraphs 4.165 and 4.166 of the Growth Options document comment on the findings of the
June 2017 Central Norfolk Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) relating to Housing
Market Area (HMA) definitions. Although the SHMA finds clear evidence of a ‘core’ HMA focused
on the urban area of Norwich (and not dissimilar in extent to the long-standing Norwich Policy
Area - NPA), the Growth Options document contends that only the wider area incorporating
the three GNLP local authorities in full should be considered to represent an HMA. As a result,
the document argues that it would be unreasonable to retain the NPA as a means of monitoring

5 year housing land supply.

According to the Growth Options document, there is a need to identify sites for an additional
7,200 homes, as a result of the difference between the Objectively Assessed Housing Need
(OAHN) derived via the Government’s Standardised Housing Need Assessment Methodology
and the capacity of housing sites already permitted or allocated within earlier plans. It is
beyond the scope of this Technical Report to assess the validity of this figure, and it is therefore

taken as read.

Six options are advanced for how these additional homes could be delivered:

. Option 1: Concentration Close to Norwich;

. Option 2: Transport Corridors;

. Option 3: Supporting the Cambridge to Norwich Tech Corridor;
. Option 4: Dispersal (to service and other villages);

. Option 5: Dispersal plus New Settlement;

o Option 6: Dispersal plus Urban Growth.

The Growth Options document considers all six options to be ‘reasonable alternatives’ to one
another. Options 1-3, according to the document, are considered to be more sustainable (with
homes being delivered closer to the Norwich urban area, where the largest number of jobs and
services are located), whilst options 4 and 5 are considered to have a better chance of delivery
(on the basis that some long standing allocations close to the Norwich urban area have not
been brought forward), would increase the diversity of locations where development is
expected to take place, and provide more opportunities for rural living. Option 6 is considered

to be an intermediate option with features of all other options.

21389/A5/MR/kf 6 March 2018



Policy Context

2.23

2.24

The document also discusses the future role of the defined geographic areas used with previous
policies and evidence base studies, including the Norwich Policy Area (NPA), the Central Norfolk
Housing Market Area (HMA), the Core Area within the HMA (p.53). As noted above, the revised
NPPF is likely to see the role of HMAs change somewhat, but it will remain important that
neighbouring authorities with strong links such as the GNDP authorities work together. Though
the Growth Options document contends that the NPA should not continue to be used for
planning purposes, it is considered reasonable that a Norwich centred policy area of some form
could be used within the GNLP (pp.53-54).

iv) Policy Context — Key Issues

This section has highlighted the approach of national planning policy and guidance alongside
the approach taken within the emerging GNLP. The key issues relating to economic geography
and spatial planning emerging from the emerging GNLP, to be considered in further detail by

this Technical Report, are:

. The future role of the NPA — The Growth Options document suggests that the NPA,
in its current role, should not be retained. It is suggested, however, that a Norwich-

focused policy area could be retained in some capacity.

o The most appropriate option for allocating additional housing growth — The
Growth Options document also acknowledges a need to make additional housing
allocations following the announcement of the Government’s standardised housing need
assessment methodology. Six options are put forward, reflecting different approaches

to spatial planning, and all are considered to be reasonable alternatives to one another.
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FUNCTIONAL ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIPS

This section provides analysis of the functional economic relationships within the Greater
Norwich area. As identified in Section 2, travel to work flows are a key indicator, reflecting
the relationships between places where people live and places where people work. For the
majority, travelling to work involves motorised transport of some form, be it private car use or

public transport, and this therefore has sustainability implications.

i) Central Norfolk SHMA (2015 and 2017)

The Central Norfolk SHMA (2015, updated in 2017), is the key evidence base document relating
to housing need for the GNLP area. Though the 2017 update is substantial, both documents

take the same approach to defining Norwich’s HMA and are therefore considered together.

The 2015 SHMA provides a full discussion of the steps taken to define an HMA for the Greater

Norwich area. A number of different data sources are considered, including:

. NHPAU/CURDS — Geography of Housing Market Areas in England;
° Local Authority boundaries;

. Broads Authority boundary;

. Census 2011 Commuting Flows;

. VOA Broad Rental Market Areas.

ORS, the author of the SHMA, also produces a bespoke set of HMA definitions for the
Norfolk/Suffolk area based primary on Census 2011 data (with reference to some of the other
data sources above). This HMA definition is defined by determining the self-containment of
each settlement (i.e. the number of people who both live and work within a settlement). This
highlights key locations which attrac