Broads Authority Planning Committee

6 November 2009

Agenda Item No 10
Consultation on the East of England Plan >2031: 

Scenarios for Housing and Economic Growth

Report by Director of Planning and Strategy

	Summary:
This report advises members of the contents of the current consultation on new proposed Scenarios for Housing and Economic Growth up to 2031.  This report outlines the implications of proposed growth scenarios for the review of the East of England Plan (EEP).  Emerging evidence suggests that the ability to deliver necessary infrastructure including that relating to water quality and supply may impact on the housing targets that can reasonably be delivered.

Recommendation to the Broads Authority:

That this report and in particular sections 3-8 form the basis of the Broads Authority’s response to the East of England Plan Consultation on housing and economic growth scenarios.


1
Introduction
1.1
The final East of England Plan published in May 2008 contained a policy that requires the East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) to commence an early focused review to be completed by 2011. The review requires the Plan to extend its coverage to 2031. For the review, EERA is testing the implications of a range of growth scenarios through a variety of models (e.g. Government's advice on housing, demography, economic, traffic, water supply) to assist in the development of options for the scale and distribution of development up to 2031. The full consultation report and supporting documents can be viewed online as follows: www.eera.gov.uk.
1.2
The consultation focuses on four scenarios for housing growth in the period 2011-2031. This report concentrates on the potential impact of these growth scenarios on the Broads Executive Area. The principal impact on first glance would appear to be in the Norwich area and specifically proposals to increase the housing figures for the Greater Norwich Development Partnership Area (Broadland, Norwich City and South Norfolk).  The potential impacts on new housing and jobs figures for Great Yarmouth and Waveney have also been examined.
1.3
The closing date for the consultation is the 24 November 2009. A draft plan will be the subject of further public consultation in the Spring of 2010. This will provide the opportunity for detailed responses to draft policies. The current East of England Plan does not contain a housing figure for the Broads Authority as Local Planning Authority to meet nor does it contain a jobs target. The review to 2031 maintains this as the status quo. Therefore the Broads Authority in responding to this review will need to concentrate its comments on the scenarios as they affect the neighbouring Districts and indirect effects on the Broads Executive Area itself.
2
Consultation housing growth scenarios for the years 2015 to 2031
2.1
Scenario 1: Roll forward of the existing plan. EERA have based these rates on the existing EEP and on the responses to the previous consultation expressed at District level and GNDP area. The total for the GNDP has been split evenly between the 3 districts:
· Broadland 
720 dwellings per annum
· Norwich 

720 dwellings per annum
· South Norfolk 
720 dwellings per annum
· GNDP 

2,170 dwellings per annum
Great Yarmouth and Waveney figures are as below:
· Great Yarmouth
280 dwellings per annum
· Waveney 

290 dwellings per annum
2.2.
Scenario 2: National housing advice and regional settlements. This is higher for the region as a whole. EERA have considered and rejected the advice of consultants for a regional scale concentration of growth at Norwich. Instead, additional growth is concentrated elsewhere in the region. Consequently the growth rates for the GNDP area and for Great Yarmouth and Waveney are the same as for Scenario 1.
2.3.
Scenario 3: National housing advice and regional economic forecasts - i.e. extra housing growth is distributed to districts forecast to have demand for additional workers. The impact of this approach is moderated as the dwelling requirement for districts in economic decline are not reduced. Nevertheless it would see significant additional growth in Broadland and a minor increase in South Norfolk:
· Broadland
840 dwellings per annum
· Norwich 

720 dwellings per annum
· South Norfolk
750 dwellings per annum
· GNDP

2,310 dwellings per annum
· Great Yarmouth 
280 dwellings per annum
· Waveney 

290 dwellings per annum
2.4.
Scenario 4: National household projections. These are based on national projections for the region and are distributed to districts in proportion to the current EEP distribution:
· Broadland 
750 dwellings per annum 
· Norwich 

850 dwellings per annum
· South Norfolk 
800 dwellings per annum
· GNDP 

2,400 dwellings per annum
This scenario sees significant increases for Great Yarmouth and Waveney:

· Great Yarmouth 
550 dwellings per annum
· Waveney 

850 dwellings per annum
3
Assessment of the Scenarios – GNDP Area
3.1
Current evidence (which is supported by the GNDP) suggests that identifiable capacity for additional development in the City Council area beyond that already proposed for allocation in the Joint Core Strategy is limited. Housing growth increases the need for major new retail, employment and service development in the urban area, increasing the competition for the limited brownfield opportunities. There is considerable uncertainty over whether any of the growth rates for the City Council area in all four scenarios can be delivered over the period as a whole. Therefore the majority of further growth for the GNDP area would be in Broadland and South Norfolk and on greenfield sites. 

3.2
Scenarios 1 and 2 promote more growth than the GNDP previously suggested was the maximum potential that they could deliver. This results from lack of capacity in other parts of the County.
3.3
Scenario 3 gives additional housing growth above that contained within Scenario 1 to Broadland and South Norfolk based on the stronger economic growth potential of these Districts. However, no downward adjustment is made to the City Council area commensurate with the weaker growth forecasts for that area. This approach over-inflates GNDP growth as a whole and again would call into question the deliverability of these figures. 
3.4
Scenario 4 assigns additional growth to all three GNDP districts. This growth is simply a proportionate distribution of national household projections for the region as a whole. It takes no account of local circumstances or any regional strategy and is the most questionable of the scenarios in terms of realism and deliverability. Both scenarios 3 and 4 propose levels of growth that are undeliverable for the Norwich Urban Area.
4
Jobs
4.1.
The regional East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM) has been developed to indicate potential job growth and related housing demand. It is expected that there will be a significant loss of jobs from between 2006 and 2010. Subsequently job growth is expected to be relatively strong. 
4.2.
The EEFM models housing demand related to the economic assumptions and job forecasts. This indicates a “need” in the GNDP area for 43,000 dwellings 2011-31 or 2,150 per annum. This would seem consistent with Scenarios 1 and 2 and provides some comfort that the housing growth proposed broadly aligns with potential job growth.
5
Infrastructure
5.1.
The presence and deliverability of appropriate infrastructure is critical to the ability to deliver sustainable communities. Considerable work has been undertaken to quantify the levels of infrastructure require dot support existing and expected housing and jobs levels. The Greater Norwich Infrastructure Needs and Funding Study (“the EDAW study”) looked to 2031 and took account of the potential scale of development required by the EEP Review. It indicates the scale of funding required and the potential level of developer contributions. The impact of the recession on public finances in the next few years and the current impacts on private lending will inevitably result in less public investment and more constrained developer funding, particularly in the early part of this plan period. This will be a major challenge to the delivery of the scale of growth already planned within the time period to 2026 and does call into question the delivery of housing beyond 2026.
5.2.
A wide range of infrastructure is required to deliver growth in a sustainable and acceptable way. Within this there are significant “showstoppers” without which the current scale of planned growth cannot be delivered, let alone any additional growth. These “showstoppers” are considered in more detail below. Whilst the GNDP would probably consider items such as the delivery of the Norwich Northern Distributor Road (NDR) and the Long Stratton by-pass and A47 southern by-pass junction improvements to be critical to future housing growth, this report has concentrated on those elements of critical infrastructure that are most likely to be of direct concern to the Broads Authority . Other infrastructure requirements such as secondary education, while not absolutely fundamental to housing delivery, are also vital for sustainable communities and can be very expensive to resolve.

6
“Potential Show Stoppers” 

6.1
Green infrastructure 
6.1.1
The Appropriate Assessment (AA) process has made it clear that any development plan must be able to demonstrate no significant adverse effects on the integrity of internationally designated wildlife sites. This is a legal requirement and the “precautionary principle” applies. To prevent adverse impacts from increased demand for natural resources, visitor pressure and general disturbance from increased population closer to sensitive sites, growth will need to be supported by extensive areas of new green infrastructure of a scale and type that will provide alternative destinations for leisure trips. While it is not possible to define precise requirements at this stage, it is clear that significant investment will be required to ensure no adverse effect on the considerable number of SACs, SPAs and Ramsar sites in and around the Broads Area. 
6.2
Water infrastructure
6.2.1
The draft AA for the emerging GNDP Joint Core Strategy also highlights issues around water resources and sewerage. Environmental and capacity improvements are required to several sewage treatment works to provide capacity for planned growth and new licenses will be required from the Environment Agency to permit more abstraction from the River Wensum at Costessey. In the absence of these licences the existing planned development in the JCS would not be able to proceed let alone any additional growth beyond the JCS plan period. 
6.2.2
However in relation to abstraction, the Broads Authority would have concerns (echoed by Natural England) about further abstraction from already stressed resources.

6.2.3
Strategic interceptor sewers to the north and south of Norwich are required to serve most of the currently planned growth in the Norwich Policy Area (NPA). Failure to provide this infrastructure will prevent development from taking place.  The Water Cycle Study that is being undertaken to support the emerging Joint Core Strategy suggests that developer contributions will be required to fund the strategic sewers. Members may care to note that these costs are in addition to the developer costs incorporated in the EDAW study and raises questions about delivery that the GNDP are currently trying to resolve. In Norwich, there is limited sewer capacity, which means that for the majority of development it would not be possible to proceed until the new trunk sewer to the south is provided (estimated 2020). This same constraint would apply to development in the fringe areas or other sites in the Norwich policy area (2000 in Broadland 1800 in South Norfolk), unless local works and sewerage systems were available. In the case of Broadland, it is probably safer to assume most of this development will be constrained in the period up to 2020. 
6.2.4
Other than that served by local works for example at Wymondham, Belaugh, Stoke Holy Cross and Poringland the bulk of the development in the Norwich policy area will be served at Whitlingham. This will require qualitative improvements phased in over the period from 2015 onwards. In rural areas, some phasing of growth is likely to be needed, again based on sewage treatment works improvements. The areas affected are Reepham limited development before 2020, Wroxham limited development before 2015, Acle limited development before 2020, and Loddon limited development before 2017. All of the sewage treatment works are likely to require revised consents from the Environment Agency. The assumption that development can proceed after the date shown is dependent on the granting of suitable consents. 

6.2.5
Linked to the above, the Water Cycle Study raises questions over Water Quality and the ability to comply with the European Water Framework Directive targets. These issues remain in need of firm resolution before the emerging Joint Core Strategy can be found sound and therefore the ability of the area to accommodate further development beyond 2026 up to 2031 remains even more questionable. 
6.2.6
In addition to Sewage Works dealing with the increased volume from proposed developments, discharge water quality also needs to be improved to meet the European water quality targets in the receiving waterbodies of the Broads. Improvements to Whitlingham Sewage Works should aim to hold total phosphorous discharge loads, at current levels, or better. Improvements to the Sewage Treatment works in the rural areas listed in 5.5.4 above, should also aim for no net increase in phosphorus load discharged. 
6.3
 Appropriate Assessment (AA)
6.3.1
There appears to be some inconsistency between the Appropriate Assessment that forms part of the Interim Sustainability Appraisal and the AA of the JCS, particularly in relation to South Norfolk. It concentrates on the impact on the water environment of abstraction and disposal, and fails to consider the impact of increased visitor disturbance. It suggests that South Norfolk is less constrained in relation to internationally important sites than Broadland and the City of Norwich. This is because it appears to fail to recognise the options for water resource and disposal for the majority of significant potential growth locations is the same across the three districts. The GNDP contend that the impact of increased visitor disturbance is broadly similar for potential growth locations in all three districts.

7
Conclusion for the GNDP Area
7.1.
The GNDP contend that for the area as a whole, an additional 12,000 dwellings over the period to 2031 (i.e. 2,100 per annum) is the theoretical maximum that can be accommodated and is consistent with planned growth rates in the emerging JCS. However, there is doubt over the market’s ability to deliver this level of growth and it could only be delivered in a sustainable way if it is supported by significant investment in infrastructure. Within the range of infrastructure required to ensure growth is sustainable, there are significant requirements that are “showstoppers” that will prevent the scale of proposed development happening in the plan period or at all. The ability to fund this infrastructure in the current and foreseeable economic climate is questionable. Increased growth targets are seriously flawed if funding to deliver infrastructure cannot be demonstrated. 
7.2
Evidence supporting the proposed growth rates at the sub regional level is limited. Some of the underlying assumptions that have been made are not applicable across the region. The higher growth Scenarios 3 and 4 for the GNDP area lack are contrary to the limited evidence that has been developed.
7.3
The Appropriate Assessment that accompanies the RSS Consultation is inconsistent with the AA supporting the JCS and underestimates the potential for growth in the GNDP to have detrimental effects on sites of international importance. Given the issues that have been raised above there are very real concerns that the current planned levels of growth for the Norwich Policy Area are deliverable up to 2026 let alone any further levels as proposed by the current consultation on the RSS figures to date. The inconsistency between the AA for the JCS and the AA to accompany this consultation is also a cause for concerns particularly given the AA issues with the current EEP plan and the recent High Court judgement in favour of the Hertfordshire Authorities. Where they successfully challenged the Plan on the basis of the AA and the housing figures were quashed.
8
Assessment of Scenarios - Great Yarmouth and Waveney

8.1
Scenarios 1-3 give consistent dwelling totals for great Yarmouth and Waveney, at 280 and 290 dwellings per annum respectively. Whilst Scenario 4 gives a much higher figures at 550 and 850 dwellings per annum respectively. As stated earlier the evidence behind scenario 4 is extremely limited and would not seem to sit well with the evidence collected to support the emerging Great Yarmouth Core Strategy or that in existence for the Adopted Waveney Core Strategy particularly in relation to deliverability, viability and flood risk. This scenario is purely a proportionate distribution across the region and should be rejected on this basis. 

8.2
The work that is being undertaken on the emerging Area Action Plan for the 1st East Areas in both Great Yarmouth and Waveney and the Concept Master Plan for Bure Harbour Quay, North Quay and ice House Quay in Great Yarmouth is already beginning to highlight already some difficulties that Great Yarmouth may face in delivering its existing housing figure in the current EEP. Issues relating to flood risk and the Environment Agency’s requirements in relation to flood response plans and emergency evacuation and mitigation are indicating that brown filed site in the town centre may not be able to accommodate the levels of growth originally predicted for this area. Consequently to meet its exiting housing requirement Great Yarmouth will need to consider the release of additional Greenfield sites around the edge of the town. Dependent upon location there may be conflicts with designated nature conservation sites and protected bird species, e.g Terns. These would need to be resolved the through the Appropriate Assessment process on the emerging Core Strategy up to 2026 before any additional housing and jobs growth could be considered up to 2031.
8.3
 In relation to the proposed housing figures for Waveney, the figure of 290 dwellings per annum generated under 3 scenarios will present some challenge for the area given environmental constraints, the need to ensure that settlements expand in a sustainable way (even RSS continuation will probably mean an increase in greenfield development on the edge of settlements) and the need for existing infrastructure deficits to be addressed before adding to the issues with further housing.  Waveney have indicated that they are likely to go for an ambitious, policy driven, jobs growth target and will be looking for alignment between increasing jobs and delivering more housing.  The fourth scenario of over 800 dwellings per annum is totally unacceptable, undeliverable and unrealistic 
9 
Review of Other Policies within the East of England Plan – Policy ENV2: Landscape Conservation
9.1
Members may also be interested to note that, whilst not part of this formal consultation, views are also being sought by EERA on a more informal basis on the content of Policy ENV.2 on Landscape Conservation.

9.2
It is considered that there may be direct benefit to the Broads if the currently Policy wording were widened to include the protection of the setting of nationally protected landscapes – this would include Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty within the Eastern region as well as the Broads. This approach would be consistent with the approach being taken in the South East Regional Spatial Strategy and with attempts by some of the National Parks – most noticeably the Peak District to get the protection of the “landscape setting of the Park” incorporated within Regional Policy. There is also a proposal to include additional wording in respect of having  regard to the Management Plans of the AONB’s and in the case of the Broads – the Broads Plan This approach would seem to have some support locally from Natural England, Landscape East, Norfolk and Suffolk County Councils and a number of the AONBs themselves.

9.3
The revised policy wording that is being promoted is as follows – the new wording is underlined:


POLICY ENV2: Landscape Conservation
In their plans, policies, programmes and proposals planning authorities and other agencies should, in accordance with statutory requirements, afford the highest level of protection to the East of England’s nationally designated landscapes ( the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads, the Chilterns, Norfolk Coast, Dedham Vale, and Suffolk Coast and Heaths Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs), and the North Norfolk and Suffolk Heritage Coasts) and their settings whilst having regard to the statutory management plans prepared for them. In considering, proposals for development, the emphasis should be on small scale proposals that are sustainably located and designed. Proposals which support the economies and social well being of the designated landscapes and their communities will be encouraged.  Within the Broads and its setting  priority should be given to conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife, historic environment and cultural heritage of the area, promoting public enjoyment and the interests of navigation. Within the AONBs and their settings priority over other considerations should be given to conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife, historic environment and cultural heritage of each area. Planning authorities and other agencies should recognise and aim to conserve and enhance the diversity and local distinctiveness of the countryside character areas identified on Figure 6 by:

· developing area-wide strategies, based on landscape character assessments, setting long-term goals for landscape change, targeting planning and land management tools and resources to influence that change, and giving priority to those areas subject to most growth and change;

· developing criteria-based policies, informed by the area-wide strategies and landscape character assessments,

· to ensure all development respects and enhances local landscape character; and securing mitigation measures where, in exceptional circumstances, damage to local landscape character is unavoidable.
9.4
The wording represents some concerns.  As drafted it could be interpreted as seeking to extend ‘the highest level of protection’ from the areas (National Parks, Broads, AONBs] specifically designated for that purpose into the fringe around them that was deliberately excluded by the boundary.   


It may be better to have some specific wording which didn’t seek to extend the area covered by the policy, but imposes and clarifies an ‘impact on protected landscape’ criterion for development around it.  The term “setting” is unclear and can be interpreted in a number of ways e.g the landscape character surrounding the designated area. It might be more appropriate to include “views into and views from” (the designated areas). Therefore your officers are suggesting a revised Policy wording that differs from that currently being proposed and would read as follows:

“In their plans, policies, programmes and proposals decisions planning authorities and other agencies should afford the highest level of protection to the East of England’s nationally designated landscapes (Figure 5) – the Broads; the Chilterns, Norfolk Coast, Dedham Vale, and Suffolk Coast and Heaths Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) and the North Norfolk and Suffolk Heritage Coasts.  Great care should be taken to protect these areas from development outside of them which adversely affects views of and from them, and to enhance their settings. Within the Broads, priority should be given to conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area, promoting public understanding and enjoyment of its special qualities, and the interests of navigation. Within the AONBs priority over other considerations should be given to conserving the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of each area.


Planning authorities and other agencies should recognise and aim to protect and enhance the diversity and local distinctiveness of the countryside character areas identified on Figure 6 by:

· developing area-wide strategies, based on landscape character assessments, setting long-term goals for landscape change, targeting planning and land management tools and resources to influence that change and giving priority to those areas subject to most growth and change;

· developing criteria-based policies, informed by the area-wide strategies and landscape character assessments, to ensure all development respects and enhances local landscape character; and

· securing mitigation measures where, in exceptional circumstances, damage to local landscape character is unavoidable”
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