Core Strategy for the Broads


APPENDIX 5



Report of Consultation on the Issues

5 September – 14 October 2005
1
Introduction and background
1.1.
The Local Development Scheme (LDS), setting the timetable and programme for the production of the Local Development Documents (LDDs) to replace the Structure Plan and Local Plan, has been agreed by the Secretary of State and was brought into effect on 6 April 2005.  The Authority is now committed to working to the programme and timescales set out in the LDS.

1.2
The first stage identified in the LDS is the preparation of the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).  Following two stages of consultation the SCI was submitted to the Secretary of State for independent examination on 11 August 2005.

1.3
The second stage identified in the LDS is the preparation of the Core Strategy Development Plan Document.  The Core Strategy will have statutory status and will underpin all subsequent documents.

1.4
The purpose of the Core Strategy is to “set out the vision for the Broads, including environmental, social and economic objectives and the primary policies for meeting that vision”.  The LDS identifies the key issues that the Core Strategy will need to address as including the long term vision, flood alleviation, understanding the character of the Broads as a living working landscape, the historic environment, development and boating holidays and tourism infrastructure.  These issues were identified from work done for the Broads Plan, which involved extensive consultation and participation.

1.5
In order to develop the key issues from the Broads Plan and to ensure full community and stakeholder participation in the identification of key issues for the Core Strategy, as required by Planning Policy Statement 12 ‘Local Development Frameworks’ (PPS12), the Authority prepared a leaflet and questionnaire which listed the issues arising in the preparation of the Broads Plan and asked for comments on them and any additional issues and/or priorities which should be covered in the Core Strategy.

1.6
Around 60 responses were received and these were developed into an Issues and Options report which set out these key issues and the options for addressing them.  This issues and options report was the subject of six weeks consultation from 5 September to 14 October and around 50 responses were received.  The issues and Options and the consultation responses have now been considered and the Authority has prepared a Preferred Options report setting out how it proposes to address the issues and options raised.

2
Consultation Process

2.1
The Issues and Options report was sent to around 300 stakeholders and interested parties, comprising statutory bodies, including the eight local authorities within the Authority’s area, Government bodies, parish and town councils, Local Strategic Partnerships, and bodies representing interests including navigation, boating, conservation, tourism and access across the area.

2.2
A list of respondents is appended.

2.3
The purpose of the consultation was to ensure that the issues covered represented the range of issues which consultees felt should be addressed and to explore both these and the options for addressing them.  In some cases, the issues raised may not be appropriate for the Core Strategy (and this is detailed as appropriate).  However, it is important that they are formally considered and an explanation given of why they are not appropriate in the Core Strategy because they have been raised by stakeholders and preparation of the LDF is an inclusive and participatory process.  Similarly, the Issues and Options consultation raised issues which had not been identified in the previous issues consultation and it is appropriate to consider these too.

3
Results of the Consultation

3.1
The following is a summary of the responses received.  The detailed points raised on the topics and how they have been considered in the drafting of the Preferred Options Report can be viewed by clicking on the link at each question.

3.2
The Long Term Vision
3.2.1
The long term vision presented was drawn from the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) and was developed from the vision in the Broads Plan.  It states:


“The Norfolk and Suffolk Broads will be maintained as a unique and special landscape and wildlife resource with its own sense of place. A planning policy framework for economically and environmentally sensitive development will underpin a thriving community.  The framework will support innovation and diversification, and promote sustainable transport infrastructures.  Development on the floodplain will be limited to that which is essential for the social and economic well-being of the area and appropriate with respect to the character of the landscape and risks from flooding”.

3.2.2
In response to the issues raised and comments made as part of the issues identification consultation, the options presented were:

· Vision 1:  Should we retain the vision as set out in the draft Regional Spatial Strategy?

· Vision 2: Should the vision be amended to include reference to navigational interests?

· Vision 3:  Should the vision be amended to include reference to ecological and landscape enhancement?

· Vision 4:  Should the Core Strategy consider the identification of specific measures to secure flood protection?

3.2.3
As raised in the previous consultation, the most frequent comment was that the vision should refer specifically to the navigation and/or boating interest.  Being one of the statutory purposes of the Authority, it was argued that to omit it from the vision implied a lower level of importance than the other purposes.  Similarly, navigation links to recreation which is also a statutory purpose of the Authority, as well as being a key purpose of National Parks.  The inclusion of a navigation element in the vision was supported by consultees including South Norfolk, Broadland and Norwich City Councils, the Environment Agency and the Great Yarmouth Port Authority.

3.2.4
Not all consultees supported the inclusion of navigation, with the concern raised that it would potentially conflict with conservation objectives.  Whilst the concern is recognised, particularly given the fragility of many of the habitats and the increased emphasis on restoration and enhancement, the three statutory purposes of the Authority are clear.  These effectively set the remit for the Authority and the inclusion of navigation interests in the Core Strategy vision would not alter the balance of these interests.

3.2.5
The Core Strategy will include policies which cover navigation and boating interests, both directly and indirectly, and the absence of a specific reference in the vision will not diminish its importance.  Navigation is, however, an important part of the Authority’s function, as well as remit, and, on balance, to ensure that the vision is comprehensive and takes account of the main spatial factors, it may be appropriate to include it specifically.

3.2.6
There was some support for amending the vision to include reference to ecological enhancement, which accords with national policy, and to refer to a naturally functioning floodplain, which is an objective of the Broads Plan.  These matters would need to be fully explored in topic chapters in the Core Strategy, but their inclusion in the vision would emphasis the change of approach from maintenance to enhancement.

3.2.7
Taking into account the above comments, an alternative wording for the vision is proposed as published in the Draft Core Strategy

3.2.8
The original vision was drawn from the draft RSS, where it applies to the wider Broads area, rather than the Broads Authority administrative boundary.  The proposed amendments to the vision do not conflict with the draft RSS vision (which may itself change), but develop it specifically to reflect the statutory purposes and the prevailing issues.

3.2.9
Consultees were also asked whether the Core Strategy should consider the identification of specific measures to secure flood protection.  This was included in response to suggestions that the vision should address flood risk in more specific and pro-active terms, rather than relying only on limiting development in the flood plain.  There was some support for the inclusion in the vision of measures to address flood risk, given that it is a fundamental issue for the Broads.  It was, however, also noted that the flood plain is a natural function and it may be more appropriate to set out the role of the flood plain and consider alleviation in the context of wider issues.  This latter approach is supported by the Environment Agency, who advise that the role of the Core Strategy is to outline options and implications to prompt debate, rather than promoting specific technical solutions.

3.2.10
Whilst the inclusion of such measures in the vision would emphasis the priority and importance of the issue, it would not necessarily facilitate a full and thorough examination of the issues and technical options that would need to be considered to implement such measures.  These could be better examined by considering the issue separately on a topic basis for example, and an illustration of how this might be achieved is the section ’Flood alleviation and climate change’ which addresses many of these issues.  Further details as necessary might be set out in a separate Supplementary Planning Document or Development Plan Document, as appropriate, as is currently the position with the Supplementary Planning Guidance.

3.3
Flood Alleviation and Climate Change

3.3.1
The consultation on the issues to be addressed by the Core Strategy identified flood alleviation as a major priority.  The Issues and Options document developed this further and presented the following options:

· Should the Core Strategy examine the options for flood alleviation? FCC1
· Should the Core Strategy prevent all future development in flood plain and high risk areas? FCC2
· Should the Core Strategy limit development in the flood plain and high risk areas to that which is essential, with criteria listed against which ‘essential’ can be measured? FCC3
· Should the Core Strategy identify essential development which will be permitted within the flood plain and high risk areas? This could include tourism and recreation businesses which require a waterside location. FCC4
· Should the Core Strategy identify sequential zones, including the identification of areas which are likely to become at greater risk and seek to locate development only within the lower risk area unless there are specific factors which require a waterside location? FCC5
3.3.2
There is a high level of support for the examination of all flood alleviation options within the Core Strategy, although it is recognised that implementation of certain technical solutions would be beyond the remit of the Authority and would need to be carried out by the Environment Agency, being the authority with this statutory responsibility.  It was, however, considered that the Core Strategy should examine the various options in detail, including the opportunities that would be created for wildlife and recreational gain by, for example, the creation of washlands.  Were specific options to be favoured it would be necessary to take them forward in a separate Development Plan Document.

3.3.3
There was some support for the prevention of all development in the flood plain and the high risk areas, however this would effectively mean no development would be permitted and the majority of consultees supported a more moderate approach.  It was pointed out that Government advice in Planning Policy Note 25 ‘Development and Flood Risk’ does not preclude all development, but supported a sequential characterisation of risk with appropriate development identified for the various areas.  This would link broadly with the fifth option presented, which is supported by the Environment Agency.

3.3.4
With regard to the type of development which should be permitted, it was suggested that ‘essential’ would be difficult to define in a way which would be flexible across all areas and over time, and ‘appropriate’ and ‘desirable’ were suggested as alternative wordings.  It was generally agreed that the policy should be criteria-based.  Were the wording to change this would need to be reflected in the vision for the Core Strategy.

3.3.5
It was noted that this section of the report covered only flood risk, and that the issues of environmental change are in fact much wider.  This is a valid point and it is suggested that the section be extended to include issues such as renewable energy and energy efficiency.

3.4
The Broads as a living, working landscape
3.4.1
The consultation on the issues to be addressed by the Core Strategy identified the need to maintain tranquillity and protection of large-scale landscape value and local distinctiveness as priorities.  The Issues and Options document developed this further and presented the following options:

· Should the Core Strategy protect landscape value as an over-riding priority? LWL1
· Should the Core Strategy set over-riding strategic criteria against which landscape impact can be assessed, within a general framework of protection and restraint? LWL2
· Should the Core Strategy identify areas where development would be appropriate in landscape terms, within a general framework of protection and restraint? LWL3
· Should the Core Strategy require enhancements to the landscape?  If so, where? LWL4
· Should the Core Strategy seek contributions from developers towards landscape restoration and enhancement on the basis that the quality of the natural resource contributes to the demand for the development? LWL5
· Should the Core Strategy seek to identify a Zone of Visual Influence between the Broads and the surrounding landscape where specific criteria would apply in relation to development? LWL6
3.4.2
There was some support for priority to be given to landscape protection, however consultees mainly drew attention to the three statutory purposes and pointed out that to prioritise one at the expense of others would be contrary the Authority’s statutory remit.  As set out in the statutory purposes, and contained in national policy in Planning Policy Statement 7 (Sustainable Development in Rural Areas), the Broads is already accorded the highest level of protection, and there is already a policy of general restraint.  There was concern that ‘protection’ would preclude change, even where change would be desirable and offer, for example, bio-diversity gains.  It is therefore important that any policy is flexible.  With regard to the identification of areas more or less appropriate for development, it is recognised that the Landscape Character Assessment will help to shape and inform this process.

3.4.3
There is support for a policy requiring landscape enhancement, which might also offer bio-diversity gains, with Breydon Water and the Great Yarmouth hinterlands and parts of the Upper Thurne and Upper Ant identified as areas where this would be beneficial.  Were specific areas to be identified this may need to be done within a site specific Development Plan Document and this would need to be explored.  Many consultees commented on the need to remove trees from along the riverside and water’s edge, partly to improve sailing conditions and partly to open up the wider views for which the Broads is known, but this is perhaps more a management issue than one for the Core Strategy.

3.4.4
There was a degree of support for the question of developer contributions, although this would need to be carefully handled in order to comply with the guidance in Circular 05/2005 ‘Planning Obligations’ and is likely only to relate to development within the Broads.

3.4.5
There was considerable support for the designation of a Zone of Visual Influence (ZVI), to protect the Broads from the impacts of development in adjacent area; it was also suggested that this be widened to become a Zone of Resource Influence, which could cover a range of relevant factors and might facilitate other forms of development or diversification, particularly in the agricultural and tourism industries.  Currently other relevant authorities have a duty to have regard to the purposes of the Broads when making decisions or carrying out their activities relating to or affecting land within the Broads, and the designation would be consistent with this.  Such a designation could not, however, be included within the Broads Authority LDF – which covers land within the Authority’s area only – but would need to be developed with the relevant District Councils for inclusion in their LDFs.  The Government Office for the East of England advise that in their view such a policy should be established strategically through the RSS.

3.5
The historic and cultural environment

3.5.1
The consultation on the issues to be addressed by the Core Strategy identified the protection and enhancement of the historic and cultural landscape, the preservation of key landmark buildings and features and the development of new uses for cherished buildings.  The Issues and Options document developed this further and presented the following options:

· Should the Core Strategy protect and enhance the historic and cultural landscape as a key priority? HCE1
· Should the Core Strategy define ‘enhancement’ and specify the measures to be taken? HCE2
· Should the Core Strategy establish a local designation to protect buildings of local interest or which are typical or distinctive within the Broads, but are not subject to statutory designation? HCE3
· Should the Core Strategy set criteria against which re-use of historic buildings can be assessed, within a general framework of protection? HCE4
· Should the Core Strategy identify appropriate uses for historic buildings within a general framework of protection? HCE5
3.5.2
The majority of responses to this section of the Issues and Options report were concerned with the question of enhancement, and whether and how this could be defined and achieved.  There are a wide range of building types in the Broads and to seek to define ‘enhancement’ for all of these would be problematic – and probably not useful – and it was felt that a flexible definition should be included in the Core Strategy, with details developed in Supplementary Planning Document in due course.   

3.5.3
Enhancement of the historic and cultural environment was interpreted by some commentators as involving the re-opening of formerly navigable waterways.  It was noted that this would potentially conflict with conservation objectives and such works would need an accompanying assessment of the impact on associated historic structures and buried and waterlogged archaeology.

3.5.4
There was general support for the development of a ‘local list’ to identify and preserve buildings and structures of local value, except from the Government Office for the Eastern Region.  They questioned the need for such a policy, asking what would apply in such areas that didn’t apply elsewhere and suggesting that all buildings and structures of value should be protected under the statutory powers.  It is precisely because many of the buildings and structures that are so distinctive of the Broads landscape and cultural environment do not meet the ‘tests’ for national listing, and hence are vulnerable to inappropriate change, that the question of a ‘local list’ has arisen.  It is suggested that a ‘local list’ is pursued.

3.6
Natural Resources

3.6.1
The consultation on the issues to be addressed by the Core Strategy identified the need for nature conservation, habitat protection, bio-diversity improvements and habitat recreation.  The Issues and Options document developed this further and presented the following options:

· Should protection, enhancement and habitat recreation be a key objective across the area? NR1
· Should the Core Strategy set criteria against which the need for enhancement and habitat recreation will be required, within a general framework of protection? NR2
· Should the Core Strategy identify areas or habitat types where enhancement and recreation will be required, within a framework of general protection? NR3
· Should the Core Strategy seek contributions from developers towards the cost of protecting and maintaining the natural resource? NR4
· Should the Core Strategy identify new areas to link existing fragmented habitats? NR5
· Should the Core Strategy examine and identify opportunities for sustainable flood plain management which will offer nature conservation benefits and other gains? NR6
· Should the Core Strategy identify a Zone of Hydrological Protection? NR7
3.6.2
As previously with regard to landscape issues, consultees supported the importance of protection, enhancement and re-creation, but did not, on the whole, support this as a key objective, but rather as one of the three statutory purposes of the Authority.  The Environment Agency supported it as a key priority, citing the Water Framework Directive as a driver.

3.6.3
Bio-diversity improvements were a key issue raised, with the Norfolk Wildlife Trust advising that the Norfolk Bio-Diversity Partnership is promoting a County-wide bio-diversity enhancement mapping project which would be useful in this context, and similar points were made by English Nature and the RSPB.  This would appear to be a useful approach, however it would need to be considered and it is likely that the detailed work would be better included in a separate Supplementary Planning Document than in the Core Strategy document itself.  This work would also have implications for the LDFs of neighbouring authorities.  It could also, potentially, be useful for the mapping of links between fragmented habitats, which was option which received support.

3.6.4
With regard to contributions from developers towards the cost of maintaining the natural resource, this received some support, however, as at 3.18 above, this would require careful handling.  It was suggested that it could be linked to the bio-diversity Supplementary Planning Guidance and might cover matters such as contributions towards the cost of maintaining sewage facilities to prevent diffuse pollution.

3.6.5
There was also support for the designation of a Zone of Hydrological Protection, with Norwich City Council advising that they have a comparable policy in their Adopted Local Plan.  The Government Office for the East of England advise that, in their view, it should be pursued through the RSS, unless criteria-based policies could be included in the LDFs of the adjacent districts, which is their preference.  

3.6.7
There was much support for consideration of sustainable flood plain management, which could offer gains for bio-diversity, landscape and recreation.  This links to the options considered previously at 3.3.2 above and indicates a clear preference on the part of consultees and stakeholders.

3.6.8
Finally, it was noted that this section of the report did not include the full range of natural resources.  This is a valid point and it is suggested that the section be extended to include issues such as minerals extraction, waste management and water resources.  This may also be an appropriate section to consider renewable energy and energy efficiency, which are currently proposed for inclusion in the ‘Flood risk and climate change’ section.  It was also noted that navigation is in itself a resource, which should be included in this section and comments of this would be welcomed.

3.7
Development, the Economy and Sustainable Communities

3.7.1
The consultation on the issues to be addressed by the Core Strategy identified the protection of the local economy in general (and the boat building and hire industry in particular) and the decline in the traditional Broads boating industry as key issues.  The Issues and Options document developed this further and presented the following options:

· Should the Core Strategy permit any redevelopment on boatyard sites? DESC1
· What redevelopment is appropriate and should this be identified on a criteria- basis or should the Core Strategy set out appropriate forms of use? DESC2
· Should the Core Strategy seek to promote diversification of the local economy and tourism ‘product’ and how is this best achieved? DESC3
· Should the Core Strategy support agricultural diversification, subject to protection of the landscape and ecological interest? DESC4
· Should the Core Strategy identify necessary community facilities and sites for their provision? DESC5
· Should development be restricted to within settlement boundaries or is it appropriate to permit any sort of development elsewhere? DESC6
· Should appropriate development outside the settlement boundaries be defined through criteria or on a site specific basis or on the basis of use-types? DESC7
3.7.2
The review of the policies covering boatyards is likely to be a key issue in the development of the LDF, and the Core Strategy will set out the strategic policies for this.  The importance of this issue was recognised by consultees, particularly given the changes in the industry and the changing patterns of boat use and ownership.  The requirements of the industry – and how they see the future changes – will have a major input into the development of the policies and discussion and co-operation will be required.

3.7.3
Consultees were of the view that some redevelopment may be appropriate, but this would need to take account of the specific site circumstances, constraints and infrastructure provision.  Redevelopment would need to be water-based primarily, in order to maintain the ‘boating’ emphasis of the Broads, although housing may be appropriate particularly in areas which are already residential in character.  Such development would also need to be flexible to adapt to future changes.  It was suggested that, with the increase in private boats, there may be opportunities to develop small yards on some of the quieter more rural parts of the system, although this would need to be balanced against wider sustainability objectives.

3.7.4
There was strong support for the promotion of diversification, both within the tourism industry and agriculture, due to the advantages of a more broad-based economy.  It was suggested that this could be achieved through the promotion of local goods and services, low impact development and initiatives, but the role of the Core Strategy in this may be limited.  Any such diversification should be subject to protection of the landscape and wildlife resource.

3.7.5
The provision of community facilities within the area is a matter for the Core Strategy, however identification of sites should be taken forward through a site specific Development Plan Document.  It was also suggested that such facilities might be appropriate under an ‘exceptions’ policy and this might be included in general terms in the Core Strategy.

3.7.6
The majority of consultees felt that settlement boundaries should be retained, citing Government advice in Planning Policy Statement 7 ‘Sustainable Development in Rural Areas’ which seeks to protect the countryside for its own sake in support of this.  There may be exceptions to this policy, for example for flood protection or agricultural development, but the majority of development should be within villages.  Of the consultees who favoured a more flexible approach, it was suggested that the settlement boundary could be replaced with criteria-based policies allowing for carefully selected development well related to settlements or to specific objectives such as mooring provision.

3.8
Tourism and Recreation

3.8.1
The consultation on the issues to be addressed by the Core Strategy identified the need to balance the tourism industry requirements with the statutory responsibility to protect the natural beauty and distinctiveness of the area and providing for the needs of the recreational users, including the provision of mooring.  The Issues and Options document developed this further and presented the following options:

· In considering tourism and recreational development should the Core Strategy adopt criteria-based policies which apply equally across the Broads and give priority to protection of landscape and nature conservation value? TR1
· Should the Core Strategy seek to steer tourism and recreation development away from the more sensitive areas and encourage development elsewhere where the system is more able to accommodate growth? TR2
· Should the Core Strategy assess the extent to which tourism and/or recreational demand is being met and identify measures to address this, including extending the range of activities where appropriate? TR3
· Should the Core Strategy specifically identify additional tourist facilities and activities which are compatible with the ethos of the Broads and identify sites for these within the area? TR4
· Should the Core Strategy identify areas where additional mooring is required? TR5
3.8.2
The priority of protecting the natural assets on which the tourism industry depends was recognised in responses, however, there is also a need to widen the tourism base.  There was broad support for an approach which would seek to distribute the tourism more evenly across the Broads, rather than remain concentrated in ‘honeypots’ as is often the case, although this would have to be in the context of overall protection of the landscape and wildlife value.  A criteria-based approach would provide protection to vulnerable areas whilst promoting redistribution.  The Broads Hire Boat Federation do not support such an approach.

3.8.3
There was some support for a demand assessment to determine how the area was meeting the demand.  This would be one way of identifying whether there was a need for new facilities, but any policy based on this outcome would need to be sufficiently flexible to cater for changing demands.  It would also be necessary to define what development would be ‘compatible with the ethos of the Broads’.  It is likely that any major facility, other than additional water space, would be located beyond the Broads Authority area and co-operation with the adjacent authorities would be essential.

3.8.4
There was strong support for the provision of additional moorings, both long-term and short- term, and this should be achieved through a site specific Development Plan Document which could identify sites.

3.9
Housing

3.9.1
The consultation on the issues to be addressed by the Core Strategy identified affordable housing, the impact of development beyond the Broads Authority boundary and housing in the flood plain as key issues.  The Issues and Options document developed this further and presented the following options:

· Should the Core Strategy identify land for ‘affordable’ housing? H1
· Should the Core Strategy identify land for general market housing? H2
· Should the Core Strategy adopt a criteria-based approach to the provision of housing, both general market and affordable? H3
· Should the Core Strategy restrict ownership of new housing to local people only? H4
· Should the Core Strategy identify land for holiday accommodation or adopt a criteria-based approach? H5
3.9.2
The main issues raised under this section related to the provision of affordable housing.  Although a number of respondents noted that as the volume of housing that would be likely to come forward was small these were matters for the District Councils to deal with through allocations in their own LDFs, there was also a desire expressed by others to ensure that of these properties a reasonable proportion would be available to local residents otherwise priced-out of the market.  This could be achieved through the identification of land for affordable housing, which might be on ‘exceptions’ sites, or through allowing general market housing only where it would help to bring forward affordable housing through cross-subsidy.

3.9.3
This would require close liaison with the adjacent District Councils, to ensure that sustainability criteria, housing needs surveys and strategies were taken into account and to secure consistency of approach.

3.9.4
There was little support for a local occupancy condition on general housing.

3.9.5
With regard to holiday accommodation, there are a large number of potential sites and a criteria based approach would be the most flexible.

3.10
Access and transport

3.10.1
The consultation on the issues to be addressed by the Core Strategy identified the promotion of increased and alternative access to the Broads, maintenance of existing Public Rights of Way and improving the access by public transport.  The Issues and Options document developed this further and presented the following options:

· Should the Core Strategy seek to improve access to the riverside and Broads by the introduction of additional footpaths and cycleways? AT1
· Should the Core Strategy support the development of increased public transport provision in the wider Broads area? AT2
· Should the Core Strategy address the issue of improving access to Great Yarmouth? AT3
3.10.2
There is very strong support for improving land-based access to the Broads, although this should not be to the detriment of the landscape or wildlife interest.  Norwich City Council advise that this links with policies in their Adopted Local Plan to improve access on the fringes of the city

3.10.3
Respondents were generally of the view that the Core Strategy should address the issue of improving access to Great Yarmouth and should state the policy of the Authority with regard to, for example, improvements, the third river crossing or dualling.  A number of organisations stated their objection to any forthcoming dualling proposals.  Broadland Council point out that improvements to the A47 Trunk Road is a priority set out in policy NSR5 of the draft RSS and should be addressed within the Core Strategy.

3.10.4
The Highways Agency advise that the Core Strategy does not need to specifically address this.  It states:

“…The  Core Strategy should primarily address the issue of access to the Broads Area via the trunk and non-trunk road network and consider joint methods of working with the Highways Agency and the local highway authority in addressing the issues of accessibility to and within the area, including measures to reduce the need to travel”.
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	Go-East

	Go-East

	Great Yarmouth Port Authority

	Great Yarmouth Port Authority

	Highways Agency

	Inland Waterways Association

	Norfolk and Suffolk Boating Association

	Norfolk and Suffolk Boating Association

	Norfolk County Council

	Norfolk Wildlife Trust

	Norwich City Council

	Norwich City Council

	Potter Heigham Parish Council

	Potter Heigham Parish Council

	RSPB

	South Norfolk Council

	Yare Users Association





	Individuals

	Ray Walpole

	Paul Scargill

	Margaret Bird

	Chris Groves

	Colin Bambury

	Scott Perkin, 

	Isabel Lockwood (Carpenter Planning)

	Mike Barrett

	Anthony Coe

	John Clay

	Mollie Howes

	Kate Pledger

	Caroline Coe

	Brian Eason

	R B Colman


Policy Context By Topic
13

