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00:05 
The morning it's 1150. And this issue specific hearing is resumed. kind of check with my colleagues 
that everybody can see and hear me clearly. And that the recording and the live streaming is taking 
place. 
 
00:27 
Yes, I can hear and see you. The live stream should be working. If it isn't for anybody, just please rap 
press refresh. 
 
00:36 
Okay, thank you. I'll move on to population and human health, which is agenda five, which is agenda 
item five. So, one of the main recurring concerns of interested parties and local authorities, as I've seen 
relates to the lack of either a footbridge or an underpass in the centre of the proposed development to 
provide a direct north south link between North Burling and Lynwood. Between the Burlington woodland 
walks linguas community woodland, another concern, which has been raised a number of times is lack 
of a connection between North Burnley and the footpath to the east of the wind, which leads to akel 
Connect can please briefly set out its position in respect to these matters. Yes, if 
 
01:42 
Philip Robson highways England, so that the response really has already been given in the response to 
your written questions, that surveys have been undertaken, that the the use of the footpaths, both by 
pedestrian and cyclist is, is relatively low. It's also included an analysis of the character of burning of FP 
three, and the distance and walking times between the villages, obviously, that's with a view to 
considering severance. And the conclusion that has been around arrived at is that because there is a 
low level of existing use the severance is necessarily limited. Because hopefully, apparently, there is a 
link between level of existing use and the potential for for severance. So the effect for existing users 
would therefore be be very low. And it is the applicants view that that would be offset by the provision of 
additional opportunities for the walking that's created by walking created by diversion rebates. All of 
which I'm aware of your warning at the start of each session is set out in an hour written responses, 
and of course, we can provide more detail if needed, but I hope that suffices as an initial summary, sir. 
 
03:28 
Okay, thank you. Can I just ask? Norfolk County Council, Mr. Cumming? So that the applicant has 
taken the surveys, it's of the view that 
 



 - 2 - 

03:47 
few people cross the road currently. That if they do is generally for recreational purposes rather than 
necessarily to access services, for example, between communities? Would, could you could you 
comment on that, please? 
 
04:14 
Yes, as you'll be aware, from our responses, the lack of provision of a north south connection in the 
middle of the proposed scheme has been one of our main concerns. We know again, I don't want to 
repeat you know, what, what we have put in, in in writing, but there are the two communities separated 
by the da 47. And also we do have an ongoing programme looking at improving the offer around 
walking, cycling, other active travel to the burlingham estate. The specific question you've asked 
around numbers of people crossing i think is it's probably correct that there are very few people doing 
that because the a 47 present does provide a barrier to crossing it's a very busy road with relatively 
high speeds at that time, at times, the duelling will prevent anyone crossing at that point because there 
will be no provision. So like a lot of others, we are, you know, anticipating that the scheme provides an 
opportunity to improve walking, cycling, active travel links on a north south access. And yes, it's 
probably, I mean, we haven't done any surveys that we don't know. But it's probably likely that a large 
proportion of those potential users would be recreational, rather than to to access services. 
 
05:48 
Okay, Mr. Bearman I've seen your hands up. I'll come to you in just a minute. Thank you. So in terms of 
the applicants, this is this is sorry, still, Mr. Cumming, Mr. Bearman, if you if you'd be able to just turn 
your camera off for a minute, I will come to shortly. Thank you. This is coming B. Applicants also 
suggests that, although there's no provision for crossing centrally that the amount of walking or 
recreational walking is, which has provided opportunities, which is provided is is greater than what is 
that already and that there is a safe crossing across, for example, the proposed overbridge of the B one 
140. Albeit it, it results at a detour of some, you know, kilometre and a half. So what's your view on 
that? 
 
07:11 
Yeah, clearly, the provision of those facilities, which the applicant is proposing is very welcome. We do 
have some minor concerns around that the detail of those such as the width of shared use, walking 
cycling facility, and also whether or not it should be a foot path running East West south of the a 47. Or 
whether that should, you know, be a different standard, we feel that that should allow cyclists as well. In 
terms of the, you know, 1500 metres, that's probably, you know, a 15 minute walk. And that's in both 
directions. So it does add a very considerable detail, but as I say, Yes, certainly the provision that is 
suggested is welcomed, whether it is an improvement, I think would depend on, you know, the exact 
user whether you wanted to go north south between Birmingham and Lynwood, it would would be 
further round. So I wouldn't want to make any comment about whether it is better but it's certainly 
certainly welcome. 
 
08:23 
Okay, and we heard from the applicants, so I can say a few people have their hands up now. I will 
come to you in fall in due course. We heard from the applicant on I think it was Tuesday that it intends 
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to submit a change request in order to amend the east west path which runs to the south of a 47 to a 
cycleway, path, cycleway and footpath from what I understood. Does that have any bearing on your on 
your views as to the degree of severance that you you think will occur 
 
09:17 
that that change would be absolutely welcomed by the county council. And it would be an improvement 
over what has previously been proposed. In terms of the severance, it still doesn't address the north 
south movements in in the middle of the scheme without that diversion. 
 
09:42 
Okay, and without this north south, footbridge or underpass, if you have the view that that is so 
fundamental that you would not want to see the scheme. Go ahead. Because of that, there's no we're 
 
10:03 
sorry. No, we're not objecting to the scheme. We support the scheme that that has been made clear in 
our submissions. So we do support the scheme as it has been proposed. We would like to see this 
north south connection provided because we think it would make the scheme better. 
 
10:26 
Okay, and what the what is the no way that the comms council could at some point in the future, 
implement such a scheme should the scheme go ahead as it as is currently proposed. 
 
10:44 
That is something that the county council could look into, we have had long discussions with highways 
England about this matter. And I think that there are a number of potential opportunities perhaps in the 
future, either the county council or highways England or jointly, where it might come forward, I have to 
say that those opportunities are probably limited, certainly more limited than then the opportunity of, 
you know, brought along by the Jordan scheme to be able to provide it as part of that, that there's of 
course no guarantee about future provision. But it is something that as I say, the county council with 
highways end and would want to continue to to explore to see if that opportunity does come up, and it 
could be provided in the future. 
 
11:31 
Okay. So just going back to the applicants for a minute. Mr. Robson? The so the survey, you identifies 
that some people cross a four to seven albeit small number. Is there like a specific threshold? Where is 
there a certain like a certain number of people where you would provide a crossing for or you wouldn't 
find a crossing for or is it just like, Is it a judgement issue? 
 
12:13 
So my understanding is that there's nothing in in policy that sets a threshold it is a question of 
judgement. And obviously, there will be numerous factors that play into that. level of use obviously, is a 
very significant one, as is cost, obviously, as is the considerations at the surrounding all of that of the 
policies in the nn and PS, where there is no absolute requirement to provide a link where there is any 
degree of severance, it is in the left to the judgement of the decision maker to assess whether the 
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responses is reasonable. And we say in this case, when those considerations are borne in mind that 
the response is reasonable because of the limited use of those of the existing crossings. 
 
13:11 
Okay, so it's my understanding that footbridge was proposed at some point in the design iterations 
before submission. I've read that somewhere, perhaps, I don't know some, some early on design 
iterations. I was wondering, was it was it ever actually costed to provide a footbridge so you say cost is 
an issue? Was there actually ever any costing undertaken for that? 
 
13:46 
So could you bear with me while I just take some instructions, please? 
 
14:10 
Can I just say Mark Duckworth sweco on behalf of the applicant? There was some questions done for it 
for a footbridge, but I don't have them to hand it that's something that we can feed through it the next 
deadline. 
 
14:27 
Philip Robson, highways England Yes, my instructions are that high level costings were done some 
time ago. Very, very early stages of the project around 2015. 
 
14:40 
Okay, and those cost things were a factor of of so the cost things the number of people crossing the 
airforce seven low and that was all so weighed up together and use them as as they must be. Yeah. 
Okay. So it's also about the crossing that you haven't mentioned the the, 
 
15:09 
I forgot to mention so as well, it is it is broader Of course than just cost in in use, there is also the visual 
effects, there would be the impact on the heritage assets, that would have to be borne in mind. There is 
also issues with clearance for heavy goods, vehicles, design, etc, etc. You know, it is a it is a decision 
that takes into account many different considerations, and indeed, they were taken into account. And 
that's why we've ended up in the position we have been, we are and I think so that is set out in the 
responses to the written questions. And if not, of course, we can provide further details. 
 
15:49 
Okay, thanks. And my first question to you was, was also with regard to the footpath to the east of the 
window which leads the settlement to the East Bay called 
 
16:06 
Mark Duckworth sweco on behalf of the applicant, we very much looked at connectivity between an 
ekala North building and and also lots of obviously, actual distances, walking distances cycling 
distances, so to speak. There are existing pedestrian routes between North belingon and akel. By virtue 
of the building and woodland watch network, which feeds there is a whole network of mobility paths for 
paths leading across through to the window. And then there's a byway open to all traffic that leads right 
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down middle lane to the centre of a call, I think the walking distance is around just shy of four 
kilometres. And there are also cycle routes between North bailing, and a call, which are all less than 
probably about six or seven kilometres, which is well within a reasonable cycling distance for most 
people. And with the scheme implemented as proposed, cyclists from North bailing would have easier 
access to these cycle routes. Were about avoiding the need to go on to the a 47. However, so we don't 
necessarily think there's a need for additional routes. However, we've obviously been reviewing the 
represent representations from the various parties. And we're very much aware of the engineering 
challenges of providing a additional walking cycling route between North Burning Man the window, 
most particularly at the pinch point in front of the property that lies immediately to the west of the 
window junction, where there's a narrow verge. And I understand that there's a need to introduce an 
acoustic barrier at that point and possibly also VRS so sorry, vehicle restraint system barrier, a barrier 
real barrier. My engineering college could perhaps elaborate on that if necessary. But I'm given the the 
strength of the views expressed in the various representations which we're going away against have 
another look at the feasibility of doing this and to see whether there is a way of of, of building in 
connection between South walls from road and the window. And we're working to provide an update on 
that deadline for 
 
18:52 
Okay, thank you Mr. Duckworth. Before we move on to some of the questions of similar, similar to the 
optical so I think the first person who had their hand up was Mr. Bearman. So, Mr. Bearman? Can I 
come to you, please? 
 
19:15 
Yes, certainly. Thank you, Mr. Hutson. Just to comment on we have looked at the cycle routes within 
the area from Norwich cycling campaign, and think that it is a fair issue of severance. And that it's not in 
it's quite clear in current government policies not only the number of users from both walking and 
cycling need to be considered but the potential demand for future demand. So that particular crossing 
point and a route, which I will touch on in my presentation in a little while. The detail we're not 
particularly convinced the overbridge is a satisfactory nor compliant arrangement for shared use for 
both cycling and walking. It might serve as a footpath. But we think cycling should be catered for in a 
different method. And an alternative route would be much preferred. The analogy I was given by 
somebody else is that you don't create if you don't judge the demand for a bridge over a river by the 
number of people swimming. And I would think that's much the same principle here. So while there 
might be low usage at present, is potential future demand, I think that the applicant should be looking 
at. Thank you. 
 
20:32 
Okay, thank you, Mr. Bearman, if you could just stay on a second. So you won't hear on Tuesday, but 
the applicant has. So the we have no plans before us at the moment. So it's not part of the 
examination, however. And well, we're going to come on to sort of the design of footpaths and 
cycleways in a bit, but the applicant the applicant has, as part of it deadline of three submission, it has 
indicated that it's going to make some amendments to scheme and these were discussed on Tuesday 
and some some amendments included. So, I think if my understanding is correct, extending the cycle 
way slightly further to the south of the proposed be one more unforeseen bridge to link with the road 
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which travels was an inward and also to change the east to west footpath which travels between 
blofield and the B Well, 40 v, one 140 over bridge to a shared path, which will then link with Linwood 
lane. Based on that does based on that, what are your views on on those types of cycling provision? 
 
22:10 
It would depend very much on the detailed design, there are some surface several points, I wish to rage 
about the overbridge. And the current proposals, which I'm pleased that the applicant is looking further 
afield, but I would hope that they would listen to the detail that what we're going to say shortly and take 
that on board as well, because it's not just about installing more shared use paths for actual proper 
segregation for cycling from traffic and if necessary, from pedestrians. Also, again, those points up 
when we get to the detail of the British if that's okay, 
 
22:46 
like I understand, but in terms of in terms of cycle provision, and they would not necessarily be a need 
to cycle along the road towards LNG, LNG would because the cyclists could cut back and then cycle 
down linkwood. Lane. I know there were some concerns raised about potential safety issues. But that 
that additional type of provision does that alleviate at least some of your concerns, 
 
23:21 
not if the provision is shared with pedestrians and other users general principles in gear change and 
others going further those are to provide reduce traffic volumes reduce traffic speed, segregated 
cycleways and footways and shared use facilities are the last resort in terms of desired infrastructure. 
So it very much depends on what is proposed for those particular links. 
 
23:48 
Okay, and can I can I just ask one one more question for yourself in terms of segregating pedestrians 
and cyclists? Is is the need to do that as important in a rural area as it is in an urban area? 
 
24:08 
Yes, it is. Because there's a lot of evidence that pedestrians be however few they may be, particularly if 
they have visual impairments or hearing disabilities find the presence or even the risk of presence of 
cycles on the same path as them quite off putting in terms of using that particular facility. 
 
24:29 
Okay, thank you, Mr. Bearman. Jonathan cage, I think you had your hand. Mr. cage. I think you had 
your hand up from create consulting. 
 
24:42 
Yes. Mr.Hutson? Yes, thank you. And just to make a few points, I just, you're going to have a longer 
section about discussing the alternative proposals or later on because how wait rather than duplicate It 
matters. But 
 
25:02 
sorry, during during the change request that the applicant is said that they're going to submit. 
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25:08 
No, actually the burlingham cottage guns proposal of actually sticking it on the pass underneath and 
discussing that because I was going to ourselves, yeah, yeah. Okay, that's fine. Well, in terms of then 
comments raises a number of points. And I think in terms of survey, the survey obviously was only 
going to pick up existing movements. And as a couple of people already said, that's going to be very 
low. I don't see any assessment or any work done in terms of looking at the demand from the wider 
community. And you can actually, it doesn't take much to actually determine what the demand is 
because you can just look at population and actually look at the next village zone. I think the biggest 
thing about the crossing is, and the severance of the existing 847 is that people currently avoid crossing 
in this area because it is unsafe. So whether you're settling for a cyclist, you would end up potentially 
going into a two or even going over blofield. To avoid because you can't get across it. You know, it's 
literally Now I know that your carriage rate, the applicant scheme makes that better. It does make it 
better. I'm not denying that. But our concern was been is obviously the mixing of cyclists over the new 
B double 140. Bridge and potential hgvs. So that's one one. I think you made a you asked a question 
about cost to Norfolk, a council and highways agency, I was England. I think if we don't take the 
opportunity to build it in the underpass, I would say an underpass over a bridge, because I think the 
issue with the bridge is we have looked at it. But visual impact is quite going to be quite high, just to its 
location, the fact that you would have to ramp up for all all all sorts of venues is. But looking at the past 
in this situation, we actually think that if you didn't build it now, with this scheme, that it will never 
happen. And we will lost the opportunity through generations to go on because one, the cost will be 
huge to build it retrospectively. And at the moment, we believe it could be installed fairly cheaply. And 
now is the time to be looking at doing it not considering it later. I think we just if we don't build in the a 
47 improvement, it shouldn't just be about creating a dual carriageway for cars to move and solve the 
vehicle issue. It's got to be about creating a sustainable corridor for the people who live around it. And 
this is a key part of it. Because at the moment, the residents of Burlington North can't get to school 
shops, you name it, because there is no way that they can cross that road. This bridge in the past 
actually provides it I think it's I don't think the applicants scheme provides sufficiently North direct 
movements. I mean, having to walk either way to get over to come back to go to your catchment school 
is nonsense. And I don't I'm disappointed the applicant actually hasn't done the work to look at that 
aspect because he asked so. 
 
28:34 
Okay, just a question with it. So the applicant identifies that North burlingham is is it's not a very large 
settlement. The number of children who go to school in the area of maybe a small amount. And also 
that it's unlikely that people because the distances would be walking anyway to services in lingwood. 
Well, I 
 
29:10 
don't need to if the underpass was put in, I think the direct line is more than adequate for either cycling 
or walking. And I you know, I think people saying that you would only use it for recreation. I think that's 
incorrect. I think people would actually use it for over the use, especially if it was surfaced. alive. I think 
that's the same comment really to do with the footpath to the east and west the applicants response to 
to a call that that we wouldn't be looking at potentially walk in that and that a river routes through 
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Burlington Woods is is completely inappropriate because it's not a that is not a surface or sealed 
footpath. It's through woods. So, you know, the catchment school for Birmingham is April Secondary 
School, there is absolutely nothing wrong if the decent footpath was provided between there and the 
windmill that people couldn't actually either walk, or actually, if it was provided to a suitable width could 
walk inside, which would greatly help. mobility in that area. 
 
30:19 
Suggested well had said that they're going to go away and relocate. 
 
30:23 
I welcome that. Yeah, I agree. Welcome that but it will obviously have to see what they come up with. 
But I mean, the main thing for roses is that is really the crossing point in the middle. Because I think if 
we don't, then the building of the dual carriageway just going to basically not change situation. And I 
also think, which is more to do with the wider area, which goes back to what Mr. Bearman just said, is 
there's a real opportunity to connect the national cycleway network through this which hasn't been 
looked at, from what I can see, National Cycle weight route 31 currently stops at reading vary. And that 
could easily be taken north of that all the way through the lanes up to this crossing, and then further 
north open to Roxanne and then creating broads. And that would be a major benefit to the cycleway 
network that we haven't got the moment and that could all be funnelled through this underpass. 
 
31:26 
If I could go so I say one person has their hand up. I can't see. I can't see here it says Miss skipper., 
could I just bring you in now. 
 
31:43 
Thank you Blanaid Skipper broaden District Council. I just want to comment that the District Council 
supports the county Council's comments today. And just to reiterate that the inclusion of a crossing, like 
a footbridge would provide a vital link between settlements but also would increase access and 
enhance access to the local open spaces, which would likely increase their uses and then in turn would 
mitigate the pressures on the on the wider broads area. Thank you. 
 
32:14 
Okay, thank you, if I could revert back to the applicants to. So I'm aware that you are the last deadline 
you hadn't had an opportunity to look at create console things under bridge because the plans have not 
been submitted correctly. Have you had a chance to review those? 
 
32:49 
Mark Duckworth. On behalf the applicant? We haven't looked at the plans in any great detail. At this 
time. We did make some general observations about the suggestion of an underpass. I think it was 
suggested it could be used for cyclists, equestrians. Pedestrians, I don't think what is shown is suitable 
for questions anyway. As it relates to questions having to dismount and lead horses, which is generally 
good runs against guidance. Horses are easier to control when the when when they're being written. In 
terms of question use as well, and there are no question facilities that link to such a facility. However, in 
terms of the actual underpass itself, I'm told by engineering colleagues that it's it's not feasible to 
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provide an underpass in a location as suggested due to issues of drainage. Not withstanding any other 
issues on environmental, maybe one of my colleagues could pick up those matters. Yes, please if if 
that's possible. So maybe a point for Miss Creedon. Who is the drainage alumnus 
 
34:40 
Mary Creedon from psycho on behalf of highways England drainage lead. difficulty with an underpass 
midway in the scheme is that it would have to be drained and this is already A flat scheme with you 
know, very flat land adjacent. So we already have difficulty with the drainage and which we've resolved 
using infiltration methods, it is not a good you know, it isn't in accordance with best practice to pump 
drainage from an underpass into an infiltration system. And the the only way around that would be to 
pump into a holding tank. And that would be periodically emptied. Again, that, that if you're bringing 
equestrian, any livestock through there, you also have will say that the issue of pollutants, let's put it 
that way. And that will be mixed in with the the, the surface water. So again, that disrupts pumping. And 
there there are a lot of problems with with the drainage of an underpass really in this particular 
environment. 
 
36:13 
Okay, thank you. And the, the applicants view is it's it's not, it's not required. Anyway. That's that's, 
that's the applicants take on the matter. 
 
36:29 
I will pass back to Philip on that. 
 
36:33 
Yes, sir. I think is Mr. Duckworth as well as outlined? And as outlined in our responses? 
 
36:40 
Okay. And in terms of this scheme? I mean, would it? Would it? Would it have any implications for I 
don't know, land, compulsory acquisition or? I mean, is it is it? Will it physically apart from the drainage 
matters? Would it be physically will it be feasible to do it within the constraints of the scheme, as is 
currently proposed? 
 
37:14 
So that assessment hasn't been carried out. For the parts of the reasons that we've already set out that 
there are other other considerations, which have ruled out the provision of an underpass at an early 
stage, not least that the drainage issues and the geology issues, cost etc, etc. 
 
37:37 
Okay, Mr. cage, I'll see you very huddled up. 
 
37:45 
They say, in terms of responding to their army. I disagree. I don't see there's any issues with actually 
providing drainage in this location. And I think the applicant is just shot off from the hip there with the 
response. I, would we in this situation, be able to submit further representations to deal with that issue? 
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38:12 
Well, I can't prevent you from submitting anything. Subsequent deadlines. So yeah, 
 
38:18 
it's just, you know, we just come over there go and he just looked at it, I guess they've not looked at in 
that much detail, I get the feeling. And the responses have been sort of straight away. Well, it's a hole 
in the ground, it's difficult to drain. I'm sorry, I don't think that's actually a real enrollment real issue in a 
real response to something which you could adequately and fairly easily deal with fairly simple 
engineering processes. So I don't I don't don't take that as an answer. I mean, but that however, they 
don't even think it's required in the first place. So I mean, I think that's their starting point. I just don't 
want you sir. Really to be sat there thinking that that's a technical issue that can't be dealt with because 
I think he can. So and I think all these in terms of the cost I think in terms of what it provides not just for 
the people of North Birmingham but for the wider areas is a very economic solution is done now. And if 
you wait, it's not so I as a resident as well living close by I just think it'd be a shame if we miss this 
opportunity to do this in this scheme for what appears to be saving a few pennies. So 
 
39:46 
okay, thank you, Mr. cage. I'm just just checking my notes. Service drops are the John's saying 
something 
 
39:59 
said Simply to point out that there has been consideration of the options as user will have noted from 
the response to your written questions. And the answers that are given today, the idea that this is being 
shooting from the hip with work that was started in 2015 is a little hard to swallow. Of course, with 
engineering anything can be built, but everything has a cost. And that is a fundamental consideration as 
we set out at one of the one of your earlier questions to this session. So, it is very firmly the applicants 
view that you have the information before you from earlier work as to the need for this leg, and that is a 
need, taking into account the requirements of the nnps which of course, binds you serving in your 
determination. There is no absolute requirements, as I said out earlier, it is a matter of judgement. And 
the the points that the points that feed into that judgement. So we feel has been made clear. 
Fundamentally, it is about the reasonable opportunities. And this is the applicants position that there is 
no reasonable opportunity, when those considerations are borne in mind, sir. 
 
41:14 
Okay, can I just go to the Norfolk County Council, please? And probably the same, this will be the same 
question to Ms skipper, as well from broadland District Council. So the applicant also suggests that the 
Burlington Woodlands walk is, is more established and extensive to the north of the 47. Currently, 
which people often drive to the news, the car park of which effectively reduces any reason to cross to 
the south to use linkwood community woodland as part of the burning a woodland walk. And that that 
part, so the South would predominately be used by residents of Lynwood, who then wouldn't 
necessarily cross over to the, to the north, given the distance. Could you? Can you share your views 
with me on that? Yes, so 
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42:18 
I'm not disputing what what the applicant has said, I would just like to make the point that we do have 
an ongoing project to open up the accessibility of the whole area, and links north south would, you 
know, be a benefit in in terms of opening up those links, whether or not people make use of those 
opportunities, which might come through improved north south connections, I think would have to be 
seen, even when they are provided. Okay, Miss Skipper? 
 
43:01 
Yes, I agree with that kind to cancel that opening up that linkwood would increase recreational 
opportunities and create opportunities that aren't there at the moment. 
 
43:13 
Okay, you don't feel that the provision of a cycle track stroke footpath along South America along the 
north? joining up those routes wouldn't wouldn't be sufficient. 
 
43:24 
I think it would limit some users. So obviously, a direct link would would be the best option. 
 
43:38 
Okay, thank you. And also, just like to ask problem history Council and Norfolk County Council about 
the status of the East broadband green infrastructure plan 2015. What's the status? Is it is it possible 
the development plan is? 
 
44:06 
It's not part of the development framework, but it is it's an in depth study that that advises broadland 
District Council and key stakeholders on potential, you know, green infrastructure improvement 
projects. 
 
44:19 
So is it is it that being formally adopted as a status in their planning decisions effectively? 
 
44:32 
I would have to confer I would have to confirm that in a written response to my understanding it is it's 
supplementary guidance. But I'll confirm that. 
 
44:43 
But it postdates your current local plan. So it's not mentioned in your local plan is out right now. That's 
correct. Mr. Cumming I do want to comment on that question of just last 
 
45:04 
time is coming up for county council, I have nothing further to add to what Miss Skipper has said. 
 
45:09 
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Okay. And within that document that there's a table and it suggests possible funding for such a project 
from section 106, money sale and Department for Transport jeweling funding. 
 
45:34 
I suppose it goes back to my pretty previous question about, you know, is it something that the County 
Council for example, the footbridge could could fund separately? And does that does that green 
infrastructure plan sort of suggests that that might be the case. 
 
45:57 
Sir David, Cumming Norfolk County Council, I was just looking through our representations because we 
have made a response on sale and the potential to use self funding, as part of, you know, fought for the 
provision of such a piece of infrastructure. I can't immediately see that reference in our representation. 
 
46:23 
I think he says, That's, I think you said the cell had been well, effectively allocated elsewhere. That's my 
recollection as well. So yes, but I wasn't sure well, yeah. Okay. Okay, 
 
46:40 
that they might well be potential future opportunities, certainly is obviously top top as and when 
development goes ahead. So there might well be future opportunities, but again, those are uncertain at 
the moment. Okay, 
 
47:00 
So Philip Robson highways England, so of course, you'll be well aware, the changes to sell to keep on 
top of the changes to sell out almost an annual event now, but the recent changes in 2019 that 
scrapped the sale reg 123 list. So, you know, the local authority no longer has to produce the list of 
infrastructure which will be funded and instead it is a pot of money that goes into infrastructure writ 
large, and an infrastructure funding statement must be produced on an annual basis. And the purpose 
the government or the government stated purpose behind those amendments was to provide precisely 
the flexibility to respond as infrastructure is needed rather than have the the 123 list which could which 
was seen to be a more inflexible approach. 
 
47:57 
Okay, because just last bro mudskipper from Mr. Cumming. So that we have the burning of Woodlands 
walk, which as far which I understand is, is that like a formal designation? I understand that 
incorporates linkwood community and North Burlington woodland. And then there is something else 
called the Burnham trails. What's the difference between between those? 
 
48:31 
I don't know if the county council can can comment on that. 
 
48:36 
I think sorry, David Cumming over can't count. So I think so on that particular issue, we would need to 
provide that in writing. 
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48:50 
Okay. Thank you and Miss Skipper. So, with regard to the link between North Burling and Aiko and I 
pronouncing a call correctly as a call or Apple, tickle, okay. The that's going to suggest they might go 
well, they might revisit whether provision might be able to be made between North Birmingham and the 
windell. Up to that point, which, but not the remaining remaining level of football, not the remaining 
footpath, because it's outside of the order limit. And the applicant also highlights different routes to get 
to a call rather than going along. So you in your response, you referred to the akel, neighbourhood 
plan, 2015 and policy five This relates to improving links to the countryside and surrounding villages. In 
its support for a site in support for us. Well, yeah, so you you mentioned that policy in support your 
support of creating this cycle stroke pedestrian link, but is that particular link? Does that does that 
actually is it's specified within that policy? 
 
50:34 
I'm not able to confirm that I'd have to confirm that in writing to you, whether it's actually specifically 
specified. 
 
50:42 
Okay. I'm not sure that I've actually seen a copy of the Labour plan. I don't I don't think there's one. I 
don't think it's actually submitted as part of the examination. So yeah, I'm not sure whether it is a 
specific policy requirement or if it's a general or if there's a general requirement or if there are particular 
projects, which are specified or which are not specified. 
 
51:17 
will confirm that in a written response to you, sir. 
 
51:22 
Thank you, it might also be worth providing a copy of that labour plan? Certainly. Well, please. Probably 
that probably goes for all relevant policies. For the whole for the scheme in general, the policies that 
you've talked about in your local impact report. Okay, thank you. Thank you. Before we move on, Does 
anybody else have any particular anything they'd like to say about the matter around severance and 
footpath provision? Or footpath and cycleway provision? Mr. Bearman? 
 
52:25 
Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity. I just want to comment on the connection between 
cycling, walking, and horse riding. We have found from every other experience we've had with 
designing facilities, that designing for horse riders, as well as cyclists is pretty much incompatible in 
terms of surfacing and directness and other matters. And I think using horse riding as an excuse not to 
consider the detail of an underpass or an actual fact and overbridge for pedestrians and cyclists use in 
this location should not be given much weight, the three modes of travel are, it requires entirely different 
evaluation. And lumping them all together has been a particular problem of planning and transport 
provision for many, many years. And we would strongly contend that they ought to be considered as 
individual modes with individual requirements and needs. So I just like to get that point in somewhere, 
please. 
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53:32 
Okay, thank you. Does the applicant want to respond to that? 
 
53:50 
No, thank you, sir. I'm not sure respond to so it's Mr. Bearman's view. 
 
53:56 
Okay, Mr. Bearman? Have you still you've still got your hand up? Is that not occasionally sorry. Okay. I 
was I was going to look at sort of cycle path design as part of the transportation element. So I think I will 
leave also leave that to there if if everybody's happy with that. Yes, sir. Okay. In that case, I'm going to 
move on to blofield allotments. So, first, can you just explain the difference, so the GA plan so the 
general arrangements plan the generations plan route One seems to show different. Something 
different happening with blofield allotments in the carpark. There seem to be a small change there with 
regard to that, but I'm not sure whether it's necessary material given that the land plans show the whole 
of that area being affected anyway. 
 
55:25 
I can now Sophie May from striking off the Applicant vein briefly. So the changes were done in respect 
to fencing, following discussions with both the landowner and the allotment, local parish Council, and 
the allotment society in respective fixing wildlife fencing and gates along the southern edge. And the 
ground levels have effectively been re profiled the earthworks were, I think, exactly the the appearance 
of the earthworks on the previous generation. But we're exaggerating a situation which really wasn't 
there. I think the level difference was about 500 mil, but it gave the appearance that it was a much 
higher embankment. So we basically just clarified that by essentially showing you a beer. Okay, 
 
56:15 
I think this goes back to my point that any were changes made to the plans, and they're not, they're not 
reported. Anywhere be really useful to have your work changes, you know, a revision schedule or 
something. Just to explain that, because otherwise, I'm looking at it look thinking, oh, there's a 
difference here. But I don't know why. No, that's that's fine. Okay, thank you. And also my recent 
question one. Point 13.6. I asked some questions about blofield allotments. And I asked whether they 
might fall within the category of open space, under sections 131 and 132, or the Planning Act 2008. So 
I know they're not full of field allotments that can that can just clarify why they're not where there 
wouldn't be classed as open space under those sections of the Planning Act. 
 
57:14 
So Philip Robson highways in that apology, so for my benefit, it may be my technology. I didn't catch 
the start of your questions. 
 
57:21 
So my reason question one, point 13.6. I asked some questions about blofield allotments. And I know 
they're not fuel and field allotments. So they don't fall into section 131 or one three to the Planning Act 
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because of that. But could you just explain why they why they wouldn't be classed as open space under 
those sections of the Planning Act. 
 
58:02 
So would you mind if we get back to you in writing on that? So I wouldn't want to give an answer off the 
cuff. 
 
58:09 
Okay. Thank you. And I know you're not you're not proposing to replace them anywhere. Could you just 
just Could you just explain the reasons. for that. Just expand briefly on your recent question response. 
 
58:30 
Being a little more EIA coordinator on behalf of the applicant. I certainly think we're better to give a 
written response in this but I can't elaborate that it's to do with that land ownership and relationship is 
quite unique and circumstance for the allotments. 
 
58:47 
Yeah, I think he also said that it's just it's not necessarily due to fee due to survey feedback or 
something. consultation? Yeah. We'll take that we'll give them more detailed response. Let's just check 
with the local authority Ms skipper. That as far as you're aware, there's no concerns over the 
replacement of the old need to replace the allotments. 
 
59:17 
Blanaid Skipper broadland District Council? No, I haven't been I haven't been advised in that way. No. 
 
59:23 
Okay. Thank you. So, noise effects on health matters. So, go back to this point. The applicant has 
identified some significant effects in respect of noise for some of the receptors on Yarmouth road and 
the B one 140 highroad And as a result of that, Mike, one of my recent questions, you revise the 
chapter 12 from a neutral effect to a negative effect in terms of health impacts on these receptors. Yes, 
that was a negative impact on the health outcome. Okay, but you you don't make an assessment of the 
degree of impact, because you say, you don't need you don't need to according to the guidance, but if 
you if you had to, through your professional judgement, what, what would what To what degree with the 
negative will will there be a negative health impact? 
 
1:00:49 
So the the assessment, as reported in the chapter, population, human health follows on from the design 
manual for roads and bridges, dmrb guidance, le 112. This is a qualitative assessment. And it does 
acknowledge, as you say, the negative impacts on health outcomes. And this relates to the 
conversation that we had with my colleague, Mr Doherty, the noise leaked, referring to the P 140. And 
the Yarmouth route, and it's not perceptible change, I think that would give you a better understanding 
of what the what the identified and noise effects are, and how that's reported. And the ies chapter. And 
as the other aspect, the guidance, it doesn't conclude a significant effects. It just identifies the impact 
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on health outcomes. And then it relates to the next step in the process from that as mitigation. And 
that's already been discussed by my colleague, Mr. Doherty in the noise sleep today. 
 
1:01:54 
Yes. But I'm asking you what, what, what would be the degree of the health impact? 
 
1:02:01 
So the the assessment is just following the guidance that that's that's as far as we can take it. So as far 
as the what is reported in the chapter as the conclusion of the assessment. But I think I do understand 
the question, I understand the nature of it. But I think that your the detail that was given by Mr. Doherty 
today, hopefully portrays that better that is the perception and change is the identified noise effect. 
 
1:02:35 
Right. So I don't know, rather, the health issue would be one of a large degree or a small screen, it's 
just and you're unable to qualify that if it's a qualitative. 
 
1:02:56 
So the, the assessment takes a conservative approach, and defines sort of settles as Hi. And it carries 
on from the noise assessment. So the detail the finance, if you like this there is detailed in the noise 
assessment. And as my colleague was discussing today, it's that perception of change are these two 
locations? Okay, so what we think and sort of just to add on the end of that, that it's also that the noise 
levels are consistent with the surrounding beetles. 
 
1:03:39 
So So essentially, it's it's not it's not my it's not this new effect compared to the surrounding area. 
 
1:03:58 
Okay, Mr. Knights, I see you've got your hand up. 
 
1:04:03 
Yes. Tim Knights to the White House. I just wondered if you could clarify particularly which noise 
receptors you were referring to there. 
 
1:04:13 
They are. So not not along the road, they are off the road on some distance off the back from the road. 
So it's not as a result of traffic along the new a 47. This was a result of died the way traffic would, okay, 
get to the junctions if you like. 
 
1:04:37 
Right. I just wondered whether it was affecting us 
 
1:04:40 
here. No, no, you're not. You're not one of those. Thank you. sceptres. Okay, so, but I'm not sure how 
helpful Your response to me for me is because when I'm writing is up and I'm identifying a negative 
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health issue and I don't know what to grieve, but okay, I mean, if you could, if you could somehow 
clarify. Give me an idea. Say David, Mr. Humphrey has got his hand up. 
 
1:05:23 
Yes, David Humphrey brought on District Council. I wondered whether use of the W h. o 2018. 
environmental noise guidelines might help to contextualise the figures that you've predicted for those 
two areas in sort of qualitative terms. So that you would be able to assess to say whether or not there 
were adverse health effects during the day, or whether there was sleep disturbance. My view probably 
is they would show that there wasn't those issues, but it might be a way in which you could qualitatively 
assess the situation. Mr. Doherty 
 
1:06:28 
Good afternoon, Sir Dan Doherty says on behalf of the applicant noise and vibration needs. I'm familiar 
with the document, Mr. Humphrey referenced. And we can certainly put the predicted values on these 
two effective routes into context versus those levels, we would need to do that. And in a written 
response, the next deadline. Okay, thank you, Mr. Doherty I have to two more questions in this section, 
but it is getting to one o'clock and I don't want to rush through them. So I think we should take a break 
and ours break for lunch. And then come back. It's two o'clock. Yes, sir. 
 
1:07:21 
I mean, if I may, we've got three minutes between now one o'clock to get the full hour of lunch in. If you 
could set out your questions for after lunch, then we can make sure that we've got answers prepared. 
By the 
 
1:07:34 
time I was on local employment and training. I wondered how. So you stated that you will explore 
opportunities to encourage this. I was hoping you'd expand on this and point me towards where or 
whether such a commitment is secured anywhere. Man. There's this point, again about the number of 
HGV movements and, you know, given the potential for higher numbers and reported weather there's 
to basically justify the assumption that congestion, the impacts during construction would be minimal. 
Yes. It's very helpful. Thank you, sir. Okay. Thank you very much. So it's 1259 and the issues bluffing 
hearing is adjourned until two o'clock. Thank you. 


