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2 The Councils accepted that it was appropriate to present further analysis at the 

current time in relation to the merits of the Reasonable Alternatives in terms of 

greenhouse gas emissions from transport.  The modifications presented have 

not achieved this. 

 

3 We consider, therefore, that the situation has not changed.  There remains a 

legal failure to comply with Article 5 and Annex I of the EU SEA Directive 

(2001/42/EC), and the UK Environmental Assessment of Plans and 

Programmes Regulation 2004, Section 12 and Schedule 2.   

.  

2 Overall failure to comply  

 

4 The Councils have provided what ‘at best’ might be described as a ‘qualitative 

narrative’.  There has been no attempt to provide a quantitative assessment at 

any level of the actual carbon dioxide emissions arising from the proposed 

transport interventions, for the different alternatives. 

 

5 The Councils are hiding behind the line that “there is no agreed or commonly 

adopted methodological approach to appraising alternative ‘strategic spatial 

approaches to growth’ in this respect”.   [[not been positively prepared]] 

 

6 There is a fundamental failure here to realise that climate change factors come 

down to a “numbers game” and that any qualitative narrative is only as good as 

the underlying quantitative effects that it seeks to illustrate.  As there has been 

no attempt to present these quantitative effects, the narrative in the proposed 

modifications fails.                                  [[not justified]]  [[not effective]] 

 

3 Blatant ignoring of current knowledge and methods of assessment 

 

7 It is not clear why the Councils should risk this approach when the Inspector 

hinted at the Hearing that a possible route would be to estimate overall vehicle 

miles in each of the alternatives.  The Councils have not even bothered to do 

this.                                                          [[not been positively prepared]] 

 

8 It was further laid out at the Hearing by the Green Party that the Councils 

already have much of the necessary data.  For example, the Norwich traffic 

model can be used to identify changes in traffic movements/patterns, as shown 

in the current NDR consultation documents.  High level figures could be 

abstracted from this model (ie at the level of overall vehicle miles).  [[not 

effective]] 
 

9 These could be combined with BRT address point numbers quoted in the 

modifications – but crucially with projections of BRT uptake.  The address point 

numbers are meaningless unless they are factored with trends of projected 

uptake and converted into vehicle miles saved by the intervention.   

 

10 We have already indicated that these savings in vehicle miles will be different 

in different areas due to variations in the car/public transport modal split. 

[Report to the Hearings for Green Party from Keith Buchan of Metropolitan 

Transport Research Unit (MTRU) into the potential difference in transport 
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carbon arisings from different spatial strategies].  This fundamental factor is 

ignored.                                                                                [[not effective]] 

 

11 This would have provided simple numerical model on which a reliable 

qualitative narrative could have been developed.    

 

12 The transport emissions [or overall vehicle miles] from the NDR have been 

omitted, and no attempt has been made to estimate variation from different 

spatial strategies despite complex models of the NDR from which such data 

could abstracted exist.  

 

13 This is a legal breach Part 3, Section 12(3) of the SEA Regulations.  To accord 

with it, the SA report should include all of the information referred to in 

Schedule 2, including climatic factors, taking account of: 

 

(a) current knowledge and methods of assessment  

 
In this case, the Councils have wilfully ignored existing data that is well 

established, and failed to make some basic conceptual leaps (for example, to 

translate address point data into potential savings of vehicle miles from 

transport interventions).               [[not consistent with national policy]] 

 

14 We have indicated previously that breaching this requirement has the knock-on 

result of breaching Schedule 2 requirements into the contents and level of 

detail in the plan or programme, the stage of the plan or programme in the 

decision-making process, and the extent to which certain matters are more 

appropriately assessed at different levels in that process in order to avoid 

duplication of the assessment.   
 

4 Ad-hoc approach by Councils 

 

15 The Councils have said there is no agreed or commonly adopted methodological 

approach but have proceeded to create their own which lacks numerical 

integrity, and crucially compliance with the SEA Regulations.  [[not justified]]  

[[not effective]]  [[not been positively prepared]] 
 

16 The very least that is needed is a well formed qualitative narrative which is 

based on assessment of quantitative trends of actual carbon emissions (which 

could be presented in vehicle miles).   

 

17 Given the Councils overwhelming inability to grasp the nettle, we believe that 

any further changes necessary should be overseen by an independently 

appointed transport professional, agreed by all parties. 

 

5 Summary 

 

18 If the submitted Sustainability Appraisal, with relation to transport carbon 

assessment, was a student assignment, we would mark it 0 out of 10 for failing 

to ‘answer the question’ and comply with the SEA regulations.   

 

19 We would mark the modified Sustainability Appraisal as -10 out of 10, for 








