Development Control Policies DPD Preferred Options - Representations

Para No PO No Representation Org ID
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 2SS y2GS @2dzNJ adGF3dSYSyid GKIFIGY WAG A& y2G GKS RSGFAfSR ¢62NRAYy3I (GWC17
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2.22

26 March 2008

(section 1.7).

¢tKS D2@SNYYSyld KIFId RSTAYSR Yyl Gdz2NE O2yaSNBFGA2Yy |aYyY WiKS LINBGSC
dzy RSNE Gl YRAY3A YR FLIINBOAFGAZ2Y 2F FE2NI X Fldzyl FyR 3S2f23A0L¢
Biodiversity and Geological Conservation - A Guide to Good Practice' (ODPM 2006)). We note and approve your definition of geodiversity
WDS2RAGSNEAGE Aa GKS GFNRASGE 2F NRrOlaz F2aarfaz YAYySNIftaz Il yF
9 NIK KSNARGEFIAS NBaz2dNOSdQ {SOGA2Y pdPol0d

We note that the Core Strategy DPD (adopted Sept 2007) cites the landscape of the Broads, its floodplains and wetland ecosystem as key
assets but it makes no specific mention of geodiversity, geology or geomorphology as assets of the area. We consider this is an oversight ¢
a lack of stakeholder involvement in the drafting phases of the document. Geodiversity assets are presumably implicitly covered by referenc
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.

Loddon PC supports the stated vision. SPTCO060A

The Broads landscape and ecology can only be protected if adjacent local authorities put forward, and implement, specific policies to ensur GIND128
protection of the Broads.

Equally, the tranquillity and in particular the landscape and nature conservation value of the Broads area must not be compromised by recr GIND128
use.

/| 2y O0OSNya 2y GKS O02YYSyid dabl GdzNI ffe FdzyOlAz2yAy3d FE22R LI FAyéd SPTCO93
water will have a serious detrimental effect on the Broads system.

The INDUSTRY will be established as a key employer. GIND128

{LI GAFE {GNYGS3IEe nHomMdp GawSSR YR aSR3AS gAftt O2yGAydzS (2 0S5 KI NXGFL04
naturally has our support. In theory, this aim is possible providing all interested parties continue to work together and build on the excellent
made in the Broads over recent years.

Note that the naturally functioning ecosystem is the key feature which underpins the red and sedge industry and supports tourism, and of ¢ GIND128
an internationally important nature conservation resource.
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2.24 Given the internationally important conservation status of much of the Broads area, spatial policies promoting and supporting the conservat GIND128
interest must be made stronger, an maintenance and enhancement of navigation can never come as a cost to either legally protected sites
legally protected wildlife interest

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 transp SCC01
pollcy is particularly |mportant for reducmg the number of HGV movements for flood defence works, where more material should be transpc
AaAGS o0& o0FNBS NI GKSNJ uKI y NRBIFIR® LG A& ada3asSaiasSR GKS GSEG A& )Y
0N @St X YAYAYAAAYy3 GKS ROSNES AYLI OlGa 2F GNIYyALRNIXDE

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

2.27 Two important issues remain which threaten the future of reed and sedge cutting, rising water levels which impact on harvesting and the hc GFL04

needs for entrants into the industry and in particular younger persons.

t-3S mMnc ¢KS bl ddaNE 2F Cft22R wial Ay (KS . NRIFIRa nomn adrasSa ¢
AyOtf dzRSa Y2NB (GKIFy wnnn LINRPLISNIASE FYyR FEY2a0d onZnnn KSOGFNBat
YIEGdzNI £ f& Fdzy OliAz2yAy3a FE22RLI LAY 2F SEGSyaiadsS | yR ozyyé()uéﬁe Kl
LI 3S mmn NBYAYR& dza 2F GKS | OlGdz2ht NBIFftAdGe o0& adlrdAy3a x¢& GKS YI
naturally functioning floodplain appears to be an impossible goal without massive funding to compensate landowners and householders wh
be effected. The LDF fails to explain how a naturally functioning floodplain could ever be achieved. It is disappointing that no references are
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
and rising sea levels associated with climate change. The uncertainty created by the fear of flooding combined with the lack of clear propos
LDF to address this issue will continue to undermine confidence in the future well being of the Broads.

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 mover SPTC060A
from boating. Indeed, the words 'boat' and 'boating' do not appear in any of the strategic objectives while 'navigation' appears just once (S
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,
boating.

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 det SDCO1
planning applications, as well as the DC DPD policies.

4.10 Two important issues remain which threaten the future of reed and sedge cutting, rising water levels which impact on harvesting and the hc GFL04

needs for entrants into the industry and in particular younger persons.

tl3S mMnc ¢KS Dbl dGdaNBE 2F Cft22R wiadal Ay GKS . NRBFRa nomn adlasSa af
AyOf dzRS& Y2NB GKIY wnnn LINRPLISNIASA yR Fty2ald onZnnn KSOGF NBA:¢
YIEGdzNI £ £ & Fdzy QiA2yAy3d FE22RLI LAY 2F SEGSyairdsS | yR ozyyééuéé Kl
L3S mmn NBYAYRa dza 2F GKS | Oldzrf NBFfAGe o6& adladAay3a Xé& GKS YI
naturally functioning floodplain appears to be an impossible goal without massive funding to compensate landowners and householders wh
be effected. The LDF fails to explain how a naturally functioning floodplain could ever be achieved. It is disappointing that no references are
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
and rising sea levels associated with climate change. The uncertainty created by the fear of flooding combined with the lack of clear propos
LDF to address this issue will continue to undermine confidence in the future well being of the Broads.
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4.13 | fully appreciate the dilemma currently facing the Authority as a consequence of the wording of PPS 25, and in general, and subject to the GIND012
made in para. 7 below, | accept what is written in paras 4.13 to 4.16 about the importance of water-based tourism and recreation, and the r
safeguard the interests of those who live and work in the region. Having said that | am mindful of the contents of the note issued by the Au
on 13 January '08 in which it is pointed out that 'more vulnerable development' (defined in PPS 25 as including residential property) should
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 pl:
this category, rather than in that defined as 'non-functional flood plain (3a) in the draft SPD.

4.31 Two important issues remain which threaten the future of reed and sedge cutting, rising water levels which impact on harvesting and the hc GFL04

needs for entrants into the industry and in particular younger persons.

tl3S mMnc ¢KS blddz2NBE 2F Ct22R wial Ay GKS . NRIFIR& nomn adlisSa Gk
AyOf dzRS&a Y2NB GKIYy wHwnannn LINRPLISNILASE YR tY2ad onZnnn KSOGINBac¢
YIEGdzNI tt@& FdzyOliAz2yAy3ad FE22RLIFAY 2F SEGSyargsS yR 02yySOiGSR KI
LI 3S mmn NBYAYRa dza 2F (GKS I+ OGdzrt NBFrtAGe o0& adldAy3a Xé GKS YI
naturally functioning floodplain appears to be an impossible goal without massive funding to compensate landowners and householders wh
be effected. The LDF fails to explain how a naturally functioning floodplain could ever be achieved. It is disappointing that no references are
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
and rising sea levels associated with climate change. The uncertainty created by the fear of flooding combined with the lack of clear propos
LDF to address this issue will continue to undermine confidence in the future well being of the Broads.

5.3 PO2 And master plan showing proposed ecological enhancements. GIND128
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. GWC17

Geodiversity conservation includes landforms such as floodplains, marshes and river terraces, which are clearly central to the character of 1
Broads. The Geodiversity Action Plan process is underway in Suffolk and Norfolk and will in due course lead to the designation of Local Sit
designated for their geodiversity interest, e.g. RIGS, which are the Earth heritage equivalent of County Wildlife Sites. Lists of Candidate RIC
Broads area are in preparation by the Norfolk Geodiversity Partnership and GeoSuffolk. PPS9 states that planning authorities should attact
appropriate weight to designated sites and to biodiversity and geological interests within the wider environment (Key Principles: 1.ii). Lack ¢
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 Biodiversi
Plan (BAP) targets and quiet recreation appropriate in the Broads. The environmental and ecological aspects of the Broads are key contrib!
20t RAAGAYOlIAOPSYySaad ¢KS RSOSE2LIVYSyld O2y iNRf LIR2fAOASE SyadaNE
distinctive landscape as a whole is protected, enhanced and restored. The proposals map locates SSSIs, County Wildlife Sites and Local S
designated for their Earth heritage interest, but this is by no means exhaustive, as natural heritage extends beyond the network of designat
into the wider environment.

5.3 Makes welcome reference to geodiversity, but the wording gives no indication of the types of operations that might adversely affect geodive GWC16
e.g. infill of exposures, obscuring geomorphological features, mineral extraction, etc.
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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 wastt GIND196
management form incinerators, singly or jointly contribute heavily to the pollution of the Broads water. Any new developmetn on sites adjac
the Broads should be strictly assessed for its ecological impact. The rate of dissiptaion of pollutants should be clearly stated.

5.7 Diffuse Pollution: SPTCO071
Surface run off from roads and car parks from sites adjacent to the Broads Authority should be taken into account and new development of
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 effec
waste water discharge from treatment plant into river should be considered along its qualitative and quantitive effects. (The volume and frec
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.

5.7 PO1 What status does the CPRE tranquillity map have? We object to the use of this to determine planning applications as it has no statutory bi GHLD5D

5.8 PO1 Protection from erosion of soil and river. GFLO7

5.8 PO1 This refers to possible intrusive elements. Our vessels make no noise and the hirers enjoyment can easily be spoilt by excessive noise and GECTO7A
pollutions.

5.8 PO1 This policy relates to the Broads landscape as identified by the Broads Landscape Character Assessment, and as such is seeking to give p SDC01

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 t
Either the policy should be reworded, with reference made to the informal guidance status of the BLCA, or the BLCA should undergo a proj
process of consultation and approval eg as a Supplementary Planning Document.

5.8 PO1 Who determines which proposals have a wider impact on the character of the Broads. It would be helpful to know what sorts of developme¢ GHLD5D
likely to require a landscape impact assessment as early in the process as possible

5.8 PO1 ¢KS LRftAOe 2daAKG (2 0SS GAGESR a[FyRaOlFLIS / KNI OGSNE F2NJ Of I NA ( Sccol

5.8 PO1 We welcome the production of the Landscape Character Assessment which emphasises the diversity of types of landscape in the Broads a GECTO01

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
Preferred Options not enough use is made of the Assessment or the 31 Areas.

5.8 PO1 All these policies are supported as they will ensure the future socially and economically of Broadland. GHLD40

5.8 PO1 We support the approach outlined here. We welcome the emphasis on conserving and enhancing landscape character as identified in the | SG04
Landscape Character Assessment. We welcome the recognition of the positive role that well located and designed development can play ir
delivering improvements to local landscape character.

5.8 PO1 We support the inclusion of restoration and enhancement to improve the overall landscape character of the Broads. SGO05C

5.8 PO1 Support policy and sequential approach as set out in 5.10 GWC09B
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5.8 PO1 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 - ext SPTC134
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 re
allowing for leisure activities i.e. walking, cycling, boating (excl. power craft), encouraging wildlife and a friendly environment.

5.8 PO1 This refers to possible intrusive elements. Excessive noise and other pollutions spoil the enjoyment of the Broads experience. GIND177
5.10 PO1 2SS &dzZLL2 NI (GKS ONRGSNRAI &aSiG 2dzi KSNBI odzi adz33asSad GKFdG GKS TAySGo4
appear second rather than last in the sequential approach proposed.

5.10 PO1 In light of the benefits that could be achieved in many instances (again particularly in relation to the above site) we would welcome the inclt GIND204
within this section of the documents some commentary on seeking improvements in visual amenity when considering applications on sites
presently detract from the environmental landscape.

511 PO1 In light of the benefits that could be achieved in many instances (again particularly in relation to the above site) we would welcome the inclt GIND204
within this section of the documents some commentary on seeking improvements in visual amenity when considering applications on sites
presently detract from the environmental landscape.

5.11 POL C2NJ Of F NAFAOFIGA2YE AG YAIK:EG 06S FTROA&FO6ES (2 FRR dalF ROSNES¢ 0Si«SGo4

511 PO1 Are the contents of paragraph 5.11 to be made into a policy? GHLD5D
5 Al PO1 126 FNB LI LFYYyAy3 | LILX AOFGA2ya SELSOGSR (2 FRRNBaa aYlAydaSyl yO{GHLDSD
5.12 PO1 This and the following paragraphs contain helpful guidance on how the eventual policy will be interpreted and implemented. We do not take SG04

with what is said.

5.12 PO1 In light of the benefits that could be achieved in many instances (again particularly in relation to the above site) we would welcome the inclt GIND204
within this section of the documents some commentary on seeking improvements in visual amenity when considering applications on sites
presently detract from the environmental landscape.

5.13 PO1 The whole of the Broads as a protected landscape should be protected from potentially noisy development, rather than protecting a few sel SG04
I NBI ad 2SS 02y ldAydsS (2 KI @S NBaSNBIGA2ya Fo2dzi GKS GNI yljdzatf Al
basis of some future policy of prioritising quite recreation to these areas and relaxing restrictions outside these zones. Concern also that al
navigable water is excluded from the tranquillity zones. Much still to discuss!

5.13 PO1 In light of the benefits that could be achieved in many instances (again particularly in relation to the above site) we would welcome the inclt GIND204
within this section of the documents some commentary on seeking improvements in visual amenity when considering applications on sites
presently detract from the environmental landscape.

5.13 PO1 126 | NB LXFYyyAy3 | LILXAOFGAZ2YyE SELISOGSR G2 R

R
5.14 PO1 ¢KS W. NRPIFIR& FNAY3ISQ 12yS Aa QdzZ ySNrotS (2 RS@S
erosion of its integrity due to a lack of recognition of its features.

NBaa aYFAYdSyl yO¢GHLD5D
t2LIYSydyYy Ay LI} I (GWC17

5.14 PO1 The Authority should be able to define those areas better capable of accommodating change. GHLD5D
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5.14

5.15

5.15

5.15
5.15

5.15
5.15
5.19

5.19

5.23
5.23
5.24
5.24

5.24

26 March 2008

PO1

PO1

PO1

PO1
PO1

PO1
PO1
PO1

PO1

PO1
PO1
PO2
PO2

PO2

Representation Org ID

We support the explicit recognition in this text that the 'urban fringes of large settlements have a landscape structure that could accommod: GBW28
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 pro

urban fringes by showing them as distinctive character area in their own right. The draft of the Assessment that we have seen show Local C

Area 11 as such a landscape and we support this.

Tipping on agricultural land in the Broads area to raise the level of land: SPTCO071
Should be permitted in the case of an existing flood wall to reflect the sea level increase, where wall height is not sufficient.

Artificially raising the level of the land is a threat to the integrity of natural landforms such as floodplains and marshes, which are the produc GWC17
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 adve
SFTSO00 2y G(KS OKENIOGSNI 2F GKS fFyRAOHL®E 2y GKS AydSannide 27

Raising the level of land by tipping on land should be allowed when already existing buildings are threatened by flooding. (Flood defense w GIND196

Development should not be allowed where areas might be restored to a characteristic Broads landscape or wildlife habitat is appropriate ar SG04
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 dred
activity (such as Jensons Island) or improvement to embankments.

Tipping should not be permitted anywhere within the 1:100 year floodplain unless compensated for! GIND128
Maintaining and raising ground levels where subsidence has occurred should be permitted GHLD52A
Does not mention role of Geodiversity Action Plans in conserving special landscape quality. GWC17
Suggestion

X tNRLRalta Attt 06S aasSaasSR 3l Ayaid GKS [FYyR&aoOlFLS / KFENFOGSNI !
Appraisals, the tranquillity map (CPRE) and other relevant studies or area plans

¢CKA& LI NIFINFLK yFrYSa .A2RAGSNEAGE ! OGA2y tflya FyR W2iKSNJ NBf {GWC16
Action Plan (GAP). (It is hoped to have a Norfolk GAP in place in the near future.)

OK but L7 should have been supplied as there does need to be different levels of protection. GIND192
We welcome the preferred approach outlined. SG04
Appropriate assessment is nevertheless required to balance any gains against losses. GIND128
CKS GKANR aSydSyOS Aa y26G alLRtAOeé odzi aSita 2dzi 'y FRYAYAadGNF (SDCOL
FRRAGAZ2Y S (G(KS g2NRAY3I YIe ySSR GAIKGSYyAy3dIsZ AS oAttt GKS | dzi K2 NJ

F LILINRLINRF GS SO2f 23A0Ff &adzNBWSeé |yR aasSaavySyid 2F LRGISYyGAlt SO2t

All these policies are supported as they will ensure the future socially and economically of Broadland. GHLD40

Page 6 of 7



Para No PO No Representation Org ID

5.24 PO2 The issues and options report preceding this document contained an option for policy NR25 for using brownfield sites on the urban fringe fc GBW28
biodiversity creation. We objected to this as there was no apparent mechanism for delivering it and we support the decision not to proceed
option.
5.24 PO2 We support. SG04
5.24 PO2 We support this policy. We recommend that term ecology in the first paragraph be replaced with biodiversity, for clarity. SGO05C

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 |
very similar to PPS9 and could be describing any local authority area. We suggest that further consideration be given to how the policy cot
to the nature of the Broads. For example, could the policy wording include the importance/ targets of the Norfolk Biodiversity Action Plan (E
the Water Framework Directive (WFD).

5.24 PO2 This box could usefully include how geodiversity can be conserved. e.g. wording along the lines used for archaeology in section 6.47 . GWC16

5.24 PO2 Development proposals must ALWAYS demonstrate a contribution towards protecting, managing and enhancing local biodiversity in line w GIND128
Biodiversity Model Policy, such that developments a) protect existing features, b) compensate for unavoidable loss, c) enhance and add to
biodiversity of the site. In line with Model Policy, applicants proposing development sin excess of 1000sgm or 20 or more dwellings, or wt
is potential for impact upon a legally protected species or designated site, should be appoint a suitably qualified ecologist (MIEEM) to prepe
ecological assessment of the proposals.

5.24 PO2 We support the first sentence of the policy. GWC09B
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 biodivers
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 le
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
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 s
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.

5.26 PO2 ¢KA& LI N} INILK NAIKGEE aléa ahLIRNIdyAGASa aKz2dzZz R 6S a2dAK{G :GWC16
RSOSt2LIYSylGaé¢od LG 62ddZ R 6S dzaS¥dzZ |G az2y$S adlr3IsS G2 aLlStt 2dzi
the sediments and/or retention of a small geological section.

5.27 PO2 Such development would only be appropriate if of European economic significance. SPA sites in particular have a marginal buffer zone wh GIND128

such as bird strike may be of significance. Any development on or adjacent to a European site would require AA

5.28 PO2 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 GWC09B
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 be
Broads Authority took planning in-house and were previously covered specifically by policies within district Local Plans.

5.29 PO2 ¢KA& LI NFINFLK NARIKGfE aleéa ahLIR2NIdzyyAGASa akKz2dzZz R 685
RSOSt2LIY¥SylGa¢e¢d LG ¢2dzf R 6S dzaS¥dzZ |G az2ys$S adlr3as d2 a
the sediments and/or retention of a small geological section.

2dzaAK4G §G:zGWC16
f f

a
LIS 2 dzi k
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5.29 PO2 We support the first sentence of the policy. GWC09B
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 biodivers
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 le
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
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 s
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.

5.29 PO2 Initial sentences do not sufficiently cover management of impacts on geodiversity, contra the Key Principles of PPS9. Suggest strengthenin GWC17
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 ¢
proposals being designed, to ensure biodiversity and geodiversity are not compromised. Planning conditions will be used to safeguard spec
KFroAdlida FyR 3IS2RAGSNEAGE FSIGd2NBa Ay | O02NRIFIYyOS gA0GK tt{d IYyF

5.30 PO2 Any landscaping scheme should also take account of the effects on the geomorphology of the area. Are there any natural landscape featur GWC16
may be distorted, obscured or removed by the proposed landscaping scheme?

5.30 PO1 Will it become a policy requirement to submit a landscaping scheme with planning applications? If not, those applications where one is like GHLD5D
required should be stated.

5.31 PO2 We endorse the comment that policies should give greater guidance on how decisions would be taken and the level of information required GECT13
how a proposal would protect and enhance biodiversity. However, although the preferred option claims to take a holistic view of habitats ai
species (5.33) we are not sure that that sufficiently firm and precise local guidance is given on all policies.

5.32 PO2 Holistic approach essential. GIND192

5.32 PO2 Not clear whether locally-designated sites (e.g. CWS, RIGS) are included here, as they also contribute to landscape character. These are c GWC17
sites, but not statutorily-designated ones.

5.33 PO2 Holistic approach essential. GIND192

5.34 PO3 Navigation benefits would not be sufficient to permit removal of trees with bat roosts present. Propose that navigation should be removed f GIND128

LI Ny ¢ NBF (2 podocod

5.34 PO3 We support the general protection given to trees and woodlands under this approach, but welcome the recognition that exceptions should t SG04
where a proposal to remove trees or hedgerows would result in a clear overall gain in conservation interest. We raised this matter in our res
the Issues consultation and are pleased to see the outcome.

5.34 PO3 Support policy. GWC09B
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5.34

5.34

5.35
5.35

5.35

5.35

5.35

5.35

5.35

5.35

5.36

5.36

5.38

5.40

5.43
5.43
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PO3

PO3

PO4
PO4

PO4

PO4

PO4

PO4

PO4

PO4

PO4

PO4

PO4

PO4

PO4
PO4

Representation Org ID
28 Z3dzLILI2 NI GKA& LiRfAdeo® 2S y20S 0(GKFG GKS LRtAOe aidladSa GKIFG (SGosC
622RfFyRa 2NJ KSRAISNRga g2dzxZ R y20 6S LISNXYAGGSRE ® 2 KAfald 6S adz

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 matt
clarified, either within the policy or within the accompanying text.

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 im SCC01
visibility for road safety reasons.

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

The two statements (a) and (b) appear to be contradictory, and would need to be reworded to clarify the actual meaning. SCCo01

Any landscaping scheme should also take account of the effects on the geomorphology of the area. Are there any natural landscape featur GWC16
may be distorted, obscured or removed by the proposed landscaping scheme?

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

All these policies are supported as they will ensure the future socially and economically of the Broadland. GHLD40
OK but additionally this and other scheduled items need protection during the construction period a vulnerable time. GIND192
We support this policy and consider that it reinforces the approach taken in policies PO2 and PO3. SGO05C

Support policy. GWC09B

It is helpful to list the matters that will be considered in assessing landscaping schemes. However, the policy approach should be spelt out | SG04
clearly here. Clauses (c) and (d) are not very informative as drafted. The second sentence of paragraph 5.40 is a key requirement and shot
incorporated in POA4.

t I N} INF LKA G2 YR GKNBS INB y20 alLltAdeé o6dzi FRYAYAAaGNr GABS 1SDCO1

FYR GLINPGSOGSR aLISOAS&EE gAGK GNBSaAaT (GK2dAK GKS SO2f23A0Ift I &LX
While | support the control of vegetation, especially trees, sailing boats are dependant on the wind, therefore, any trees near the river must GIND177
strictly controlled.

While we welcome the recognition of the need to control vegetation, especially trees, our boats are dependant on the wind, therefore, trees GECTO7A
the river must be minimised.

This should be incorporated within PO4. Not all tree growth is welcome; GECTO01
inappropriate trees can be to the detriment of sailing, landscape features such as Mills and habitats such as fens and marshland.

Any landscaping scheme should also take account of the effects on the geomorphology of the area. Are there any natural landscape featur GWC16
may be distorted, obscured or removed by the proposed landscaping scheme?

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

Do not agree. True hedgerow planting should be encouraged and just as important as existing sites protected. SPTCO093

We welcome the preferred approach outlined. SG04
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5.44 PO5 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 affor SPTC081
housing proposals will amount to anything, especially in the smaller Villages, which is regretted. The requirements/proposed design criterie
take into account people's ability to pay.

5.44 PO5 My clients have asked me to on their behalf endorse and reiterate the comments made in the statement bt the West Somerton PC. GIND169
'‘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 affol
housing proposals will amount to anything, especially in the smaller Villages, which is regretted. The requirements/proposed design criterie
take into account people's ability to pay.'

5.44 PO5 ¢KA& aSOGA2y A& O2yFdzaAy3o t2tA08 thp RSIFHfa gAlGK RSaAA3Iy:Z (KSysSDcCol
RSaAdyo I O2YO0AYSR LRfAOe: YAIKG 6S o60SHGGSNE 2NJ LISNKF LA | &Ly
sustainability, safety etc).

5.44 PO5 Design which incorporates large window areas, substantial lighting or domestic wind turbines close to SPA sites is potentially damaging to { GIND128
features for which the SPA is protected and should be subject to AA.

5.44 PO5 Successful integration of development into current envrionment. GTM30

5.44 PO5 The Norfolk Police Authority fully support the general intent of the policy, with particular reference to criterion (e€) which makes reference to GHLD39
prevention.

5.44 PO5 Successful integration of development into current envrionment. GIND199

5.44 PO5 Last sentence on landscape duplicates policy elsewhere (PO1 / 4). SDCO01

5.44 PO5 All these policies are supported as they will ensure the future socially and economically of the Broadland. GHLD

5.44 PO5 We support the approach proposed and welcome the emphasis on ensuring development complements and reinforces the character and le SG04
of the Broads.

5.45 PO6 Support policy. GWC09B

5.45 PO6 We support the proposed approach. SG04

5.45 PO6 ¢KA&a aSOGA2y A& O2yFdzaAy3o t2tA08 thp RSIFHfa gAGK RSaA3Iy:I (KSySDCo1
RSaAdyo I O2YO0AYSR LRtAOe:E YAIKG 65 o6SGGSNE 2NJ LISNKIF LA | &Lt

sustainability, safety etc).

5.45 PO6 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 affor SPTC081
housing proposals will amount to anything, especially in the smaller Villages, which is regretted. The requirements/proposed design criterie
take into account people's ability to pay.

5.45 PO6 My clients have asked me to on their behalf endorse and reiterate the comments made in the statement bt the West Somerton PC. GIND169
‘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 affol
housing proposals will amount to anything, especially in the smaller Villages, which is regretted. The requirements/proposed design criterie
take into account people's ability to pay.'
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5.45 PO6 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 ¢ SGO5C

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 tl
are also associated with, and in some cases set out in, the Code for Sustainable Homes (CfSH) and BREEAM. We therefore suggest that
be rolled into policy PO7.

5.45 PO6 ¢KS LRfAOCE ySSRa Ot FNAFAOIGAZ2YY S3 gKIG A& YSIyid o6& agKSNB I LJISDCo1
wording implies that the measures are a requirement if planning permission is to be given; however, it is unlikely that these would be a justi
GNBIjdZANBYSyYy (¢ S@Sy (K2dza3K GKS& YI& 0S RS&AANIOES FyR Gaz2dzakKié ¢
Building Regulations, and no justification is given as to why these should be exceeded. If the measures are to be policy requirements, ther
be useful if appropriate targets were given eg % of renewable energy.

5.45 PO6 the list should be extended to include design elements for sustainable transport. This could take the form of: SCC01
-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
measures.

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

5.45 PO6 PO46 - New Agricultural and Forestry Dwellings and PO47 - Temporary Mobile Homes does offer some hope to younger persons wishing t GFL04
reed and sedge cutting and we welcome these LDF options. We understand the need to have policies and guidance on good design in the
PO6 PO7 & PO8 (page 24) ,however, many of these requirements will be beyond the reach of those on low incomes. We can only hope thi
WEoAfAGE G2 LIe&Q gAft oS GF1Sy Ayid2 F002dzyd 6AGK Fyeé | LILX AOI G

5.45 PO6 We obiject to this policy on the grounds that it does not consider the viability of development schemes. Further, the emphasis is put on the GHLD5D
applicants to prove why it is not possible to utilise any or all of the requirements set out therein. The provisions are unenforceable. How wi
Ll2f A0e 0SS LIRftAOSR Ay (SN¥a 2F af20Frffe a2d2NOSR YIFGSNRIFTfas¢ £ ¢
transported into the area from much further afield. Further it militates against the use of more modern, energy efficient materials that may r
I @At oftS t20ltftfed 2KIG Aada RSTFAYSR la a{dzaidlAyloftS O2yaiNUzOGA:

5.45 PO6 It is not evident which types of development the Authority considers to be unsustainable. Furthermore, changes to the Building Regulations GHLD33
Code for Sustainable Homes will mean that traditional types of house building are increasingly unlikely to comply with requirements, and th
modern methods of construction will need to be utilised instead. The Authority needs to acknowledge this fact, and reflect it in the policy.

5.45 PO6 Design which incorporates large window areas, substantial lighting or domestic wind turbines close to SPA sites is potentially damaging to 1 GIND128
features for which the SPA is protected and should be subject to AA

5.46 PO7 Support policy. However, | am unclear how higher ratings that seem to be the aim form 5.54 and 5.55 can be encouraged if they are not wit GWC09B
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"
"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.
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5.46 PO7 l'a ¢62NRSRI GKS FANRG LINIL 2F GKS LRfAOE Aa y20 alLlRfAoOeésx odzi 1SDCO1
current minimum standard, which are set out in Building Regulations, though it may become that in the future. If the measures referred to i
policy are to be policy requirements, and going beyond Building Regulations etc, then these will need to be justified.

5.46 PO7 2SS &dzZLLR2 NI (GKS LINPLI2&ASR |LIWNRIFOK® hy | LRAyld 2F RSGFAf S &K2dzZ FSGo4
NI GKSNJ GKEFEY aYSIFadNBa (2 | RRNBaaxoéK

5.46 PO7 ¢KA& aSOGA2Yy Aa O2deza7\yEld> t2tA08 thp RSFHfa ¢gA0GK RSaA3days GKSySDCol
RSaA3ayo I O2Y0AYS L2fAOEE YAIKG 0SS o0SGUSNE 2NJ LISNKIF LA | aLJ !
sustainability, safety etc).

5.46 PO7 | support the principle of energy efficiency and will do all | can to be efficient in the use of resources. GIND177

5.46 PO7 PO46 - New Agricultural and Forestry Dwellings and PO47 - Temporary Mobile Homes does offer some hope to younger persons wishing t GFL04
reed and sedge cutting and we welcome these LDF options. We understand the need to have policies and guidance on good design in the
PO6 PO7 & PO8 (page 24) ,however, many of these requirements will be beyond the reach of those on low incomes. We can only hope th
OAfAdGeE G2 LIeQ gAff oS GFr1Sy Aya2 002dzyd 6AGK Fye LXK AOIG)

5.46 PO7 While we support the principle, in certain circumstances it would be difficult for operations such as ours to comply. GECTO7A

5.46 PO7 Consistent. [It would be helpful if consideration was given to setting out specific targets for achieving water efficiency in new / existing devel SG03
64SS LINIQ mndc 2F GKS CAINIKSNI t NPLIRAaSR / KFy3aSa R20dzySyao 2y ¢
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5.46

26 March 2008

PO7

You may be aware that the HBF (unlike many local authorities) is a signatory to the national commitment to seek to deliver zero carbon hot GHLD33

2016.

The relationship between the Code for Sustainable Homes and planning policies being interpreted in an inconsistent way throughout Engla
indeed, Wales) is becoming increasingly problematic for the house building industry. In their attempt to be seen to be rising to meet the cha
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 per
of buildings. The national application of the Code for Sustainable Homes quite clearly sets targets and milestones that together are a natior
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
Executive Chairman). It met for the first time on 31 January 2007. Alongside the HBF and DCLG, membership includes the Construction P
Association, the DTI, John Callcutt (in respect of his new housing review), WWF, the UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy and the |
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 L
design. Our short-term objective is to reach agreement on a Concordat between the main parties, which can be published in the summer al
0KS D2@SNYyYSyidiQa FAylf LRfAOE LINRBLRalfta 2y (GKS GAYSFNIYS |yR |

The HBF is extremely concerned that regions and local authorities are seeking to amend and shorten the agreed zero-carbon timeframe. It
GNRGGSY G2 ,@SG0GS /1 22LISNJ at NBIFFFANVAYI GKS LRAYG GKIFG Ydzt GALX
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 consic

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 Autfr
should also sign up to this objective in order for consistency and certainty with regard to long-term investment in new technologies and skill
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.

¢SOKy 2t 23A0Ft Ayy2@0FiA2y Aad Y2@Ay3 NILARtfE Ay (G(4KS 06101 6AYyYySNE
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 p
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
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 surrount
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long-term costs/benefits of individual renewable energy technologies. We believe the key in this field is a national strategic vision of how we GHLD33

5.46

26 March 2008

PO7

achieve an efficient low carbon energy supply for the country. Local authorities should not seek to second guess such thinking through ado
prescriptive local policies on energy supply. We also consider that the expert capacity to determine such matters is, in any case, not somet|
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 innov
such as wind turbines, CHP plants and other energy generation development. It should not seek to control the use of power within dwelling
this would, in any event, be unenforceable) or be concerned with the fabric of the building, which is covered adequately by the Code for Su
Homes as discussed above.

¢CKSNB INB Ylye SEIFYLISa 2F adzOK O2y FdzaAzy FNRAAY3I Ay | GGSYLIA
LINELER2NIAZ2Y 2F a2y aArAidS¢eé NByS¢lrotS SySNHeod LYRSSRZ S@Sy aSNIzy
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
adequately controlled through planning measures and is an example of how planning is being used to inadequately address issues that are
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 generat
in themselves (such as sites for large wind farms and district CHP plants) and in areas that may benefit from access to renewable sources
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
effective than solar heat transfer technology or other similar discussions should not an issue for consideration under planning powers availe
local authorities.

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

tftryyAy3a yR /fAYFGS / KIFIy3d3S 655S0SY6SNI Hnncy ¢l & LJzofAaKSR | a |
draft PPS should clearly recognise the need for planning policy not to duplicate the role of national building regulations. It states in paragra,
GKFG Ay RSGSNN¥YAYAYy3 LA IFYYAYy3I LI AOFGAZ2YA [t! Qa akKz2dzZ R SyadzaNB

F LILIX AOFyGad tINFINFLK on aléda GKFEG gAGK NBIFINR (2 GKS SygiNey®
O2yaidNHz2OGA@Ste FYR AYIFIIAYlIGAOBSte gA0GK RSOSE2LISNE (2 SyO2dzNl 3S
tFNF3INFLK om 2F GKS ' F2NBYSYiA2ySR RNIFTi R20dzySyid adGrasSa GKI G
LISNF2NXYIFYyOS 2F AYRADGARdZ f odzAf RAy3a & GKS&S INB asSid 2dzi yl GAz:

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 PO7 LI NI AOdzt  NJ / 2RS [ S@Sftad ¢KS 5SLINIYSYyd F2NJ . dzaAaySaasxr 9y G SNLINA :GHLD33
9y SNHE 9FFAOASyOe aSlhadiNBa LYyF2N¥YIFGA2y F2NI [ 20t D2@SNYYSyid ¢

Q¢ QX

GOPDABSY GKS YOAGARZ2Y 2F (GKS ylraGAz2ylt GAYS{ilIofSy GKS D2OSNYyYS)
Code for Sustainable Homes or set ad hoc timetables through the planning system to reach zero carbon emissions (my emphasis). There r
specific opportunities and local circumstances where authorities and developers can go further and faster. Any such higher standards for he
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 carbi
standards in the Code or the whole Code. These approaches on energy and building standards need to be properly introduced and tested !
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 ¢
emissions from the existing housing stock, which is far less environmentally friendly than any modern housing now being built.

5.46 PO7 Higher standard for energy efficiency than Government minimum standard. SPTC093

5.46 PO7 My clients have asked me to on their behalf endorse and reiterate the comments made in the statement bt the West Somerton PC. GIND169
"This Council considers more emphasis should be placed on, and more effort be put in, to 'holding the line’, and is very disappointed that nc
is made of favouring a 'Yare Barrier', to protect all of the Broads area. The proposed third river crossing at Great Yarmouth would provide t
practical and sustainable opportunity to incorporate a flood surge tide barrier.’

5.46 PO7 The LDF should indicate the proportion of new developments above the stated threshold it expects to receive in the form of development GHLD5D
proposals. It is our view that there will not be many.

5.46 PO7 Whilst the principles and purposes of this policy are supported, we draw your attention to paragraph 8 of PPS22 which states whilst Local F GBE08
Authorities may include policies in Development Plan Documents to require a percentage of energy requirement to come from onsite renew
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 renewal
energy generation equipment is viable given the type of development proposed, its location and design;

(i) 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
development should come from on-site renewable generation.

5.46 PO7 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 SPTC081
is made of favouring a 'Yare Barrier', to protect all of the Broads area. The proposed third river crossing at Great Yarmouth would provide t
practical and sustainable opportunity to incorporate a flood surge tide barrier.

5.46 PO7 The specific nature of the Broads, a wetland, should be reflected in the statement of environmental performance, in 5.46 (b) a higher rating GIND196
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 €
In 2008 we should be expecting a higher level of expertise. The Broads should not be compared to London; therefore the 1000sq m of inter
space should be reduced, and so is the number of units in residential developments, (new or conversion), and the 10% of energty requirem
microgeneration raised to actively reduce carbon emission, particularly in the light of a dramatic increase of the housing stock in the next 2(
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5.46

5.46

5.47
5.47

5.47

5.48

26 March 2008

PO7

PO7

PO8
PO8

PO8

PO8

With regard to policy PO7, we support the approach to require all new residential, commercial and industrial development to consider and r SGO5C
targets on environmental performance. As discussed in our response to the Issue and Options paper, we believe that it would be best to re
A0SLIISR FLIINRBEFOK &aGIFNIAY3a gAGK | o &adGFNINIXGAy3 6/ F{1 0 IyR WwWxSI
Greener Future (CLG policy statement) up to 2016. The policy wording as written will be out of date by 2013, possibly earlier should the gc

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 imme:
all residential development. However, without this being stated within the policy we cannot see how this aspiration would actually be achie
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-res
development of 1,000sqm or greater.

Criteria b) it should be noted that the current minimum standards of energy efficiency are those required under part L of the Building Regul SDC03
not the Code for Sustainable Homes. This minimum standard does not currently achieve any star rating for energy efficiency under the CS
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 ¢

North Norfolk policy EN6 currently requires that all dwellings meet particular Code for Sustainable Homes standards, however this issue we
G GKS SEFYAYLFGA2Y 0S0OldzaS GKS D2@SNYyYSyd IINB adAatt YFAyGEAyYyAy
/I 2RS F2NJ {dzadGlFAylofS 12YSa YF{Ay3 I NridAy3I YIYyRIFIGI2NEQZ LINRLRAS
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 BI
Regulations as follows:

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

We support the proposed approach. SG04
¢tKAad aSOlAaAz2y Aa O2yTdzaiay3 t2f A0 thp RSIFHfa ¢gAGK RSaA3ay: (KSysSDCo1
RSaAdyo I O02YO0AYSR zfxééz YAIKG 6S 60SGGSNE 2NJ LISNKIF LA | &Lt

sustainability, safety etc).

PO46 - New Agricultural and Forestry Dwellings and PO47 - Temporary Mobile Homes does offer some hope to younger persons wishing t GFL04
reed and sedge cutting and we welcome these LDF options. We understand the need to have policies and guidance on good design in the

PO6 PO7 & PO8 (page 24) ,however, many of these requirements will be beyond the reach of those on low incomes. We can only hope th:
WEoAfAGE G2 LI e&Q gAft oS GF1Sy Ayid2 F002dzyd 6AGK Fyeé I LILX AOI G

28 5St02YS (KS 1 dzikK2aNR(GeQa AyGSyidAazy (2 SELX 2NB Ayy20F GA3S | yIiSGo4
heritage and culture.
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5.48 PO8 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 GBW28
development in the Broads Area. They also articulate well the positive role that new development can have. We believe this has particular r

to brownfield sites and to sites on the urban fringe.
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5.48

26 March 2008

PO8

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 GHLD33

housing by 2016.

The relationship between the Code for Sustainable Homes and planning policies being interpreted in an inconsistent way throughout Engla
indeed, Wales) is becoming increasingly problematic for the house building industry. In their attempt to be seen to be rising to meet the cha
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 per
of buildings. The national application of the Code for Sustainable Homes quite clearly sets targets and milestones that together are a natior
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
Executive Chairman). It met for the first time on 31 January 2007. Alongside the HBF and DCLG, membership includes the Construction P
Association, the DTI, John Callcutt (in respect of his new housing review), WWF, the UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy and the |
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 L
design. Our short-term objective is to reach agreement on a Concordat between the main parties, which can be published in the summer al
0KS D2@SNYyYSyidiQa FAylf LRfAOE LINRBLRalfta 2y (GKS GAYSFNIYS |yR |

The HBF is extremely concerned that regions and local authorities are seeking to amend and shorten the agreed zero-carbon timeframe. It
GNRGGSY G2 ,@SG0GS /1 22LISNJ at NBIFFFANVAYI GKS LRAYG GKIFG Ydzt GALX
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 consic

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 Autfr
should also sign up to this objective in order for consistency and certainty with regard to long-term investment in new technologies and skill
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.

¢SOKy 2t 23A0Ft Ayy2@0FiA2y Aad Y2@Ay3 NILARtfE Ay (G(4KS 06101 6AYyYySNE
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 p
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
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 surrount
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long-term costs/benefits of individual renewable energy technologies. We believe the key in this field is a national strategic vision of how we GHLD33

5.48

26 March 2008

PO8

achieve an efficient low carbon energy supply for the country. Local authorities should not seek to second guess such thinking through ado
prescriptive local policies on energy supply. We also consider that the expert capacity to determine such matters is, in any case, not somet|
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 innov
such as wind turbines, CHP plants and other energy generation development. It should not seek to control the use of power within dwelling
this would, in any event, be unenforceable) or be concerned with the fabric of the building, which is covered adequately by the Code for Su
Homes as discussed above.

¢CKSNB INB Ylye SEIFYLISa 2F adzOK O2y FdzaAzy FNRAAY3I Ay | GGSYLIA
LINELER2NIAZ2Y 2F a2y aArAidS¢eé NByS¢lrotS SySNHeod LYRSSRZ S@Sy aSNIzy
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
adequately controlled through planning measures and is an example of how planning is being used to inadequately address issues that are
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 generat
in themselves (such as sites for large wind farms and district CHP plants) and in areas that may benefit from access to renewable sources
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
effective than solar heat transfer technology or other similar discussions should not an issue for consideration under planning powers availe
local authorities.

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

tftryyAy3a yR /fAYFGS / KIFIy3d3S 655S0SY6SNI Hnncy ¢l & LJzofAaKSR | a |
draft PPS should clearly recognise the need for planning policy not to duplicate the role of national building regulations. It states in paragra,
GKFG Ay RSGSNN¥YAYAYy3 LA IFYYAYy3I LI AOFGAZ2YA [t! Qa akKz2dzZ R SyadzaNB

F LILIX AOFyGad tINFINFLK on aléda GKFEG gAGK NBIFINR (2 GKS SygiNey®
O2yaidNHz2OGA@Ste FYR AYIFIIAYlIGAOBSte gA0GK RSOSE2LISNE (2 SyO2dzNl 3S
tFNF3INFLK om 2F GKS ' F2NBYSYiA2ySR RNIFTi R20dzySyid adGrasSa GKI G
LISNF2NXYIFYyOS 2F AYRADGARdZ f odzAf RAy3a & GKS&S INB asSid 2dzi yl GAz:

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 PO8 LI NI AOdzt  NJ / 2RS [ S@Sftad ¢KS 5SLINIYSYyd F2NJ . dzaAaySaasxr 9y G SNLINA :GHLD33
9y SNHE 9FFAOASyOe aSlhadiNBa LYyF2N¥YIFGA2y F2NI [ 20t D2@SNYYSyid ¢

Q¢ QX

GOPDABSY GKS YOAGARZ2Y 2F (GKS ylraGAz2ylt GAYS{ilIofSy GKS D2OSNYyYS)
Code for Sustainable Homes or set ad hoc timetables through the planning system to reach zero carbon emissions (my emphasis). There r
specific opportunities and local circumstances where authorities and developers can go further and faster. Any such higher standards for he
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 carbi
standards in the Code or the whole Code. These approaches on energy and building standards need to be properly introduced and tested !
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 ¢
emissions from the existing housing stock, which is far less environmentally friendly than any modern housing now being built.

5.49 PO8 28 5St02YS G(G(KS !'dziK2NAG@Qa AyiaSyidAzy (G2 SELX 2NB Ayyz20l G§AGBS | yisSGo4
heritage and culture.

5.52 PO8 The Norfolk Police Authority fully supports the principles that crime prevention is to be considered in all development proposals, however, it GHLD39
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.

5.54 POS8 LG é62dzZ R 0SS dzaS¥dzZ G2 RSTAYS 6KIG Aa YSIyd o6& Wi SNR OFNb2yQd SDCO3
you are seeking new development to meet clarified (see note about voluntary nature of CSH above).

5.54 POS8 26 Aa a1 SNB OINb2yé¢ RSTAYSRK GHLD5D

5.55 PO8 It is only the energy/CO2 element of the CSH the government is seeking to require through changes to the building regulations (see above) SDC03
other 8 elements of the CSH will remain voluntary.

5.55 PO10 Allowing certain types of less vulnerable and more vulnerable uses in flood zone 3b may contradict PPS25, as Table D3 does not allow suc SDC03
the functional floodplain.

5.63 PO8 We welcome the preferred approach outlined. SG04

5.74 PO8 5.74-5.78: Vital GIND192

5.74 PO8 2 KAES GKS FALANIGA2Y FT2N) SySNHe SFFAOASYyOe Aa adNRy3fe adzl)2 NI GECT13
I NS A& dzy Of SI NI ¢KS 2dzYLJ Ay t23A0 0SG6SSy GKIG NBIljdANBYSyY

5.77 PO8 We support the need to reduce the use of engines at moorings, for reasons previously stated. GECTO7A

5.77 PO7 | support the need to reduce the use of engines at moorings, for reasons previously stated. GIND177

5.77 PO8 All planning applications for new or replacement moorings should be required to lay ducting underneath for future electric points. GBWa33
Planning Applications where Tourism is involved in Flood Risk Area 3,3A,3B should not be discouraged.

5.79 PO9 Anglian Water Services Ltd are the staturtory authority for waste water in the Broads Authority area. However with emerging competition wi SSWO01
water industry there is no guarentee that AWS will be the provider of wastewater services for new development.

5.79 PO9 We support this policy. SGO05C
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PO9
PO9

PO9

PO9

PO9

Representation Org ID
28 AdzZLILR NI GKS LINBLRASR FLILINEBEOK® ¢KS KINYFdzZ SFFSO0Ga (Said y¢sSGos
Mainstream hydrological integrity vital. Rising sea levels need greater emphasis. GIND192
Support policy. GWC09B

Anglian Water Services Ltd is the statutory authority for wastewater within the Broads Authority district. However, with emerging competitior SSW07
the water industry there is no guarantee that AWS will be the provider of wastewater services for new development

We obiject to any requirement that development cannot proceed in advance of services being provided. If a development can be properly s GHLD5D
at a developers expense then it should be permitted. It us unlikely that services will be provided in advance of development taking place ur
development is programmed for any particular area. This we suggest is unlikely to be the case in the Broads Area.

We support the approach that development will not be allowed ahead of a suitable standard of infrastructure. This should extend, as it has SG04
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 prol

of hard to control package plants and encourage new development close to existing. Such situations might be considered more sustainabls
regards also. Such an approach might also be helpful in zoning such development.

SG04

The above mentioned site stands atop the Waveney Valley and thus its development would be preferable to other sites located within the fl GIND204
plain close by which have also been identified by South Norfolk District Council as suitable for housing redevelopment.

We welcome the preferred approach outlined.

The above mentioned site stands atop the Waveney Valley and thus its development would be preferable to other sites located within the fl GIND204
plain close by which have also been identified by South Norfolk District Council as suitable for housing redevelopment.

The above mentioned site stands atop the Waveney Valley and thus its development would be preferable to other sites located within the fl GIND204
plain close by which have also been identified by South Norfolk District Council as suitable for housing redevelopment.

Development must not be allowed to compromise future flood management initiatives, e.g. managed retreat. There should be no new deve GIND128
on the 1:100 year floodplain, and no redevelopment of Brownfield sites on the floodplain. Opportunities should be taken to REDUCE flood
wherever possible, and this should be the guiding principal for all development and, crucially, new development on the floodplain.

GECTO1
GECTO1

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

Likewise the Broads is a wetland where people interact with and adapt to water.
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5.96

26 March 2008

PO10

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 ¢ SGO5C

from a variety of sources. Due to the National Park equivalent status of the area as a wetland development must be appropriate to a greatt
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 cli
change.

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

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

w ¢CKS FANRG LI NIFINFILK 2F GKS LRftAOEI Ay | O0O2NRIYyOS gAGK (GKS [
exception test, where applicable, as set out in PPS25. However, the second paragraph sets out unique criteria for the exception test.

w ! ONRBIFIR &0l GSYSylG 2F 6KSy RS@GSt2LIVSyi ¢62dzZ R 0SS | OOSLIilFotS Ay
tt{Hp yR Gel)Sa 2F RSOSt2LIYSyid &aLISOATASR & dzyl OOSLIitofS gAlGK)
0SS dzaSR (2 2dzaiAFTe WKAIKE& @dzZ ySNIofSQ RS@OSt2LIYSyld Ay Cf22R %:
Flood Zone 3b.

w ! LINBadzYLJiaA@S adladSYSyid GKFG RANBOG NBLX FOSYSyld NBAARSYGALlf

w 5S@St2LISyYyld sAUGKAY (GKS FNBF ARSYGATASR Fa GKS W/ 2Fadlt %2yS¢
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
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 SA1l
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
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, e\
development itself could be designed not to flood. This is acknowledged in Par 5.102 and we therefore question this strategy and the conc
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 r
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
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5.96

5.96

26 March 2008

PO10

PO10

ldzi K2NAGE@Qa FAY F2NJ FLILINBLINREFGS RS@OSt2LISyd GKFG YSSia t20F ¢t
and the commitment made in your Core Strategy. The key principles of our solutions to each of the above difficulties are:
StASPS GKIG GKS ONARGSNRE 27 KS

0 a j dzSy G A I f
(> adzOK a y24 O2YLINRYAAAY3I TFdzidzNBE Ff22R R
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y oS OKSY
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Q¢ ax
M cx

w 2SS R2 y2i( O2yaARSNI 0KIFI{d GKS @dz ySNIoAftAGE GlFLotSa Ay tt{up Ol
your Core Strategy CS20. However, by maximising the use of previously developed land, perhaps by considering developed footprints to k
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
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
sequential approach advocated in PPS25 and it can be shown through a FRA that the off-site risk of flooding is not increased.

w C2ff26Ay3 (GKS +1020S NBO2YYSYRIGA2Yy NBLIFOSYSyid R¢gStfAy3Ia YI &
amended to state that redevelopment may be appropriate, since it is entirely possible that flood risk may be shown to be so great that direc
redevelopment would not be safe.

w LG &aK2dZ R 06S SELXIIAYSR ¢6Ké RS@St2LISyild Ay GKS wW/ 21adGlt ®%2yS¢
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
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 enable
strategic relocation of development to lower risk locations. The DPD makes clear that your Authority will not be required to allocate sites.
evidence from your SFRA and predictions of the impact of climate change in Eastern England indicate that some areas of the Broads will b
progressively less sustainable, despite on-site mitigation that may be proposed by a FRA. If over time such sites become dangerous for oc
there may be no alternative but to relocate. This could be assisted by your Authority if this were planned for in advance. Such assisted reli
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 1
applicant. Further detailed consideration would need to be given, but it may be possible that the applicant would still own the original land,
development that would by then be assessed as unsafe would not be permitted, whilst other uses, such as open/ amenity space would be ¢
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 sc
possible. We believe that there is potential to enable development within the Broads and meet the aims of the Strategic Objectives, but as
Submission stage is the next stage of the LDF process there is limited time to reach a solution.

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
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
and tear, then many properties and their sites would suffer degradation. Either they would remain an eyesore if burnt or allowed to fall into
because the owners were not allowed to make improvements. In any case the quality of the environment would suffer. We do understand tl
in very exceptional situations would any new development be allowed in the most vulnerable areas and that again is supported so that the
landscape will remain as open as possible.

Org ID
SGO05C

GECTO7A
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5.96 PO10 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 inthe  GHLD5D
determination of planning applications where flood risk is an issue. Levels of development expected in the area are not likely to be such to
the carrying out of any sequential test.

5.96 PO10 We support the proposed approach. We feel it would be helpful to include a further criterion when considering relocation of existing develo SG04
2dzi 2F 12yS 06 ¢ GKFG GKSNB Aa | ySdzaiNIf 2NI ySd o0S8SySTAG G2 1)
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
flooding needs to be considered. When the next breach in the seawall between Happisburgh to Winterton occurs it will impact a far greater
than indicated on the proposals map. We would suggest that the probability of sea flooding be taken into account, at least over the whole |
Thurne basin, and at least back to Potter Heigham, and it is this area that should be indicated as coastal zone.

5.96 PO10 This policy should be rephrased to include the principle that the National Policy should be worked out and applied to the special circumstan GBW17
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
development should then be accepted as complying with the exception test (subject to criteria), thus avoiding the need for repetition and hi
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, shor
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 re'
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).

5.96 PO10 Further to our telephone conversation recently regarding the above, my wife and | write to support your efforts to introduce this preferred of GBW36
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 AL
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. ¢
we own South Quays Marina, home to some 75 boats and we operate our business from our home. The business is of course water relatec
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 ab
After all, the holiday makers who hire boats on the Broads get much pleasure from the efforts of riverside property owners, without which th
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 §
we speak to are unaware of this planning situation, and others who are aware seem to think PPS25 applies to only commercial, and not pri
dwellings.
We look forward therefore to hearing good news from you in due course.

5.96 PO10 Development must not be allowed to compromise future flood management initiatives, e.g. managed retreat. There should be no new deve GIND128
on the 1:100 year floodplain, and no redevelopment of Brownfield sites on the floodplain. Opportunities should be taken to REDUCE flood
wherever possible, and this should be the guiding principal for all development and, crucially, new development on the floodplain.
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