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Representations

Anglian Water
I have no issues to raise or comment to make.
Broadland District Council
The District Council does not wish to make any representations on the proposed changes.
Coal Authority
Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we have no specific comments to make on this document at this stage.
English Heritage
I confirm that English Heritage has no comments on the changes to the plan.
Environment Agency
Thank you for your consultation on the above. We have reviewed the proposed changes and agree that they are minor in nature and do not affect the soundness of the DPD. 

Within our original response to the submission documents, we recommended a number of minor amendments to Policy DP29. We are pleased to note that one of the amendments, regarding the first sentence of paragraph 2, has been included. Although we understand that safety issues will be considered as part of the Flood Risk Assessment required by this policy, we previously also suggested that a specific reference to the safety of the future users of the development and to flood warning/evacuation would be useful to highlight the importance that should be given to these issues, particularly given the nature of flood risk within the Broads. This suggested change has not been proposed as a minor modification. However, as we also highlighted within our response to the Inspector’s Matters and Issues (AE/2006/000197/PO-01/SB1-L02, 05 July 2011)  we would still be in support of such an amendment.  

In addition to the above comments, we are aware that the draft National Planning Policy Framework has recently been released. It should be ensured, as far as is possible, that policies such as DP29 are able to be compliant with future planning policy. Once the NPPF has been formally adopted, we understand that the plan will require assessment to secure a certificate of conformity with the Framework. In advance of this, we would suggest that the LPA may wish to consider a policy review and gap analysis to ensure that the document contains sufficient detail to remain an effective policy base in the absence of more detailed national policy.

Natural England
We concur with the Broads Authority’s view that the changes proposed for recommendation to the Inspector are minor in nature and do not affect the soundness of the DPD. We note that the amendments to the Sustainability Appraisal and Appropriate Assessment which we put forward in our response letters of 13 July 2010 and 13 January 2011, and discussed with the Broads Authority and the RSPB at our face-to-face meeting on 9 February 2011, have been incorporated into the final submission documents. We, therefore, have no further comment to make at this stage, other than to point out two minor corrections. On page 58 of the Sustainability Appraisal, there is an incorrect reference to Special Sites of Scientific Interest, rather than Sites of Special Scientific Interest. The introduction to the Appropriate Assessment (page 3), makes no reference to Ramsar sites, which are to be considered in the same way as designated European sites under the Habitats Regulations.
Norfolk County Council
The County Council welcomes those amendments to the supporting text to Policy DP30 (Developer Contributions) and Policy DP3 (Water Quality and Resources) which have now taken into the account the comments made by this authority at the proposed submission stage (January 2011).

I can confirm that the County does not wish to make any further comments on the Proposed Changes and supports the progress the Broads Authority are making towards adopting the above Development Plan Document.
Norfolk Geodiversity Partnership
We have no comments to make on the proposed changes to the Development Management Policies DPD, but we do consider it worthwhile to repeat our comments on the inadequacies of the current LDF SA documentation as it affects geodiversity.

The initial failure to identify the correct place for geodiversity along with its definitions, mitigation measures, and monitoring criteria, within the initial set of LDF SA documents has continued to result in omissions and confusion for geodiversity. Although some of these omissions such as monitoring criteria have now been rectified, much else remains unclear. 

A second problem is that the chosen SA consultants do not appear to fully comprehend the nature of the unique geodiversity found within the Broads Authority area. The vast stretches of Holocene estuarine, fluvial, and peat deposits are vital for the information that they contain on past climates, preserved archaeology etc., as well as for their functions such as carbon sinks and water retention. This is not hard rock, but it is geodiversity. 

Specific problems:

SA1 is ostensibly the objective that includes biodiversity and geodiversity, but it is couched in the language of ‘Natural Landscape’ without a definition of what this term includes. Hence geomorphology and geology are often omitted when SA1 is expanded or tested elsewhere.

This is particularly confusing when SA1 occurs in the matrix against DP2, which is headed “Landscape and Trees.” I am still unclear as to whether DP2 is intended to include landforms/geomorphology, or only the vegetated surface landscape. Bunds, roddons, river banks, drains, flooding are all dealt with be the BA, but apparently the natural geomorphology is not considered under either SA1 or DP2. This confusion results in the absurd wording in Appendix D Final Policy matrix of “This policy will work to protect significant landscape features and heritage, such as trees and hedgerows, for their contribution to wildlife, geodiversity and the Broads Landscape character …” 

Section 3.4.1 is inadequate for its geodiversity description. There is a good and thorough description of the geological SSSI at Bramerton, but nothing on the vast Holocene deposits and geomorphology of the rest of the BA area. 

Section 3.4.2 is woefully inadequate when considering threats to geodiversity in the BA area. One paragraph reads: “Natural degradation is a serious problem on many geological sites. Irresponsible collecting of fossils or minerals is a serious problem on certain sites. Additionally, geological sites are prone to damage by recreational activities, such as caving and rock climbing.” This is an inappropriate ‘cut and paste’ inclusion, and is so misleading as to be counterproductive for the real threats to geodiversity within the Broads area. Real threats include aggregate extraction, development excavations, destruction of landform by both excavation and by addition of extraneous material. 

Neither can I find anywhere within the SA any mention of possible geodiversity gains during development. Conditions should be imposed for logging any lost deposits, including conservation of any megafaunal fossils and hominid artefact remains and, where possible, retention of small geological sections. (It is a real loss of Norfolk’s geological heritage that this provision was not made when the Whitlingham Broads were excavated.) 

Norwich Powerhouse LLP
I write on behalf of my client, Norwich Powerhouse LLP, in support of those changes identified in the Schedule issued on 25 August. In addition I would like to make the following observation :

The starting point for Policy DP22 is that new residential development will only be permitted within defined development boundaries and must be compatible with other policies of the Development Plan. You are proposing to add that “exceptionally, more than five dwellings may be acceptable where the settlement is of a scale and character that could accommodate larger development without adverse impacts or where substantial environmental enhancement will result, particularly when the site is previously developed.” This replaces a reference to the use of previously developed land. While we would generally support this in so far as it applies to sites within development boundaries, it is clearly important that these development boundaries, to be set out in other DPDs, take proper account of the development context and the previous use of land. A previously developed site on the edge of the Norwich built up area may be capable of larger scale development without detriment to the character of the Broads or the overall sustainability of the plan. This being the case, and given the text which follows it, we consider the use of the word “exceptionally” to be unnecessary.

It is also our view that the phrases “without adverse impacts” and “substantial environmental enhancement” are unduly restrictive. The key issue is not whether there would be any adverse impacts but whether such impacts are capable of mitigation – in most cases appropriate mitigation can be identified which would allow the benefits of redeveloping a site to be realised. A requirement to achieve substantial environmental enhancement in every case would be unrealistic given the need to incur extra development costs for the development of brownfield sites and the requirements in other policies to secure a range of infrastructure and community benefits. In respect of policy DP30 we would submit there is a need for clarification given that there is a proposal for a CIL in the Greater Norwich area which is to be consulted upon later this year.

In our letter of 3rd May 2011 we drew attention to the Utilities Site in Norwich. It is clear that, in the context of the proposed amendments to Policy DP22, careful attention should be paid to the development boundaries in the vicinity of this site to ensure that the opportunities afforded by the development of this previously developed and degraded site are fully realised.

I trust that you will take this representation into account in preparing the DPDs and look forward to a continuing involvement, both in the development of planning policies and in bringing forward the development of the key Utilities Site.
RSPB
The RSPB has reviewed the updated Development Plan Document, Strategic Environmental Assessment and Appropriate Assessment. We are supportive of the proposed changes, and consider that they will provide a greater level of protection for Broads environment. We have no further comments to make on this DPD.  We are pleased to note that additional work is proposed in the revised AA to look strategically at all development constraints in the Broads area as part of the evidence base for the Site Allocations DPD. We look forward to engaging with the Authority on this piece of work.
Salhouse Parish Council
Confirming on behalf of Salhouse Parish Council that they have no further comments to make on the contents of these changes.
