
Development Control Policies DPD Preferred Options - Representations

Para No Representation Org IDPO No

1.4 AA is not an assessment of European status sites; it is an assessment of the impact of a development or proposal upon such sites. GIND128

2 ²Ŝ ƴƻǘŜ ȅƻǳǊ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘΥ Ψƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΩ 
(section 1.7).
 
¢ƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎΥ ΨǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƭƻǊŀΣ Ŧŀǳƴŀ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻƳƻǊǇƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ώƻǳǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎϐΩ όŦǊƻƳ ƎƭƻǎǎŀǊȅ ƻŦ ϥtƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 
Biodiversity and Geological Conservation - A Guide to Good Practice' (ODPM 2006)). We note and approve your definition of geodiversity 
ΨDŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǊƻŎƪǎΣ ŦƻǎǎƛƭǎΣ ƳƛƴŜǊŀƭǎΣ ƭŀƴŘŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƛƭǎΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŀǇŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƘŜ 
9ŀǊǘƘ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜΦΩ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ рΦоύΦ

We note that the Core Strategy DPD (adopted Sept 2007) cites the landscape of the Broads, its floodplains and wetland ecosystem as key natural 
assets but it makes no specific mention of geodiversity, geology or geomorphology as assets of the area. We consider this is an oversight and reflects 
a lack of stakeholder involvement in the drafting phases of the document. Geodiversity assets are presumably implicitly covered by references to 
protecting, enhancing and restoring the value and integrity of nature conservation interest (CS1.iii and CS4.v), and to PPS9.

We believe that the role of geodiversity in creating the character of the Broads should be more explicitly acknowledged, particularly 
-the role of geodiversity as geomorphology/landform and natural landscape-forming processes as determining and maintaining the physical 
landscape;
-the importance of designated Local Sites of Earth heritage interest as an asset for education and scientific study;
-the role of geodiversity as a palaeo-environmental archive, including information of archaeological importance.

GWC17

2.14 Loddon PC supports the stated vision. SPTC060A

2.16 The Broads landscape and ecology can only be protected if adjacent local authorities put forward, and implement, specific policies to ensure the 
protection of the Broads.

GIND128

2.17 Equally, the tranquillity and in particular the landscape and nature conservation value of the Broads area must not be compromised by recreational 
use.

GIND128

2.18 /ƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ άbŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǇƭŀƛƴέΦ  LŦ ȅƻǳ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀ ǘƻ ōǊŜŀŎƘ IƻǊǎŜȅκ²ƛƴǘŜǊǘƻƴ 5ǳƴŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƴƻ ŘŜŦŜƴŎŜǎ ǎŀƭǘ 
water will have a serious detrimental effect on the Broads system.

SPTC093

2.19 The INDUSTRY will be established as a key employer. GIND128

2.19 {Ǉŀǘƛŀƭ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ нΦмф άwŜŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŘƎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǿƴ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜ ǊŜπŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎέ 
naturally has our support. In theory, this aim is possible providing all interested parties continue to work together and build on the excellent progress 
made in the Broads over recent years.

GFL04

2.22 Note that the naturally functioning ecosystem is the key feature which underpins the red and sedge industry and supports tourism, and of course is 
an internationally important nature conservation resource.

GIND128
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2.24 Given the internationally important conservation status of much of the Broads area, spatial policies promoting and supporting the conservation 
interest must be made stronger, an maintenance and enhancement of navigation can never come as a cost to either legally protected sites or to 
legally protected wildlife interest

GIND128

2.27 While recognising this policy is taken from the LTP, it needs to encompass all sustainable modes of travel (e.g. rail and water-based transport). This 
policy is particularly important for reducing the number of HGV movements for flood defence works, where more material should be transported to 
ǎƛǘŜ ōȅ ōŀǊƎŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǊƻŀŘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘ ƛǎ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŘ άΧ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ŀ ƳƻŘŀƭ ǎƘƛŦǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŎŀǊ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 
ǘǊŀǾŜƭΣ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΧΦέ

Should you have any queries with the above comments please call Richard Doleman on 01603 223263.

SCC01

2.27 Two important issues remain which threaten the future of reed and sedge cutting, rising water levels which impact on harvesting and the housing 
needs for entrants into the industry and in particular younger persons.
tŀƎŜ млс ¢ƘŜ bŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ CƭƻƻŘ wƛǎƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ пΦмл ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά!ǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ фр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нллл ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ олΣллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎέΦ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ό{ΦhΦрύ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ у ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ά¢ƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ 
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘŜǊƳ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΧέ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ пΦом ƻƴ 
ǇŀƎŜ ммл ǊŜƳƛƴŘǎ ǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ōȅ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ Χέ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿ ƭȅƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴέΦ ! 
naturally functioning floodplain appears to be an impossible goal without massive funding to compensate landowners and householders who would 
be effected. The LDF fails to explain how a naturally functioning floodplain could ever be achieved. It is disappointing that no references are made to 
a Yare barrier option which we feel is the only practical solution to protect the Broads and parts of Great Yarmouth from the threat of surge tides 
and rising sea levels associated with climate change. The uncertainty created by the fear of flooding combined with the lack of clear proposals in the 
LDF to address this issue will continue to undermine confidence in the future well being of the Broads.

GFL04

2.27 Whilst Loddon PC does not disagree with any of the 12 'strategic objectives' (SOs), we are concerned that their focus seems to have moved away 
from boating.  Indeed, the words 'boat' and  'boating' do not appear in any of the strategic objectives while 'navigation' appears just once (SO5) - but 
not in relation to 'the use of and enjoyment of water and land'.

However, such concerns are, to some extent, allayed by the associated 25 'core strategies' which contain several references to navigation, boats and 
boating.

SPTC060A

4.1 The wording here may give rise to some confusion as the Core Strategy policies (and national and RSS ones) will be a consideration in determining 
planning applications, as well as the DC DPD policies.

SDC01

4.10 Two important issues remain which threaten the future of reed and sedge cutting, rising water levels which impact on harvesting and the housing 
needs for entrants into the industry and in particular younger persons.
tŀƎŜ млс ¢ƘŜ bŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ CƭƻƻŘ wƛǎƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ пΦмл ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά!ǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ фр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нллл ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ олΣллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎέΦ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ό{ΦhΦрύ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ у ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ά¢ƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ 
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘŜǊƳ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΧέ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ пΦом ƻƴ 
ǇŀƎŜ ммл ǊŜƳƛƴŘǎ ǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ōȅ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ Χέ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿ ƭȅƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴέΦ ! 
naturally functioning floodplain appears to be an impossible goal without massive funding to compensate landowners and householders who would 
be effected. The LDF fails to explain how a naturally functioning floodplain could ever be achieved. It is disappointing that no references are made to 
a Yare barrier option which we feel is the only practical solution to protect the Broads and parts of Great Yarmouth from the threat of surge tides 
and rising sea levels associated with climate change. The uncertainty created by the fear of flooding combined with the lack of clear proposals in the 
LDF to address this issue will continue to undermine confidence in the future well being of the Broads.

GFL04
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4.13 I fully appreciate the dilemma currently facing the Authority as a consequence of the wording of PPS 25, and in general, and subject to the points 
made in para. 7 below, I accept what is written in paras 4.13 to 4.16 about the importance of water-based tourism and recreation, and the need to 
safeguard the interests of those who live and work in the region.  Having said that I am mindful of the contents of the note issued by the Authority 
on 13 January '08 in which it is pointed out that 'more vulnerable development' (defined in PPS 25 as including residential property) should not be 
permitted on land categorized as  being part of a functional flood plain (3b). This raises the issue as to what land in the region should be placed in 
this category, rather than in that defined as 'non-functional flood plain (3a) in the draft SPD.

GIND012

4.31 Two important issues remain which threaten the future of reed and sedge cutting, rising water levels which impact on harvesting and the housing 
needs for entrants into the industry and in particular younger persons.
tŀƎŜ млс ¢ƘŜ bŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ CƭƻƻŘ wƛǎƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ пΦмл ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά!ǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ фр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нллл ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ олΣллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎέΦ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ό{ΦhΦрύ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ у ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ά¢ƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ 
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘŜǊƳ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΧέ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ пΦом ƻƴ 
ǇŀƎŜ ммл ǊŜƳƛƴŘǎ ǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ōȅ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ Χέ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿ ƭȅƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴέΦ ! 
naturally functioning floodplain appears to be an impossible goal without massive funding to compensate landowners and householders who would 
be effected. The LDF fails to explain how a naturally functioning floodplain could ever be achieved. It is disappointing that no references are made to 
a Yare barrier option which we feel is the only practical solution to protect the Broads and parts of Great Yarmouth from the threat of surge tides 
and rising sea levels associated with climate change. The uncertainty created by the fear of flooding combined with the lack of clear proposals in the 
LDF to address this issue will continue to undermine confidence in the future well being of the Broads.

GFL04

5.3 And master plan showing proposed ecological enhancements. GIND128PO2

5.3 County Wildlife Sites should all be in capital as this is the official name given to the designation in Norfolk. GWC09B

5.3 Information about geodiversity could better be integrated into this paragraph. 
Geodiversity conservation includes landforms such as floodplains, marshes and river terraces, which are clearly central to the character of the 
Broads. The Geodiversity Action Plan process is underway in Suffolk and Norfolk and will in due course lead to the designation of Local Sites 
designated for their geodiversity interest, e.g. RIGS, which are the Earth heritage equivalent of County Wildlife Sites. Lists of Candidate RIGS for the 
Broads area are in preparation by the Norfolk Geodiversity Partnership and GeoSuffolk. PPS9 states that planning authorities should attach 
appropriate weight to designated sites and to biodiversity and geological interests within the wider environment (Key Principles: 1.ii). Lack of public 
understanding of the contribution of geodiversity to the natural world suggests that a definition of geodiversity might better be added to the 
glossary in Appendix 2 rather than tacked on to the end of this paragraph.

Suggestion
Protection of the landscape is closely linked to biodiversity and geodiversity conservation, and provides opportunities for meeting Biodiversity Action 
Plan (BAP) targets and quiet recreation appropriate in the Broads. The environmental and ecological aspects of the Broads are key contributors to 
ƭƻŎŀƭ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎΩ 
distinctive landscape as a whole is protected, enhanced and restored. The proposals map locates SSSIs, County Wildlife Sites and Local Sites 
designated for their Earth heritage interest, but this is by no means exhaustive, as natural heritage extends beyond the network of designated sites 
into the wider environment.

GWC17

5.3 Makes welcome reference to geodiversity, but the wording gives no indication of the types of operations that might adversely affect geodiversity. 
e.g. infill of exposures, obscuring geomorphological features, mineral extraction, etc.

GWC16
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5.7 Surface run off from roads and car parks, diffuse pollutions, discharge from waste water treatment plant, air borne pollution from solid waste 
management form incinerators, singly or jointly contribute heavily to the pollution of the Broads water. Any new developmetn on sites adjacent to 
the Broads should be strictly assessed for its ecological impact. The rate of dissiptaion of pollutants should be clearly stated.

GIND196

5.7 Diffuse Pollution:
Surface run off from roads and car parks from sites adjacent to the Broads Authority should be taken into account and new development of this 
nature should be subject to an environmental impact assessment.

Pollution:
Any Waste Water Treatment Plant, existing or new, should be subjected to a strict environmental impact assessment.  The cumulative effect of 
waste water discharge from treatment plant into river should be considered along its qualitative and quantitive effects. (The volume and frequency 
of discharge should be determined to successfully manage the eutrophication of the fens and marshes)

Solid wast management scheme should be assessed for the potential impact on water resources through airborne pollution it presents.

SPTC071

5.7 What status does the CPRE  tranquillity map have?  We object to the use of this to determine planning applications as it has no statutory basis.GHLD5DPO1

5.8 Protection from erosion of soil and river. GFL07PO1

5.8 This refers to possible intrusive elements. Our vessels make no noise and the hirers enjoyment can easily be spoilt by excessive noise and other 
pollutions.

GECT07APO1

5.8 This policy relates to the Broads landscape as identified by the Broads Landscape Character Assessment, and as such is seeking to give policy status 
to the BLCA.  However, the BLCA is not included in the consultation exercise, and so there is no opportunity to comment on the validity of the BLCA.  
Either the policy should be reworded, with reference made to the informal guidance status of the BLCA, or the BLCA should undergo a proper 
process of consultation and approval eg as a Supplementary Planning Document.

SDC01PO1

5.8  Who determines which proposals have a wider impact on the character of the Broads.  It would be helpful to know what sorts of development are 
likely to require a landscape impact assessment as early in the process as possible

GHLD5DPO1

5.8 ¢ƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ ά[ŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ /ƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊέ ŦƻǊ ŎƭŀǊƛǘȅΦSCC01PO1

5.8 We welcome the production of the Landscape Character Assessment which emphasises the diversity of types of landscape in the Broads as identified 
on the map of the 31 Landscape Character Areas.
We think the full Landscape Character Assessment should be a formal Appendix to the Development Control Policies. However throughout the 
Preferred Options not enough use is made of the Assessment or the 31 Areas.

GECT01PO1

5.8 All these policies are supported as they will ensure the future socially and economically of Broadland. GHLD40PO1

5.8 We support the approach outlined here. We welcome the emphasis on conserving and enhancing landscape character as identified in the Broads 
Landscape Character Assessment. We welcome the recognition of the positive role that well located and designed development can play in 
delivering improvements to local landscape character.

SG04PO1

5.8 We support the inclusion of restoration and enhancement to improve the overall landscape character of the Broads. SG05CPO1

5.8 Support policy and sequential approach as set out in 5.10 GWC09BPO1
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5.8 We in North Walsham agree in general with the preferred options in the LDF document, but feel that the majority is outside of our area - except for 
the part of the River Ant that includes the North Walsham and Dilham Canal, which hopefully in the near future will undergo a process of restoration 
allowing for leisure activities i.e. walking, cycling, boating (excl. power craft), encouraging wildlife and a friendly environment.

SPTC134PO1

5.8 This refers to possible intrusive elements. Excessive noise and other pollutions spoil the enjoyment of the Broads experience. GIND177PO1

5.10 ²Ŝ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƘŜǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ άƴƻǘ ǘƻ ŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛǊǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŀōƭŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 
appear second rather than last in the sequential approach proposed.

SG04PO1

5.10 In light of the benefits that could be achieved in many instances (again particularly in relation to the above site) we would welcome the inclusion 
within this section of the documents some commentary on seeking improvements in visual amenity when considering applications on sites which 
presently detract from the environmental landscape.

GIND204PO1

5.11 In light of the benefits that could be achieved in many instances (again particularly in relation to the above site) we would welcome the inclusion 
within this section of the documents some commentary on seeking improvements in visual amenity when considering applications on sites which 
presently detract from the environmental landscape.

GIND204PO1

5.11 CƻǊ ŎƭŀǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ άŀŘǾŜǊǎŜέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άŀǾƻƛŘέ ŀƴŘ άŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜΦSG04PO1

5.11 Are the contents of paragraph 5.11 to be made into a policy? GHLD5DPO1

5.12 Iƻǿ ŀǊŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ άƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǉǳƛƭƭƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΚ  ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ŀ άǘǊŀƴǉǳƛƭƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘƛƴƎέΚGHLD5DPO1

5.12 This and the following paragraphs contain helpful guidance on how the eventual policy will be interpreted and implemented. We do not take issue 
with what is said.

SG04PO1

5.12 In light of the benefits that could be achieved in many instances (again particularly in relation to the above site) we would welcome the inclusion 
within this section of the documents some commentary on seeking improvements in visual amenity when considering applications on sites which 
presently detract from the environmental landscape.

GIND204PO1

5.13 The whole of the Broads as a protected landscape should be protected from potentially noisy development, rather than protecting a few select 
ŀǊŜŀǎΦ  ²Ŝ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǉǳƛƭƭƛǘȅ ȊƻƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ΨǊŜŀƭΩ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΦ  /ƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ƴŀȅ ŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ 
basis of some future policy of prioritising quite recreation to these areas and relaxing restrictions outside these zones.  Concern also that all 
navigable water is excluded from the tranquillity zones.  Much still to discuss!

SG04PO1

5.13 In light of the benefits that could be achieved in many instances (again particularly in relation to the above site) we would welcome the inclusion 
within this section of the documents some commentary on seeking improvements in visual amenity when considering applications on sites which 
presently detract from the environmental landscape.

GIND204PO1

5.13 Iƻǿ ŀǊŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ άƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǉǳƛƭƭƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΚ  ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ŀ άǘǊŀƴǉǳƛƭƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘƛƴƎέΚGHLD5DPO1

5.14 ¢ƘŜ Ψ.ǊƻŀŘǎ ŦǊƛƴƎŜΩ ȊƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΥ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ƛǘ ǊŜǘŀƛƴǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ǊŜƭƛŎǘ ŎƻŀǎǘƭƛƴŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŀƴŘŦƻǊƳ ƛǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ 
erosion of its integrity due to a lack of recognition of its features.

GWC17PO1

5.14 The Authority should be able to define those areas better capable of accommodating change. GHLD5DPO1
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5.14 We support the explicit recognition in this text that the 'urban fringes of large settlements have a landscape structure that could accommodate 
development more robustly and create attractive, landscaped edges to developments'. This important point has been absent from previous 
documents.
We support the use of landscape character areas in determining planning applications.  This assessment clearly needs to make proper provision for 
urban fringes by showing them as distinctive character area in their own right. The draft of the Assessment that we have seen show Local Character 
Area 11 as such a landscape and we support this.

GBW28PO1

5.15 Tipping on agricultural land in the Broads area to raise the level of land:
Should be permitted in the case of an existing flood wall to reflect the sea level increase, where wall height is not sufficient.

SPTC071PO1

5.15 Artificially raising the level of the land is a threat to the integrity of natural landforms such as floodplains and marshes, which are the product of 
millennia of landscape-forming processes including alluvial deposition and peat accumulation. 

Suggestion
Tipping on agricultural or other land in the Broads area to raise the level of land will not be permitted where it would have a significant adverse 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘŦƻǊƳǎΣ ƻƴ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ƻǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƳŜƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦ Χ ώŜǘŎϐ

GWC17PO1

5.15 Raising the level of land by tipping on land should be allowed when already existing buildings are threatened by flooding. (Flood defense wall)GIND196PO1

5.15 Development should not be allowed where areas might be restored to a characteristic Broads landscape or wildlife habitat is appropriate and 
feasible, either now or into the longer term.  The point here is that restoration may have to wait some time so as to coincide with either dredging 
activity (such as Jensons Island) or improvement to embankments.

SG04PO1

5.15 Tipping should not be permitted anywhere within the 1:100 year floodplain unless compensated for! GIND128PO1

5.15 Maintaining and raising ground levels where subsidence has occurred should be permitted GHLD52APO1

5.19 Does not mention role of Geodiversity Action Plans in conserving special landscape quality. 

Suggestion
Χ tǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ [ŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ /ƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΣ .ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴǎΣ DŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴǎΣ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ !ǊŜŀ 
Appraisals, the tranquillity map (CPRE) and other relevant studies or area plans

GWC17PO1

5.19 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ƴŀƳŜǎ .ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ΨƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŀǊŜŀ ǇƭŀƴǎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭƛǎǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ {ǳŦŦƻƭƪ DŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ 
Action Plan (GAP). (It is hoped to have a Norfolk GAP in place in the near future.)

GWC16PO1

5.23 OK but L7 should have been supplied as there does need to be different levels of protection. GIND192PO1

5.23 We welcome the preferred approach outlined. SG04PO1

5.24 Appropriate assessment is nevertheless required to balance any gains against losses. GIND128PO2

5.24 ¢ƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ άǇƻƭƛŎȅέ ōǳǘ ǎŜǘǎ ƻǳǘ ŀƴ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ōǳǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘŜȄǘΦ  Lƴ 
ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ Ƴŀȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƛƎƘǘŜƴƛƴƎΣ ƛŜ ǿƛƭƭ ǘƘŜ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ άŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜέ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ κ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘƻƴŜ ς ƻǊ ǿƛƭƭ ƛǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ άŀƴ 
ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘέ Κ

SDC01PO2

5.24 All these policies are supported as they will ensure the future socially and economically of Broadland. GHLD40PO2
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5.24 The issues and options report preceding this document contained an option for policy NR25 for using brownfield sites on the urban fringe for 
biodiversity creation. We objected to this as there was no apparent mechanism for delivering it and we support the decision not to proceed with this 
option.

GBW28PO2

5.24 We support. SG04PO2

5.24 We support this policy.  We recommend that term ecology in the first paragraph be replaced with biodiversity, for clarity.

We note the reasons given for choosing a broad form of policy wording in the associated choice of options.  However, the result is that the policy is 
very similar to PPS9 and could be describing any local authority area.  We suggest that further consideration be given to how the policy could relate 
to the nature of the Broads.  For example, could the policy wording include the importance/ targets of the Norfolk Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) or 
the Water Framework Directive (WFD).

SG05CPO2

5.24 This box could usefully include how geodiversity can be conserved. e.g. wording along the lines used for archaeology in section 6.47 	. GWC16PO2

5.24 Development proposals must ALWAYS demonstrate a contribution towards protecting, managing and enhancing local biodiversity in line with 
Biodiversity Model Policy, such that developments a) protect existing features, b) compensate for unavoidable loss, c) enhance and add to the 
biodiversity of the site.    In line with Model Policy, applicants proposing development sin excess of 1000sqm or 20 or more dwellings, or where there 
is potential for impact upon a legally protected species or designated site, should be appoint a suitably qualified ecologist (MIEEM) to prepare an 
ecological assessment of the proposals.

GIND128PO2

5.24 We support the first sentence of the policy.
However, in our view, we there should be a change of emphasis within the supporting paragraphs:
In relation to the second paragraph, key principle (ii) of PPS 9 states that planning decisions should aim to maintain and enhance biodiversity. In our 
view, this should be made clear in the policy. It would then be possible to illustrate in supporting text how this could be appropriate to the level and 
impact of the development.
In our view, in the third paragraph  "may" should be replaced by "will require in all cases where they may be any ecological impact" to make clear 
that ecological assessment is always required where there may be an ecological impact. This is in line with Key principle (i) of PPS 9 that states that 
planning decisions should be based on up top date information about the environmental characteristics of their area.
In this context we support the process described in 5.29.

GWC09BPO2

5.26 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ǊƛƎƘǘƭȅ ǎŀȅǎ άhǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƴŜǿ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎέΦ Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǘŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǎǇŜƭƭ ƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ŜΦƎΦ ƎŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ 
the sediments and/or retention of a small geological section.

GWC16PO2

5.27 Such development would only be appropriate if of European economic significance.  SPA sites in particular have a marginal buffer zone where issues 
such as bird strike may be of significance.  Any development on or adjacent to a European site would require AA

GIND128PO2

5.28 In 5.28, we suggest inclusion of terms the country Wildlife Sites and RIGS in the text. In relation to Country Wildlife Sites the reason that we believe 
that these sites should be specifically mentioned within the LDF is that there are already 15 CWS within the Broads Authority boundary and 
discussions are in progress with Broads Authority staff to designate further CWS. Current sites were originally designated within districts before the 
Broads Authority took planning in-house and were previously covered specifically by policies within district Local Plans.

GWC09BPO2

5.29 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ǊƛƎƘǘƭȅ ǎŀȅǎ άhǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƴŜǿ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎέΦ Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǘŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǎǇŜƭƭ ƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ŜΦƎΦ ƎŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ 
the sediments and/or retention of a small geological section.

GWC16PO2
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5.29 We support the first sentence of the policy.
However, in our view, we there should be a change of emphasis within the supporting paragraphs:
In relation to the second paragraph, key principle (ii) of PPS 9 states that planning decisions should aim to maintain and enhance biodiversity. In our 
view, this should be made clear in the policy. It would then be possible to illustrate in supporting text how this could be appropriate to the level and 
impact of the development.
In our view, in the third paragraph  "may" should be replaced by "will require in all cases where they may be any ecological impact" to make clear 
that ecological assessment is always required where there may be an ecological impact. This is in line with Key principle (i) of PPS 9 that states that 
planning decisions should be based on up top date information about the environmental characteristics of their area.
In this context we support the process described in 5.29.

GWC09BPO2

5.29 Initial sentences do not sufficiently cover management of impacts on geodiversity, contra the Key Principles of PPS9. Suggest strengthening the 
wording.

Suggestion
In all relevant development proposals assessments of impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity will be sought along with opportunities for 
enhancement, with particular attention paid to Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species & habitats. Early survey work should be undertaken prior to 
proposals being designed, to ensure biodiversity and geodiversity are not compromised. Planning conditions will be used to safeguard species, 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ tt{ф ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǊΧΦ

GWC17PO2

5.30 Any landscaping scheme should also take account of the effects on the geomorphology of the area. Are there any natural landscape features which 
may be distorted, obscured or removed by the proposed landscaping scheme?

GWC16PO2

5.30 Will it become a policy requirement to submit a landscaping scheme with planning applications?  If not, those applications where one is likely to be 
required should be stated.

GHLD5DPO1

5.31 We endorse the comment that policies should give greater guidance on how decisions would be taken and the level of information required to show 
how a proposal would protect and enhance biodiversity.  However, although the preferred option claims to take a holistic view of habitats and 
species (5.33) we are not sure that that sufficiently firm and precise local guidance is given on all policies.

GECT13PO2

5.32 Holistic approach essential. GIND192PO2

5.32 Not clear whether locally-designated sites (e.g. CWS, RIGS) are included here, as they also contribute to landscape character. These are designated 
sites, but not statutorily-designated ones.

GWC17PO2

5.33 Holistic approach essential. GIND192PO2

5.34 Navigation benefits would not be sufficient to permit removal of trees with bat roosts present.  Propose that navigation should be removed from this 
ǇŀǊŀ ς ǊŜŦ ǘƻ рΦосΦ

GIND128PO3

5.34 We support the general protection given to trees and woodlands under this approach, but welcome the recognition that exceptions should be made 
where a proposal to remove trees or hedgerows would result in a clear overall gain in conservation interest. We raised this matter in our response to 
the Issues consultation and are pleased to see the outcome.

SG04PO3

5.34 Support policy. GWC09BPO3
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5.34 ²Ŝ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ  ²Ŝ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘκ ƻǊ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǘǊŜŜǎΣ 
ǿƻƻŘƭŀƴŘǎ ƻǊ ƘŜŘƎŜǊƻǿǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘέΦ  ²Ƙƛƭǎǘ ǿŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ƛǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ thнΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
need have only an effect, rather than a significant effect.  We assume that the difference will be a matter of scale, but suggest that this matter be 
clarified, either within the policy or within the accompanying text.

SG05CPO3

5.34 There ought to be reference to public safety within the list of exceptions. On occasion there may be a need to remove hedges or trees to improve 
visibility for road safety reasons.

Should you have any queries with the above comments please call Richard Doleman on 01603 223263.

SCC01PO3

5.35 The two statements (a) and (b) appear to be contradictory, and would need to be reworded to clarify the actual meaning. SCC01PO4

5.35 Any landscaping scheme should also take account of the effects on the geomorphology of the area. Are there any natural landscape features which 
may be distorted, obscured or removed by the proposed landscaping scheme?

PO4 makes no reference to appropriate setting within the natural landscape features.

GWC16PO4

5.35 All these policies are supported as they will ensure the future socially and economically of the Broadland. GHLD40PO4

5.35 OK but additionally this and other scheduled items need protection during the construction period a vulnerable time. GIND192PO4

5.35 We support this policy and consider that it reinforces the approach taken in policies PO2 and PO3. SG05CPO4

5.35 Support policy. GWC09BPO4

5.35 It is helpful to list the matters that will be considered in assessing landscaping schemes. However, the policy approach should be spelt out more 
clearly here. Clauses (c) and (d) are not very informative as drafted. The second sentence of paragraph 5.40 is a key requirement and should be 
incorporated in PO4.

SG04PO4

5.35 tŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘǎ ǘǿƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ άǇƻƭƛŎȅέ ōǳǘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΣ ǎƻ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘŜȄǘ ƴƻǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ  !ƭǎƻΣ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ƳƛȄ ǳǇ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ 
ŀƴŘ άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘǊŜŜǎΤ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ thнΦ

SDC01PO4

5.36 While I support the control of vegetation, especially trees, sailing boats are dependant on the wind, therefore, any trees near the river must be 
strictly controlled.

GIND177PO4

5.36 While we welcome the recognition of the need to control vegetation, especially trees, our boats are dependant on the wind, therefore, trees near 
the river must be minimised.

GECT07APO4

5.38 This should be incorporated within PO4. Not all tree growth is welcome;
inappropriate trees can be to the detriment of sailing, landscape features such as Mills and habitats such as fens and marshland.

GECT01PO4

5.40 Any landscaping scheme should also take account of the effects on the geomorphology of the area. Are there any natural landscape features which 
may be distorted, obscured or removed by the proposed landscaping scheme?

PO4 makes no reference to appropriate setting within the natural landscape features.

GWC16PO4

5.43 Do not agree.  True hedgerow planting should be encouraged and just as important as existing sites protected. SPTC093PO4

5.43 We welcome the preferred approach outlined. SG04PO4
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5.44 Many of the proposals appear to be a 'wish list', with no explanation offered as to how they will be achieved.  It is doubtful whether the affordable 
housing proposals will amount to anything, especially in the smaller Villages, which is regretted.  The requirements/proposed design criteria do not 
take into account people's ability to pay.

SPTC081PO5

5.44 My clients have asked me to on their behalf endorse and reiterate the comments made in the statement bt the West Somerton PC.
'Many of the proposals appear to be a 'wish list', with no explanation offered as to how they will be achieved.  It is doubtful whether the affordable 
housing proposals will amount to anything, especially in the smaller Villages, which is regretted.  The requirements/proposed design criteria do not 
take into account people's ability to pay.'

GIND169PO5

5.44 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎΦ  tƻƭƛŎȅ thр ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǘƘŜƴ thс ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ thт ŀƴŘ thу ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴΦ  ! ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊΣ ƻǊ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀ άǇŀǊŜƴǘέ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ ƎƻƻŘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛŀǊȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ όŀŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎǎΣ 
sustainability, safety etc).

SDC01PO5

5.44 Design which incorporates large window areas, substantial lighting or domestic wind turbines close to SPA sites is potentially damaging to the special 
features for which the SPA is protected and should be subject to AA.

GIND128PO5

5.44 Successful integration of development into current envrionment. GTM30PO5

5.44 The Norfolk Police Authority fully support the general intent of the policy, with particular reference to criterion (e) which makes reference to crime 
prevention.

GHLD39PO5

5.44 Successful integration of development into current envrionment. GIND199PO5

5.44 Last sentence on landscape duplicates policy elsewhere (PO1 / 4). SDC01PO5

5.44 All these policies are supported as they will ensure the future socially and economically of the Broadland. GHLDPO5

5.44 We support the approach proposed and welcome the emphasis on ensuring development complements and reinforces the character and landscape 
of the Broads.

SG04PO5

5.45 Support policy. GWC09BPO6

5.45 We support the proposed approach. SG04PO6

5.45 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎΦ  tƻƭƛŎȅ thр ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǘƘŜƴ thс ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ thт ŀƴŘ thу ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴΦ  ! ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊΣ ƻǊ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀ άǇŀǊŜƴǘέ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ ƎƻƻŘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛŀǊȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ όŀŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎǎΣ 
sustainability, safety etc).

SDC01PO6

5.45 Many of the proposals appear to be a 'wish list', with no explanation offered as to how they will be achieved.  It is doubtful whether the affordable 
housing proposals will amount to anything, especially in the smaller Villages, which is regretted.  The requirements/proposed design criteria do not 
take into account people's ability to pay.

SPTC081PO6

5.45 My clients have asked me to on their behalf endorse and reiterate the comments made in the statement bt the West Somerton PC.
'Many of the proposals appear to be a 'wish list', with no explanation offered as to how they will be achieved.  It is doubtful whether the affordable 
housing proposals will amount to anything, especially in the smaller Villages, which is regretted.  The requirements/proposed design criteria do not 
take into account people's ability to pay.'

GIND169PO6
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5.45 We support the aim of these policies, however, we feel that they should be merged in order to strengthen the relevance of each and avoid overlap.  

Policy PO6 does not include any targets and would therefore be difficult to implement in any useful way.  Many of the measures set out in this policy 
are also associated with, and in some cases set out in, the Code for Sustainable Homes (CfSH) and BREEAM.  We therefore suggest that the wording 
be rolled into policy PO7.

SG05CPO6

5.45 ¢ƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŎƭŀǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜƎ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ άǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜέΣ ŀǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ  !ƭǎƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 
wording implies that the measures are a requirement if planning permission is to be given; however, it is unlikely that these would be a justifiable 
άǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘέ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜȅ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ άǎƻǳƎƘǘέ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΦ  aŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
Building Regulations, and no justification is given as to why these should be exceeded.  If the measures are to be policy requirements, then it would 
be useful if appropriate targets were given eg % of renewable energy.

SDC01PO6

5.45 the list should be extended to include design elements for sustainable transport. This could take the form of:
-Virtual communications (fibre-optic network or satellite broadband) to reduce the need to travel
-Bus shelters to encourage more frequent use of public transport
-Provision of secure bicycle storage and cycleway links to promote cycling as a real alternative to car travel.
-Provision of flexible space to accommodate alternative uses outside the times of peak demand for parking. 
These issues should also be reflected in the supporting text (paragraph 5.53) which should include reference to sustainable travel in the list of 
measures.

Should you have any queries with the above comments please call Richard Doleman on 01603 223263.

SCC01PO6

5.45 PO46 - New Agricultural and Forestry Dwellings and PO47 - Temporary Mobile Homes does offer some hope to younger persons wishing to take up 
reed and sedge cutting and we welcome these LDF options. We understand the need to have policies and guidance on good design in the Broads , 
PO6 PO7 & PO8 (page 24) ,however, many of these requirements will be beyond the reach of those on low incomes. We can only hope that the 
Ψŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŀȅΩ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ thпсΦ

GFL04PO6

5.45 We object to this policy on the grounds that it does not consider the viability of development schemes.  Further, the emphasis is put on the 
applicants to prove why it is not possible to utilise any or all of the requirements set out therein.  The provisions are unenforceable.  How will the 
ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ōŜ ǇƻƭƛŎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ άƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƻǳǊŎŜŘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎέ  ŀƭƭ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƻǳǊŎŜŘ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ 
transported into the area from much further afield.  Further it militates against the use of more modern, energy efficient materials that may not be 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ά{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎέΚ    Lǘ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ ǿƘŀǘ ŀ ά{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ !ǇǇǊŀƛǎŀƭέ ǘƻ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘ ƻŦΦ

GHLD5DPO6

5.45 It is not evident which types of development the Authority considers to be unsustainable. Furthermore, changes to the Building Regulations and the 
Code for Sustainable Homes will mean that traditional types of house building are increasingly unlikely to comply with requirements, and that 
modern methods of construction will need to be utilised instead. The Authority needs to acknowledge this fact, and reflect it in the policy.

GHLD33PO6

5.45 Design which incorporates large window areas, substantial lighting or domestic wind turbines close to SPA sites is potentially damaging to the special 
features for which the SPA is protected and should be subject to AA

GIND128PO6

5.46 Support policy. However, I am unclear how higher ratings that seem to be the aim form 5.54 and 5.55 can be encouraged if they are not within the 
policy. Suggest that wording of PO7 (b) is edited to require developers to explain why they are not able to aim for higher standards than "3" and 
"very good". This would not require higher standards than "3" and "very good" to be necessarily reached at this time but would encourage 
developers to think about reaching these standards.

GWC09BPO7
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5.46 !ǎ ǿƻǊŘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ άǇƻƭƛŎȅέΣ ōǳǘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ  Lǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘǎΣ /ƻŘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ о ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ 
current minimum standard, which are set out in Building Regulations, though it may become that in the future.  If the measures referred to in the 
policy are to be policy requirements, and going beyond Building Regulations etc, then these will need to be justified.

SDC01PO7

5.46 ²Ŝ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ hƴ ŀ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ŘŜǘŀƛƭΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ όŀύ ǊŜŀŘ άƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜǘŎέΣ 
ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΧΦέΚ

SG04PO7

5.46 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎΦ  tƻƭƛŎȅ thр ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǘƘŜƴ thс ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ thт ŀƴŘ thу ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴΦ  ! ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊΣ ƻǊ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀ άǇŀǊŜƴǘέ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ ƎƻƻŘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛŀǊȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ όŀŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎǎΣ 
sustainability, safety etc).

SDC01PO7

5.46 I support the principle of energy efficiency and will do all I can to be efficient in the use of resources. GIND177PO7

5.46 PO46 - New Agricultural and Forestry Dwellings and PO47 - Temporary Mobile Homes does offer some hope to younger persons wishing to take up 
reed and sedge cutting and we welcome these LDF options. We understand the need to have policies and guidance on good design in the Broads , 
PO6 PO7 & PO8 (page 24) ,however, many of these requirements will be beyond the reach of those on low incomes. We can only hope that the 
Ψŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŀȅΩ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ thпсΦ

GFL04PO7

5.46 While we support the principle, in certain circumstances it would be difficult for operations such as ours to comply. GECT07APO7

5.46 Consistent. [It would be helpful if consideration was given to setting out specific targets for achieving water efficiency in new / existing development 
όǎŜŜ ǇŀǊŀΩ млΦс ƻŦ ǘƘŜ CǳǊǘƘŜǊ tǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ /ƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘύ ƻƴ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƭƛƴŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴ thт ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΦϐ

SG03PO7
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5.46 You may be aware that the HBF (unlike many local authorities) is a signatory to the national commitment to seek to deliver zero carbon housing by 
2016. 

The relationship between the Code for Sustainable Homes and planning policies being interpreted in an inconsistent way throughout England (and, 
indeed, Wales) is becoming increasingly problematic for the house building industry. In their attempt to be seen to be rising to meet the challenges 
set by climate change many regions, sub regions and local authorities are taking it upon themselves to try to move faster than the timetable 
attached to the Code for carbon reduction.

It is similarly curious as to how, or why, regional or local planning bodies could, or should, set their own carbon emission targets for the performance 
of buildings. The national application of the Code for Sustainable Homes quite clearly sets targets and milestones that together are a national 
trajectory, culminating in zero carbon homes by 2016. 

Following on from the HBF summit on zero carbon homes, a Task Force was set up co-chaired by Yvette Cooper MP and Stewart Baseley (HBF 
Executive Chairman). It met for the first time on 31 January 2007.  Alongside the HBF and DCLG, membership includes the Construction Products 
Association, the DTI, John Callcutt (in respect of his new housing review), WWF, the UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy and the Local 
Government Association. 

Members of the Task Force will focus on work in relevant areas. HBF will lead on research issues, including those relating to housing and urban 
design. Our short-term objective is to reach agreement on a Concordat between the main parties, which can be published in the summer alongside 
ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜŦǊŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ȊŜǊƻ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƘƻƳŜǎΦ 

The HBF is extremely concerned that regions and local authorities are seeking to amend and shorten the agreed zero-carbon timeframe. It has 
ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǘƻ ¸ǾŜǘǘŜ /ƻƻǇŜǊ at ǊŜŀŦŦƛǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƻǳǊ ǇǊƻǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 
objective. It is crucial that this fact is taken on board. The 2016 Taskforce will, inevitably, want to address this issue as well since it is considered to be 
unhelpful and unnecessary for each region to set its own targets for implementation of the Code. 

Fundamentally the Industry has signed up to a deal with the Government to achieve Carbon Neutrality within the next ten years. Local Authorities 
should also sign up to this objective in order for consistency and certainty with regard to long-term investment in new technologies and skills that 
will be essential in order to deliver Carbon Neutrality in the 10 year time-span envisaged. 
Furthermore, Carbon Neutrality is best achieved through Building Regulations and not via unsubstantiated planning policies.
 
¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀŎƪ ǿƛƴƴŜǊǎέ ōȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ 
generation or types of renewable energy generation.

Emerging practice is becoming confusing, in part due to a lack of sufficient clear guidance by central government in the context of energy policy. We 
have thus seen the emergence of myriad definitions used to calculate energy use of development proposals.

Planning policy should not be a tool to define and control what are essentially energy generation considerations. That is the role of national energy 
policy and regulation and the role of planning is to facilitate the delivery of the energy supply solutions that stem from national energy policy. 

The debate over the benefits (and pitfalls) of on site, local, regional or national energy generation is still ongoing, as are the issues surrounding the 

GHLD33PO7
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5.46 long-term costs/benefits of individual renewable energy technologies. We believe the key in this field is a national strategic vision of how we can 
achieve an efficient low carbon energy supply for the country. Local authorities should not seek to second guess such thinking through adopting 
prescriptive local policies on energy supply. We also consider that the expert capacity to determine such matters is, in any case, not something that 
currently exists, especially within LPA planning departments.

It is, therefore, considered that planning policy should be concerned solely with removing barriers to the siting or development of new innovations 
such as wind turbines, CHP plants and other energy generation development. It should not seek to control the use of power within dwellings (since 
this would, in any event, be unenforceable) or be concerned with the fabric of the building, which is covered adequately by the Code for Sustainable 
Homes as discussed above.

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴ ŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ōȅ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ άaŜǊǘƻƴ wǳƭŜέ ǎǘȅƭŜ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ 
ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƻƴ ǎƛǘŜέ ǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ŜǾŜƴ aŜǊǘƻƴ .ƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǊŜƭƛŜǎ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ƻƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ 
use of dwellings to calculate compliance with their 10% target for on site renewable energy. It is quite obvious that this issue is not one that can be 
adequately controlled through planning measures and is an example of how planning is being used to inadequately address issues that are better 
dealt with through other legislation and controls.

Planning does, of course, have a role to play in allocating sites suitable for the establishment of renewable technologies for energy generation, both 
in themselves (such as sites for large wind farms and district CHP plants) and in areas that may benefit from access to renewable sources for on site 
generation, such as sites near to biomass generation sites. 

However, the debate over whether wind turbines are more or less efficient than photo voltaic cells, whether ground source heat pumps are more 
effective than solar heat transfer technology or other similar discussions should not an issue for consideration under planning powers available to 
local authorities.

In such a fast moving field of technological innovation planners and the planning system should be open to discussion about the most appropriate 
issues and solutions on a site by site basis rendering any blanket proportional target unnecessary and, indeed, potentially restrictive on emerging 
new solutions.

The HBF has very strong views on this subject matter. The Code for Sustainable Homes sets clear standards, and dates by which they need to be 
reached. It is therefore clearly inappropriate for Councils to seek to set their own alternative standards and requirements. It is especially 
inappropriate to do so via SPD rather than through the statutory process.  

tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ /ƘŀƴƎŜ ό5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нллсύ ǿŀǎ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŘǊŀŦǘ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ tt{мΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ I.CΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
draft PPS should clearly recognise the need for planning policy not to duplicate the role of national building regulations. It states in paragraphs 27-39 
ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ [t!Ωǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ tt{ ŀƴŘ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ 
ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎΦ tŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ол ǎŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ άŜƴƎŀƎŜ 
ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴέΦ

tŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ом ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŦƻǊŜƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŘǊŀŦǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά[t!Ωǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέΦ

The Government has recently again emphasised that Local Authorities should not seek to set their own individual timescales for introducing 
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5.46 ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ /ƻŘŜ [ŜǾŜƭǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ 9ƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜ ϧ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ wŜŦƻǊƳ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ Ψ!ŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ /ƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ CǳŜƭ tƻǾŜǊǘȅ ς 
9ƴŜǊƎȅ 9ŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ [ƻŎŀƭ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ς 9ƴŜǊƎȅ aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ wŜǇƻǊǘΥ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нллтΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ όǎŜŜ ǇŀƎŜǎ фоπфрύΥ
  
άΦΦDƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƛƳŜǘŀōƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǎŜǘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
Code for Sustainable Homes or set ad hoc timetables through the planning system to reach zero carbon emissions (my emphasis). There may be 
specific opportunities and local circumstances where authorities and developers can go further and faster. Any such higher standards for homes 
need to be set using the Code for Sustainable Homes rather than any other criteria. It may be that a local authority could focus on the carbon 
standards in the Code or the whole Code. These approaches on energy and building standards need to be properly introduced and tested through 
the planning system rather than on an ad hoc basis when individual applications are dealt with.

Furthermore, it must be recognised that if carbon emissions are to be properly tackled then there needs to be a concerted effort to reduce carbon 
emissions from the existing housing stock, which is far less environmentally friendly than any modern housing now being built.

GHLD33PO7

5.46 Higher standard for energy efficiency than Government minimum standard. SPTC093PO7

5.46 My clients have asked me to on their behalf endorse and reiterate the comments made in the statement bt the West Somerton PC.
'This Council considers more emphasis should be placed on, and more effort be put in, to 'holding the line', and is very disappointed that no mention 
is made of favouring a 'Yare Barrier', to protect all of the Broads area.  The proposed third river crossing at Great Yarmouth would provide the only 
practical and sustainable opportunity to incorporate a flood surge tide barrier.'

GIND169PO7

5.46 The LDF should indicate the proportion of new developments above the stated threshold it expects to receive in the form of development 
proposals.  It is our view that there will not be many.

GHLD5DPO7

5.46 Whilst the principles and purposes of this policy are supported, we draw your attention to paragraph 8 of PPS22 which states whilst Local Planning 
Authorities may include policies in Development Plan Documents to require a percentage of energy requirement to come from onsite renewable 
energy generation, this should be subject to the following caveats that such policies:

(i) should ensure that a requirement to generate on-site renewable energy is only applied to developments where the installation of renewable 
energy generation equipment is viable given the type of development proposed, its location and design;

(ii) should not be framed in such a way as to place an undue burden on developers, for example, by specifying that all energy to be used in a 
development should come from on-site renewable generation.

GBE08PO7

5.46 This Council considers more emphasis should be placed on, and more effort be put in, to 'holding the line', and is very disappointed that no mention 
is made of favouring a 'Yare Barrier', to protect all of the Broads area.  The proposed third river crossing at Great Yarmouth would provide the only 
practical and sustainable opportunity to incorporate a flood surge tide barrier.

SPTC081PO7

5.46 The specific nature of the Broads, a wetland, should be reflected in the statement of environmental performance, in 5.46 (b) a higher rating than the 
3 star code for sustainable housing.

The London Borough of Merton first introduced the 10% sustainable energy requirement in 2003 taking into account the level of skills and expertise.  
In 2008 we should be expecting a higher level of expertise. The Broads should not be compared to London; therefore the 1000sq m of internal floor 
space should be reduced, and so is the number of units in residential developments, (new or conversion), and the 10% of energty requirement from 
microgeneration raised to actively reduce carbon emission, particularly in the light of a dramatic increase of the housing stock in the next 20 years.
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26 March 2008 Page 15 of 79



Para No Representation Org IDPO No

5.46 With regard to policy PO7, we support the approach to require all new residential, commercial and industrial development to consider and meet 
targets on environmental performance.  As discussed in our response to the Issue and Options paper, we believe that it would be best to require a 
ǎǘŜǇǇŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ о ǎǘŀǊ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ό/Ŧ{Iύ ŀƴŘ Ψ±ŜǊȅ DƻƻŘΩ ό.w99!aύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /Ŧ{I ŀƴŘ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀ 
Greener Future (CLG policy statement) up to 2016.  The policy wording as written will be out of date by 2013, possibly earlier should the government 
revise its timescale.

We note that Par 5.54 and 5.55 discuss these matter and in particular that the Broads Authority aspires to a 6 star rating in the CfSH immediate for 
all residential development.  However, without this being stated within the policy we cannot see how this aspiration would actually be achieved.  We 
request that further consideration be given to this matter.

Finally we support the inclusion of a requirement for on-site energy generation for residential developments of 10 or more units and non-residential 
development of 1,000sqm or greater.

SG05CPO7

5.46 Criteria b)  it should be noted that the current minimum standards of energy efficiency are those required under part L of the Building Regulations, 
not the Code for Sustainable Homes.  This minimum standard does not currently achieve any star rating for energy efficiency under the CSH for 
dwellings.  The criteria would therefore need to be re-worded if you are seeking to require that new dwellings meet CSH level 3 for energy efficiency.

North Norfolk policy EN6 currently requires that all dwellings meet particular Code for Sustainable Homes standards, however this issue was debated 
ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ /{I ƛǎ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴΥ  Ψ¢ƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
/ƻŘŜ ŦƻǊ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ IƻƳŜǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅΩΣ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ǊŀǘƛƴƎΣ ƴƻǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ ƛΦŜΦ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ 
required to achieve any particular code level.  
The Government are proposing to make the energy/CO2 requirements of the CSH mandatory through proposed changes to part L of the Building 
Regulations as follows:

-Proposed carbon emission improvement as compared to Part L Building Regulations 2006 (up to 2010 - not specified, 2010 - 25%, 2013 - 44%, 
2016 - zero carbon)

-Equivalent energy/carbon standard in the Code for Sustainable Homes (up to 2010 - n/a, 2010 - code level 3, 2013 - code level 4, 2016 - code level 6)

SDC03PO7

5.47 We support the proposed approach. SG04PO8

5.47 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎΦ  tƻƭƛŎȅ thр ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǘƘŜƴ thс ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ thт ŀƴŘ thу ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴΦ  ! ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊΣ ƻǊ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀ άǇŀǊŜƴǘέ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ ƎƻƻŘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛŀǊȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ όŀŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎǎΣ 
sustainability, safety etc).

SDC01PO8

5.47 PO46 - New Agricultural and Forestry Dwellings and PO47 - Temporary Mobile Homes does offer some hope to younger persons wishing to take up 
reed and sedge cutting and we welcome these LDF options. We understand the need to have policies and guidance on good design in the Broads , 
PO6 PO7 & PO8 (page 24) ,however, many of these requirements will be beyond the reach of those on low incomes. We can only hope that the 
Ψŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŀȅΩ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ thпсΦ

GFL04PO8

5.48 ²Ŝ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
heritage and culture.
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5.48 5.48-5.59: These policies are broadly supported. They generally set a very high standard for design that we agree to be essential for new 
development in the Broads Area. They also articulate well the positive role that new development can have. We believe this has particular relevance 
to brownfield sites and to sites on the urban fringe.

GBW28PO8
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5.48 5.48-5.59: You may be aware that the HBF (unlike many local authorities) is a signatory to the national commitment to seek to deliver zero carbon 
housing by 2016. 

The relationship between the Code for Sustainable Homes and planning policies being interpreted in an inconsistent way throughout England (and, 
indeed, Wales) is becoming increasingly problematic for the house building industry. In their attempt to be seen to be rising to meet the challenges 
set by climate change many regions, sub regions and local authorities are taking it upon themselves to try to move faster than the timetable 
attached to the Code for carbon reduction.

It is similarly curious as to how, or why, regional or local planning bodies could, or should, set their own carbon emission targets for the performance 
of buildings. The national application of the Code for Sustainable Homes quite clearly sets targets and milestones that together are a national 
trajectory, culminating in zero carbon homes by 2016. 

Following on from the HBF summit on zero carbon homes, a Task Force was set up co-chaired by Yvette Cooper MP and Stewart Baseley (HBF 
Executive Chairman). It met for the first time on 31 January 2007.  Alongside the HBF and DCLG, membership includes the Construction Products 
Association, the DTI, John Callcutt (in respect of his new housing review), WWF, the UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy and the Local 
Government Association. 

Members of the Task Force will focus on work in relevant areas. HBF will lead on research issues, including those relating to housing and urban 
design. Our short-term objective is to reach agreement on a Concordat between the main parties, which can be published in the summer alongside 
ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜŦǊŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ȊŜǊƻ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƘƻƳŜǎΦ 

The HBF is extremely concerned that regions and local authorities are seeking to amend and shorten the agreed zero-carbon timeframe. It has 
ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǘƻ ¸ǾŜǘǘŜ /ƻƻǇŜǊ at ǊŜŀŦŦƛǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƻǳǊ ǇǊƻǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 
objective. It is crucial that this fact is taken on board. The 2016 Taskforce will, inevitably, want to address this issue as well since it is considered to be 
unhelpful and unnecessary for each region to set its own targets for implementation of the Code. 

Fundamentally the Industry has signed up to a deal with the Government to achieve Carbon Neutrality within the next ten years. Local Authorities 
should also sign up to this objective in order for consistency and certainty with regard to long-term investment in new technologies and skills that 
will be essential in order to deliver Carbon Neutrality in the 10 year time-span envisaged. 
Furthermore, Carbon Neutrality is best achieved through Building Regulations and not via unsubstantiated planning policies.
 
¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀŎƪ ǿƛƴƴŜǊǎέ ōȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ 
generation or types of renewable energy generation.

Emerging practice is becoming confusing, in part due to a lack of sufficient clear guidance by central government in the context of energy policy. We 
have thus seen the emergence of myriad definitions used to calculate energy use of development proposals.

Planning policy should not be a tool to define and control what are essentially energy generation considerations. That is the role of national energy 
policy and regulation and the role of planning is to facilitate the delivery of the energy supply solutions that stem from national energy policy. 

The debate over the benefits (and pitfalls) of on site, local, regional or national energy generation is still ongoing, as are the issues surrounding the 

GHLD33PO8
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5.48 long-term costs/benefits of individual renewable energy technologies. We believe the key in this field is a national strategic vision of how we can 
achieve an efficient low carbon energy supply for the country. Local authorities should not seek to second guess such thinking through adopting 
prescriptive local policies on energy supply. We also consider that the expert capacity to determine such matters is, in any case, not something that 
currently exists, especially within LPA planning departments.

It is, therefore, considered that planning policy should be concerned solely with removing barriers to the siting or development of new innovations 
such as wind turbines, CHP plants and other energy generation development. It should not seek to control the use of power within dwellings (since 
this would, in any event, be unenforceable) or be concerned with the fabric of the building, which is covered adequately by the Code for Sustainable 
Homes as discussed above.

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴ ŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ōȅ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ άaŜǊǘƻƴ wǳƭŜέ ǎǘȅƭŜ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ 
ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƻƴ ǎƛǘŜέ ǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ŜǾŜƴ aŜǊǘƻƴ .ƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǊŜƭƛŜǎ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ƻƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ 
use of dwellings to calculate compliance with their 10% target for on site renewable energy. It is quite obvious that this issue is not one that can be 
adequately controlled through planning measures and is an example of how planning is being used to inadequately address issues that are better 
dealt with through other legislation and controls.

Planning does, of course, have a role to play in allocating sites suitable for the establishment of renewable technologies for energy generation, both 
in themselves (such as sites for large wind farms and district CHP plants) and in areas that may benefit from access to renewable sources for on site 
generation, such as sites near to biomass generation sites. 

However, the debate over whether wind turbines are more or less efficient than photo voltaic cells, whether ground source heat pumps are more 
effective than solar heat transfer technology or other similar discussions should not an issue for consideration under planning powers available to 
local authorities.

In such a fast moving field of technological innovation planners and the planning system should be open to discussion about the most appropriate 
issues and solutions on a site by site basis rendering any blanket proportional target unnecessary and, indeed, potentially restrictive on emerging 
new solutions.

The HBF has very strong views on this subject matter. The Code for Sustainable Homes sets clear standards, and dates by which they need to be 
reached. It is therefore clearly inappropriate for Councils to seek to set their own alternative standards and requirements. It is especially 
inappropriate to do so via SPD rather than through the statutory process.  

tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ /ƘŀƴƎŜ ό5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нллсύ ǿŀǎ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŘǊŀŦǘ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ tt{мΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ I.CΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
draft PPS should clearly recognise the need for planning policy not to duplicate the role of national building regulations. It states in paragraphs 27-39 
ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ [t!Ωǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ tt{ ŀƴŘ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ 
ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎΦ tŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ол ǎŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ άŜƴƎŀƎŜ 
ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴέΦ

tŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ом ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŦƻǊŜƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŘǊŀŦǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά[t!Ωǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέΦ

The Government has recently again emphasised that Local Authorities should not seek to set their own individual timescales for introducing 
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5.48 ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ /ƻŘŜ [ŜǾŜƭǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ 9ƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜ ϧ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ wŜŦƻǊƳ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ Ψ!ŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ /ƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ CǳŜƭ tƻǾŜǊǘȅ ς 
9ƴŜǊƎȅ 9ŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ [ƻŎŀƭ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ς 9ƴŜǊƎȅ aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ wŜǇƻǊǘΥ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нллтΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ όǎŜŜ ǇŀƎŜǎ фоπфрύΥ
  
άΦΦDƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƛƳŜǘŀōƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǎŜǘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
Code for Sustainable Homes or set ad hoc timetables through the planning system to reach zero carbon emissions (my emphasis). There may be 
specific opportunities and local circumstances where authorities and developers can go further and faster. Any such higher standards for homes 
need to be set using the Code for Sustainable Homes rather than any other criteria. It may be that a local authority could focus on the carbon 
standards in the Code or the whole Code. These approaches on energy and building standards need to be properly introduced and tested through 
the planning system rather than on an ad hoc basis when individual applications are dealt with.

Furthermore, it must be recognised that if carbon emissions are to be properly tackled then there needs to be a concerted effort to reduce carbon 
emissions from the existing housing stock, which is far less environmentally friendly than any modern housing now being built.

GHLD33PO8

5.49 ²Ŝ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
heritage and culture.

SG04PO8

5.52 The Norfolk Police Authority fully supports the principles that crime prevention is to be considered in all development proposals, however, it is 
considered that greater weight/emphasis would be attached to the principles of this if the detailed wording of any policy stated it will be 
demonstrated rather than should, as part of any design and access statement.

GHLD39PO8

5.54 Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ ΨȊŜǊƻ ŎŀǊōƻƴΩΦ  wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ΨƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΩ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
you are seeking new development to meet clarified (see note about voluntary nature of CSH above).

SDC03PO8

5.54 Iƻǿ ƛǎ άȊŜǊƻ ŎŀǊōƻƴέ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΚ GHLD5DPO8

5.55 It is only the energy/CO2 element of the CSH the government is seeking to require through changes to the building regulations (see above).  The 
other 8 elements of the CSH will remain voluntary.

SDC03PO8

5.55 Allowing certain types of less vulnerable and more vulnerable uses in flood zone 3b may contradict PPS25, as Table D3 does not allow such uses in 
the functional floodplain.

SDC03PO10

5.63 We welcome the preferred approach outlined. SG04PO8

5.74 5.74-5.78: Vital GIND192PO8

5.74 ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƛǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ άƘƛƎƘŜǊέ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ 
ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊΦ   ¢ƘŜ ƧǳƳǇ ƛƴ ƭƻƎƛŎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘΦ

GECT13PO8

5.77 We support the need to reduce the use of engines at moorings, for reasons previously stated. GECT07APO8

5.77 I support the need to reduce the use of engines at moorings, for reasons previously stated. GIND177PO7

5.77 All planning applications for new or replacement moorings should be required to lay ducting underneath for future electric points.
Planning Applications where Tourism is involved in Flood Risk Area 3,3A,3B should not be discouraged.

GBW33PO8

5.79 Anglian Water Services Ltd are the staturtory authority for waste water in the Broads Authority area. However with emerging competition within the 
water industry there is no guarentee that AWS will be the provider of wastewater services for new development.

SSW01PO9

5.79 We support this policy. SG05CPO9
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5.79 ²Ŝ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǘŜǎǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ōƻǘƘ ΨŀƭƻƴŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦSG04PO9

5.79 Mainstream hydrological integrity vital. Rising sea levels need greater emphasis. GIND192PO9

5.79 Support policy. GWC09BPO9

5.79 Anglian Water Services Ltd is the statutory authority for wastewater within the Broads Authority district. However, with emerging competition within 
the water industry there is no guarantee that AWS will be the provider of wastewater services for new development

SSW07PO9

5.81 We object to any requirement that development cannot proceed in advance of services being provided.  If a development can be properly serviced 
at a developers expense then it should be permitted.  It us unlikely that services will be provided in advance of development taking place unless 
development is programmed for any particular area.  This we suggest is unlikely to be the case in the Broads Area.

GHLD5DPO9

5.82 We support the approach that development will not be allowed ahead of a suitable standard of infrastructure.  This should extend, as it has with 
North Norfolk District Councils core strategy where development is dependant upon suitable upgrades to the sewerage infrastructure.  This 
approach should not be dependant upon the scale of development and should equally apply to small or large proposals.
A further point here is the desire for all future development creating sewage to be connected to the mains system.  This would stop the proliferation 
of hard to control package plants and encourage new development close to existing.  Such situations might be considered more sustainable in other 
regards also.  Such an approach might also be helpful in zoning such development.

SG04PO9

5.87 We welcome the preferred approach outlined. SG04PO9

5.89 The above mentioned site stands atop the Waveney Valley and thus its development would be preferable to other sites located within the flood 
plain close by which have also been identified by South Norfolk District Council as suitable for housing redevelopment.

GIND204

5.90 The above mentioned site stands atop the Waveney Valley and thus its development would be preferable to other sites located within the flood 
plain close by which have also been identified by South Norfolk District Council as suitable for housing redevelopment.

GIND204

5.93 The above mentioned site stands atop the Waveney Valley and thus its development would be preferable to other sites located within the flood 
plain close by which have also been identified by South Norfolk District Council as suitable for housing redevelopment.

GIND204

5.93 Development must not be allowed to compromise future flood management initiatives, e.g. managed retreat.  There should be no new development 
on the 1:100 year floodplain, and no redevelopment of Brownfield sites on the floodplain.  Opportunities should be taken to REDUCE flood risk 
wherever possible, and this should be the guiding principal for all development and, crucially, new development on the floodplain.

GIND128

5.94 We welcome this important point that not all flooding is the same; velocity, depth, duration and warning need to be taken into account. GECT01

5.95 Likewise the Broads is a wetland where people interact with and adapt to water. GECT01
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5.96 We agree with Par 5.90 that flood risk represents one of the most complex issues that planning policy in the Broads must face as flooding can come 
from a variety of sources.  Due to the National Park equivalent status of the area as a wetland development must be appropriate to a greater 
frequency of flooding than is found in many other parts of the country; a problem that will only be exacerbated by the predicted impact of climate 
change.

We recognise that the Preferred Option policy put forward has sought to address these issues and enable necessary development to continue in the 
Broads.  The policy seeks to prevent economic stagnation of the area, but also to remain in general conformity with national Planning Policy 
Statement 25 (PPS25).  A separate Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) has also been prepared, which we have considered and responded to 
separately.

As the current policy stands we consider that it is incompatible with both the PPS25 and your Core Strategy DPD, which your Authority adopted in 
September 2007.  We therefore consider that the current policy would be unsound on the tests of soundness set out in PPS12, in particular tests 4b 
and 6.  The key difficulties we see with the current policy are as follows:

ω ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǊŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ /{нлΣ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
exception test, where applicable, as set out in PPS25.  However, the second paragraph sets out unique criteria for the exception test.

ω ! ōǊƻŀŘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŜƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ƛƴ CƭƻƻŘ ½ƻƴŜǎ оŀ ŀƴŘ оō ƛǎ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǇŀǊǘ ōύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘŜǎǘ ƛƴ 
tt{нр ŀƴŘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƭƻƻŘ ȊƻƴŜǎΦ  tŀǊ 5мл ƻŦ tt{нр ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘŜǎǘ άΧǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ 
ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ CƭƻƻŘ ½ƻƴŜ о!Σ ƻǊ ΨƭŜǎǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩΤ ΨƳƻǊŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩΤ ŀƴŘ ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 
Flood Zone 3b.

ω ! ǇǊŜǎǳƳǇǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ŦƭƻƻŘ ȊƻƴŜΦ  

ω 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψ/ƻŀǎǘŀƭ ½ƻƴŜΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ aŀǇ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ 
reason for this related to flood risk.

With regard to the explanatory text, Par 5.97 should better explain the sequential test.  With the production of your SFRA it is now possible to 
consider sites across the area and compare the risk of flooding in a spatial manner.

Par 5.102 states that the policy, whilst scoring negatively under the SA objective SA4, was found to have a positive score on objective SA10.  We are 
unsure how the SA has found this and the validity of this result.  The DPD is clear that there is a need for change of economic activity in the Broads 
from one of mainly boat building to a more diverse range of activities, including tourist accommodation.  The increased risk of flooding 
demonstrated by the SFRA and predictions for climate change mean that business would be more affected in the future rather than less, even if the 
development itself could be designed not to flood.  This is acknowledged in Par 5.102 and we therefore question this strategy and the conclusions of 
the SA. 

Par 5.107 confirms that seasonal occupancy is not to be followed up as an option, but Par 5.103 states that it is one of the conditions that may be 
used.  This is contradictory.

Despite the above matters concerning the current policy wording, we believe that there is scope to overcome our concerns and still achieve your 
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5.96 !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ ŀƛƳ ŦƻǊ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŜǘǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ tt{нр 
and the commitment made in your Core Strategy.  The key principles of our solutions to each of the above difficulties are:

ω ²Ŝ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘŜǎǘ ƻǊ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘŜǎǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ 
ǘŜǎǘΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŦƭƻƻŘ ŘŜŦŜƴŎŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΣ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƛǘΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǊŜŀΦ

ω ²Ŝ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ƛƴ tt{нр Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŀǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ tŀǊ рΦффΣ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ƳŀŘŜ ƛƴ 
your Core Strategy CS20.  However, by maximising the use of previously developed land, perhaps by considering developed footprints to be Flood 
Zone 3a, where the existing buildings do not flood in the design flood event or allow water to flow beneath, desired development may be 
acceptable.   This approach would not challenge the vulnerability tables set out in PPS25, is in line with Par 3.16 of the associated Practice Guide and 
would not compromise policy CS20 of your Core Strategy.  There is also scope to allow relocation of development on-site where it is in line with the 
sequential approach advocated in PPS25 and it can be shown through a FRA that the off-site risk of flooding is not increased.

ω CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƻƴŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
amended to state that redevelopment may be appropriate, since it is entirely possible that flood risk may be shown to be so great that direct 
redevelopment would not be safe.   

ω Lǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǿƘȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψ/ƻŀǎǘŀƭ ½ƻƴŜΩ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜΦ  LŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǊŜŀǎƻƴΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƻƻ ŘŜŜǇΣ 
or the on-set too fast for development to ever be safe this should be stated in the associated wording, otherwise it is unsound to use this as a reason 
to prevent development in this location.

With regard to the third bullet point above, we suggest that consideration be given to the need for the controlled release of land that enables 
strategic relocation of development to lower risk locations.  The DPD makes clear that your Authority will not be required to allocate sites.  However, 
evidence from your SFRA and predictions of the impact of climate change in Eastern England indicate that some areas of the Broads will become 
progressively less sustainable, despite on-site mitigation that may be proposed by a FRA.  If over time such sites become dangerous for occupants 
there may be no alternative but to relocate.  This could be assisted by your Authority if this were planned for in advance.  Such assisted relocation 
would be of benefit to your Authority by reducing flood risk over time in accordance with the policy aims of PPS1 and PPS25, as well as to the 
applicant.  Further detailed consideration would need to be given, but it may be possible that the applicant would still own the original land, but 
development that would by then be assessed as unsafe would not be permitted, whilst other uses, such as open/ amenity space would be actively 
encouraged.

In our letter, dated 22nd January 2008, to Helen Ledger, we requested a meeting to discuss the above issues.  We again request this as soon as 
possible.  We believe that there is potential to enable development within the Broads and meet the aims of the Strategic Objectives, but as the 
Submission stage is the next stage of the LDF process there is limited time to reach a solution.

SG05CPO10

5.96 This is a crucial issue which we support. Although the policy option may not directly affect our site, it is very important that the quality of the built 
environment adjacent to the rivers is maintained. If it were not possible to replace a property either after loss by fire or as a result of normal wear 
and tear, then many properties and their sites would suffer degradation. Either they would remain an eyesore if burnt or allowed to fall into disrepair 
because the owners were not allowed to make improvements. In any case the quality of the environment would suffer. We do understand that only 
in very exceptional situations would any new development be allowed in the most vulnerable areas and that again is supported so that the current 
landscape will remain as open as possible.

GECT07APO10
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5.96 We object to the necessity to carry out a sequential test any where within the Broads area.  This is unnecessary and is of no value in the 
determination of planning applications where flood risk is an issue.  Levels of development expected in the area are not likely to be such to warrant 
the carrying out of any sequential test.

GHLD5DPO10

5.96 We support the proposed approach.  We feel it would be helpful to include a further criterion when considering relocation of existing development 
ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ȊƻƴŜ оō ς ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭ ƻǊ ƴŜǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǊ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ
We feel the extent of the coastal zone within the proposals map is incorrect.  Within the coastal zone the probability of sea flooding as well as fluvial 
flooding needs to be considered.  When the next breach in the seawall between Happisburgh to Winterton occurs it will impact a far greater area 
than indicated on the proposals map.  We would suggest that the probability of sea flooding be taken into account, at least over the whole Upper 
Thurne basin, and at least back to Potter Heigham, and it is this area that should be indicated as coastal zone.

SG04PO10

5.96 This policy should be rephrased to include the principle that the National Policy should be worked out and applied to the special circumstances of the 
Broads.  Firstly, the sequential test should be carried out by the BA for the Broads either as a whole or on an area basis; certain categories of 
development should then be accepted as complying with the exception test (subject to criteria), thus avoiding the need for repetition and high cost 
for applicants e.g. yacht clubs.

This policy will be developed (following further study, if necessary) to indicate the generally benign nature of flooding, its predictability, short 
duration and the low nature of the risk.  The flooding is to be seen as part of the culture and tradition of the Broads.  The purpose for the revision to 
the policy is to avoid the harmful economic and social impacts of a block on development to improve and modernise existing facilities.

This proposal is also to be read in conjunction with comments on the SPD (Flood Risk).

GBW17PO10

5.96 Further to our telephone conversation recently regarding the above, my wife and I write to support your efforts to introduce this preferred option to 
the PPS25 policy.
May we say, having spent significant sums of money and effort on building our home and business, with the blessing of both the Broads Authority 
and NNDC, that to be faced with the content of PPS25 is totally unacceptable.
Firstly, if nothing else, we must have the right to maintain or rebuild our home should a disaster occur where our home may be destroyed. Secondly, 
we own South Quays Marina, home to some 75 boats and we operate our business from our home. The business is of course water related, 
therefore to suggest that we carry out our business elsewhere away from the river is ludicrous.
We therefore strongly support your proposal that all properties on the river, particularly homes, should be allowed to be rebuilt as stated above. 
After all, the holiday makers who hire boats on the Broads get much pleasure from the efforts of riverside property owners, without which the 
Broads would be less attractive.
It is a pity that neither the Broads Authority or the Environment Agency did not notify every freeholder facing PPS25 of the situation. Many people 
we speak to are unaware of this planning situation, and others who are aware seem to think PPS25 applies to only commercial, and not private 
dwellings.
We look forward therefore to hearing good news from you in due course.

GBW36PO10

5.96 Development must not be allowed to compromise future flood management initiatives, e.g. managed retreat.  There should be no new development 
on the 1:100 year floodplain, and no redevelopment of Brownfield sites on the floodplain.  Opportunities should be taken to REDUCE flood risk 
wherever possible, and this should be the guiding principal for all development and, crucially, new development on the floodplain.

GIND128PO10
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