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1.Introduction

This document provides an analysis of the consultation which took place during Spring 2016 known as the
‘Options for the new Waveney Local Plan’. The document explains how the Council has taken responses to
the consultation into account when preparing the First Draft Local Plan.

The consultation on the ‘Options for the new Waveney Local Plan” marked the first stage of consultation
on the new Local Plan and invited comments from statutory local plan consultees, parish and town
councils, other local and national organisations with an interest in planning and development, local and
national landowners and developers and members of the public.

The consultation took place between 22 April and 17 June 2016. In total 525 individuals and organisations
responded to the consultation. Between them they made 3,428 comments. 2,210 of these comments
were made on the questions in consultation document. The other 1,218 comments were made on the

potential sites for development which were also part of the consultation.

Full copies of the responses can be viewed by question/site at www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newlocalplan.

This document summarises the responses to each question and details how the Council took those
comments into account when formulating the strategy, policies and proposals in the First Draft Plan. The
document also summarises the comments made on potential site options together with summaries of the
site assessments undertaken by the Council which have helped inform which sites to include in the First
Draft Local Plan.

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan
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2. Consultation and Publicity

Summary

Public exhibitions

Location

Date/time

Beccles - Public Hall

Lowestoft — shop unit, Britten Centre
Reydon - Village Hall

Halesworth - Library

Lowestoft - Riverside

Halesworth - Rifle Hall

Bungay - Fisher Theatre (The Gallery)

Wednesday 4 May 5-7.30pm
Saturday 7 May 9am-5pm

Tuesday 10 May 5.30-7.30pm
Wednesday 11 May 10am-12.30pm
Thursday 12 May 6pm-7.30pm
Tuesday 17 May 5.30-7.30pm
Wednesday 18 May 5.30-7.30pm

Town centres street leafleting

Planning Officers handed out flyers to the public, shops, cafes, businesses etc.

Location

Date/time

Beccles town centre
Lowestoft town centre

Halesworth town centre

Friday 29 April 10am-12.30pm
Saturday 7 May 10am onwards
Wednesday 11 May 10am-12.30pm

Presentations, meetings and workshops

Events organised by the Council or to which Planning Policy Officers attended upon request.

Audience

Date/time

Waveney Town and Parish Councils
Waveney Developer Forum

Clinical Commissioning Group Infrastructure
Meeting

Oulton Parish Council Meeting

Lowestoft and Waveney Chamber of Commerce
Board

Sir John Leman High School

Southwold Town Council and Reydon Parish Council
(joint meeting)

Lowestoft Sixth Form College

Thursday 5 May 6pm (Riverside)
Thursday 12 May 6pm (Riverside)
Wednesday 18 May 1pm (Beccles House)

Tuesday 31 May 6.30pm (Oulton Community
Centre)

Monday 6 June 2pm (Waveney Chambers)

Wednesday 8 June 3.15pm (Sir John Leman HS)
Thursday 9 June 7pm (Reydon Village Hall)

Wednesday 29 June 8.30am (LSFC)

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan
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Media and pubilicity

e Media briefing held at the Council’s Riverside office, Tuesday 19 April.
e Council press release “Views sought on future plans for district” issued Friday 22 April.

e  Council press release “We need more views from Lowestoft” issued Tuesday 24 May.

Media Details

22 April

Lowestoft Journal “House building rate to double” front page, full
story on pages 6-7

Eastern Daily Press “Have you say on new homes” page 24

29 April

Beccles & Bungay Journal “Have your say at exhibitions on our area’s future
growth” pages 10-11

7 May

Beach Radio News item promoting (today’s) public exhibition in
Lowestoft town centre

20 May

Beccles Independent Paid for advert “How many new homes should be
built in Beccles and Worlingham over the next 20
years?” page 11

Bungay & Harleston Community News Paid for advert “How many new homes should be
built in Bungay over the next 20 years?” page 11
Notice of Oulton Parish meeting on 13 June to

Lowestoft Journal discuss the new Waveney Local Plan at which
Council officers will be in attendance, page 53
@accessEmma Want to know more about the

Twitter feed (Access Community Trust) @waveneydc new local plan? Visit
@LowestoftRising community noticeboard
@samscafeeast
(re-tweeted by @SBakerCX)

24 May

Twitter feed (Beach Radio) #BeachNews Where should 4,000 homes be built in
Lowestoft? Should the A12 & A146 be linked?

26 May

Lowestoft Journal (The Journal online) “Where will new homes go in Waveney?”

27 May

Waveney Advertiser Paid for advert “How many new homes and
where?” page 37

Lowestoft Journal “Call for more people to have say on area’s future
housing growth”, page 20 and editorial comment,
page 30

3 June

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan
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Halesworth & Southwold Community News

Paid for advert “How many new homes should be
built in Halesworth, Southwold and Reydon over the
next 20 years?” page 3

April-May

Streetlife Various threads throughout the consultation period
April

In Touch “What should Waveney be like in 2036?”page 13

(Residents magazine published by Waveney District
Council and distributed to all households in the
district)

During the consultation period, various Town and Parish included information about the new Local

Plan/Options consultation on their websites e.g. Carlton Colville Town Council, Southwold Town Council,

Somerleyton, Ashby and Herringfleet Parish Council, Wissett Parish Council and Wrentham Parish Council

Consultation and publicity materials

Materials

Details

Options document “Help plan our future, options

for the new Waveney Local Plan”

PDF version on website

Consultation portal version on website
Hardcopies provided to Town and Parish Councils
Copies available at Council offices, libraries,

exhibitions

Key Questions leaflet “Help plan our future, options

for the new Waveney Local Plan”

Copies available at Council offices, libraries,

exhibitions

Comments Form

Available as part of the exhibitions

Consultation poster

included exhibition details

Hardcopies provided to Council offices, libraries
Town and Parish Councils, GP surgeries/health
centres, dental surgeries, post offices,
schools/educational establishments, large
employers, main supermarkets, youth clubs, sports

centres

Sites consultation poster “What will Waveney look
like in 2036?”

Hardcopies provided to Town and Parish Councils
specifically identifying sites within their area

included within the Options document

A6 Flyer “What will the Waveney District look like in
20367

Distributed to the public, shops, cafes, businesses in

Beccles, Halesworth and Lowestoft town centres

Consultation letters
newsletter format for email contacts, letter format

for postal contacts

Sent to those on the Local Plan mailing list
comprising specific consultation bodies, general
consultation bodies, other organisations and

individuals

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan




Analysis of the ‘Options for the new Waveney Local Plan’ | July 2017

Paid for adverts in local press Waveney Advertiser
Beccles Independent
Bungay & Harleston Community News

Halesworth & Southwold Community News

WDC twitter feeds Various news feeds throughout the consultation

Marina Customer Service Centre TV screen Presentation publicising the Options consultation

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan
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3. Analysis of Responses to
Questions on Strategy Options
and Policy Topics.

The ‘Options for the new Waveney Local Plan’ consultation asked a total of 101 questions on different
planning policy topics to help inform the preparation of the Local Plan. The response to these questions
are summarised below, together with a summary of how the Council has taken those responses into

consideration in the preparation of the First Draft Local Plan.

Key Issues

2 respondents
The Broads Authority stated that the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the Broads are not
necessarily issues. They argued that the term issue implies a negative. They stated that the chapter could

be renamed ‘Key Considerations’.

The Environment Agency stated that they were pleased to see that environmental issues have been
included in the key issues section and they fully agree with the points currently made. They suggested the
inclusion of water resources could be included into this section as a key environmental issue for the area.
They noted there was no mention supporting the protection of groundwater and aquifers.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

The Council disagrees that the term ‘issue’ implies a negative, they are specific matters local to Waveney
which the plan needs to take into account of.

A key issue relating to water stress has been added into the First Draft Local Plan.

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan
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Vision

Q01 a) What is good about living or working in Waveney now? b) What is good
about living or working in the town or village you live in? (56 respondents) Q02 a)
What is not so good about living and working in Waveney now? b) What is not so
good about living or working in the town or village you live in? (47 respondents)
QO3 a) What is your vision for Waveney by 2036 and what are the key priorities
that need to have been addressed by 20367 b) What are your vision and priorities

for your town or village? (57 respondents)

Statutory Consultees

The Broads Authority stated that the Broads should be mentioned in the vision.

The Environment Agency state that their focus over the plan period is to protect, maintain and enhance
the natural environment in Waveney and the surrounding area; and, ensure environmentally sustainable
development. Their key priorities will be to improve biodiversity, protect and improve the regeneration of
groundwater, support good waste management, endure new developments are resilient to climate

change, and improve water quality.

Historic England stated that the vision for the district should make reference to the rich historic
environment of the District and the need to develop a strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of this
environment. In particular the vision should relate to the distinctiveness of the district, including that of its
historic environment.

Natural England advised that the Plan’s vision and emerging development strategy should address impacts
and opportunities for the natural environment with particular emphasis on designated environmental
assets. They advised that where relevant there should be linkages with the Biodiversity Action Plan, Nature
Improvement Area, Local Nature Partnership, National Park/Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

Management Plans, Rights of Way Improvement Plans and Green Infrastructure Strategies.

Parish and Town Councils
Beccles Town Council stated that road infrastructure in the area is poor and not fit for purpose. There is

inadequate pedestrian and cycle access to the existing Ellough employment areas and no bus service at all.
For question1 Carlton Colville Town Council mentioned the semi-rural aspect.

For question 2 Carlton Colville Town Council mentioned the continual building of new estates without a

corresponding increase in infrastructure or jobs or social facilities.

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan
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Corton Parish Council mentioned disjointed approach to the Lowestoft area due to a lack of Parish Council.
They stated that Ness Point is an embarrassment with dreadful access and dogs mess. They raised concern

about major shops closing.

For question 1, Frostenden, Uggeshall & South Cove Parish Council noted the lovely countryside.

For question 2, Frostenden, Uggeshall & South Cove Parish Council noted house price inflation and lack of
facilities locally in the Parish. Frostenden, Uggeshall & South Cove Parish Council stated the key priorities
should be the regeneration of Lowestoft and Great Yarmouth and the third river crossing for Lowestoft.

For the Parish, their vision is to create a better sense of community.

For question 1, Ilketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting noted the low crime levels, natural environment and
local facilities in Bungay. For question 2, llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting noted the lack of job
opportunities for young people, coastal erosion and flood risk. They also noted the removal of public
transport from the Parish and the speed and availability of Broadband. Ilketshall St Margaret Parish
Meeting stated that there should be a variety of businesses offering job opportunities and a secure
protected environment. For their Parish, their vision is a community that continues to thrive, where the
residents feel safe and there are transport links into the town. Also where those businesses located in the
village can function effectively on-line.

Kessingland Parish Council noted the loss of young families which leave for better employment
opportunities, the lack of public transport, the lack of community facilities, and the lack of affordable
housing. Kessingland Parish Council stated that their vision is for Kessingland to be an easily accessible
village, a place with improved inclusivity, a place where young people can stay when they grow up, has

more affordable housing, improved infrastructure and new businesses.

For question 1, Lound Parish Council noted that residents agreed that it was a peaceful and friendly place
to live with good community spirit. Lound Parish Council noted the lack of shops, and poor public transport
provision in the village. Lound Parish Council stated that the general expressed vision for the village is that

it should remain as it is now, with only organic growth that doesn’t change the character of the village.

Southwold Town Council noted the following issues with respect to the District:
 Poor public transport connecting villages and towns and London;
e Broadband is not as good as it should be for working purposes;
e Discouraged from using Lowestoft because of bridge access issues;
e Lack of well paid jobs — overdependence on tourism;
e Lack of facilities for knowledge based businesses;
¢ In Waveney, especially Lowestoft, state education is not as good as it should and could be;
e Lack of maintenance of footpaths, green spaces, including litter;
e Loss of community hospital provision.
With respect to Southwold they noted the following:
e Lack of facilities for knowledge based businesses and community assets
¢ High rents which discourage independent businesses, small businesses and start-up businesses

e Lack of affordable homes

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan
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e Lack of rental accommodation at a reasonable price for people whose income does not qualify
them for affordable social housing.

* 57% of housing is second homes/holiday lets

* Declining and elderly/very elderly population

e Lack of volunteers undermining essential services and civic life

* Inadequate parking system —too many cars in town during high season. Pavements and streets
not safe for pedestrians/cyclists.

e Over-dependence on tourism

e Too many people using the town in the summer without the physical facilities and resources to
service them and maintain the town.

e Difficulty of recruiting employees because of lack of affordable housing and poor pubic transport

system.

Southwold Town Council stated their vision for Waveney is for more knowledge based industry, more
affordable housing, better education, better public transport, better broadband, third crossing, better
protection of the environment, and better design. For Southwold they stated their vision is to integrate
knowledge based business in the town centre, more affordable homes, restrict and discourage second
homes, affordable retail and businesses uses, new community facilities, high quality design, extend the
conservation area to parts of North Road, more off-road parking, better cycling routes, better public

transport and better management of parking and traffic.

Southwold Town Council mentioned the following qualities; nature and landscape; picturesque villages and
market towns; the sea; good quality local food; strong sense of community and independent businesses
market towns, local produce, access to Norwich, cultural and leisure activities, voluntary sector, safe, low
crime rate. In respect of the Parish area they noted low density housing, lots of space, rural, peaceful, good

community spirit and concern for the environment.

Three Saints Parish Council noted the largely unspoilt rural environment and that the area is generally
friendly and tolerant. They noted good access to the coast and countryside, thriving. Three Saints Parish
Council noted the lack of good quality jobs and lack of affordable housing. They noted increasing traffic
and a growing number of second home owners. They also mentioned an over reliance on car use and poor
public transport. Three Saints Parish Council stated that their vision for Waveney was to protect the rural
character of the area and ensure market towns continue to thrive. They stated a need to provide
affordable housing and jobs and have more concern for the environment and sustainability. They stated
that the reliance on car should be reduced and local services and facilities should be as local as possible.
For the Three Saints area, the Parish Council stated that their vision is to protect the rural, unspoilt
character of the villages with scattered housing. They stated that development should be limited and
sympathetic to the environment and community involvement should be improved, roads should be safe

with greater protection for the environment and wildlife.

Other Organisations
The Halesworth & Blyth Valley Partnership stated they would welcome an increase in affordable housing

and industrial development, together with improved infrastructure including health care and education.

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan

12



Analysis of the ‘Options for the new Waveney Local Plan’ | July 2017

Southwold & District Chamber of Trade & Commerce stated the vision should reflect the value of
Southwold and Reydon to the wider area. They stated that in formulating the plan, it will be important to
gain a balance between the needs of residents and the needs of the economy and that it is essential to
retain the character of the area. They stated that if the right balance is achieved, Southwold and Reydon

will be a vibrant community to live in, to work in and to visit.

Southwold and Reydon Society noted that we live in an area of great beauty with a varied and outstanding
natural environment. Southwold and Reydon Society also noted the significant deprivation in the District,
particularly in Lowestoft. They noted the low pay sectors of tourism which many people in Southwold and
Reydon are employed in. They also noted that local people are priced out of the local housing market.
Southwold and Reydon Society stated they want to see a more vibrant local economy, taking full
advantage of the opportunities arising from off-shore wind but also seeking to expand knowledge-based
businesses in the area, including in small towns and villages like Southwold and Reydon. They stated the
need for more housing, particularly, affordable housing, is needed in Southwold and Reydon in order to
maintain a balanced and sustainable community. The Society stated that their vision is to preserve and
protect the character and amenity of the community and environment but acknowledging that cannot be
achieved by allowing it to stand still. They acknowledged there are challenges to be faced in balancing the
needs and interests of visitors and temporary residents with that of the resident population, ensuring that
enough younger people and families live in our area to support the needs of the ageing population,
opportunities for employment including in the knowledge economy, and provision of infrastructure. They
stated that the protection of our natural environment, including managing the risks and consequences of
coastal erosion, must be balanced with the need to accommodate a growing population and the creation
of a wider range of employment. Failure to meet these challenges will result in an unsustainable

community and thus undermine the features of our area that we wish to preserve.

Developers/Landowners

Badger Building stated that the District provides an attractive and relatively cheap location to live in. There
is easy access to Norwich or to open countryside and the Broads. They mentioned that Lowestoft is a
compact town and provides a good range of services. Bungay, Beccles and Halesworth have all retained a
degree of local character and charm. Badger Building stated that parts of the District are unaffordable (e.g.
Southwold) and the problem is spreading to market towns due to restrictive planning policies. They also
stated that parts of the District are very remote and that jobs growth has been slow employment
opportunities are limited and educational aspiration and achievement are low. Badger Building stated that
the housing market would benefit from a number of allocations around the district — not a highly

concentrated allocation in Lowestoft and with proper consideration given to the likelihood of delivery.

Larkfleet homes stated that primary aspects which are valued by many local residents are the rural
character of the area including its coastline, the Broads and the special landscape in particular of the
Waveney and Blyth river valleys. They also mentioned the rich built heritage. Larkfleet Homes stated that
residents’ primary concerns were the availability of both jobs and homes, of issues of social deprivation
and the lack of community facilities and infrastructure. They went on to state that particular concerns exist

for “first time buyers’, young families and elderly residents seeking to ‘downsize’. Larkfleet Homes stated

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan
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that the Vision should state clearly what the aspirations for the District are and lead to clearly defined
objectives to achieve this. They stated that the vision for the Local Plan must seek to support both a
substantial level of new housing growth and support and encourage significant economic growth in the
area. With respect to Beccles, they state that the aspiration must be to maintain the vitality and character

of the historic market town which is highly valued by its residents and visitors alike.

Rentplus recommend that the following wording be included in the Local Plan vision to reflect the
intention of the NPPF and Government agenda focused on extending opportunities for home ownership:
“Enable the delivery of an appropriate mix of market, affordable housing and rent to buy homes that are

suitable in tenure, type, size and location to meet identified housing need.”

St John's Hall Farms stated their vision for Waveney in 2036 is that it should be an economically
prosperous place, with opportunities for businesses to thrive and grow, supported by infrastructure such
as housing, transport, education and communication networks. Each of the main towns should operate as
far as possible, as self-sustaining communities, but acknowledging that jobs may not always be in the same
town; and people will always have to travel to access certain types of jobs and facilities such as health,
leisure and further education. They suggested the key priorities that need to be addressed are; providing
opportunities for job growth, access to new housing, high attaining education establishments; and
ensuring infrastructure keep pace with job and housing growth. For Bungay they stated that their vision is
that it will, as far as possible, be a self-sustaining town, with a range of job opportunities; top rated
education facilities; first class health and social services facilities; a thriving town centre and other retail
facilities such as medium scale; good quality transport links and a range of housing.

Members of the public mentioned the following qualities about the District and their local place:
e Balanced mix of urban and rural places
e Tranquillity and scenery of the countryside
e Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
e Favourable climate
e Market towns
e Country lanes
e Pretty villages
e Low crime rates / safe places
e Sense of community
o Friendly people
e Employment opportunities
e  Good variety of shops
e Low population density
e Adequate infrastructure
e  Parks
e Cycle paths
e |ocaltheatres
e Access to Hospital

e Train services to London

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan
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Barnby — attractive, affluent, semi-rural, low crime.

Beccles — self sufficient and adequate infrastructure for the population, comprehensive range of
shops, planned southern relief road.

Lound — quiet rural village with good views of the countryside, good community spirit, active
church, garden entre, pub and café, nearby nature reserve, no crime, public footpaths, horse
riding, safe to cycle, wildlife.

Lowestoft — seaside, Lake Lothing, lifting bridges, Broads, church, nearby countryside, two railways
serving the town.

Reydon — coastline, heathland, near to Southwold,

Rumburgh — active community life, local pub and village hall.

Worlingham — close to Beccles, low crime, community feel, pleasant public realm, low density.

Members of the public mentioned the following issues about the District and their local place:

Limited healthcare facilities

Obesity

Ongoing threat from large-scale development

Poor infrastructure

Poor transport links

Lack of restaurants and bars

Too many cars and traffic congestion

Poor public transport in villages

Poor internet and phone connection

Lack of aspiration and poor educational attainment

Low economic growth and low wages

Offshore wind could blight coastal views a future grid transmission could impact on the landscape.
Lack of care of historic assets

Lack of investment in tourist infrastructure

Too many supermarkets

Beccles, transport within the town is becoming an issue, lack of indoor swimming pool.

Lound — threat of new housing, few passing places on small country roads, traffic through the
main street, litter near college(former Lothingland Middle School)

Lowestoft - parts around London Road South and Station Square that are dilapidated, the state of
Ness Point , traffic congestion, shopping is poor, deprivation, less welcoming feel and yobbish
behaviour in town centre.

Rumburgh — poor local provision of some services such as health care. Limited sports facilities in
Halesworth, limited local employment, poor broadband, unsafe rural roads, no cycle paths and

limited public transport.

Members of the public expressed many different visions for both Waveney and their local towns or

villages. Waveney visions included improving educational attainment and aspiration, more jobs and more

diverse employment, increased tourist provision, more affordable housing and new and improved
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infrastructure. In terms of infrastructure members of the public noted they would like to see improved
public transport, improved cycle routes including longer distance links to Norwich, duelling of the A12 and
village bypasses. Visions also included the need to protect wildlife, habitats and open spaces, reducing car
use and less new road infrastructure. It was also noted that design quality needed to improve and that

there should be local architectural prizes.

For Lowestoft, visions included the need for more businesses and homes, making use of brownfield sites
and the need to attract more wealthy people to the town. It was noted that the town should benefit from

offshore wind energy and that the town should have new high quality tourist attractions.
For Beccles, visions outlined the need for more houses, improved retail facilities, diverse industries,
improved transport (including cycle routes), a wildlife area on the quay, a new pub on the quay and a pop-

up café on the Common.

For Southwold and Reydon it was noted there was little need for further housing apart from affordable

and one/two bedroom houses for younger people and those wishing to downsize.
In Lound there was a consensus that the village should continue to be a small, quiet, pleasant village
unspoilt by new development. It was noted that any development should be natural growth necessary for

the needs of the village.

For Somerleyton it was noted that the character of the village should be preserved whilst not ruling out

small scale development.

For Worlingham it was note that the village should retain its identity and protect the public realm.
How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

The vision for the District and for individual settlements within the First Draft Local Plan has taken into

account the comments above on the existing good and bad points about the District and the different

visions for the future.
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How Much Growth?

Q04 a) Which scenario best represents the 'objectively assessed need' for
housing and jobs growth? b) Do you have any evidence to suggest that an
alternative figure may be more appropriate?

55 respondents

Statutory Consultees
The Broads Authority recommended that the housing need of the Broads part of Waveney is explained.
They stated that this is calculated as 51 dwellings between 2012 and 2036 using the jobs led growth

scenario and that this is not additional to, but part of the Waveney objectively assessed need.

The Greater Norwich Local Plan Team suggested that the High Economic Growth Projections scenario (381
houses per year and 5500 new jobs) is the most appropriate for the Local Plan to consider, given that the

growth associated with the expansion in the offshore industry seems likely to occur.

Natural England stated that they do not have any specific comments on the three growth scenarios
although they raised a general concern about an increased population leading to increased recreational
disturbance to designated sites. They stated that Residential developments within 8km driving distance or
c.1.5 Km walking distance from designated sites have been shown to attract significant recreational
pressure, particularly regular dog walking. It is also likely that an overall increase in population will result in
increased recreational impact on sites further afield, including into neighbouring districts. They advised
that other authorities locally in Norfolk and Suffolk have and are producing studies on this. They advised
that mitigation approaches included the provision of a new country park (to attract general recreation
away from designated sites), the provision of green infrastructure within developments (to provide
convenient local recreational dog walking facilities), and introducing wardens, monitoring and visitor

management schemes for designated sites, funded by developer contributions.

Parish and Town Councils

llketshall St Margaret Parish Council stated that Scenario 1 was the most appropriate.
Kessingland Parish Council stated that Scenario 2 was the most appropriate.

Oulton Parish Council stated that Scenario 2 was the most appropriate. They did not consider that Scenario

3 is achievable due to the high expectancy of growth.
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Other Organisations

The Lowestoft and Waveney Chamber of Commerce stated that Scenario 3 ‘High Growth Economic
Projections” most accurately reflects Waveney District’s ambition and capacity for growth although the
employment projections should be subject to robust examination so that the housing numbers are driven

by local economic growth rather than commuter demands.

Southwold and Reydon Society stated that 4000 new jobs seems an ambitious target so would favour

Scenario 1 or 2.

Developers/Landowners

Badger Building stated that In the event that the estimate of additional jobs in the wind farm industry are
generated at the rate proposed, then option 3 has to be selected, as it is the only option which is capable
of absorbing the growth. They noted that failure to select this option coupled with the jobs growth
forecast would see insufficient land allocated for housing and upward pressure on prices. They noted that
in the event that the additional jobs are not generated that no harm is done by over allocation as any

unused sites can be carried forward to the next review.

Lawson Planning Partnership on behalf of Frostdrive Ltd and the Norfolk & Suffolk NHS Foundation Trust
stated that Scenario 3 best represents the objectively assessed need as the National Planning Policy

Framework states that planning should ‘proactively drive and support sustainable economic development’.

Gladman Developments advised that the preliminary work undertaken by the Council on objectively
assessed needs is reviewed by a qualified demographer. They raised concern that the assumption that
Waveney is a self-contained Housing Market Area is overstated as self containment may have been
underestimated and only based on migratory flows from 2014-2015 without assessing longer term
migratory trends over a longer time period. Gladman raised concern with the use of the 2012 Sub-National
Population Projections which do not represent the most up-to-date data. They also raised concern that in
applying economic-led population forecasts why the brief was to ‘constrain’ the forecast to the East of
England Forecasting Model total and working age populations. They stated that in determining the level of
housing and economic need, it is important that these figures are not constrained so that they identify the
Council’s full needs. Gladman also raised concern that no upward adjustment has been made to the
housing need due to affordability problems in the District. Gladman conclude by stating the housing

scenarios consulted upon cannot be considered to be based on appropriate evidence at this time.

Larkfleet Homes stated that the level of housing growth which the Plan seeks to provide for should be
significantly higher than the proposed options in order to support economic growth, address issues of
previous undersupply and to increase choice, availability and affordability of housing. They also stated that
the Council should make more information available as to how their preliminary assessment of objectively
assessed need has been arrived at and consider the issues highlighted in their own report on needs.
Larkfleet advised that their own assessment undertaken by DLP Planning’s Strategic Planning Research
Unit (SPRU) indicates an objectively assessed need of 606 dwellings per annum over the period to 2036.
This need is based on jobs growth modelled by Cambridge Econometrics. Larkfleet also noted the following

issues with the objectively assessed need:
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e There is strong evidence to support a wider housing market area (HMA) which contains both
Waveney and Great Yarmouth districts as the migration and travel to work links between
Waveney and Great Yarmouth are strong and support the use of a single ‘Gold Standard’” HMA.
The ambitions for the New Anglia LEP are only likely to strengthen the links and therefore the case
for a combined HMA.

e There has been no allowance made for vacant or second homes in the household projections
calculation

e The 2012 sub-national population projections (SNPP) on which household projections were based
are now out of date following the publication of the 2014-based SNPP in May 2016

e Neither of the alternative population forecast scenario applied by the Council runs to 2036 which
is the full period for the Local Plan

e Inthe Cambridge Research Group (CRG) Economy-Led Population forecast scenario, the forecast
population shows a decrease in working age population despite being economy led with no
explanation for how economic growth can be supported by a decreasing population

e Inthe Waveney Offshore Economic Scenario, no breakdown of population by working age group is
provided so it is not known how economic growth will be supported

e |tis not clear if implications of Unattributable Population Change (UPC) has been taken into
consideration

e The 2012 SNPP uses migration trends from the previous 5 years (2007 to 2012), which are trends
experienced in a recessionary period and the Council have not made appropriate adjustments to
take into consideration migration levels in more prosperous periods.

e The 2012 SNPP assume that the present situation of more under 35s staying at home and a
greater number of unrelated adults living together (shared housing) will continue.

e Thereis evidence to support an uplift to OAN in response to market signals of between 11 and
28% which has not been applied

Savills, on behalf of landowners in South Lowestoft and the Benacre Estate, stated that they considered
Scenario 3 as the most appropriate. They stated that the National Planning Practice Guidance advises plan
makers to take into account employment trends and market signals. They do not consider that scenario 1
is appropriate as employment trends and market signals will not have been fully assessed. They went onto
state the importance of considering the impact of investment in offshore wind and other economic
developments, noting the significant investment in off-shore wind from both public and private sectors

over the last couple of years.

Somerleyton and Sotterley Estates stated that scenario 3 best matches the preliminary objectively

assessed need.

St John’s Hall Farms stated that Scenario 3 represents an appropriate growth strategy. They stated by
setting an ambitious high growth target, it is a clear statement of intent that Waveney is 'open for
business' and a forward looking place, which welcomes investment and growth. They went on to state that
the Local Plan should plan for more than objectively assessed housing needs; that way should growth

exceed expectations, the planning strategy will be robust enough to accommodate it.
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Wellington Construction stated that Scenario 3 would cover all the bases and if it turns out to be an

overestimate, presumably the next review can be adjusted downwards accordingly.

Members of the Public
The views from members of the public were mixed. 47% felt scenario 1 was most appropriate, 29% felt
scenario 2 was most appropriate and 24% felt scenario 3 was most appropriate. Concerns that were raised
included:
e Scenario 3 is ‘futurist’ and contains no useable data to support assumptions
e Even scenario 1 seems to overstate the need for housing. House prices will remain high regardless
of supply and it is absurd to spoil an area of relative tranquillity for an unproven theory.
e Scenario 3 might overstate the growth needed as the highest level of jobs associated with wind
turbines will only be temporary during construction.
e In assessing the number of jobs there is a need to take into account more efficient production
processes and employees extending their working life.
e The jobs estimates are too optimistic.
e Better to use ONS than hoped for economic growth. The plan could always be reviewed if more
houses are needed to support uncertain economic growth.
e With only 150 houses completed in recent years, a target of over 300 seems very ambitious.
e Scenario 3 should be married with a plan to attract outside investment and make Waveney a
destination for young aspirational families.
e [t was questioned whether the potential for housing associated with Sizewell been considered.
e If much of the expected population is expected to be of retirement age it should surely be based
mainly on population trends.
e Counting on work in the wind power sector is placing all the eggs in one basket.
e Scenario 1 is best because there is so much uncertainty about the impact of the EU vote.

e One respondent states that a need of 2,500 new homes would be appropriate.
How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

In light of the above comments, the Council commissioned Peter Brett Associates to produce a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment to provide an updated and robust view on what the objectively assessed need
should be. This work involved considering a number of different forecasts on jobs growth. The study
confirmed that Waveney can be considered as its own Housing Market Area and that the objectively
assessed need for housing was 375 homes per annum, taking into account demographic trends and a

market signals uplift.
QOS5 Should we be planning for more or less development than the objectively

assessed need?

24 respondents
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Statutory Consultees

The Greater Norwich Local Plan Team recommended that the Plan should aim to meet the full objectively
assessed need as there is no suggestion that Waveney cannot accommodate it. They also stated that there
is no evidence that the three Greater Norwich authorities will not be able to accommodate their own

(combined) housing need as identified through the Central Norfolk Strategic Housing Market Assessment.

Parish and Town Councils
llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting stated that probably less than objectively assessed need should be

planned for.

North Cove Parish Council stated that Waveney has lost 1000s of jobs in the past 3 decades yet housing
has grown hugely. They stated that more emphasis on employment should be given. They also stated that
Length of time living in Waveney before going on housing list should be increased considerably over the
present 6 months.

Southwold Town Council said they had no comments on the growth scenarios.

Other Organisations

No comments were made in response to this question.

Developers/Landowners

Lawson Planning Partnership on behalf of Frostdrive Ltd and the Norfolk & Suffolk NHS Foundation stated
that development should be planned for more than the objectively assessed needs to account for any sites
that may not come forward as intended and to ensure that the required level of housing and jobs are

delivered.

The Somerleyton and the Sotterley Estate stated that at this early stage in the preparation of the plan it
would be prudent to aim high and plan positively. They recommend the highest objectively assessed need

scenario and a comfortable margin.

Southwold and Reydon Society stated that the Council should be planning for growth which meets the

objectively assessed need.

Members of the Public

Most members of the public agreed that the Council should only be meeting objectively assessed needs,
not more. Three members of the public stated that the Council should plan for less and one stated the
Council should plan for more. One respondent stated that the Council should plan for the type of housing
required by local people not the sort which will attract more people into the area. The need for

infrastructure and jobs to keep pace with new homes was also mentioned.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan
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The First Draft Plan makes a slight over-allocation in terms of housing and employment land growth. This
is in order to take into account the high need for affordable housing and to provide some flexibility in case

some sites do not come forward as planned.

Q06 Do the figures presented above with respect to retail and leisure needs
represent the 'objectively assessed need' for these uses?
17 respondents

Statutory Consultees
Greater Norwich Local Plan Team stated that they assumed the figures disclosed in the Waveney Retail

and Leisure Needs Assessment 2016 are the best available and do not have any alternative evidence.

Parish and Town Councils

Carlton Colville Town Council stated that there aren’t enough facilities for the existing population.

llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting stated that with the increase in on-line retail and the existing vacant
units, the estimated retail need may be in excess of that required, but with the increase in older

population, affordable leisure and recreational facilities may need to grow.

Other Organisations
The Southwold and Reydon Society stated that in Southwold and Reydon policies which protect the variety
of the retail offer in Southwold High Street are needed. They stated that the attractiveness of the High

Street is a significant draw for the tourism on which our local economy depends.

Developers/Landowners

Badger Building stated that retail assessments have continually overestimated the requirement for retail
space based on assumptions about population growth and increased spending and have justified out of
town shopping on this basis, to the detriment of town centres. They state that part of this justification is
on the basis of existing stores overtrading, which shouldn’t be a problem unless there is undue pressure on
car parking or the environment. They went on to state that a multiplex cinema would be a great idea, but
the population spread criteria to support one is unlikely to be met, due to the location of the Lowestoft as

a coastal town.

Larkfleet Homes stated that the Council’s Retail Needs Assessment is based on the 2012-based SNPP
projections. However, this has no regard to the need to plan for economic growth in the District and to
support the creation of new jobs, in particular in the off-shore energy sector. Larkfleet’s own evidence
suggests much greater population growth and as such follows that the quantitative retail and leisure needs

are also likely to be proportionately greater.
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Members of the Public
Members of public raised a number of qualitative concerns about retail need including:
e With respect to non-food retailing there are already signs that there are too many shops.
e New cafes and restaurants should include public toilets
e Need for vibrant independent shops and restaurants in Beccles.
e Too many charity shops in Beccles at present.
e Need for an independent health club in Beccles
e Need for a niche supermarket in Beccles.

e A multiplex will make existing cinemas struggle.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

The projections from the Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment have been used to inform the targets in the
First Draft Local Plan. No evidence has been presented to suggest these figures are not robust. It is
considered that the population growth models used in that assessment are broadly consistent with
population projections from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment.

Where should the growth go?

Q07 Which option for the distribution of new development presented on the
following pages do you think is the best? (146 respondents) Q08 Are there any
other approaches to distributing development across the District that we should
consider? (45 respondents) Q09 If we were to consider planning for a new
settlement in the new Local Plan where should that settlement be located?
Options could include somewhere between Lowestoft and Great Yarmouth,
between Lowestoft and Beccles or somewhere else close to existing railway lines
and A roads. (53 respondents)

Statutory Consultees

The Greater Norwich Local Plan Team stated they have no preferred view on the growth options but noted
that growth in Beccles and Bungay will help in meeting some of the service needs to current and future
residents of South Norfolk residents in the Waveney valley. They advise that a new settlement should be
considered for potential for beyond the plan period given the long lead in times and high infrastructure

costs.
Suffolk County Council stated they intend to continue to work with the District Council to understand the

traffic implications of different scenarios. They raised concern that dispersed patterns of growth do not

tend to encourage sustainable travel and put greater emphasis on subsidised public transport services.

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan

23



Analysis of the ‘Options for the new Waveney Local Plan’ | July 2017

They also raised concern that a new settlement of 2,000 homes is unlikely to generate viable demand for
public transport services or adequate transport infrastructure including, amongst others, new rail
connections. They inform under all of the options the planned third crossing would offer very good value
for money. They stated that growth in Southwold and Reydon should be limited to meeting immediate
local needs as there are no rail connections and road access is poor. Growth options for Beccles, Bungay

and Halesworth should be acceptable from a transport perspective.

The Environment Agency stated that any new settlements should positively improve the environment.
They state there should be a robust application of the National Planning Policy Framework’s Sequential
and Exception Tests at the Local Plan level when considering site allocations for new strategic housing

developments in the District.

Parish and Town Councils

Beccles Town Council stated that Beccles and Worlingham should not be expected to take more than 10%
of future housing needs due to the severe constraints on infrastructure. They stated that Beccles is
constrained from any expansion by the River Waveney on one side and the common/marshes on the other
and has almost no available land within it. They felt that the other market towns and rural areas should
take a bigger share of new development and an attempt made to re-balance the District with more
development to the south away from Lowestoft and Beccles. They stated the benefits of the railway and
A12 links to Saxmundham to the south and the need to look beyond the Waveney District border when

planning over the next 20 years.

Carlton Colville Town Council supported development of brownfield sites and development in Halesworth
due to road and rail access. They strongly objected to more development in Carlton Colville as they argue
it has already had significant levels of development and suffers from flood risk due to drainage systems
unable to cope with increased housing. Carlton Colville Town Council stated that an alternative option

would mean fewer houses in Carlton Colville which has become a commuter town.

Corton Parish Council commented that massively increasing the size of villages can only be a bad thing.
They argue that many new homes get sold on to second home owners or landlords resulting in an
increased need for more housing. They stated that derelict and disused buildings should be used for
housing before building new. They stated that infrastructure needs to be considered and thought of in the

long term.

Halesworth Town Council favoured Option 3 as it spreads development evenly across the market towns.
They state that option 4 is not acceptable as it would be detrimental to the market towns. They go on to
state that in order for Halesworth to not become a retirement town considerable investment is needed to

attract industry and a younger demographic.

llketshall St. Lawrence Parish Council supported Option 3.

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan

24



Analysis of the ‘Options for the new Waveney Local Plan’ | July 2017

llketshall St. Margaret Parish Meeting supported Option 2. llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting stated
that development should be spread across the market towns but not the rural areas. llketshall St Margaret

Parish Meeting stated that a new settlement could be located between Lowestoft and Beccles.

Kessingland Parish Council acknowledged that the village is expected to accommodate some growth to
meet its needs and to prosper. They note that this must be balanced against the need to preserve its role

as a rural settlement which does not encroach unduly on the open countryside that surrounds it.

North Cove Parish Council stated that development should be located wherever good employment can be

created.

Oulton Parish Council supported Option 3 as Lowestoft and specifically Oulton does not have the road
infrastructure, medical facilities, or schools to take 75% of growth over the next 20 years. They add that
the development at Woods Meadow will only add to these problems. They state that Southwold needs
more homes for local people as too many existing homes are second homes or holiday homes. Oulton
Parish Council suggested that any new settlement should be easily accessible from the main trunk roads
Al12 or Al46.

Reydon Parish Council favoured the majority of development to be located in Lowestoft and Beccles where
it would be aligned with growth in the offshore renewables sector and would deliver regeneration. The
Parish Council suggested that for Southwold and Reydon the housing targets should be at the lower end of
the ranges suggested. They stated that they would oppose widespread new growth in the locality due to
the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the fact that new homes could become second homes, the lack of

infrastructure and problems with the sewerage network and traffic issues.

St James South ElImham Parish Meeting believed that Option 2 is the most appropriate. They state that the
option allows the focus to be retained on Lowestoft but allowing a proportionate amount of development
in the market towns. They stated that Option 3 would require extensive improvements to the District’s
infrastructure and unnecessarily provide for a significant increase in rural housing. They stated that Option
4 would unlikely succeed without major investment in infrastructure. St James South Elmham Parish
Meeting stated that they believe a major new settlement is inappropriate and unlikely to succeed given

the lack of infrastructure anywhere in the district.

Southwold Town Council stated that Option 3 is not viable due to inadequate infrastructure, lack of land in
Southwold, and lack of suitable land in Reydon. They state that the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
needs to be taken into account. Southwold Town Council stated that they were not in a positon to
comment on alternative scenarios other than urging that new homes should be built in close proximity to
where jobs are located in order to cut down on car use and enhance a sense of connection to local
communities. Southwold Town Council stated that developing a new “garden” town could be an exciting
option and should be placed close to a rail line with direct access to Norwich to reduce the need to travel

by car.
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Worlingham Neighbourhood Planning Team stated that they wish for Worlingham to be considered
separately to Beccles as an independent village. They stated that the majority of the development should
be where the facilities and infrastructure currently are, i.e. Lowestoft. However, they feel that the other
market towns of Bungay and Halesworth should take a more proportionate share of the development as
they have similar or better amenities than Beccles. They provide the example of the Campus Project in
Halesworth and that Halesworth has rail connections with Ipswich and onward to London and other

places.

Other Organisations
The Beccles Society supported Option 3 out of the four options presented as it shares the benefits across
the market towns. However, they were concerned that this option provided for too much growth in
Beccles. They presented a useful overview of the strengths and weaknesses of the main towns. The Society
outlined the positives of Beccles in terms of location and availability of employment. They raised concern
about options 1, 2 and 4 was that they limited scope for development in other areas and created and
imbalance. They added that a further difficulty with Option 4 was the difficulty in finding a suitable location
for a new settlement. The Beccles Society presented a further option as a variant of Option 3 as follows:

e lowestoft 60%

e Beccles 12%

e Halesworth 8%

e Southwold 6%

e Bungay 4%

e Rural Areas 10%

They consider it has the benefits of Option 3 with slightly less development allocated to Beccles.

The Halesworth & Blyth Valley Partnership supported Option 3 to distribute development more evenly
across the market towns. They reject options 1, 2 and 4 as they would undermine the existing market
towns and be counterproductive to the balance of the Waveney economy. The Halesworth & Blyth Valley
Partnership stated that any new settlement would be to the detriment of the Market Towns and rural

areas and dilute their importance in community life

The Lowestoft and Waveney Chamber of Commerce favoured Option 2 which, whilst focusing most growth
on Lowestoft, also allows for significant growth in Beccles and Worlingham although they would not want

to see new housing in those towns developed simply to service employment outside the District.

The Lowestoft &Yarmouth Regional Astronomers group state that Option 3 is preferable to reduce urban

sprawl in North Lowestoft.
The Southwold & District Chamber of Trade & Commerce support more development being directed to

Lowestoft and Beccles. They favour 3% of development being directed at Southwold and Reydon. They

state that building significant number of homes in Southwold and Reydon will not tackle the housing
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shortage as many of them will be purchased as second homes. The society favours 3% of development

being directed at Southwold and Reydon.

The Southwold and Reydon Society strongly support the options directing development to Lowestoft and
Beccles. They state that development in Lowestoft which is the key driver of the local economy will
continue to support regeneration of the town. They state they would oppose widespread new growth in
the locality due to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the fact that new homes could become second

homes, the lack of infrastructure and problems with the sewerage network and traffic issues.

Suffolk Wildlife Trust state that the consideration of options should take into account ecologically sensitive

areas.

Developers/Landowners

Benacre Estates Company supported Option 3 stating that it is essential that the Council recognises that
development in smaller settlements is necessary and sometimes more appropriate. They stated that
options 1, 2 and 4 are contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework as they fail to promote
sustainable development in the rural area. They stated that villages play an integral part in the servicing
the local community and it is vital provision is made for their growth to ensure their continued
contribution to their local communities. They considered the village of Wrentham is suitable for providing

and supporting new housing development.

Badger Building concluded that they believed Option 3 provided the best distribution of development
across the District. They stated they believed that the previous strategy of concentrating on regeneration
of Lake Lothing had failed. They stated that any strategy for the allocation of new housing needed to
provide a range of smaller sites reducing the likely infrastructure costs for each site to a level manageable
by a single developer and provides a range of locational options for purchasers. They stated that this in
turn should increase development rates. They support allocations in the market towns. Badger Building
stated that the upfront infrastructure costs, the likely take-up and build rates mean that a new settlement

would be a non-starter.

Lawson Planning Partnership on behalf Frostdrive and Norfolk & Suffolk NHS Foundation Trust supported
the support by each option for focusing most development in Lowestoft. Lawson Planning Partnership on
behalf of Frostdrive Ltd and Norfolk and Suffolk NHS Foundation Trust stated that the key consideration
when identifying the approach to distributing development across the District is to ensure that

development is focussed in sustainable locations, that are well connected to existing services and facilities.

Gladman Developments supported the consideration of a new settlement although they stated that
caution should be applied in establishing expected build rates and infrastructure requirements. They also
advice that the Council should maximise the number of sites allocated to ensure delivery. They advised

that a variety of sites in a range of locations will ensure a flexible and responsive supply of housing land.
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Larkfleet Homes supported Option 2. They referenced the initial sustainability appraisal and suggested it is
most likely to deliver the objectively assessed need for housing in full. They suggested Option 1 is the least
likely to deliver the objectively assessed need for housing in full. They also referenced the sustainability
appraisal and argue that option 2 will have preferable environmental impacts over other options. They
stated that the landscape around Beccles is less sensitive to development and that the option is
sequentially preferable in flood risk terms given the high number of properties at risk from flooding in
Lowestoft. They argued that option 2 could also have economic benefits given employment potential at
the Ellough Enterprise Zone. Larkfleet Homes state that option 2 will support the vitality and viability of
Beccles town centre. Larkfleet Homes commented that the strategy should focus more growth in Beccles
to support the vitality and viability of the market town. They stated that more significant growth at Beccles
would also support and complement the development of the Enterprise Zone and Ellough Industrial Estate.
They argue that the percentage of growth for Beccles could be expressed as a range from 25-35% with a
corresponding reduction in Lowestoft. Larkfleet Homes stated that a new settlement does not seem a
viable or realistic proposition in this instance. They stated that it is apparent from the published ‘Call for
Sites’ responses that no suitable site has been put forward for such a development and that if there are no
deliverable new settlements then Option 4 should not be further progressed. They argue that continuing
to assess the option would be contrary to the SEA regulations and various guidance documents as it would
not be realistic alternative.

M J Edwards & Partners supported option 3 so that development isn’t solely concentrated in larger
settlements balancing deliverability and sustainability. They stated that more growth in rural areas should
result in an increase in the provision of services and facilities. They stated the option would allow

settlements like Corton to receive a proportion of development commensurate with their size.

Savills on behalf of a consortium of landowners south of Lowestoft supported Option 1 so that growth
takes place close to a large urban area with existing and potential job opportunities. They also believed
that Option 4 could be suitable providing any new settlement is located close to an existing settlement in

order to not impact upon the rural landscape.

The Somerleyton Estate and the Sotterley Estate stated that Option 3 best responds to the guidance in the

National Planning Practice Guidance.

St John's Hall Farms stated that none of the options allow Bungay to properly thrive and prosper. St Johns
Hall Farms stated that 8% of growth (750 new homes) should be allocated to Bungay in order for it to be a

self-sustaining community.

Wellington Construction supported a combination of Options 1, 3 and 4 taking into account potential

growth in Halesworth and the provision of a new settlement.

Members of the Public
Members of the public generally accepted the need for new development. The main concerns, common

through most of the responses, were infrastructure, transport, employment and impact on the local
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environment. Members of the public were divided in their preference for the different options presented.
A majority preferred Option 3. Approximately a third of responses supported Option 4. There was less
support for Option 1 and Option 2 had the least support with less than 10% of respondents supporting it.

The issues raised with respect to each option are summarised below:

Option 1 — In support of this option, members of the public noted the job opportunities available in
Lowestoft to support growth and the fact that Lowestoft is close to the planned offshore wind
developments. It was highlighted that Lowestoft needs better jobs and professional people to help off set
and transform existing deprivation. It was stated that development in Lowestoft will benefit the rest of the
District and there was plenty of available land to build on and infrastructure to support more people. It
was also noted that there was more potential to use brownfield land from this option. It was raised that
Lowestoft was better able to absorb new development and the town already has the infrastructure to
support new development. Those who objected to this option mentioned that there had been too much
growth in Lowestoft in recent years resulting in frequent traffic congestion. It was also noted that

Lowestoft is seen as a downmarket area.

Option 2 — In support of this option, members of the public noted that Beccles seemed to be thriving and
that infrastructure is already in place to accommodate growth. Those who objected to this option
mentioned that there was a risk that development could damage the unique character of the market
towns. Concern was raised that infrastructure such as schools, doctors and dentists in Beccles and
Worlingham would not be able to cope with this level of development. Concern was also raised about

traffic impacts on the towns roads, which some of them medieval are in character.

Option 3 —in support of this option, members of the public stated that it would help support market towns
to thrive. It was stated that the option would stop the exodus of younger people from market towns and
stop them from becoming dormitory towns or areas of deprivation. It was stated that this option will
better support an ageing population by giving more choice for older people to live close to their families. It
was suggested that the option would encourage better transport links in rural areas and support shops and
pubs and small schools. Those who objected to this option raised concern that too much housing in small
towns will change the character and spoil their appeal. Concern was raised about there being too much
traffic congestion. It was suggested that new development in rural areas would not support local services
as people who live in them will continue to shop and work in towns. Concern was raised that the option
would mean too much growth for Bungay which, without a bypass, will create traffic congestion. Concern

was also raised that market towns do not have the infrastructure to absorb new residents.

Option 4 —in support of this option, members of the public stated that a new settlement could be built
with the infrastructure to support it and avoids overloading existing infrastructure. It was stated that there
would be less traffic congestion. It was also noted that with an ageing population a new settlement
between Lowestoft and Great Yarmouth would enable better access to health facilities at the James Paget
Hospital. Those objecting to this option raised concern about the amount of infrastructure that would
need to be provided, the impact on existing towns and the fact that a new settlement could spoil the rural

character of the area.
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Suggestions for alternative options from members of the public included the following:

95% in Lowestoft.

Option 3 but with 60% in Lowestoft and 10% in Beccles.

More development in Bungay as the place is moving towards becoming a ghost town.
Significantly more social housing in Southwold to deter second homes.

Increased development in Halesworth due to its railway station.

Growth based on capacity of infrastructure to cope with development.

Every village should be allowed some development say 1 property per year to allow the next
generation to remain.

All four options allocate too much development to Beccles which will not be appropriate without
better links to Lowestoft and Norwich. Less than 10% growth allocated to Beccles.

Regeneration of existing housing and infrastructure.

Allow the market to decide with some areas protected from development.

No largescale housing in Southwold and Reydon due to lack of employment opportunities and the
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Focus development on brownfield land rather than greenfield land.

Suggestions for the location of a new settlement by members of the public included:

Halesworth

In the Mutford area between Barnby and Gisleham with a new link road to bypass the Barnby
Bends.

Brampton

Lound

Blundeston

Between Lowestoft and Great Yarmouth

Between Carlton Colville/Lowestoft and Beccles. Although other comments raised concern about
this option as it could lead to Beccles losing its identity by becoming joined to Carlton Colville.
South side of Lowestoft

Around Beccles

Between Halesworth and Beccles on the train line

North of Wrentham

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

Considering the above comments, together with the findings of the Sustainability Appraisal the Council

considers that the most appropriate distribution of growth is a variation of Option 3 which would see

slightly more growth allocated to Bungay and slightly less to Southwold and Reydon. The Council considers

that this option presents the greatest likelihood of objectively assessed needs being met in the most

sustainable way. Out of all the otpions, Option 3 seemded to be favoured by most respondents.
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Policy WLP1.1 of the First Draft Plan therefore presents a distribution strategy which resembles Option 3
of the consultation. The only difference is that 6% of growth is allocated to Bungay rather than Southwold
and Reydon.

It is considered that Beccles and Worlingham as the second largest built up area within Waveney should
accommodate more than 10% of growth. The town is a sustainable location for further growth and
accommodating 15% of the District’s growth will allow the area to expand at similar rate to that of the last
20 years and enable the delivery of new and improved infrastructure. It is also considered that 25% of
growth to Beccles and Worlingham as suggested by some consultees would be too high. This level of
growth would still be challenging for the market to accommodate and there would be a greater risk the
objectively assessed needs for housing may not be met under this option. Furthermore, it would reduce
the potential for growth in other towns and the rural areas which could also benefit from appropriate

levels of growth to support local services and facilities.

It is not considered that Option 1 of putting higher levels of development to Lowestoft would be
appropriate as it is questionable whether the local housing market could support such high levels of
growth in the town. The effect of the option would result in most greenfield sites to the north and south of
the town being developed. Some of these would likely either be in a sensitive landscape or on high grade
agricultural land. As greenfield land is normally a more attractive option for developers, there could be less
interest from developers in the brownfield regeneration sites currently permitted in the central areas of
Lowestoft. Focussing growth in Lowestoft at the expense of other towns would do less to support town
centres in the market towns and significant levels of development in Lowestoft would result in further
elongation of the town with most new development taking place some distance from the town centre.

Whilst the First Draft Plan does promote a new Garden Village to the North of Lowestoft it is considered
that due to its proximity to Lowestoft this is more part of accommodating growth in Lowestoft.
Furthermore, it is considered unlikely that a new settlement could accommodate 2,000 new homes within

the plan period as suggested by Option 4.

Q10 Which option for the distribution of new retail development presented do
you think is the best? (57 respondents) Q11 Are there any other approaches to
distributing development across the district that we should consider? (16

respondents)

Statutory Consultees
Greater Norwich Local Plan Team stated that growth option 2 would be preferable because it would aid
the sustainability of small settlements. However the appropriateness of this option will be decided by the

market.
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Parish and Town Councils
Carlton Colville Parish Council stated that option 2 would be the best distribution for retail and leisure
development. Emphasis should be placed on developing brownfield sites in waterfront locations (such as

the Boulton and Paul site) and older parts of Lowestoft, such as the Town Hall area.

Southwold Town Council stated that Southwold does not require another food store and has sufficient
space for other retail uses: the King’s Head public house has permission to be converted into three retail
units and the Fat Face store will be converted into three retail units. Southwold Town Council stated that it
was essential to locate new retail development in town centres and leisure centres as close to town

centres as possible. This was needed to increase town centre vitality and discourage car use.

llketshall St. Margaret Parish Council favoured option 2 for retail and leisure distribution. llketshall St.

Margaret Parish Meeting did not think there was another approach to distributing development.

St. James South EImham Parish Meeting stated that with the shift towards internet retailing it was
guestionable whether additional space was needed for retail floor space. The future success of retail will
depend on quality and service and investment should be focused on existing town centres. Leisure
development (except in the two coastal resorts) should be sensitively controlled and enable people to

enjoy the natural environment.

North Cove Parish Council stated that development and regeneration should be focused on town centres.

Oulton Parish Council preferred option 2 on the grounds that development should be located where it
serves a proven need in a residential area. Development should be easily accessible from major roads.
Adequate parking facilities must be provided to prevent the problems experienced at the Water Lane

leisure centre in Lowestoft, which suffers from grossly inadequate car parking.

Other Organisations
Halesworth and Blyth Valley Partnership supported modest development in all town centres. Halesworth
needs a new food store and leisure facilities. The town is a hub for surrounding villages and should be the

focus of retail and leisure development. This is a pattern to be repeated across the rural areas.

The Beccles Society stated that retail development should be located within large housing developments.
This is to discourage residents from visiting town centres and neighbouring areas for their daily shopping,

leisure and health needs.

Developers/Landowners
Badger Building stated that if option 3 is selected for housing distribution then option 2 should be selected
for the distribution of retail and leisure development. Badger Building stated that there are no other

approaches to distributing development across the District that should be considered.
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Larkfleet Homes stated that option 1 would not be sustainable or help to meet the needs of the wider
area. It would not deliver the development needed to support the vitality of market towns. Services in
Lowestoft are not easily accessible and would encourage unsustainable modes of transport. Option 2 is
more sustainable and would enable market towns to serve their surrounding areas. A hierarchical
approach is required to ensure that there is an emphasis on key service centres and that development is of

an appropriate scale.

St. John’s Hall Farms favoured option 2 as a pattern for future development. Development should be
focused in town centres except for certain larger food stores, where a sequential test may be necessary.
Larger food stores that cannot be located inside town centres may need to be located in out of town

areas.

Members of the Public

Members of the public favoured retail and leisure development in Lowestoft but also that some
development takes place in the market towns. Retail and leisure development would help to regenerate
town centres. However there was also concern that town centres were hamstrung by lack of parking and,
in the case of Lowestoft, were inconvenient to drive to. These two problems made town centres
vulnerable to competition from out of town shopping. Internet retail was seen as further increasing
pressure on town centres and there was concern that increasing the amount of retail in town centres
might be misguided at a time when traditional retailing of this sort appeared to be contracting.

Members of the public favoured some further development in the market towns. Bungay and Halesworth
were identified as towns that were falling behind competing centres and needed investment to improve
their competitive position. Town centre development should be accompanied by improved transport
infrastructure. The mix of shops should include a range of retailers which serve practical needs, for
example, iron mongers and fresh food retailers. Leisure development should be more broadly defined so
that it includes more than just pubs and bars. High density town centre development was thought

necessary to prevent urban sprawl and protect the countryside.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan
Considering the comments above and the Sustainability Appraisal, the First Draft Local Plan seeks to

distribute retail and leisure growth in a similar manner to Option 2 from the consultation.

Q12 Are there any town centre or edge of centre sites available that would be
suitable for retail and leisure development?

18 respondents

Statutory Consultees

No comments were made in response to this question.
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Parish and Town Councils
Carlton Colville Parish Council stated that development should be located in vacant town centre retail

plots.

Halesworth Town Council stated that the town served as a hub for the surrounding area and that retail
facilities are heavily used. There is potential for another supermarket on the town centre site. This site has
been available for a number of years. Halesworth Town Council understands that there has been interest
in purchasing the site but there are no details available. Development of the town centre site would
increase footfall and would serve a large rural hinterland. Similar development in other town centres can

only increase their vibrancy.

llketshall St. Margaret stated that they were not aware of any suitable sites for retail development.

Southwold Town Council stated that the town’s single most important leisure facility was the library.
Residents expressed strong support for relocating this facility to the former Southwold Hospital site. There
was also strong support for using the former hospital as an innovation centre to encourage new
businesses. The Chamber of Trade strongly supported using the former hospital as a community hub and
business centre to increase year round footfall in the town centre. Many shops are barely viable because
of the loss of year round footfall. Visitor numbers have risen to a point where the attractiveness of the
town is threatened: Southwold’s ability to provide litter bins, clear away litter, clean toilets and repair
infrastructure has become strained. There are significant issues with traffic congestion and parking —
during the tourist season the pavements are so crowded that people have to walk in the High Street, which

is the town’s one major traffic artery.

Other Organisations

No comments were made in response to this question.

Developers/Landowners

Badger Building drew attention to significant areas of vacant land on Peto Road and Commercial Road,
which could be used for commercial development. There was also a lot of unused railway land. Subject to
flood risk issues being resolved these sites should be developed for commercial use as they form a

gateway into the town centre and in the case of Peto Road is part of the link to the retail park.

Larkfleet Homes identified its own proposed development to the south of Beccles as a potential location
for further retail development. Retail development would help to address the weakness in convenience
retail identified in the Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment and would provide retail development to the
south of the town. The forthcoming Beccles relief road would increase access to retail development in this

area.

Members of the Public
Members of the public suggested various potential sites for future development:

e Site 16 in Beccles for indoor sports provision.
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e The Loaves and Fishes site at Beccles Marina.

e land to the south of Beccles.

e Shops along London Road South.

e lake Lothing Waterfront — this should be linked to Lowestoft South Beach and The Broads.

e Vacant town centre retail plots.

More generally there was concern to protect town centres and to ensure that people living outside of

Lowestoft had access to an adequate range of services.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

The First Draft Plan identifies a site at Peto Square (Policy WLP2.3) and the Battery Green Car Park (Policy
WLP2.7) for town centre use development. No other sites were found to be suitable or available for this
type of development. The First Draft Local Plan also includes provision for retail development on large
residential sites allocate in Lowestoft and south of Beccles (Policies WLP2.4, 2.12, 2.15 and 3.1)

Q13a) Should we prioritise development in villages which have: i) the best
provision of services and facilities (or accessibility to services and facilities);ii) the
greatest housing need;iii) community ambitions for more growth;iv) the best
opportunities for development?

26 respondents

Statutory Consultees
The Greater Norwich Local Plan team suggested option (i) would be the most appropriate to support
access to services and facilities. Additionally, it was suggested that limited development should take place

in smaller villages and hamlets where access to services and facilities is difficult.

Parish and Town Councils
Beccles Town Council supported option (i) suggesting there was a need for villages to be able to access

services and facilities in nearby villages and larger service centres.

llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting suggested option (i) saying people should have access to a mix of

services and facilities.

Carlton Colville Town Council suggested option (iii) saying development should be distributed where it is

wanted.

North Cove Parish Council suggested option (iv) stating that development should have access to

employment.
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Southwold Town Council suggested option (iv) saying new development should be concentrated around
market towns with infilling permitted in villages to protect their character and the setting of these
settlements. An exception to infill sites should be made for affordable housing. New development should
be well linked to the town centre by walking and cycling routes. Development should be supported with
the necessary infrastructure. Examples of poorly designed development that should be avoided include

Carlton Hall in Carlton Colville and the development in Saxmundham adjacent the A12.

Other Organisations
The Southwold and Reydon Society suggested option (ii) saying development is best located where it is

needed and option (iii) where there are ambitions for growth.

Developers/Landowners

AR Hall & Sons suggested a mix of all elements set out was required adding that to support option (iv)
villages in the context of their wider networks needs to be considered in accordance with the National
Planning Policy Framework.

Badger Building suggested option (iv) saying development should be of a scale that reflects the size of the
settlement to protect its character and setting. Identifying a settlement hierarchy which set out how much
development could be acceptable in these settlements could support this approach. The sustainability of

small villages is further undermined without new housing.

Benacre Estates Company suggested all four options should be considered as this is a more sustainable
option in line with the NPPF. The need for a settlement to contain services and facilities is inflexible and it
is more appropriate to consider how development in one settlement can support, or be supported by

existing facilities in another nearby.

Gladman Developments Limited suggested option (ii) saying that housing should be delivered in the rural

areas where it is needed.

MJ Edwards & Partners suggested option (ii) saying housing should be delivered where it is needed and

option (iv) where opportunities arise.

The Somerleyton Estate and the Sotterley Estate suggested option (i) stating development is most
appropriately located where there are a mix of services and facilities available and that development
should seek to protect the character and setting of a settlement. It was also suggested that approaches
should be mindful of blanket policies that could permit or not permit development that is appropriate for

particular locations.

Members of the Public
Fourteen members of the public responded. It was suggested that development should take place where

there were existing facilities available and additional development could help support these facilities
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(option i). It was also cited that new development should be supported by improvements to the existing

infrastructure.

Members of the public highlighted the need to protect the character of rural villages suggesting this could
be done by allowing infill development rather than allocating greenfield land for new development
suggesting support for option (iv). Such development could help revitalise small communities. Concerns

were raised that development in rural areas with no facilities would be detrimental to the area.

There was a suggestion that development was needed across the rural areas of the District to support
these communities suggesting option (iv) was appropriate. This would help reduce the impact of new
development on the market towns. However, it was emphasised these opportunities should respect the

character of the existing settlement.

It was noted that development should be considered in the context of community networks and
understand how these networks function. Without access to services and facilities in the area these small
communities will fade away. It was suggested that development in villages nearest large service centres

where a variety of services and facilities were available would be appropriate.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

Policy WLP7.1 categorises villages and the level of development based on scale and service provision. It
was not possible to categorise villages based on their level of housing need and aspirations for growth as
there was insufficient local evidence on this.

Q13b) If we prioritise development based on services and facilities provision,
what services and facilities do you think are the most important for a community
to have so it could accommodate further development?

13 respondents

Statutory Consultees

Parish and Town Councils
Beccles Town Council stated that access to pubic transport, a shop and community facilities for young

people were important.

Southwold Town Council suggested that infrastructure and development should take place which is in

keeping with the character of the settlement and the landscape.
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Other Organisations
The Southwold and Reydon Society suggested that access to a shop and public transport to access of

services and facilities was important.

Developers/Landowners

Badger Building suggested that new development should have access to a shop and education facilities.

The Somerleyton Estate and the Sotterley Estate suggested new development should be located where

there is access to a mix of facilities.

Members of the Public
Fourteen members of the public responded and a majority of respondents suggested a variety of services
and facilities that people living in rural areas should have access to. The most frequently cited provision is
as follows (in order of most to least):

e education;

e health facilities (doctor, dentist);

e community facilities (leisure, village hall, public house);

e good infrastructure (road network, drainage);

e public transport;

e shop;
e broadband;
o library.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan
The services suggested above were used to help define Larger and smaller villages in Policy WLP7.1 of the
First Draft Local Plan.

Q14 Should we limit development in rural areas to a small number of villages or
ensure all villages and hamlets receive some development?

22 respondents

Statutory Consultees
The Environment Agency would welcome early discussion on a new settlement is moved forward. There
should be a robust application of the Sequential and Exception Tests set out in the NPPF when housing

allocations are considered. Any new settlement should improve the environment in a positive manner.
Greater Norwich Local Plan team suggested new development should be focussed on villages with services

and facilities but some development in smaller villages and hamlets could increase delivery through choice

and competition.
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Parish and Town Councils

Carlton Colville Town Council suggested all villages should have some development.

llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting said that new development should be focused on the larger villages

will minimal development in smaller settlements.

Other Organisations

No comments were submitted in response to this question.

Developers/Landowners
MJ Edwards & Partners suggested development in rural areas should be limited to a small number of

villages (larger villages) except where small developments would meet local need.

The Somerleyton and the Sotterley Estate suggested that a settlement hierarchy could be devised to

deliver housing in the better serviced villages with limited development in smaller settlements.

Wellington Construction Limited stated that without some development in smaller villages they could

decline therefore flexibility was required.

Members of the Public
Fourteen people responded with and there was a general consensus that new development should take
into account access to services and facilities whether these are located within the settlement or there was

public transport.

It was suggested that housing in all rural villages would help people to stay in the settlements they are
connected to. These should include dwellings that are affordable with a proportion of social housing for
rent. A flexible approach is required to deliver housing in rural settlements as they arise and where there is
a need for housing. Such housing should be in proportion to the scale of the settlement.

There were comments that development in locations where there are no services or facilities should be
considered unsustainable therefore the focus should be the larger villages where these exist. It was stated

there was a need to protect services as they have been protected in the past.

There was a suggestion that development should be focussed on Lowestoft where there is the greatest

access to services and facilities.

The need to protect the landscape and wildlife was highlighted.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan
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Policy WLP7.1 of the First Draft Local Plan allows for development within all rural villages but promotes

mores development in larger villages with better service provision.

Q15 What villages do you think are suitable for new housing and economic
development over the next 20 years and what should be the scale of growth?
75 respondents

Statutory Consultees
No comments were made in response to this question.

Parish and Town Councils
Ashby, Herringfleet & Somerleyton Parish Council stated they are preparing a Neighbourhood Plan.

Barnby Parish Council was in agreement with the housing distribution strategy set out in the Core Strategy.
Concern was raised that sites proposed in the village document would treble the size of the settlement,

are located outside of the physical limits and have access problems.

Blundeston & Flixton (East) Parish Council stated the development of the Blundeston Prison site would be

enough to meet the needs of the community therefore further development in the village is not necessary.

Carlton Colville Town Council suggested all villages should receive some development but not at the

expense of their character.

llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting suggested development was more appropriate in larger villages and

should be limited in smaller settlements.

Kessingland Parish Council has allocated sites for housing development in their Neighbourhood Plan

therefore no further sites should be required.
Oulton Parish Council suggested Southwold & Reydon.

St James South Elmham Parish Meeting suggested that all rural settlements required a limited amount of

development that is proportionate to their size and character.

Other Organisations

No comments were made in response to this question.
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Developers/Landowners
AR Hall & Sons suggested development was appropriate in Reydon as it has a variety of services and

facilities, has access to public transport and has good links to Lowestoft and the A12.

Benacre Estates Company suggested Wrentham was suitable for housing development with a limited

number of facilities, public transport and is located on the A12.

MJ Edwards & Partners suggested Corton was an appropriate location for housing development as it is a
larger village with services and facilities. There is also access to employment and the wider area of

Lowestoft.

Somerleyton Estate suggested the villages of Blundeston, Lound and Somerleyton were appropriate for
development. Somerleyton has a greater number of services and facilities than many other larger villages
in the District and these make it a sustainable location. Such development could help deliver a new village
hall. Blundeston has a number of community facilities available and the sites submitted will have good
access to these. There are limited facilities in Lound by the community has access to facilities in nearby
settlements. Development in these areas could help maintain the balance of the communities in terms of
population structure. All of the submitted sites are available, achievable and deliverable. Community

engagement has taken place.

Sotterley Estate suggested that villages with a good range of services and facilities were suitable for
development that is proportionate to their size and could help support the wider network of settlements.
Such a network is Willingham St Mary and Shadingfield with other villages of Sotterley, Ellough and
Weston. A mix of tenure and housing types could be delivered. Willingham St Mary and Shadingfield have
a pub, a meeting place, a playing field and access to public transport therefore limited community facilities

are available.

Members of the Public

Fifty five members of the public commented and it was recognised that new development in rural
locations could help support local facilities such as schools, pubs, village halls and churches but this
development should reflect the character of the settlement. It would help if these communities had access
to public transport. New development would also help enable young people to purchase homes in rural
communities. A limited amount of development where needed and wanted could help revitalise

communities.

Concern was raised that new development will not be affordable and will be used as second homes.

Infill development should be enough to meet the needs of small rural communities.

Several respondents stated that development in rural areas should not take place until the lack of

infrastructure was addressed.

Areas subject to flood risk and coastal erosion should be avoided.
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Specific areas suggested for development include:
e Blundeston (towards Lowestoft) and the area north of Parkhill (Lowestoft);
e Bungay as it has seen little development and has services and facilities;
e Brampton has had no development for a long time, it has an aging population and has lost
services and facilities. It has access to the train station and the A145 and development could

revitalise the community.

Networks of communities should be considered where facilities in one village could help serve the needs
of another.

It was highlighted that Lound with Ashby, Herringfleet & Somerleyton were preparing a Neighbourhood
Plan with input from the community to inform an approach to development in the future.

There was significant objection to the housing sites identified in Blundeston citing a lack of infrastructure,
services, drainage issues and potential impact on the character of the village. It was suggested that the

redevelopment of the Blundeston Prison site should be suffice during the next plan.
Concerns were raised about development in the Beccles area.
How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

These comments have been taken into account when considering sites in each village. There was not
enough consensus for these comments to inform the overall rural settlement strategy outline in Policy
WLP7.1

Settlement Boundaries

Q16 Should we retain physical limits for Lowestoft, the market towns and larger
villages and continue to focus development within them and on sites allocated
for development?(38 respondents) Q17 Should physical limits be tightly defined
around existing built development or more loosely to allow for more small scale
development around settlement edges? (31 respondents) Q18 If we remove
physical limits, what criteria should be put in place to address the issues
discussed above? (12 respondents)
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Statutory Consultees

Greater Norwich Local Plan Team recommended that development boundaries should be retained, but
they suggested that they should be drawn with some limited potential for small-scale development.The
Greater Norwich Local Plan Team stated that limits should be drawn allowing for limited potential for

small-scale developments.

Parish and Town Councils

Ashby, Herringfleet and Somerleyton Parish Council stated that they wish to continue without settlement
boundaries in the form of physical limits in order that the villages of Ashby Herringfleet & Somerleyton
continue to be regarded as open countryside when looking at housing and other development. They noted
that when the current LDF was created it was identified that the developed area of Somerleyton is

attractive because of the widespread nature of the development with large spaces between.

Carlton Colville Town Council stated that the physical limits should be retained and development should
take place on brownfield sites within boundaries. Carlton Colville Town Council stated that the limits
should be defined tightly.

llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting and North Cove Parish Council stated that physical limits should be
retained. Ilketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting commented that the limits should remain as they are.
llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting stated that the countryside and natural resources should not be

adversely affected.

Kessingland Parish Council stated that it is particularly important that development is directed to
appropriate locations and that sprawl is avoided and the physical limits policy provides that direction. They
noted that Kessingland does have clear restraints as to where growth can take place. To the east are the
North Sea and a site of Special Scientific Interest, to the south there is the Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. Kessingland Parish Council stated that following engagement as part of their Neighbourhood Plan
that thy came up with the following policy in their Plan: “Development in Kessingland parish shall be
focused within the physical limits boundary of Kessingland village as identified on the proposal map.
Development proposals will be supported within the physical limits boundary subject to compliance with
other policies in the development plan. Development proposals outside the physical limits will not be
permitted unless
e They represent proposals to deliver the site allocations ( policies SA1,5A2,SA3,CI3 and C14)
e [tisinfill development or another exception such as affordable housing, barn conversion, or
agricultural workers dwelling required to support the rural economy
e Any review of the Waveney Core Strategy requires additional housing or the identified housing site
allocations do not proceed ; or
e They relate to necessary utilities infrastructure and where no reasonable alternative location is

available”

Oulton Parish Council stated that physical limits should remain as a safety facility to ensure that the

already overstretched infrastructure is not made any worse.
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Reydon Parish Council stated that with regard to housing, the remaining target for Southwold and Reydon
could be met by the development of infill sites and modest expansion of the Reydon village envelope on

the lines already allowed for affordable housing under the Rural Exceptions policy (DM22).

Southwold Town Council stated that physical limits should be retained because they serve the very
function of preventing sprawl, car dependency, and soulless communities. They stated that brownfield
sites should remain prioritised. They raised concern that the business model of high volume house builders
is based on delivering maximum profit to shareholders. They noted that there is little incentive to build
more houses faster; indeed, they are incentivised to build slowly as this maintains high house prices.
Southwold Town Council stated that tightly defined physical limits should be retained with clearly defined

exceptions that address car dependency, design, protection of green space, etc.

Other Organisations

The Southwold and Reydon Society stated that physical limits should be retained, especially around
settlements in the AONB.

The Southwold and Reydon Society stated that physical limits should be tightly defined, with any areas for

small-scale development around settlement edges identified within the Local plan.

Developers/Landowners

Badger Building stated that the existing physical limits defined for Lowestoft work well and prevent sprawl
but contain ambiguities which should be removed. They gave the example of Corton Long Lane and where
housing in Camps Heath adjoins the new Woods Meadow development. The Camps Heath anomaly was
also pointed out by another agent for a recent planning application in the area. Badger Building stated that
the limits need relaxing in areas where small sites i.e. 10 or less, might create opportunities for SME
builders or those wanting to self-build. Badger Building stated that a criteria based approach to physical

limits would lead to endless disputed sites around the perimeter of the settlement.

Frostdrive Ltd stated that settlement boundaries can be an effective tool in guiding development to the
right locations within the District. However, they stated that the existing boundaries have been drawn
tightly and are considered to be too restrictive and in places are limiting to development in sustainable
locations. They stated that the boundary at Leisure Way to be out of date. Frostdrive Ltd stated that
defining physical limits tightly around existing built development is restrictive and out-of-date and is not
encouraging of sustainable housing growth. They stated that physical limits should be defined
appropriately for each settlement in the District, allowing the greatest flexibility for development on

settlement edges in the most sustainable locations, such as Lowestoft.

Lawson Planning Partnership on behalf of Frostdrive Ltd and Norfolk & Suffolk NHS Foundation Trust
stated that removing the physical limits boundaries could set a precedent for development in
unsustainable locations and therefore it is considered that the principal of physical limits should be

retained.

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan

44



Analysis of the ‘Options for the new Waveney Local Plan’ | July 2017

Gladman Developments raised concern with continuing the approach that defines ‘physical limits” around
the built up areas of Lowestoft, the market towns and the larger villages of the District. They considered
that such an approach will act to contain the physical growth of each settlement and will not allow the
Council to react to changing market conditions. Gladman Developments stated that the following wording
should replace the existing settlement boundary policy: “When considering development proposals, the
Local plan will take a positive approach to new development that reflects the presumption in favour of
sustainable development contained in the National Planning Policy Framework. Development proposals
adjacent to existing settlements will be permitted provided that the adverse impacts do not significantly

and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of development.”

M J Edwards & Partners stated that the physical limits of settlements should be more loosely defined to
allow for the small scale development. They stated that edge of settlement sites allow for the logical

extension of villages

The Norfolk & Suffolk NHS Foundation Trust stated that physical limits boundaries can be an effective tool
in guiding development to the right locations within the District and it is considered appropriate that the
notion of physical limits boundaries within the District is retained. They noted that their site at Lothingland

Hospital was within the Lowestoft physical limits.

The Somerleyton Estate and the Sotterley Estate stated that the Council needs to reflect current national
planning guidance and avoid the use of blanket policies restricting development in some villages and
preventing others from expanding unless evidence supports their use. The estates suggested using
settlement boundaries and land allocations for Lowestoft and the market towns because the
developments likely to come forward in those locations are larger and need to be properly planned to link
to infrastructure etc. In the rural areas (formerly the ‘larger villages’ and other) the local planning authority
should take a criteria based approach and allow development where it can be shown to be proportionate,
sustainable and well related to the existing built form. The Somerleyton Estate commented that if the
Council were to apply a settlement boundary to Somerleyton it should be applied tightly. They suggested
that loosely defined limits could allow small scale sites to come forward but could undermine larger
proportionally sized developments which could contribute to the village’s infrastructure. The Sotterley
Estate commented that if the Council were to apply a settlement boundary to Shadingfield/Willingham it
should be applied tightly. They suggested that loosely defined limits could allow small scale sites to come
forward but could undermine larger proportionally sized developments which could contribute to the

village’s infrastructure.

The Somerleyton and Sotterley Estates stated that they believe that Lowestoft and the market towns
would benefit from settlement boundaries and site allocations to allow for large scale development to
come forward in a planned and integrated fashion. For rural areas they stated that such blanket policy
approaches should be avoided. They suggested a policy approach whereby ‘well provisioned villages” and
‘part provisioned’ villages allow for development subject to the following criterion:

e landscape, environmental and heritage impacts
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e |ocation context and relationship to settlement
e Responsive to local needs including affordable housing
e The cumulative impact of development in respect of social, physical and environmental impacts.

e Supports local services and facilities and/or creates or expands employment opportunities.

Wellington Construction stated that the physical limits approach is sensible for larger settlements whilst

being flexible when promoting new sites.

Members of the Public

The majority of members of public who responded to this question thought that physical limits should be
retained. It was noted that they help protect the countryside, the area of outstanding natural beauty and
natural resources and prevent sprawl. It was noted that the approach provides a clear boundary for all
planners/builders/developers to work within and limits the opportunity for uncontrolled and speculative
proposals that increase workload and cost on existing scare council resources and minimises adverse
impact on developers. One member of the public stated we should not be limiting the boundaries of

possible growth for Lowestoft.

Most members of public believed that the physical limits should be tightly defined to avoid coalescence of
settlements and protect the environment. Some members of the public stated that exceptions could be
made for affordable housing and other developments which produce community benefits. It was also
suggested that larger developments would be preferable to small scale development as they would
incorporate new services, facilities, roads and communications causing less disruption to existing
communities. One member of the public stated that physical limits should not extend beyond the Beccles

Southern Relief Road.

A member of the public stated that clear zones should be required to prevent existing estates form feeling
subsumed and that developers should use computer modelling to assess traffic impact. Another member

of the public stated that development proposals should be carefully scrutinised to make sure that there is
not a more suitable, non green field, site available for development. They noted it would be cheaper for

developers to build on fields rather than on derelict sites.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

The comments received with respect to settlement boundaries indicates strong support for their retention
as an effective tool of managing development and provides useful clarity as to where development is
appropriate. Therefore, Policy WLP1.3 of the First Draft Local Plan retains Settlement Boundaries around
the towns and larger villages. It also introduces them around smaller villages. Settlement Boundaries have
been defined around the built-up area. Due to the nature of built up area and physical features on the
ground, in some cases this results in quite a tight drawn boundary with limited scope for development

and in other cases does allow for opportunities for small scale development.

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/newwaveneylocalplan

46



Analysis of the ‘Options for the new Waveney Local Plan’ | July 2017

Infrastructure and Transport

Q19 Is the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) the most appropriate way of
securing new and improved infrastructure? Are the existing rates of the levy
appropriate?

25 respondents

Statutory Consultees

No comments were made in response to this question.

Parish and Town Councils

Carlton Colville Town Council commented that they have not seen any recent positive benefits in
infrastructure and highlighted the difficulty in getting a doctor’s appointment and lack of a dentist or post
office. New roads do not appear to enhance the area and Carlton Colville has become an area of three
distinct parts and no centre. Open spaces appear to have been provided on land which is not fit suitable

for construction such as former tips.

llketshall St Margaret Parish Meeting stated that CIL seems the best way to support infrastructure for new

development but existing settlements need support too.

Kessingland Parish Council highlighted that CIL should be worked up and tested alongside the Local Plan
and it should support and incentivise development. It should place control of a meaningful proportion of
the funds with the neighbourhood where the development has taken place. They stated that Kessingland
has lost out on additional funds for Parish Councils who have a Neighbourhood Plan in place and
highlighted the Kessingland Neighbourhood Plan contains proposals from the community which would

generate CIL which should be passed to Kessingland Parish Council.
North Cove Parish Council stated the money raised won’t be enough.

Southwold Town Council highlighted a lack of investment in waste water reticulation and treatment and
sustainable transport infrastructure in Southwold and Reydon. They view a difficulty with CIL in the
generation of an ad hoc approach and failing to take account of incremental and cumulative impacts of
development and the strain on infrastructure such as wastewater treatment. They highlighted that the
cost of upgrading infrastructure may exceed the amount of CIL raised by development and the need for
housing can mean that development will go ahead and increase strain on infrastructure. They stated that
infrastructure should be put in place before development takes place. Project planning and financial
modelling need to encompass incremental development and infrastructure requirements which may be
physically separated from the development site (e.g. development of St Felix playing fields using

wastewater treatment plant in Southwold).
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Developers/Landowners

Badger Building commented that CIL is the only system available at present but it has shortcomings.
Paperwork is unnecessarily complicated and repetitive. Rates must be set carefully to make development
of sites viable. The existing rates seem to be appropriate but increases may change this. It will take many
years to build sufficient funds to achieve worthwhile infrastructure. Prudential borrowing against the

income stream might be a way forward to fund larger projects.

Gladman Developments stated that since 2013 CIL rates have increased by 19.8% due to the inflation
index. The Council should review its charging schedule to ensure viability of development proposals is not

threatened in the future.

Larkfleet Homes recommended the Council should consider a bespoke approach to infrastructure
contributions where on-site provision achieves greater public benefits. They have no objection in principle
to a CIL but comment that it is not necessarily appropriate to apply CIL rigidly or without exception where
on-site provision can deliver greater benefits. They stated their development proposal at Beccles seeks to
provide a comprehensive sustainable new community which will make provision for community facilities
on site which would benefit future residents of the development as well as existing communities.
Proposed community facilities include a school, community/indoor sports building, playing pitches,
allotments, public open spaces and a possible doctors/dentist surgery which will provide significant wider
public benefits. Larkfleet stated the proposal would not generate any significant detrimental impacts on
existing infrastructure which would require mitigation. They consider that a CIL would not be appropriate
in this instance due to its inflexibility and that a bespoke approach to planning obligations tailored to the
specific needs and opportunities from the development should be considered as more appropriate for the

development.

Wellington Construction commented that it is early days for CIL but in a largely rural area it is the worst of
all worlds. CIL is inflexible, too long term in accruing funding for projects, there is likely to be a gap in

funding and there are unfulfilled delivery issues.

Other Organisations

No comments were made in response to this question.

Members of the Public

There have been mixed responses to this question from members of the public.

One person has said that CIL is a disincentive for developers to build houses. Another person has said that
CIL doesn’t appear to be the most appropriate way of securing new infrastructure based on the current
state of infrastructure. Infrastructure should be guaranteed before development is granted planning
permission. For example, development in Lowestoft should take place to the north of Lake Lothing until

the third crossing is guaranteed. One member of the public commented that CIL may help progress
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unsuitable development adding that CIL is not high enough and also too haphazard to be a reliable funding
source. Another person is not supportive of CIL as it is non-negotiable and is not tailored to actual needs
for a site or area. They suggested that some areas should be excluded from CIL such as poorer areas in

order to encourage growth and rates should not be any higher.

Two people commented that CIL amounts are very small compared to the strain development places on

infrastructure and CIL may not be sufficient by itself.

There was some support for CIL. Several members of the public stated that CIL is an appropriate
mechanism but also added the rate needs to be regularly assessed against market conditions,
development costs and values etc. to ensure development remains viable. The Council needs to remain
responsive to requests to vary levels of Affordable Housing where viability is an issue. Members of the
public highlighted the need for developers to contribute to infrastructure and one person stated that CIL
must be applied to all developers equally. Another member of the public commented that CIL is probably

the only method but adds significant costs onto free market housing along with Affordable Housing.

Some comments said the CIL rate is sufficient and there was support for distributing CIL funds more evenly
around towns and villages and not concentrated on Lowestoft. Another person commented that the rate
of CIL should reflect how well the development meets the identified needs of the community (i.e. if the
housing mix reflects local needs the rate should be lower and if not a higher rate should apply).
Consideration should also be given to including green and/or leisure spaces that make provision for the
wider community. One member of the public highlighted the need for a bus shelter opposite Lowestoft
railway station to encourage joined up public transport. The railway station requires updating to reflect its

historic and iconic status.

How these comments have been taken into account in the First Draft Local Plan

There was a mixed response to this issue. Policy WLP1.4 states that the Community Infrastructure Levy and
any replacement to it will continue to be used as the main source of funding for the provision of
infrastructure off-site. The Policy and the supporting text makes clear that the levy may need to be
reviewed for larger sites where a more bespoke approach to contributions which can effectively deliver

infrastructure on-site may be more appropriate.

Q20 How can sustainable modes of transport be encouraged?

27 respondents

Statutory Consultees

The Environment Agency encouraged strategically planned green and blue infrastructure in development
which encourages walking, cycling and general well being improvements. Blue infrastructure also
encourages urban water system interaction. Green infrastructure, green spaces and other environmental
features can be designed into and managed as a multifunctional resource capable of delivering ecological

services and quality of life benefits required by communities and to underpin sustainability. They
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encouraged the setting out of opportunities to create new habitats that will provide multiple benefits for
example as part of green infrastructure, flood alleviation or Sustainable urban Drainage Systems as the first
method of surface water disposal and green infrastructure as part of this. Reference to the Biodiversity
Planning Toolkit was recommended. It was highlighted that green infrastructure that contributes to
protecting and enhancing water bodies (and the mechanisms required to deliver this) should form an
integral part of the plan. The Environment Agency encourage inclusion of a policy to promote appropriate
green and blue infrastructure in new development which could include de-culverting, creation and
management of ecological buffer strips and corridors, new wetland areas to help manage flood risk and

reduce diffuse pollution whilst re-connecting people with nature.

Parish and Town Councils

Carlton Colville Town Council recommended provision of cycle paths and the widening of pavements.

llketshall St Margaret Parish Council recommended improving the provision of safe cycling routes and

public transport serving smaller settlements where residents don’t have or want vehicles.

North Cove Parish Council stated that housing should only be built where there are employment

opportunities.

Oulton Parish Council stated the cost of a bus journey into the town centre is too high and encourages
people to use their cars instead. Making all journeys one set amount would encourage people to use
buses.

Southwold Town Council stated that Southwold could have an environmentally sensitive car park on the
Millennium Trust Field. Better signage, an integrated approach to discourage car use, safe walking and
cycling routes, more cycle racks, and more cycle hire facilities should all be provided. In Southwold and
Reydon a cycle/footpath linking St Felix to Blyth Road and Southwold town centre is a priority. More all-
weather mixed pedestrian/cycle routes link development with popular destinations should be created with

the involvement of Sustrans and landowners.

Southwold Town Council commented that new development should respond to best practice urban design
guidance and be configured and designed to encourage walking and cycling. Streetscapes should be
diverse and interesting with landscapes, trees and space for individual front gardens. Development should
be located near to shops and small shopping areas should be provided as part of developments. There
should be more public sector support for an integrated rural bus and rail service that can transport bicycles

and supports travel to places of work, education and leisure.

Other Organisations
Beccles and Bungay Cycle Strategy recommended a 20 mph speed limit in residential streets and reduced
speeds limit on rural roads. Cycle routes should be direct, continuous, attractive and safe. Sustainable

modes of transport should be put first in planning new developments in terms of access and parking.
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|u

Reduce the need to travel and promote “active travel”. Manage demand be restricting access and parking

for motorised vehicles. Encourage car-free development in town centres.

Developers/Landowners

Badger Building Ltd commented that Lowestoft has above average cycling rates and connectivity is
generally good. Links between Harbour Road, over the railway, to Normanston Park should be improved
along with better signage. Consideration should be given to electric car charging points in future

development.

Bourne Leisure endorsed the proposed approach to increase sustainable modes of transport, however,
they emphasise that some land uses, such as tourism, there is often no feasible alternative to the private
car for reaching more remote areas. This should be supported with policy and supporting text in the Local

Plan.

Larkfleet Homes highlighted that a development strategy which provides for significant growth at Beccles
supports the promotion of sustainable modes of transport by ensuring services and facilities would be
available to new developments within walking or cycling distance and/or by extending or enhancing
existing bus services. The proposed development (site 82) would provide cycle routes to connect with the
existing cycle network and would enable improved connections between the town and Ellough Industrial
Estate and Enterprise Zone thereby helping to promote more sustainable options for travelling to work.
Similarly, pedestrian routes within and adjoining the site would be enhanced. In addition, the development
would make provision for enhancing and improving bus services to provide public transport service
to/from the site and connecting to Beccles town centre, Ellough Industrial Estate and surrounding towns
and villages. Furthermore, the proposed development offers on-site community facilities which would

benefit future residents of the site as well as existing nearby residents, promoting walkable services.

Lawson Planning Partnership commented that development needs to be situated where it is well located
to public transport networks in order to encourage sustainable transport choices over private and single
occupancy car journeys. Allocating new development in sustainable locations within walking and cycling
distance of key services and facilities is important to encouraging more sustainable transport choices,
minimising the need to travel and is in accordance with nation planning policy in the National Planning

Policy Framework.

Members of the Public

There was support for putting sustainable modes of transport first in all new developments. New
development is one of the best ways to provide cycling infrastructure as it can be built in from the concept
stage. Members of the public said that sustainable modes of transport should be promoted and
encouraged by making it safe, convenient and affordable and new developments must improve cycle