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1.0
Introduction

1.1
This is a Representation on behalf of Mr John Yardley, now known as Stylespace Limited and specifically refers to Policies EC4 and EC8.

1.2
A representation was made on behalf of Mr John Yardley on 30th July 2007. (Rep. No.1615). It was considered that the Core Strategy was unsound because of the inflexible approach adopted by the Council at RAF Neatishead with regard to their position on the built floorspace at the site. It was considered that such an approach made a possible leisure use of the site unfeasible.
Policy EC4: Redundant Military Establishments

1.3 This policy refers to the development of redundant defense establishments in the District, one of which is RAF Neatishead. It contains a range of buildings of varying size and functionality.

1.4 Policy EC4 seeks to restrict the future development of the ‘Technical Areas’ of the site to the existing buildings or new buildings of equal footprint. It is considered that this constraint greatly limits the potential for new uses and also the viability of the uses to which this major developed site can be put.

Policy EC8: The Location of New Tourism Development

1.5 This policy adopts a sequential approach to the development of facilities for tourism in the District. However, the policy overlooks the potential of redundant military establishments in fulfilling this need.

1.6 The polices above, both singularly and collectively, do not adequately address all spatial planning issues, especially failing to consider the evidence base requiring a diversification of the District’s economy and the provision of a new year round tourism offer.

1.7 Both of the policies are also considered to be inconsistent, inflexible and unsound because of conflict with the Tests of Soundness for Development Plan Documents outlined in Paragraph 4.24 of PPS12.

2.0 
Background to RAF Neatishead
2.1 The former RAF base at Neatishead was established in 1941 and is the longest serving radar site in the world. The site is located in open countryside approximately 12 miles north east of Norwich. The Ministry of Defence announced in 2004 that the operations at the base would be significantly scaled down leaving 25 statute acres of previously developed land redundant.

2.2 The site is suitable for a wide variety of uses including employment leisure and tourism uses.

2.3 The site is divided into two areas (within the Submission Core Strategy and Proposals Map):
(1) Technical Areas, which contain a number of existing buildings formerly used by the military with a varied level of utility for new uses. The Technical Areas comprise approximately ¾ of the site and contain Type R3 and R12 bunkers. The other buildings are technical workshops, Officers Mess and administrative buildings.

(2) Countryside Areas. This area includes the RAF Museum and Maintenance buildings at the entrance to the site, as well as some open land containing four radar plinths which are potential Scheduled Ancient Monuments (Defense Estates).

2.4
The site is located in an area of High Landscape Value. The objective of Our clients is to improve the character and appearance of the site through appropriate development.

2.3.1 A representation was made on behalf of Mr John Yardley on 30th July 2007. (Rep. No.1615). It was pointed out that the Core Strategy was unsound because of the inflexible approach adopted by the Council at RAF Neatishead with regard to their position on the built floorspace at the site. It was pointed out that such an approach made a possible leisure use of the site unfeasible.

3.0 
Policy EC4
3.1 Policy EC4 states: 

“Development proposals on the former defence establishments will allow for re-use of existing or development of replacement buildings within the defined "technical" areas provided that there is no overall increase in gross floor space of the existing permanent buildings”.
3.2 The explanatory text of the policy EC4 notes that the Council supports the re-use of redundant defense establishments for appropriate purposes (as set out in the position papers). The Council also states that it is desirable to improve the overall appearance of former military establishments. However, this may only be financially feasible if beneficial uses and or extensions are allowed.

3.3 It is our contention that the ‘Technical Area’ of RAF Neatishead, as defined on the Proposals Map represents a significant development opportunity for the district. The remainder of the site (approximately ¼ of the area) is defined as countryside and contains four radar plinths which are recommended as Scheduled Ancient Monuments. 

3.4 Proposals Map 52 (Neatishead Airbase) accompanying Policy EC4 identifies the ‘Technical Areas’ which are substantial in area, occupying ¾ of the site. However, the Technical Areas contain a very low density of buildings of a variety of shapes and sizes, which are of limited functional utility.

- Conformity of Policy: Tests of Soundness 4A/B/C

3.5
It is considered that the wording of the policy is inconsistent with the explanatory text and with the proposals map, defining a large Technical Area, which includes the buildings and the space around them. 

3.6
The limitation of development to the ‘Technical Areas’ is questioned in the Inspectors Statement of Matters as to whether it is realistic. It is considered unrealistic in this context to confine development potential in the actual Technical Areas to the ‘floor space of the existing permanent buildings’ in Policy EC4.

3.7 The strengths of the Airbase have been identified in the Councils Position Paper on RAF Neatishead
. Potential uses are identified, although these are fairly narrow. There are water supply constraints. These are not insurmountable through conditions. However, there is no justification for the adoption of a position which restricts any increase in the gross floorspace. 

3.8 There is, likewise no analysis within the Position Paper as to the constraint that the extant Policy 75 (which refers to Policy 29) of the existing Local Plan.  It is considered that Policy 75 imposes restrictions on the development of RAF Neatishead. Policy 75 states that the Council 
“will encourage the use of existing buildings for employment generating purposes on the former military airfields at Cockthorpe, Foulsham, Little Snoring, Ludham, North Creake, Sculthorpe and West Raynham. Development proposals for these buildings will be considered in accordance with Policy 29: The Reuse and Adaptation of Buildings in the Countryside.
 

3.9  
In accordance with the RAF Neatishead Position Paper, these policies will be used to assess proposals at RAF Neatishead.  
3.9 Since Policy 75 has not been saved, it no longer enjoys development plan status. It is considered that the Core Strategy should develop a new policy with the correct spatial context for RAF Neatishead and other redundant military establishments. Instead, the Core Strategy Policy EC4 simply replicates the unsaved Local Plan Policy 75.
3.10 In this context, Policy EC4 is breaching the conformity required to fulfill Test 4 of the Tests of Soundness. This requires the plan to be spatial approach which means utilising a set of concepts, procedures and tools which must be tailored to whatever situation is at hand.
 The inflexibility of this policy does not allow for a reasonable redevelopment/reuse of the site resulting in the loss of potential environmental improvements on the site and reducing the potential of uses such as renewable energy generation.

3.11 The opportunities for beneficial development at RAF Neatishead were not adequately addressed before the policy was brought to Submission Stage. Policy EC4 seems to simply combine the old Local Plan Policies 29 and 75 to yield a policy which reflects the general countryside policies on the reuse and adaptation of rural buildings. This approach is considered unsatisfactory when applied to a redundant airbase which is a major previously developed site with greater potential than, say, redundant farm buildings. The Council fails to recognize the potential of redundant military sites which could be addressed through a SPD.

3.12 The policy is not consistent with the strategies outlined for the use of the redundant airbase and is inconsistent with the strategies outlined for the future use of the site. The unreasonable limitations imposed on the site through the first sentence of Policy EC4 are therefore in breach of Test 4 of the Tests of Soundness of PPS12
.

3.13 The site at RAF Neatishead has the potential to fulfil the function of diversifying the local economy into emerging sectors. It is clear that Policy EC4, as currently presented, does not conform to the emerging Regional Policy above and, as such, this is in breach of Test 4 of the Tests of Soundness in Paragraph 4.24 of PPS12.

3.14 Policy GLY1 of the emerging East of England RSS recommends the following:

“To promote radical change in the economy by building on the areas established sectors by building on the area’s established sectors and key attributes and through diversifying into new and emerging sectors including: 

The renewable energy cluster, utilising existing offshore engineering skills;

A more diverse tourism cluster, Environmental technologies and the wider environmental economy”
3.15 There is also a lack of conformity between Policy EC4 and Core Aim 4 of the  Core Strategy which is: This core aim also seeks to ensure: 
            “To develop a strong, high value economy to provide better job, career and training   opportunities” 

There is a range of sites and premises available for employment development and to maximize the economic, environmental and social benefits of tourism. Clearly, the inflexibility of Policy EC4 conflicts with one of the Core Aims of the Core Strategy, the policies for which should conform with one another, since their soundness is also being assessed collectively.
3.16 There is a lack of conformity of Policy EC4 with national planning policy within PPS 3. The definition of Previously Developed Land includes defense buildings and their curtilage which is the area defined as Technical Areas on the Proposals Map 52.
 
3.17 The application of Policies EC4 and EC8 conflict with the 5th aim of the Sustainable Community Strategy which is to secure year round tourist attractions. It is not in accordance with Test 5 of the Tests of Soundness.
3.18 Policy EC4 makes reference to Policy EN6 when referring to renewable energy development and it is considered that this should be EN7 which specifically relates to renewable energy development. This is inconsistent and conflicts with Test (vi) of the Tests of Soundness. This may be a typographical error.
3.19 Policy EC4 goes on to state that: 
“New build employment generating proposals will be permitted in the areas designated as Countryside where there is particular environmental or operational justification”.

This is inconsistent with the approach advocated earlier, where it is stated that no increase in floorspace at redundant military establishments will be allowed (see Paragraph 2.4 above).
- Evidence Base: Test of Soundness 7

3.20 The policies in the Core Strategy must represent the most appropriate in the circumstances and crucially, they must be founded on a robust and credible evidence base
.
3.21  A North Norfolk Tourism Sector Study was commissioned by the Council in    and carried out by Scott Wilson in 2005.
   and Section 6.34 recommends that:
“the district does lack an attraction that can generate visits on a mass level in its own right; a family based, child driven attraction. It is important to recognise the value that an attraction which is of appropriate scale and development, could have for the prosperity of the tourism sector within the district; which lacks a coherent attractions offer”

3.22 The report goes on to say that such a project:

“needs to have the ability to generate new visitors from specific markets rather than competing from the same visitor pool”.
3.23
It is considered that the site of RAF Neatishead is appropriate for new Leisure and Recreation development and has the capacity to generate new visitors, depending on marketing. It is the longest continuously operating radar site in the world and already has a popular, albeit small museum.

3.24
In accordance with the evidence provided in the Tourism Sector Study, there are significant opportunities with the site especially through linking new facilities such as a leisure facility catering for both adults and children. This would supplement the visitors centre already on site.

3.25 The current assemblage contains a series of independent and interconnected buildings. There are large areas of open space in the Technical Areas as defined on the Proposals Map which are rendered functionally useless by Policy EC4.

3.26 It is recommended in PPS 25 that tourist and other developments are directed away from the functional floodplain. Therefore, the site of RAF Neatishead Iis beyond the functional floodplain represents an opportunity where development pressure on functional flood plain is relieved.

3.27 It is possible to link a potential leisure facility at the site with the successful ‘Bewilderwood’ closeby. The result would be a cluster of leisure/tourist  facilities in the area. 

4.0
Policy EC8

4.1       Policy EC8 (The location of new tourism development) states:

“New tourist accommodation and attractions should be located in accordance with the sequential approach below: Proposals for new build tourist accommodation and attractions should be located within the Principal and Secondary Settlements.
Within the Service Villages and the Countryside proposals for new tourist accommodation and attractions will be permitted in accordance with other policies for the re-use of Buildings in the Countryside, and extensions to Existing Businesses. Where it can be demonstrated that there are no sequentially preferable sites, no suitable buildings for re-use and that a rural location is necessary, then new build attractions and serviced accommodation may be permitted in the ‘resorts and hinterlands’ and ‘rural zone’ of the Countryside where they are in close proximity and have good links to, the Principal and Secondary Settlements.

Proposals for new build unserviced holiday accommodation in the Countryside will be treated as though they are permanent residential dwellings and will not be permitted.

- Test of Soundness 7: Evidence Base

4.2 The sequential approach to the provision of tourist accommodation/ facilities within Policy EC8 overlooks the potential of redundant military establishments in the countryside and their use for such purposes would obviate the need for the provision of entirely new development in the countryside.

4.3 Policy EC8 replicates the same mistakes as in Policy EC4 (see paragraphs 3.20 – 3.27) in that it simply applies the historic policies on the re-use of buildings in the countryside from the Local Plan and fails to consider the potential of redundant military establishments and other major developed sites in the countryside.

4.4 It is our contention that the development of Policy EC8 has not considered alternatives and is not founded on a robust and credible evidence base and is therefore contrary to Test 7 in Paragraph 4.24 of PPS12. 

4.5 It is also our contention that the plan and in particular Policy EC8 is an inflexible constraint on the beneficial development of the partly redundant airbase at RAF Neatishesad. The policies are not flexible enough to cope, for example with a future increase in local tourism, with the demands for renewable energy generation and the necessity to provide local employment since the scaling back of military operations at this site. 
4.6 The Council has not provided a reasoned justification with regard to the development potential of the site within the development of Policy EC8, from the perspective of transport and traffic movements. It has been calculated that there are approximately 250 traffic movements per day associated with the existing site. The Council are seeking a use which does not increase this number. There are viable alternative uses which would be feasible under this scenario. Several potential scenarios have been interrogated using TRICS (2007b) software which predicts the number of trips that may be generated for a particular type of development.

4.7 The data suggests that 11,280m2 of Employment (Offices), 44,400m2 of industrial units and 77,820 m2 of Warehouse Self Storage could be facilitated on the site with the acceptable level of traffic movements
.

4.8 The Council has failed to address all reasonable alternatives to Policies EC4 and EC8 and there is an inadequate evaluation of the existing evidence. The policies are also inflexible. Therefore, it is considered that Tests 7 and 9 of the Tests of Soundness of PPS12 are breached. 
5.0
Recommendations

5.1 The Local Planning Authority should prepare a Supplementary Planning Document dealing specifically with the issue of redundant military establishments in the countryside instead of just having generic policies for all redundant rural buildings. This would avoid setting a precedent in the District for unsuitable uses for all redundant buildings and cater for the genuine development potential of these sites. Policy EC4 should reference such a document in its text rather than restrain any potential, as at present.
5.2 Policies EC4 and EC8 should be re-written to take more account of the evidence base, especially with regard to the tourism and employment needs of the district outlined above in the Tourism Sector Study (Scott Wilson 2005) and in the North Norfolk Economy Topic Paper (North Norfolk District Council 2005) (Examination Ref G4).
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