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1 BACKGROUND 

1 This report has been prepared by CEPP for Norwich Green Party (NGP). 

2 Referenced documents and abbreviations: 

(A) GNLP, Draft Strategy, Regulation 18 Consultation 29th January to 14th March

2020.  The consultation document (CONS)

(B) Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Greater

Norwich Local Plan, January 2020 (SA)

(C) Habitats Regulations Assessment of Greater Norwich Regulation 18 Draft Plan,

December 2019 (HRA)

(D) Greater Norwich Energy Infrastructure Study, May 2019, (EIS)

2 CLIMATE CHANGE 

2.1 Climate Change Statement 

3 We welcome the Climate Change Statement at CONS page 38 as, for the first time in the 

GNLP process, issues relating to Climate Change have been brought together in one 

place.  This is helpful.   

4 However, the statement serves only as a set of pointers into other policies.  It does not 

provide a Climate Change (CC) policy.  As such, it is not effective in providing an 

overarching policy on CC that can have effective weight at later planning application 

stages which is required by the legislation.   

5 Despite, bullet CONS 140 immediately above the statement stating how the NPPF 

requires local plans to set strategic policies which address CC mitigation and adaptation, 

the statement does not fulfil this requirement. 

6 However, the statement, with its different limbs, forms that basis of material that could 

be converted into the skeleton of an overarching GNLP Climate Change policy.  Such a 

policy would be a very positive step for GNDP to take considering the Climate 

emergency.  However, we emphasise the word skeletal, as there would be additional 

work to take the skeletal structure provided by the statement and turn it into a robust 

policy, as we outline below.   We posit strongly that this is done for the next draft of the 

plan.   

We note that the Director of Place, Norwich City Council, has commented that there is a 

disconnect between the Climate Change statement and the policy substance needed for 

the plan to “contribute significantly to delivery of a low carbon future” 1.  

1  Report to Sustainable Development Panel, Norwich City Council, 15th January 2020, “Greater Norwich Local Plan: regulation 18 draft plan 

consultation”, bullet 27: “The draft GNLP Strategy document addresses some of the issues raised by the council during its development as noted 

above. However, a number of outstanding issues remain, including the emphasis on rural dispersal /village clusters and transportation concerns. 

There is a disconnect between the vision, objectives and climate change statement and the actual policy substance needed to enable the plan to 

contribute significantly to delivery of a low carbon future.”  
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7 Overall, we submit that a dedicated CC policy is required.  As a recent example of good 

practice in please see Stroud District Local Plan Review, Draft Plan, in which a new 

Core Policy on Climate Change mitigation has been included2.   

2.2  Issues with baseline carbon emissions, budgets and targets 

8 Previous submissions by CEPP and NGP have made the case for baseline carbon 

emissions, budgets and targets to be developed for the GNLP in a numerically 

quantifiable, measurable and reportable form. The draft plan makes no progress 

compared to the JCS on this, and also includes some confusing elements.  These are: 

(A) CONS bullet 84 introduces per capita CO2 footprints, whilst SA 2.11 (page 25)

introduced the population-wide footprint (from the DBEIS data for UK local

authority and regional carbon dioxide emissions national statistics).   Whilst

both ways of looking at the data (per capita or population-wide) are valid, it

would be preferable to use just one.  The population-wide footprint is the most

appropriate as that relates directly to the overall CO2 budget available (see

below).

(B) No historic or future trend information is given.  Any meaningful narrative

around carbon emissions must be focussed around trends, and national policy is

framed in targets (eg net-zero by 2050, or the Paris Agreement temperature

target of 1.5degrees).  Targets imply a “journey” to reach a target, and

understanding trends, both real historic one and projected future ones, is

necessary to understand the journey.

(C) The methodology for assessing carbon emissions in the SA is given at SA, Box

2.2 (page 25):

“Development proposals which could potentially increase the Plan area’s 

carbon emissions by 1% or more in comparison to the 2017 estimate would 

be expected to have a major negative impact for this objective. Development 

proposals which may be likely to increase the Plan area’s carbon emissions 

by 0.1% or more in comparison to the 2017 estimate would be expected to 

have a minor negative impact for this objective.”     

It later becomes apparent in the SA (though it is not clear in the statement 

above), that the percentage increase in carbon emissions for the above test is 

calculated by simply calculating the increase in emissions based on new 

population and the current levels of emissions.  This method is naïve and 

flawed for the following reasons.  

It ignores the crucial fact that the underlying carbon emission footprint must 

significantly decrease to meet national obligations.  For example, using the 

SCATTER budgeting (see below), emissions should be decreasing by over 

13% per year.  There is a real increase in emissions from population growth, 

2 Stroud District Local Plan Review, Draft Plan, November 2019, https://www.stroud.gov.uk/info/Draft_Plan_2019.pdf, Core Policy DCP1 

“Delivering Carbon Neutral by 2030” 
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but this is a second-order effect compared to the real reductions (a much larger 

quantity) implied by meeting budgets – the first-order effect.  Therefore, the 

SA methodology is based on minor second-order effects rather than the 

predominant first-order effect, and provides no reliable guidance on assessing 

carbon emission reductions for the SA. 

Further, it suggests that the only way the local plan can affect carbon emissions 

is by population growth.  And that all other effects of carbon emissions will 

result from external effects (eg: national CC policy instruments).  

However, the principle underlying Section 19(1A) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 is that local plans themselves must include 

policies designed that “contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, 

climate change.”  The SA provides no method to assess these policies, and it 

should do to be consistent with the Act.   

(D) The above SA test and SA methodology effectively set a default target for the

GNLP of maintaining carbon emissions as they are.  This is clear that

development which did not increase the population would register a 0%

increase or decrease in emissions.   The notion that underlying emissions stay

constant is not consistent with national policy.

(E) This approach appears to be reflected in the Monitoring Framework, and

objective GNLP16 which is:

“To minimise carbon dioxide equivalent emissions per capita to contribute to 

meeting the national target to bring all greenhouse gas emissions to net zero 

by 2050, taken from the Department for Business, Energy and Industrial 

Strategy data.” 

This appears to be the same monitoring as under the JCS where any reduction 

in emissions (even a fractional percentage) is scored RAG “Green”.  

“Minimise” means no increase.  This is a wholly inadequate monitoring regime 

in two respects:  

i. in the climate emergency, significant year-on-year reductions are

required

ii. no quantification is given at all

2.3 Trend based baseline carbon emissions, budgets and targets 

9 This section is not comprehensive, but it presents material that would be helpful to 

GNDP in writing next draft plan to address the issues raised in the previous section. 

10 The DBEIS data between 2005 and 2017 provides a useful guide to baseline emissions 

in the area by each main sector, Industrial, Domestic and Transport – crucially it shows 

trends in emissions reductions and increases.   The aggregated emissions from the 

DBEIS data for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk is shown below. 
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11 Overall there has been a 28% reduction in emissions over this period.   The figure above 

shows that in Greater Norwich area, Industry and Domestic emissions have reduced 

whilst Transport emissions are rising and are at the same levels as in 2005.   In general, 

national trends in the decarbonisation of electricity has enabled significant reductions for 

industrial and domestic carbon footprints.  A robust climate change policy in the GNLP 

could have further significant impact locally on bringing down Industry and Domestic 

emissions.   

12 Road transport emissions have made no significant reductions in over 14 years, 

indicating a major policy failure, both nationally and locally.  This may only be 

remedied by a very tough set of policy interventions in transport for modal shift away 

from private car use; electric vehicles may only play a small part in decarbonising 

transport for reasons we give elsewhere.  The GNLP Climate Change and Transport 

policies should have reducing transport emissions as their number one objective.  

13 For context on looking to the future, and the plan period to 2038, we give some 

background on the international climate situation. 

The nations of the world agreed the UN Paris Climate Agreement in 2015 to limit 

average global temperature rises from human activity to “well below 2°C” and to 

“pursue efforts towards 1.5°C”. For any temperature, scientists can produce a global 

0.55

0.65

0.75

0.85

0.95

1.05

1.15

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Three main sector emissions

GNDP MtCO2eq

Industry Domestic Transport



Greater Norwich Local Plan 

Regulation 18 Consultation STAGE C 

29th January to 14th March 2020 

Dr Andrew Boswell (CEPP) for Norwich Green Party Page 6 

carbon budget to meet the temperature target with a certain probability.  In 2019, a team 

of scientists produced carbon budgets for every UK local authority area, known as 

SCATTER models, based on a UK budget calculated using climate equity principles 

from the Paris Agreement.  The aggregate budget for the GNDP area is given as an 

Appendix.   

14 A summary of the aggregated SCATTER budget is given below: 

Broadland South Norfolk Norwich GNDP 

Remaining CO2 budget 

2020 – 2100 (MtCO2) 
4.5 4.9 3.4 12.9 

Budget expires at current 

(2017) burn-rate 
2027 2026 2027 2027 

CO2 annual reduction 

rate from 2020 
>13.0% >14.2% >12.7% >13.4%

5% budget left year 2042 2040 2043 2041 

15 The step change in emission trajectory needed to meet Paris obligations is shown below, 

reproduced directly from the SCATTER budget (from the Appendix). 

16 The key points to note are: 

(A) To meet the UK’s Paris Agreement commitments, carbon emissions need to

reduce at 13.4% per year across the GNDP population.  This must start now and

requires a step change in policy and in delivery of emissions reductions.

(B) Continuing at current “burn-rate” will use the budget up around 2026-2027. Such

a scenario will take humanity beyond the limits of the Paris Agreement and into

very dangerous territory.
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(C) These figures represent the best scientific estimate of reductions needed for Paris

compliance, and are supported by the local UEA Norwich Tyndall Centre (part

of the same Tyndall Centre that produced the SCATTER methodology and data).

(D) This data is different from the Committee on Climate Change (CCC) budgets.

There are detailed technical reasons for this which will be published shortly in a

paper in “Climate Policy” (https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/tcpo20) by Professor

Kevin Anderson and team (personal communication from the SACTTER team).

2.4  Need for baseline carbon emissions, budgets and targets 

17 The draft plan contains quite a few statements on Climate Change that sound promising 

(for example, bullet CONS 82 “Mitigating the effects of climate change within the 

Greater Norwich area is a cornerstone of the GNLP”) but which lack substance and any 

clear demonstration of a route to their deliverability. 

18 We have made the case, many times previously (please refer back to previous 

consultations responses from NGP, CEPP and Dr Andrew Boswell) that the gap between 

warm words and deliverability can only be achieved by fully understanding baseline 

carbon emissions, setting a GNLP carbon budget that is aligned to national and 

international obligations, and with measurable targets for achieving it.  None of this 

exists in the draft plan.  

19 Again, we refer to the Stroud Draft plan as an example of good practice.  Here the 

Council declared a target to become carbon neutral by 2030, ahead of the current 

Government target.  This target has been brought into the local plan, joining up political 

will with strategic planning3.   

20 The situation in Greater Norwich is less clear politically with the County Council stating 

in its Environmental Policy that it will work towards carbon neutrality by 2030, the City 

Council having a 2050 target.  And Broadland and South Norfolk apparently working 

towards positions.  There is a clear need for a unified target across the area, and for it 

then to be embedded into the GNLP with the necessary policies to help deliver it through 

the strategic planning system.   No work appears to have been done on this, although the 

time before the Regulation 19 consultation and subsequent process, gives space for 

related political decisions to be progressed.   

2.5  The Sustainability Appraisal shows Climate Change objectives are not met 

21 We have indicated above that the methodology for assessing carbon emissions in the SA 

is not fit for purpose.  However, despite this, the SA indicates in several respects that the 

Climate Change objectives of the plan are not met, and emission reductions are not 

being facilitated.   

3  Stroud District Local Plan Review, Draft Plan, November 2019, https://www.stroud.gov.uk/info/Draft_Plan_2019.pdf, Core Policy DCP1 

“Delivering Carbon Neutral by 2030”, see Page 14 “This cross-cutting issue is touched upon by many of the Draft Plan’s key issues and emerging 

Strategic Objectives, and responses to it are embedded in the overall Development Strategy, as well as detailed policies and proposed site 

allocations.” 
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(A) SA, page 72, Table 4.2 gives an impact matrix of all the policies assessed.

“Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation” and “Natural Resources, Water and

Contaminated Land” each score the most negative scores as indicated by red

squares.  “Air Quality and Noise” score the next worse. This impacts significant

environmental impacts of the plan objectives, especially for Climate Change.  In

a Climate Emergency this is not a viable way forward.

(B) SA, page 53, Table 3.2 gives an impact matrix of all the sites assessed.  Many

sites are scored red for Climate Change.

We note that the Director of Place, Norwich City Council, has commented that

the level of growth in rural areas “is very hard to reconcile with the climate

change agenda and the need to reduce carbon emissions” 4 which is reflected in

the SA assessment.

(C) SA, page 62 (part of Table 3.3) identifies adverse impacts.  Under Climate

Change “Contribution to greenhouse gas emissions”, it states under 3 bullets:

i. That Policy 2 for low carbon energy generation and sustainable building

design is not expected to fully mitigate this impact.  The statement is

meaningless as “this impact” is not defined properly, and what “fully

mitigate” would mean is also not defined.  The statement lacks any

quantification; this is where proper budgeting, footprinting and targeting

could turn a meaningless statement into something which is measurable

and monitorable.

ii. Policies 2, 3, 4 and 6 will provide a “multifunctional green infrastructure

network” that will provide “additional carbon storage” or carbon sinking.

This is again fine words, but totally unquantified.  There is no clear

indication of what is intended to be achieved, and how much carbon will

be sunk, and how, and how much, it will contribute to keeping with a

Paris aligned carbon budget for the area.

The role of Green infrastructure as a carbon sink needs to be developed

with details of specific methods which will produce the best outcomes in

emissions reductions.

iii. Policy 4 aims to encourage sustainable transport and a reduction in traffic

related carbon emissions.  They policy is not expected to meet a 30%

reduction in carbon emissions from road transport by 2032, an objective

under the 2018 DEFRA Clean Growth Strategy.  This is of great concern

– we have shown above that transport emissions in the area are at 2005

levels and rising.  We look at Transport in Policy 4 in more detail below.

4 Report to Sustainable Development Panel, Norwich City Council, 15th January 2020, “Greater Norwich Local Plan: regulation 18 draft plan

consultation”, bullet 23: “As noted above, 9% of total housing growth over the plan period is planned to be located in village clusters. Despite the

fact that the strategy document in policy 7.1 proposes that the primary focus of planned development is the Norwich urban area, it also supports a

level of growth in rural areas which is very hard to reconcile with the climate change agenda and the need to reduce carbon emissions, and will 

have impacts for infrastructure provision. This approach is considered to be inconsistent with the greater emphasis expressed within the document 

on addressing climate change and significantly reducing carbon emissions, for example in the Vision and Objectives and Climate Change

statement, and may undermine the ability of the plan to deliverable sustainable growth.” 
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iv. We note that the Director of Place, Norwich City Council, has

commented that “the lack of ambition on transport issues and the focus on

significant development in rural villages is inconsistent with the

statements within the plan on addressing climate change” 5.

2.6 Policy 4: Transport 

22 Policies 2 and 4 are mentioned at CONS, page 39 (the Climate Change Statement table). 

The DEFRA Clean Growth Strategy objective to meet a 30% reduction in carbon 

emissions from road transport by 2032 should be included here as a footnote (before 

footnote 49).  As above, the SA states that this objective will not be met by the plan. 

23 CONS, page 61, Policy 2, bullet 6.  This is a very weak, bland statement and contains no 

reference to modal shift and targets for modal shift. 

We note that the Director of Place, Norwich City Council, has commented that Policy 4 

is “insufficiently ambitious in supporting the transition to a low carbon future by 

achieving significant modal shift” 6.   

We would agree and suggest a modal shift hierarchy needs to be developed and made 

central to Policy 4, Transport section.  Road building, known to increase traffic, lock-in 

car dependence, congestion and carbon emissions, should be the option of last resort.  

Currently Policy 4 places various road building projects as options of high priority; these 

should be removed as below.  

24 CONS, page 76, Policy 4, bullet on A47 dualling, and other, projects being promoted by 

Highways England.    Following the February 27th 2020 judgement in the appeal court7, 

the Airports National Policy Statement (ANPS) has been prevented from having any 

legal effect "unless and until the Secretary of State has undertaken a review of it in 

accordance with the relevant statutory provisions".  This is because the Secretary of 

State failed to consider the Paris Agreement (signed 22 April 2016) in the ANPS.   This 

is a landmark judgement that will have repercussions for any infrastructure projects that 

increases emissions going forward in the Climate emergency.   

We submit that the A47 dualling projects, on Highway's England own analysis increases 

carbon emissions in construction and use.  Highways England has also failed to consider 

the Paris Agreement as the Paris Agreement is not mentioned in any of the scheme 

5  Report to Sustainable Development Panel, Norwich City Council, 15th January 2020, “Greater Norwich Local Plan: regulation 18 draft plan 

consultation”, bullet 26: “The strategy document makes a number of positive statements about the importance of tackling climate change, 

including in section 3 (Vision and Objectives) and section 4 (the Climate Change Statement). However the lack of ambition on transport issues 

and the focus on significant development in rural villages is inconsistent with the statements within the plan on addressing climate change, for 

example that the plan is “seizing opportunities to promote low carbon development and address climate change” (para 140 of the strategy 

document).”   

6  Report to Sustainable Development Panel, Norwich City Council, 15th January 2020, “Greater Norwich Local Plan: regulation 18 draft plan 

consultation”, bullet 25: “Policy 4 (Strategic Infrastructure) is considered to be insufficiently ambitious in supporting the transition to a low 

carbon future by achieving significant modal shift. Although the policy makes reference to the importance of achieving modal shift, it does not 

fully recognise the need to integrate transport and land use policies, and there is no mention of mobility hubs as part of a sustainable transport 

network (as currently being developed through the Transforming Cities programme).”   

7  R (FRIENDS OF THE EARTH) v SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT AND OTHERS CA (2020), see: https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2020/02/Heathrow-summary-of-judgments-26-February-2020-online-version.pdf   & https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2020/02/Heathrow-judgment-on-planning-issues-27-February-2020.pdf  
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documents.  We expect to see a legal challenge is being mounted against the National 

Network National Policy Statement (NN NPS) which would cover proposals for 

developments such as the A47 under the NSIP regime.  We await the outcome of legal 

challenges to the National Network NPS that will provide further clarity on this issue.  In 

the meantime, we do not believe that the plan can rely on including the A47 proposals 

under “strategic infrastructure”, and the A47 proposals should be removed.   

25 CONS, page 76, Policy 4, bullet on “delivery of the Norwich Western Link road”. 

(A) The NWL on Norfolk County Council’s own analysis increases carbon emissions

in construction and use.  The issue above (for A47) applies here too.  The Paris

Agreement has not been considered in the NWL business case.  Given the legal

uncertainty, we do not believe that the plan can rely on including the NWL

proposal under “strategic infrastructure”, and it should be removed.

(B) We also note that the HRA assessment of Policy 4 at HRA 8.2.2 considers the

impact of the NWL on the River Wensum SAC and recommends the additional

text underlined ‘Delivery of the Norwich Western Link Road provided that it can

be achieved without causing an adverse affect on the integrity of the River

Wensum SAC.’  The wording of Policy 4 does not include this recommendation

from the HRA.

(C) Given the recent, and emerging scientific evidence for impacts to the Weston

super-colony of rare and protected species of barbastelle bats, we recommend

that if the NWL remains in the plan (at (A) above we give reason for its complete

removal), then the additional text should be “…provided that it can be achieved

without causing an adverse affect on the integrity of the River Wensum SAC,

and to the Weston super-colony of rare and protected species of barbastelle bats.”

2.7 Policy 2: Energy section 

26 EIS, Table 1, page 5. This essentially showed the lights going to go off in most of 

Norwich with the planned developments and without any intervention.  This risk to the 

existing network is an argument for a much more creative, visionary approach to energy 

which would facilitate significant carbon reduction too.  The GNDP councils should be 

thinking of smart grids, much greater efficiency in housing (including retrofit insulation 

programs), greater on-site renewables and energy balancing and storage.  The Egnida 

EIS document does make some good suggestions toward this (see more detailed critique 

below), for example “semi-islanded development” in chapter 5.     

27 However, CONS, Page 61, Policy 2, bullet 10 (Energy policy) does not pick up on this 

and embed it into policy.  The statement needs to be much more pro-active.  It also 

needs to be factored through into the site appraisals which does not appear to have be 

done.   

28 Further on CONS, Page 61, Policy 2, bullet 10 – “All new development will provide a 

20% reduction against Part L of the 2013 Building Regulations (amended 2016)”.  This 

is a weak target with other areas doing better.  For example, Bristol and London (GLA) 
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have 35% beyond Building Regulations, and Reading “All housing developments over 

10 dwellings / 1000m2 to be designed to achieve zero carbon (subject to viability)”.  The 

financial arguments against more than 20% at the top of CONS, page 63, need to be 

revisited.     

2.8 More detailed comments on Egnida EIS document 

29 The comments in this section have been kindly provided by Dr Nigel Hargreaves of 

the Norfolk Community Solar, and are reproduced with his permission. 

30 The EIS is promising, but we highlight concern to the frequent references to CHP (if 

biomass or fossil gas fired), gas boilers and diesel generators.  No fossil fuel or burning 

technology should be encouraged in the plan in the Climate Emergency and for Air 

Quality reasons.   

31 The report is “light” on some specifics: 

i. Inclusion of energy storage as part of the flexibility solution

ii. No mention of community energy, although despite promoting ESCos.   The plan

could significantly support community energy schemes via ESCos, as per EIS

page 47 "The potential for local authorities to be involved within this type of

approach [ESCo] is being explored further in an additional study investigating

appetite for local investment and suitability of public, private or hybrid

investment model approaches.”

iii. No mention of microgrids, although “semi-islanded” developments are

mentioned.  The plan could provide pro-active policy support to promote

development of these.

iv. There could have been more specific recommendations such as solar car ports

v. Grid connection ‘capacity bagging’ ahead of building should not be tolerated

beyond a limited period.

vi. The Electricity tariff of 11p/kWh set in the case study (EIS, page 40) is far too

low - making the business case for the proposed scheme appear less viable,

despite a healthy looking 8.3% IRR.

vii. The exclusion of community energy shares, or any non-developer commercial

interests, in any of the discussion, which could substantially change the costs and

look of projects, is a big omission.  Denmark, Sweden, Germany and even

Scotland are much more switched on to this – why not Greater Norwich?

32 Throw away comments in the CONS document eg: CONS, page 39 (Climate Change 

statement) “Encourage community-led initiatives such as the promotion of decentralised, 

renewable and low carbon energy use or securing land for local food sourcing”, and 

CONS, page 101, Policy 7.1 “providing for sustainable energy generation, including a 

local energy network serving the area as a whole”  need much more development within 

the plan. 
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3 SIGN OFF 

Dr Andrew Boswell, Independent Environmental Consultant 

Climate Emergency Policy and Planning 

March 2020 

4 APPENDIX 1: GNDP SCATTER CARBON BUDGET 

33 The aggregated SCATTER budget for the GNDP area is given below as generated on the 

SCATTER website at: https://carbonbudget.manchester.ac.uk/reports/EE/. 

34 SCATTER stand for Setting City Area Targets and Trajectories for Emissions 

Reduction, https://www.anthesisgroup.com/scatter-greenhouse-gas-tool-offers-a-

quicker-easier-solution-for-cities-to-deliver-comprehensive-climate-action/  NB: “City 

Area” is a misnomer as the method was originally used for Manchester – in fact, it is a 

generally applicable method to any UK local authority area. 

35 The Tyndall Centre at the University of Manchester is based in the School of 

Mechanical, Aerospace and Civil Engineering, and key areas of research focus include 

analysing options for mitigating greenhouse gas emissions, including emissions 

pathways and energy system scenarios work at a range of scales. 

https://tyndall.ac.uk/partners/university-manchester  



Greater Norwich Local Plan 

Regulation 18 Consultation STAGE C 

29th January to 14th March 2020 

Dr Andrew Boswell (CEPP) for Norwich Green Party Page 13 



Greater Norwich Local Plan 

Regulation 18 Consultation STAGE C 

29th January to 14th March 2020 

Dr Andrew Boswell (CEPP) for Norwich Green Party Page 14 



Greater Norwich Local Plan 

Regulation 18 Consultation STAGE C 

29th January to 14th March 2020 

Dr Andrew Boswell (CEPP) for Norwich Green Party Page 15 



Greater Norwich Local Plan 

Regulation 18 Consultation STAGE C 

29th January to 14th March 2020 

Dr Andrew Boswell (CEPP) for Norwich Green Party Page 16 



Greater Norwich Local Plan 

Regulation 18 Consultation STAGE C 

29th January to 14th March 2020 

Dr Andrew Boswell (CEPP) for Norwich Green Party Page 17 

<END OF DOCUMENT> 


