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Section 1:  Introduction
Responses to Q1 and Q2 were submitted electronically.

Section 2 Greater Norwich Spatial Profile
Q3 Comments

Economy:   Need to emphasise importance of moving to low/zero carbon economy.  

Infrastructure: Concerns about emphasis on “relatively poor strategic infrastructure links” as key policy driver. There is a well-researched evidence base for not building more major roads. Soft infrastructure delivery (education and skills) is more important and GN historically under-performs on educational attainment. Lack of integration between land use planning and transport – dispersed development; strategic sites in peripheral areas lacking public transport. Lack of consideration of whether an appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives.

Renewable energy: plan is not sufficiently pro-active and ambitious.

Delivery: must not be simply driven by housing and jobs targets and infrastructure.  Climate change and meeting Paris Agreement must be integral to delivery.  Plan should aim to secure radical carbon reductions in line with trajectory for authority area, consistent with achieving net zero carbon by 2050. Plan actions  do not reflect climate emergency (para 81).  Plan will not deliver sustainable development as defined by the Brundtland Report, 'Our Common Future'.  

Q4 Topics Not Covered
Para 81 refers to 'mitigating effects of climate change' but it is also essential to adapt to climate change (eg  address risk of over-heating from rising temperatures) and to build resilience (eg  strengthen local economic supply chains, protect agricultural land and green open spaces).  

Flood risk: sea level rise and rising water levels in Broads and river systems have implications for flood risk in Greater Norwich. 

Natural environment:  reference needed to biodiversity emergency and nature-depleted state of UK.   In order to enhance biodiversity, reduce urban over-heating, provide access to natural environments, reduce noise and air pollution and improve the quality of life: there is a need to: create new wildlife habitats as well as protect and enhance existing ones;  substantially increase tree coverage and hedgerows in rural and urban areas;  protect urban green open spaces from development eg sports grounds and not replace grass with hard surfaces.     

Historic assets:  (92) add 'medieval street pattern' as having shaped  historic development of Norwich and line of city wall. See attached briefing paragraph 5.   Norfolk Structure Plans referred to medieval street pattern which gave added protection to Norwich historic city centre.    

Q5 Anything Needs Further Explanation, Clarification or Reference?

Delivery: exclude 'delivery' as factor to weigh against objectives in the interim sustainability appraisal. EG 'delivery' skews distribution of housing allocations in favour of dispersal options.  Delivery is not an objective in the SA and should be disregarded for purpose of weighing up policies on sustainability grounds.
Para 83,  per capita emissions underestimate carbon emission levels as they exclude, consumption, production, aviation, shipping and hence and hence reductions necessary is under-stated.  

Para 84 needs to explain implications of hotter drier summers and warmer wetter winters for region and policy making.   Need to refer to sea level rise, rise in river levels and possible implications for Norwich area.        

Section 3 Vision and Objectives for Greater Norwich
Q6 Do you support or object to vision and objectives?

Economy:  We object to: concept of 'growth axis along Cambridge Norwich Tech Corridor'. We are concerned about land use, transport and environmental implications of dispersing development along A11 corridor in open countryside such as Snetterton Heath, in small towns and on strategic employment sites on periphery of Norwich. A wide corridor 100kms in length has been progressed without policy testing,  SEA and prior public consultation.   

Communities: support

Homes:  add ' zero carbon' after 'high quality'.  

Infrastructure:  We oppose 'improve connectivity' in relation to major road building schemes.   Add reference to reduce the need to travel and manage demand for private car travel. 

Delivery:   Oppose statement at it stands. Delivery must not be driven by numbers of homes, jobs and by infrastructure alone. Integral to delivery is also the need to set  climate change targets.    
Environment: see response to Q8.  

Q7 Any Factors not covered?

Economy: plan target to build thousands of new homes should act as a stimulus to developing local manufacture of zero carbon construction materials;

Homes: include requirement to build to maximum energy efficiency standards such as Passivhaus. For example, the Reading Local Plan is making zero carbon housing mandatory for major residential developments unless demonstrated as unviable.    On-site renewable energy standards should be set as well as carbon offsetting scheme to secure off-site carbon reductions.   

Infrastructure: urgent need to address smaller Transforming Cities grant than anticipated. If funds can't be identified for sustainable transport required to serve thousands of new homes and jobs, quantum of development should be reduced, to prevent car-dependency.   

Environment: need for Green Belt/wedges to prevent coalescence of communities eg Hethersett and Wymondham; protect river valley settings and protect setting of NDR similar to Southern Bypass.

Q8 Anything which needs further explanation, clarification or reference?  
Environment policy would benefit from re-wording,   “......and to significantly reduce emissions to ensure that Greater Norwich plays a full part in meeting national commitments to achieve net zero GHG emissions by 2050 as well as implementing  adaptations to climate change”. 

Need to clarify what is meant by 'clean growth'.  We have concerns about this term which derives from the Government's 'Clean Growth Strategy' (and reflected in the New Anglia LEP Clean Growth strategy). Firstly, 'clean growth' doesn't go far enough in cutting carbon emissions consistent with net zero carbon by 2050 and secondly, it includes programmes which are inconsistent with net zero carbon, notably improving road links to cut congestion and support economic growth.     

Section 4: Delivery of Growth and Addressing Climate Change
Q9 Do you support, object or have any comments re. Approach to Housing?

Support greater use of legal powers.  Developers are dragging heels on redeveloping brown field sites in Norwich at expense of countryside.     

Object to providing 9% more homes than needed and identifying two 'contingency' locations, especially if windfalls are to be discounted (and we object to this also). The Plan should ensure delivery of JCS allocations before developing new sites allocated in GNLP.      

Object to small scale growth in villages as development dispersal  would have large adverse impact on carbon emissions.  No evidence to show that dispersal would support village services. Norfolk CC allowed extensive housebuilding in villages in 1970s and this increased car commuting whilst not protecting services.  All new development should be concentrated in or close to Norwich or in towns with rail connections.    

Q10 Do you support, object or have any comments re approach to Economic Development?

Object to expansion of/allocation of new  strategic sites unless provision of high quality public transport, walking and cycling networks can be demonstrated from the outset, otherwise they will be dependent on car/van/lorry access.    

Object to types of economic development in rural locations which would generate car, van and HGV movements.  Digitally based jobs are acceptable.

Support concentrating employment in Norwich city centre.  

Q11 Do you support, object or have any comments relating to approach to Infrastructure?

Object to 'improve connectivity' as this permits more road building.  Should be pinned down to refer to 'improve connectivity for public transport and local rail, walking and cycling”.    

Object to the fact that the strategy for transport infrastructure isn't consistent with  meeting the Paris Agreement.  It needs to include managing traffic demand such as infrastructure for workplace parking charges and also infrastructure to enable the transition to zero carbon vehicles.     

Coordination of infrastructure delivery should refer to the importance of 'soft' infrastructure such as education to distinguish it from hard infrastructure. 

Q12 Do you support, object or have any comments re Climate Change Statement?

Statement contains warm words, but not integrated with other policies eg homes and strategic transport. There are strong inconsistencies between statement, evidence base and policies.  The draft GNLP is an approach of 'carry on as before', when we are now in a climate emergency.   There are no climate change policies, no targets, no quantification of what may be achieved.  GNLP does not demonstrate compliance with legislation. The SA appraisal seems to show that the CC objective will not be met in a lot of cases eg DEFRA target in Clean Air Strategy for 30% transport emissions reduction by 2030.   Climate change needs to stand equal with other policies including delivery.   Setting a carbon budget which cannot be exceeded is a way forward.  Longer submission is attached.     

Section 5 – The Strategy

Policy 1  The Sustainable Growth Strategy

Q13  Do you agree with the proposed settlement hierarchy and the proposed distribution of housing within the hierarchy?

We have the following concerns:

Norwich urban area:  although we wish to see growth concentrated in and around Norwich, we do not wish to see growth allocated to areas which are not well served by public transport. EG we do not support strategic allocation at Taverham off Fir Covert Road because there are no plans or funding for upgrading public transport infrastructure along Fakenham Road. The failure to secure adequate Transforming Cities funds will prevent upgrading to public transport system for serving growth communities unless new sources can be obtained.   

Main towns:  growth should be limited to nodes on rail network.

Key service centres:  growth should be limited to nodes on rail network.

Village clusters:  oppose on climate change grounds, apart from identification of sites for local social housing. 

'Delivery' skews distribution of housing allocations in favour of dispersal options.  Delivery has nothing to do with sustainability; it is not an objective in the SA and should be disregarded for purpose of weighing up policies on sustainability grounds.

Q14 Do your support, object or wish to comment on the approach for housing numbers and delivery?

Object.   Plan should ensure delivery of JCS allocations before commencing phased development of new sites allocated in GNLP, starting with brownfield sites in Norwich city centre. Linking delivery of affordable housing to that of private sector housing has failed. Planning authorities have maximised housing numbers to obtain affordable housing whilst developers have claimed that achievement of policy quota of 33% affordable housing  is unviable.   The only solution to addressing affordable housing need is through public policy intervention, in particular national government facilitating social housing.        

Q15  Do your support, object or wish to comment on the approach for the Economy?

Sites allocated in the JCS should be developed first of all before bringing forward new sites allocated in the GNLP.  Sites with good access to rail and public transport, walking and cycling facilities should be given preference. Too many strategic employment sites reliant on car and lorry use have been permitted, adding to carbon emissions eg    Longwater, Broadland Business Park, Norwich Research Park, Easton/Honigham, Hethel.  Employment sites not required should be de-allocated.   The JCS failed to achieve sustainable development and the draft GNLP is continuing along a business as usual path.  

Q16  Do your support, object or wish to comment on the approach to Review and Five Year Land Supply?

High housing target in JCS made it impossible to achieve 5 year land supply; it increased number of dwellings required to meet affordable housing need; and led to developers building on unallocated greenfield sites in villages. 

Q17  Do your support, object or wish to comment on the approach to Infrastructure?

Section 5 – Policy 2 – Sustainable Communities
Q 18 Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the preferred approach to sustainable communities including the requirement for a sustainability statement?

We support the requirement for a sustainability statement.   

Green infrastructure: essential to incorporate some element in all but minor developments ('Net Biodiversity Gain'). Green infrastructure should be defined to include a range of features including, trees, hedges, green roofs, green walls, verges, small biodiversity features etc.  Removal of verges and trees to construct local active travel initiatives is unacceptable.    

Densities:  housing densities should not be under-mined by parking standards.  Use of land for parking to boost developer profits is unsustainable.

Travel: levels of parking help to determine the level of private car use. Lower ratios of parking to numbers of dwellings are required to make efficient use of land; encourage modal switch and reduce carbon emissions (a switch to electric vehicles will not solve emissions from road transport).  Parking standards in new developments should be lowered across Greater Norwich.     
Energy: see response to Q19.  Meanwhile, MHCLG has indicated an intention to publish a Future Homes Standard  which will require up to 80% lower carbon emissions for all new homes from 2025.  


Q19   Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the specific requirements of the policy? 
Policy 10: Minimise Energy Demand does not sufficiently address the role that energy plays in sustainable communities. Communities should  aim for zero carbon/low carbon as much as is economically and technically feasible. The 20% reduction against Part L of the 2013 Building Regulations is not ambitious and can be increased to at least match or exceed the 40% reduction target set by London.

Ref. the statement that “Proposals for free standing decentralised, renewable and/or low carbon energy networks, except for wind energy schemes, will be supported subject the acceptability of wider impacts”, this needs to consider the vital importance that clean energy can play in the strategy. This would also address the concern highlighted in the Greater Norwich Energy Infrastructure Study about the lack of energy capacity. Setting an ambitious target of 2030 for zero carbon energy is feasible, with the potential for the GNLP to be a market leader. This can be achieved by various means including smart grids, use of solar PVs, community energy schemes (“co-ops”), heat pumps, and energy storage technologies. For energy storage, the use of electricity for batteries must also come from 100% renewable energy sources.
Please see more detail in accompanying note.
Policy 3 – Environmental Protection and Enhancement
Q21   Do you support, object or have any comments relating to approach to the natural environment?

We lack confidence in GNLP's desire to protect the natural environment in light of:   

- Development of significant green open spaces in Greater Norwich eg Royal Norwich Golf Club for housing, Yare valley on Bluebell Road for housing,  Yare valley land off Colney Lane for new Rugy club and parking, redevelopment of Blackdale school and playfields for student housing.      

- NDR which has severed a large area of open countryside. Post-evaluation of landscaping showed that a high percentage of trees and shrubs planted along the road have died.  

- GNLP policy support for extension of NDR across River Wensum Valley with its complex mosaic wetland and woodland of habitats.

- GNDP Councils' support for A47 dualling, eg North Tuddenham to Easton dualling would adversely impact upon the Tud valley.

Natural green spaces are seen as an easy target for development and the city is expanding  further and further outwards into open countryside.  The GNLP must  take seriously the Biodiversity Emergency and the need to achieve 'Net Biodiversity Gain' at every opportunity.  

Q22  Are there any topics which have not been covered that you believe should have been?

Although the provision of new informal green open space on the periphery of Norwich is important (eg new country parks), nonetheless, it is essential to retain and enhance existing open space such as sports grounds and golf courses and school playing fields inside the built up area for several reasons:  to provide such spaces close to where people lives and accessible on foot and by bike; to support biodiversity, to absorb rainfall, to stop over-heating of the city, to absorb air pollution and reduce carbon.  We would therefore welcome a specific commitment to protection of green spaces of all types.

Policy 4 – Strategic Infrastructure
Q23  Do you support, object or have any comments relating to transport?

We object to the proposed transport strategy.  Specifically, we object to road building schemes; to the failure to identify measures for making best use of the transport network;  of the GNDP to upgrade the public transport system as part of the JCS and enabling additional road traffic growth;  to the lack of alternative sources of funding in place of the Transforming Cities Fund  for facilitating modal switch to sustainable transport; to the lack of demand management measures for constraining traffic.  

Specifically, we object to:

- delivery of the Norwich Western Link Road

- enhancement of the Major Road Network

- supporting improvements to the A47. 

- supporting growth of Norwich Airport.

Along with climate change, transport is the weakest policy area in the GNLP as the priority given to road building schemes as a key driver for growth is inconsistent with  other policy objectives, notably climate change mitigation.  The aim of reducing road congestion and improve journey times for drivers and goods is unachievable.  This is because faster journeys by road make road transport easier, initially, and therefore facilitating growth in car and lorry traffic, but over time, the additional traffic generated creates new congestion and leads to a vicious circle in the call for more road building.  Also, speeding up journey times allows people to live further from their workplaces which encourages dispersal of development.   

The GNLP relies, firstly, on the transition to electric vehicles to solve the transport sector's rising share of carbon emissions in Norfolk.  However, the manufacture of electric vehicles involves considerable carbon as does road construction.  Transport's share of carbon emissions is increasing because motorists have been buying larger and heavier vehicles.  It will take many decades before all vehicles are zero carbon powered.   Also, the widespread take-up of electric vehicles would not address the problems caused by decentralisation of activities as people and jobs move out of the urban areas to the suburbs, green field sites on the periphery of towns and cities and to villages.  
Objection to Norwich Western Link 
The proposed road would cause large adverse harm to the River Wensum SAC and to the Wensum and Tud valleys with their complex mosaic of habitats and protected wildlife.  It would generate traffic across the valley and open up land at Easton and Honningham for major development. It would increase carbon emissions, air pollution and noise.    

We consider that the County Council has not made the case for a NWL.  Current levels of traffic across the Wensum valley do not justify a four lane road carried on a viaduct and the resultant level of environmental damage.   Traffic modelling assumed a substantial number of jobs at Easton Food Hub and a new settlement at Honningham.  The latter has been de-prioritised whilst the predicted number of jobs at the Food Hub has been considerably reduced. As a result, the cost benefit ratio is likely to be far lower than calculated.     

We consider that the NWL should be removed from the GNLP at this stage, until  such time further work has been done.  For example, Norfolk County Council's  habitat assessment has not picked up the presence of a large colony of Barbestella Bats living in the woods on the line of the Preferred Route.    

The Habitats Regulation Appropriate Assessment of Policy 4 ‘Strategic Infrastructure’ (Section 8) states that there is potential for the NWL river crossing to cause harm to the Wensum SAC It recommends amending the policy to reflect the importance of avoiding adverse effect upon the River Wensum SAC. The recommended text for the policy text relating to the road reads:

• ‘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 GNLP Policy 4 should be amended as above.  However, just to underline that our preference is to see deletion of the NWL at this stage.

Reasonable alternatives to a NWL have not been considered. The County has assessed a large number of non-road building measures individually, but not a large package of combined measures. 

Our Objections to A47 Dualling (including Blofield to North Burlingham, Thickthorn and Easton to North Tuddenham)
We object on a number of grounds:  increase in carbon emissions, air pollution and noise, large land take especially in the case of proposed junctions at Thickthorn, Wood Lane and Norwich Road junction; impact on wildlife habitats such as River Tud and protected species (otters, water voles, bats, owls); traffic generation and increase in car commuting.   The North Tuddenham to Easton scheme is likely to draw in traffic from north of Norwich and funnel traffic to the south of Norwich via the Thickthorn junction improvements.

The Preliminary Environmental Information Reports accompanying the schemes all acknowledge a probable increase in carbon emissions for both construction and operation.   In the light of the Appeal Court ruling on a third runway at Heathrow and failure of the government to consider whether the schemes is consistent with the Paris Agreement and the amended Climate Change Act 2008, a legal challenge over the roads programme is likely.       

Alternatives to the A47 Dualling include:  small scale safety measures; digital technology to create Smart highways; travel planning to reduce single use car commuting and encourage modal switch to sustainable transport.   Also, it is highly likely that the government will need to consider an alternative to fuel duty such as some form of national road pricing and this would dampen demand for travel by private car and lorry.  

Norwich Airport
We oppose expansion of the airport on climate change grounds.   Expansion of regional airports is not the answer to a third runway at Heathrow.  People need to fly less if the UK is to meet it carbon commitments as has been acknowledged by the Committee on Climate Change.  The problem is caused by frequent flyers and not by people taking one annual holiday flight.         

Non-road Building Parts of the Transport for Norwich Strategy
Norwich Green Party supports:

- significant improvements to the bus, cycling and walking network to promote modal shift.  

However, we consider that a more radical package of measures is needed in order to achieve a much large degree of modal shift. Transforming Cities bid for £100million calculated a mere 6% increase in bus passengers as a result of proposed investment in sustainable transport.  This level of switch is far too low for dealing with the scale of the problem.  Regrettably, the Joint Transforming Cities bid has been unsuccessful and Norwich will share £117million with two other cities.  £40million is nowhere near enough to upgrade a public transport system based on three cross-city  corridors, when Norfolk County Council costed a bus rapid transit system at £140million in its evidence to the NDR inquiry in 2014.   Growth in and around Norwich has been predicated on developing public transport and the failure to secure funding throws delivery of the JCS and GNLP into crisis.   Alternative sources of funding must be found otherwise growth in and around Norwich will take place in the absence of major public transport improvements which would be a disaster for Norfolk's carbon emissions. One alternative source of funds is workplace parking charges, but it would take several years to implement.    

We do not support:

· Developing the role of the park and ride system.

Rather than extend the network and take up green field sites for more car parking,  drivers should be encouraged to leave their cars at home and catch the train/bus where possible. Extension of Postwick park and ride resulted in the County Council leasing the additional car parking spaces to Aviva for their staff at Broadland Business Park as there was insufficient take up of park and ride in this location.      

- A cross valley bus link between UEA and Norwich Research Park.

This would be very environmentally damaging.

The above two proposals are somewhat academic at present as they are included in the Transforming Cities bid which hasn't been fully funded.  

An Alternative Transport for Norwich Strategy
We would like to see a road traffic reduction strategy for the Greater Norwich area to include:       

- make use of existing road capacity and no new major road building; 

- substantial package of sustainable transport measures (alternative sources of funding will need to be found such as Workplace Parking Charges);

- traffic demand management measures (such as Workplace Parking Charges) and also land use planning measures, notably, car free developments, much higher parking standards across Greater Norwich, review of public parking tariffs. 

- traffic management measures (safe roads and streets such as a zero tolerance strategy to eliminate deaths and serious injuries on the roads);

- enhancement of the local rail network.
Policy 5 – Homes
Q27  Do you support, object or have any comments relating to approach to affordable homes?

We object to the 28% affordable housing target for Norwich and want to see it increased to 33%.   Indeed, figures in the SHMA give 38.2% overall affordable housing need for Norwich City Council area.   Norwich has a substantial waiting list for social housing.  The higher costs of developing on brownfield land in the city centre should be off-set by external national government funding such as HIF.   In a case such as Anglia Square, where £15m of HIF money has been secured for site preparation, we consider that this has been off-set by the developer wasting money on an expensive glitzy project which includes a 20-storey tower.

The policy of successive governments to provide sufficient affordable housing on the back of market housing has been a failure.  There has been long-standing under-delivery of affordable homes in Greater Norwich despite the Councils adopting a higher than necessary housing target in the JCS.  Developers have run rings around the Councils in claiming lack of viability as a reason for not meeting the 33% policy requirement.  At the same time, they have provided houses on countryside in South Norfolk and Broadland at a price which is out of the reach of many people.  Simply increasing the housing target as a means of providing  sufficient affordable housing has not worked and has allowed developers to game the system.  

Policy 6 – The Economy
Q34  Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the approach to employment land?
We support:

· emphasis on needs of small, medium and start-up businesses. A diverse, local economy with short supply chains is much more resilient than one which relies on multi-national companies.

· Expansion of innovation and skills and training. This will help to increase local wages, improve aspirations of school students and prepare residents for changes to the economy including the digital revolution.

Object to:

- development of large number of strategic employment areas in locations which are dependent on car/lorry access eg Norwich Airport area, Longwater, Rackheath, Hethel, Food Enterprise Park.   Even at Thorpe St Andrew,  where such sites have been provided with some level of  public transport, they were initially developed with public transport as an after-thought and new rail halts proposed have not materialised.   

Comments:

Employment land which has been allocated but sitting idle for some time should be either de-allocated or re-allocated for other purposes.

Policy 6 (1) , reference to 'in accessible locations' should be refined to read 'in accessible locations served by public transport and or rail, walking and cycling'.    

Potential for increasing resilience of local economy  and creating a circular economy should be explored eg set up industries which shorten supply chains and use local waste materials. One idea would be to manufacture buildings high energy efficient materials for constructing thousands of local homes rather than importing them.    

Q35  Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the approach to tourism, leisure, environmental and cultural industries?
We support such industries which reflect local innovation and support a high quality environment.  We would like to see a greater emphasis on tourists and short-stay visitors arriving by rail and public transport opposed to by private car.

Q36  Do you support, object or have any comments relating to the sequential approach to development of new retailing, leisure, offices and other main town centre uses?
Sequential approach:  We wish to see car parking standards lowered and made consistent across the Greater Norwich urban area so that existing and new employers are less tempted to move out of the city centre to green field locations where parking is more plentiful.  Sustainable transport modes must be improved alongside so that people can access with ease all locations by bus, foot, cycle and where possible, by local rail  across Norwich and not rely on the private car as at present.     The existing array of out-of town strategic developments around Norwich, such as Longwater and Broadland Business Park are a climate disaster, as well as consuming large amounts of land.  Less car parking would enable more efficient use of land.  We also consider that city centre brownfield sites allocated for employment uses eg Barrack Street should be developed before approving out of town locations.    

Other main town centre uses:  need to move away from providing more or as much car parking and instead reduce the amount of car parking and re-develop valuable land for housing.   Norwich City Council needs to find an alternative to public car parking for raising revenue funds.  Also, need to encourage short-stay users such as shoppers to catch park and ride rather than drive into the city centre and park, by making park and ride more attractive vis-a vis parking in the city centre. 

Policy 7 – Strategy for the Areas of Growth

7.1 The Norwich Urban Area including the fringe parishes
Q38  Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach for the city centre? Please identify particular issues.
We generally support the approach for the city centre.  In order to support and protect the city centre, we consider that it is necessary to limit the temptation of businesses to move to peripheral locations by constraining the amount of parking allowed for new developments across the Greater Norwich area and introducing workplace parking charges in and around Norwich.  Parking charges would provide an income for investing in a public transport system.       

As the opportunities arise, we would like to see redevelopment at Riverside with higher densities and far fewer parking spaces.  Riverside is a badly planned site where land has been squandered on surface car parking and a major access road.    

We object to a Northern City Centre Strategic Regeneration Area based around a large district centre/mixed use development at Anglia Square.   We objected to the Anglia Square scheme and participated in the recent public inquiry.  We recognise that the Anglia Square site provides the most sustainable and accessible in the city centre.  However, in our view and many others, the scheme called in by the Secretary of State is not consistent with sustainable development.   

If the scheme is rejected by the Secretary of State, we advocate a low rise high density mixed use development comprising mixed housing, (with a higher percentage of affordable housing), local retail, employment, cultural and community facilities built to high sustainability standards.

Support for a lower number of dwellings than the 1,250 envisaged for Anglia Square, would require new sites to be identified elsewhere.  Windfall  sites are highly likely.     

Q39   Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach for East Norwich? Please identify particular issues.
We broadly support the proposals in principle.  There is a need to reference the requirement to protect the Carrow Abbey County Wildlife Site in the policy wording.  

Comment

Ref. the interim sustainability appraisal which assesses policy options against the 15 sustainability objectives established by the scoping report. We are very concerned that the interim sustainability appraisal undermines its whole purpose by also considering ‘delivery’ as a factor to weigh against the objectives. This is summed up by p52 of the appraisal: after a table presenting the six options for distribution of housing allocations (p42), in which it is absolutely clear that options 1, 2 and 3 perform better than the dispersal options (4, 5 and 6), the “summary of significant effects” starts: “Options 1, 2 and 3 may be harder to deliver”, goes on to observe that 1,2 and 3 perform better on everything else, then concludes “in sustainability terms the choice between alternatives appears finely balanced, with no alternative clearly better than another in SA terms”.
This is dishonest. The only objective on which 4, 5 and 6 are deemed to perform better is SA5, “Ensure that everyone has good quality housing of the right size and tenure to meet their needs”. In the ‘analysis’ of this objective on p45, there is no mention of meeting need (which surely relates to providing affordable housing in places where there are jobs and where people therefore want to live); instead, this becomes “diversity, choice and competition in the market for land” and “least risk of delay”, and judges dispersal the best option – ignoring the fact that this will result in unaffordable housing in unsustainable non-communities with no employment, so not actually meeting need at all. SA5, therefore, is first twisted to have a completely different meaning in order to support dispersal, then considered to outweigh all the other objectives put together (there’s no hierarchy of objectives in the SA) to the extent that the dispersal options become equally sustainable to options that would concentrate growth where infrastructure and services are.
“Delivery” is not an objective in the Sustainability Assessment and should be disregarded for the purpose of weighing up policies on sustainability grounds.
Q40 Do you support or object or wish to comment on the approach for elsewhere in the urban area including the fringe parishes? Please identify particular issues.  
We object to the proposal for a new urban extension at Taverham (1,400).   A new strategic community in this location would be reliant on car use and therefore increase carbon emissions, air pollution and traffic pressures in the Wensum Valley area and increase different types of run-off including silt to the River Wensum SAC.   Major development on land between the NDR and city edge would see further loss of countryside.  As indicated, we believe that existing allocations should be developed before any new allocations.    

The SA/SEA (Jan 2020) for Taverham and Ringland  (B.47) confirms that the proposed Taverham and Ringland development cluster would have a major negative impact on Air Quality and Noise, Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation, Education and Natural Resources and Waste.  By way of mitigation, the SA/SEA recommends that focus on improving public transport, walking and cycling would be likely to help reduce carbon emissions emitted within Norwich.       

However, the likelihood that high quality public transport can be provided from the outset of the development is unclear because the Transforming Cities bid has not been successful. In any case, the Fakenham Road and Reepham Road were not identified as among the six radial road corridors for upgrades to public transport infrastructure by the joint application.   Therefore, unless alternative sources of funding can be obtained for developing a high quality public transport system for Norwich, a strategic development at Taverham is likely yo be car-dependent in much the same way that Thorpe Marriott has evolved.     

Overall, we are concerned by the extent of car-based urban sprawl of Norwich as development has spread out into the open countryside, facilitated by road building. .  Norwich is now strangled and its unique rural setting has been eroded by the Southern Bypass and NDR and  a string of business parks, retail parks and other major developments clustering around land hungry junctions.  

