
NOW Neighbourhood Forum – Briefing 5: Infrastructure and Access – November 2023 – Page 1 

Norwich Over the Wensum Neighbourhood Forum 

Briefing 5: Infrastructure and Access 

Version 1.1 - November 2023  

This briefing addresses matters relating to access, travel, and infrastructure. 

Contents 

Appraisal: Walking ................................................... 2 

Appraisal: Cycling .................................................... 6 

Appraisal: Public Transport ..................................... 9 

Appraisal: Motor Vehicles ..................................... 11 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) .................... 14 

Engagement ........................................................... 15 

 Using this document 
Text shown in shaded boxes like this are questions 
or prompts for debate. 

Text shown in green shaded boxes like this makes 
suggestions for further evidence that the 
neighbourhood forum may wish to consider 
gathering or commissioning. 

Relevant documents 
 Norwich Local Plan development management 

policies plan Adopted December 2014  

 Northern City Centre Area Action Plan 

 Transport for Norwich Strategy 

Other references 
 Buses in Urban Developments (2018). London: 

Chartered Institution of Highways & 
Transportation. 

Acknowledgements 
Ordnance Survey mapping data reproduced within 
this document are © Crown Copyright and 
database rights 2022. Ordnance Survey license 
number 100019747. 

All illustrations are from the National Model Design 
Code are © Crown Copyright (unless stated 
otherwise) and reproduced under the Open 
Government Licence.  

Photos are © Simeon Jackson 2023 and are openly 
licensed via CC BY 4.0 (unless stated otherwise). 

Version Control 
1 18th October 2023  

1.1 6th November 2023 Spelling & grammar 

   

   

   

 

 

https://www.norwich.gov.uk/info/20221/development_management_polices_plan
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/info/20221/development_management_polices_plan
https://norwichoverthewensum.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/NCCAAP_Adopted_action_plan.pdf
https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/major-projects-and-improvement-plans/norwich/proposed-transport-for-norwich-strategy
https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/
https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


NOW Neighbourhood Forum – Briefing 5: Infrastructure and Access – November 2023 – Page 2 

Appraisal: Walking 
Pedestrian permeability 

1. On map 1, the various pedestrian-accessible map 
features have been categorised to build a picture of 
pedestrian permeability.  This method reveals more 
information in comparison to the method used in 
previous planning documents where analysis is 
solely based on pedestrian ‘routes’ drawn over a 
map: 

• Pedestrian footways adjacent to busy roads are 
shown as two separate lines, connected only 
where it is safe to cross, such as at crossings. 

• The map shows the pedestrian permeability 
between and within developments, rather than 
only major pedestrian routes, including private 
alleys, paths, and drives that contribute to 
pedestrian permeability. 

• Footways are indicated at their actual width, so 
if a line looks particularly thin, then this 
represents a narrow footway. 

Gaps and conflict points 

2. A number of gaps in the network exist, and other 
locations bring pedestrians into conflict with 
vehicles in a way that discourages walking at these 
locations.  It is outside of the scope of this briefing 
to identify and analyse all of these.  However, there 
are some key broad areas of concern as follows: 

a) St Crispins Road continues to be a barrier to 
North-South pedestrian access, particularly 
towards the western end.  The existing crossing 
next to the river is not ideal due to the narrow 
pavement on the north and changes of level.  
The width of the road, and speed and volume 
of traffic at the uncontrolled crossings next to 
the roundabout means that this junction is not 
satisfactory. An intermediate crossing, as 
proposed in the NCCAAP, would help to ease 
this barrier. 

b) A number of junctions between St Crispins 
Road and other roads are hard to cross.  Whilst 
the recent highway code changes should 
theoretically give pedestrians priority when 
crossing at junctions, the design of the road is 
not conducive to pedestrians feeling they can 
exercise this right safely.  Junctions that would 
benefit from such a redesign are at Oak Street 
(both North and South), Talbot Square, Pitt 
Street, Duke Street, Botolph Street, Calvert 
Street, and Whitefriars. 

c) Junctions between other major roads and 
minor roads suffer from a similar problem at 
various other locations indicated on map 1. 

d) Narrow pavements, particularly on Duke Street, 
Magdalen Street, Colegate, St Georges Street, 
and Cross Lane, as well as parts of Oak Street. 

e) Confusing raised tables at the junction of 
Colegate and St Georges Street, and Colegate 
and Magdalen Street. 

f) Crossing of roads with significant traffic without 
controlled crossings (e.g. Fishergate, Oak 
Street, St Saviours Lane) 

 

Figure 1 Cyclist, car and bus at busy junction of Magdalen 
Street and Colegate. Credit: Pipa Clements. 

Do you agree that these are the key conflict points 
in the pedestrian network at present? 

Changes since the NCCAAP 

3. MV1 in the NCCAAP included the promotion of 
pedestrian and cycle facilities, including new 
crossing facilities.  A surface crossing over St 
Crispins Rd near Calvert St has been implemented 
(albiet slightly to the west of where originally 
envisioned). The proposed new pedestrian crossing 
between St Martins Lane and Chatham St has not 
been implemented, and remains a gap in the 
pedestrian permeability of the area. 

Pedestrianisation 

4. Very little pedestrianisation of streets has taken 
place in the area: only St Georges Street south of 
Colegate. The Anglia Square development will make 
further pedestrianised streets.  

Do you think there are streets in the area with 
potential for pedestrianisation? 
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Map 1: Pedestrian Permeability 
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Obstacles 

5. The pedestrian access to some locations may be 
limited by obstacles, particularly for those with 
disabilities.  These may be permanent (such as 
steps, steep ramps and poor surfacing), or 
temporary (such as bins, A-boards and other street 
furniture, and cars parked on pavements). 

6. The management of existing obstacles is outside 
the scope of planning, but the consideration of 
such obstacles in new developments, and how they 
can be mitigated, is relevant to planning.   

  

Figure 2 Bin bags awaiting collection, and commercial bins can 
be obstacles to pedestrian access if poorly placed. 

7. As set out in the Public Realm briefing, the impact 
of some of these obstacles could be mitigated by 
design, and therefore a design code or guidance 
could reduce this impact.  Alternatively, a policy 
could be introduced that requires planning 
conditions to be applied to manage the placement 
of obstructions. For example, conditions could be 
applied limiting the use of street furniture or a-
boards, and the placement of bins on public rights 
of way. 

Should the neighbourhood plan seek to keep 
pedestrian rights of way clear through control of 
obstacles? 

Strategic pedestrian routes 

8. Some pedestrian routes can be considered strategic 
because they are frequent commuter routes, or as 
routes to common destinations.  There are 3 types 
of strategic routes in the neighbourhood area: 

1. Between the residential areas to the north of 
the city and the city centre 

2. Routes to and from the large district centre 
from outside and within the neighbourhood 
area, including from bus stops to local facilities 

3. Leisure walking routes, such as the riverside 
path 

9. Map 2 shows the strategic pedestrian routes.  

Wayfinding and signage 

10. As set out in the Public Realm briefing, the design 
of wayfinding and signing can have an impact on 

the functioning of public realm.  Signage should be 
placed where it will be most helpful, be clear, and 
should not cause an obstruction or other deficit to 
the location. 

 

Figure 3 The Business Improvement District has recently 
installed wayfinding signings within the area. 

A signage and wayfinding policy may be able to 
provide more specific guidance than the current 
local plan policies. 

Disabilities 

11. Consideration of those with disabilities and how 
they will access the area is essential.  There are 
many different forms of disability, and have 
different needs. 

12. The ability for pedestrian permeability to be limited 
for those with disabilities should not be 
underestimated. Whole areas of the city may 
become inaccessible if there is just one deficiency 
which prevents that person from using that path. 

13. In this area, special consideration should be given 
to the needs of visually impaired people, since the 
area is home to Vision Norfolk and accommodation 
for the blind.   

A study of the accessibility of the area to the 
visually impaired may identify any specific access 
difficulties that may have the potential to be 
addressed through planning. 
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Map 2: Pedestrian Routes (after the development of Anglia Square) 

Are there other strategic routes that should be identified?



NOW Neighbourhood Forum – Briefing 5: Infrastructure and Access – November 2023 – Page 6 

Appraisal: Cycling 
Cycle permeability 

14. Cycle permeability is more limited than pedestrian, 
since only some footways are designated as shared 
use, or have separated cycleways.   

15. Some footways are frequently used by cyclists: 

• St Augustines Street (in both directions), 
perhaps because this is a key thoroughfare 
between Aylsham Road and the city, and 
alternative routes involve a considerable 
detour to remain on cyclable roads and 
paths 

• Through Anglia Square 

• Through St Saviours Car Park and along the 
footway immediately to the south of St 
Crispins Road 

• The pedestrian path through from Friars 
Quay to St Georges St Bridge 

Are there other footways frequently used by 
cyclists? Does this create conflict?  

Cycle routes 

16. Figure 4 is the map of cycle routes in the area.  This 
accords generally with where there is better cycle 
permeability, but includes some locations where 
cycle infrastructure is insufficient or non-existent, 
as well as not including some roads that are safe to 
cycle on (St Saviours Lane and Fishergate), even 
though these lead straight over Whitefriars to the 
riverside path. 

17. While there are three reasonably complete north-
south cycle routes through the area, all of the 
options for east-west and diagonal movement of 
cyclists within the area are broken or non-existent. 

18. National Cycle Route 1 passes through the area.  

Gaps and conflict points 

19. A number of gaps in the network exist, and other 
locations bring cycles into conflict with vehicles in a 
way that discourages cycling.  Some of the key 
conflict points are shown on map 3 and listed 
below. 

a) Whitefriars – Continuing from Fishergate to the 
riverside path involves crossing of busy road 

b) St Saviours Car Park/East St Crispins Road – No 
designated cycling route/path 

c) Charlton Road crossing – No designated cycle 
route/path 

d) Junction between North carriageway of St 
Crispins Road and Oak Street – No cycle filter 
for those travelling from Oak Street to turn 
right 

e) St Augustines Street (North-South) – No way to 
cycle from North to South, and South to North 
only by sharing with heavy traffic. Cycling on 
pavements is rife 

f) Between Sussex Street and Esdelle Street – No 
East to West link without cycling on pavement 

g) St Crispins roundabout – Uncontrolled crossings 
not navigable by inexperienced cyclists 

h) Link between St Crispins roundabout and 
Chatham Street – No link 

i) Between St Augustines and Magdalen Street 
(through Anglia Square) – Cycling within Anglia 
Square not permitted, but this is a key East to 
West link 

 

j) Duke Street – No link between the riverside 
path and the contraflow cycle path (there is 
currently a consultation to rectify this by 
replacing the contraflow lane with a protected 
cycle lane to the other side of the road)  

 

Figure 4 Cycle routes
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Map 3: Cycle permeability 
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Cycle hire scheme 

20. There are cycle and electric scooter hire points 
within the area, as well as some that are just 
outside of the area and may cater to residents or 
workers within the area. 

21. It is confusing that one of these – on St Augustines 
– is situated on a pavement that, along most of its 
length, is not suitable for cycling. This contributes 
to the conflict mentioned above. 

Public cycle parking 

22. Public Sheffield stand cycle parking is available 
within the large district centre.  

Carrying out mapping of the location of cycle 
parking would help identify locations where there is 
insufficient cycle parking. 

Cycle parking associated with developments 

23. Policy DM31 requires that cycle parking is provided 
within developments, with an appendix setting out 
the amount of parking required based on use class. 
The policy includes a clause saying that provision 
that cannot be made on-site may be secured 
nearby where an appropriate solution is identified. 

Appropriate locations for the off-site provision of 
cycle parking could be identified within the 
neighbourhood plan. 

24. There is no policy that seeks to allow for the 
provision of new cycle parking for existing residents 
wanting them who currently have none. This could 
be provided through CIL funding, or other planning 
obligations. 
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Appraisal: Public Transport 

25. It is outside of the scope of the neighbourhood plan 
to plan the public transport network to serve this 
area, or to serve those wishing to access this area 
from elsewhere.  Therefore here we only make 
some observations which may be of general 
relevance to planning. 

Public transport routes  

26. The current routes of buses within the area are 
shown on map 4. All the bus routes take the same 
route into and out of the city centre via Magdalen 
Street and Fye Bridge Street, which is heavily 
trafficked by buses as a result.   

27. The southbound carriageway of Magdalen Street is 
a bus, taxi and cycle lane, while northbound is open 
to all traffic. 

28. Because there are vehicles frequently parked on 
Magdalen Street, narrowing the road so that buses 
cannot pass each other, the buses frequently have 
to wait for other vehicles coming in the opposite 
direction.  

Access to bus routes 

29. Custom and practice over many years suggests a 
maximum walking distance of 400m to a bus stop in 
urban areas, or even less in town and city centres1. 
Figure 5 shows the method for assessing this from 
the government’s Guidance Notes for Design 
Codes.  

30. The shaded area on map 4 is the area within 400m 
of bus stops within the area. While this does not 
represent a full picture of the proximity to bus 
stops, since there are bus stops outside of the area 
but within 400m of some locations within the area, 
and the actual accessibility to bus stops is also 
affected by pedestrian permeability, there is 
nonetheless a lack of nearby bus access to the 
residential area on Oak Street. 

The North City Centre Area Action Plan 

31. The NCCAAP Policy MV1 included a proposal for a 
bus interchange on Edward Street. While a bus stop 
has been installed on Edward Street, any further 
bus infrastructure has not yet been implemented. 

 

1 Buses in Urban Developments (2018). London: 
Chartered Institution of Highways & Transportation. 

The neighbourhood forum may wish to investigate 
what plans there are for bus improvements as part 
of the Anglia Square development. 

Pollution from buses 

32. Buses are significant contributors to air pollution, 
especially older diesel buses. With so many buses 
concentrated in just a few streets, their effect on 
air quality can be significant. 

33. Policies that reduce buses having to start and stop 
at short intervals, deter idling, or persuade bus 
operators to use lower emission vehicles will have a 
positive effect on air quality. 

Providing better access to buses 

34. The neighbourhood forum may be able to promote 
bus use through: 

a) Requiring that developments provide more 
direct pedestrian links to the bus stops at 
Anglia Square, either directly, or through 
Community Infrastructure Levy 

b) Allow for future provision of bus routes along 
Duke Street, with stops near the art school 
and/or St Crispins House 

c) Using the redevelopment of St Saviours car 
park and Anglia Square (particularly around 
Cherry Lane) to reroute buses in one or both 
directions away from Magdalen Street and onto 
other roads.

 

Figure 5 Credit: Pipa Clements 
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Map 4: Public transport routes 

 

 

Figure 6 Walking catchment area of public transport stops can 
be assessed approximately by drawing circles. It is important to 
take account of the actual walking distance (walking isochrone) 

which will be smaller, particularly where there are barriers to 
movement. 
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Appraisal: Motor Vehicles 
Vehicular road hierarchy 

35. In the vehicular access analysis (Map 5), roads have 
been coloured according to their status within the 
road heirachy. The strategic and major routes are 
as labelled within the NCCAAP, but the local and 
access routes have been amended to recognise that 
some changes have been made to the traffic 
network since. 

36. A proposal within the NCCAAP (Policy MV1) to 
implement a one-way gyratory system for vehicular 
traffic on St Augustines Street/Magpie 
Road/Edward Street was implemented in 2010 
(completed in 2011), but other proposals (such as 
closing off St Saviours Lane to through traffic) were 
not implemented. 

37. On this map, local routes have been taken to be 
any route where traffic has two or more vehicular 
routes to and from roads higher in the heirarchy, 
while access roads only have one.   

38. As we have already noted above within the 
pedestrian access appraisal, any road that is “local” 
or higher within the heirarchy is difficult for 
pedestrians to cross unless there is a pedestrian 
crossing of some sort. 

Residential car use and parking 

39. 55% of households within the neighbourhood area 
do not own a car, which is far higher than the 
England average of 26%.  With this area within such 
close walking and cycling access of the city, this 
percentage is only likely to increase, and fewer 
developments will need to provide car parking 
provision. 

40. The city council has a policy of encouraging Car 
Free or Low Car Housing within the city centre 
(DM32). This policy effectively allows any 
development within the area not to provide any car 
parking spaces, and requires that no parking is 
provided where vehicular access cannot be 
provided due to the site’s location on a principal or 
main distributor route.  

Car share 

41. Enterprise Car Club (formerly Norfolk Car Club) 
operates within the area, with vehicle locations on 
Oak Street, Calvert Street, and Colegate. 

42. Further car share spaces may come forward as part 
of proposed development, and will be ‘taken into 

account in assessing any proposal’ (Policy DM32). 
No indication is given as to how the policy should 
be taken into account.  Clearer guidance may be 
beneficial, for example, by requiring that any 
development over a certain size should contribute 
to the provision of car club spaces. 

Commercial property parking 

43. DM31 references appendix 3 which sets out the 
standards for parking and service that should be 
incorporated in developments.  For the city centre, 
new allocated parking for commercial properties is 
generally not permitted. 

44. Many of the existing offices in the area do have 
existing allocated parking associated with them. For 
other or newer developments, anyone arriving by 
car is expected to use public car parks. 

Public car parks 

45. The council’s policy DM29 is about managing 
parking demand in the city centre, and particularly 
relates to public off-street car parking.  It sets a 
limit of 10,000 on the total amount of public car 
parking spaces within the city centre, and only 
allows new public off-street parking where it meets 
a set of criteria as set out within the policy.  It also 
states that existing car parks may be redeveloped 
for other uses to facilitate the consolidation of 
public off-street car parking. 

46. The total number of spaces in the latest Annual 
Monitoring Report (2020-2021) was 9800, and this 
did not include parking proposed as part of the 
redevelopment of Anglia Square, since at the time 
of report, the application had not been approved.  
Therefore there is potential for  

47. The public off-street car parks currently in the area 
(number of spaces): 

• Anglia Square (331) 

• St Saviours Car Park (206) 

• Colegate Car Park (82) 

• Edward Street Car Parks (94) 

• St Crispins Car Park (74) 

• Duke Street (30) 

Total number of spaces: 817 

48. The Anglia Square proposals include the reduction 
of public car parking provision by approx 450. 
Evidence from a survey of parking carried out as 
part of that application indicated that there was 
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capacity in other car parks within the area, and 
therefore the loss of car parking did not need to be 
replaced. 

Service, delivery and emergency access 

49. DM31 sets out servicing requirements for 
developments in the city centre, but is quite vague 
and open to interpretation. For commercial 
properties in the city centre parking area (which 
includes the neighbourhood area), it states: 

“Servicing may be permitted on street where 
safe and practicable. Otherwise a bay capable 

of holding a rigid 11m vehicle required. 
Developments over 1000m2 will normally 
require off street service bays capable of 
handling likely service vehicle generation, 

including provision for articulated vehicles.” 

50. Since many of the streets are narrow, and stopped 
delivery vehicles can cause highways problems 
(such as obstructing footways when parking on 
pavements), a more proactive policy regarding how 
properties are to be serviced may be beneficial. 
This is true both for residential and commercial 
properties, since although commercial properties 
may have more frequent deliveries, deliveries to 
residential addresses may cause more disruption. 

51. A servicing access policy may help to both to make 
servicing easier to properties affected by 
development, and to ease the negative impacts of 
service access to walkability, air pollution, and the 
ability of other vehicles to use the highways. 

Should the neighbourhood plan include a policy on 
servicing access? 

Refuse collection 

52. In the public realm and open space briefing, the 
design of bin storage was considered. In this 
briefing, we concern ourselves with the practicality 
of collection of refuse. 

53. As with servicing, refuse collection can be 
disruptive to the use of streets.  However in this 
case it is not just the vehicles stopping which can 
cause disruption, but also the positioning of bins, 
the required movement between the bin collection 
point and the lorry, and the other environmental 
effects, such as smell. 

54. For larger opportunity sites, the neighbourhood 
plan could set out the strategy that should be taken 
for refuse collection, such as whereabouts it would 
or wouldn’t be acceptable for refuse collection to 

take place from, or whether other forms of waste 
collection may be acceptable, such as underground 
waste storage.  This should be done in 
collaboration with the city council as the waste 
collection authority. 

 

Figure 7 Refuse collection options. Many continental cities now 
have waste storage below ground, as shown in the foreground. 

This requires a significant investment in infrastructure but 
results in much less exposed refuse storage facilities overall. 
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Map 5: Vehicular access 
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Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
Planning obligations 

55. Policy DM33 sets out the principles and 
considerations relating to planning obligations and 
development viability respectively. This requires 
that essential infrastructure necessary as a direct 
consequence of the development proposed and 
cannot be secured via condition will be secured by 
a site specific planning obligation, unless it is 
identified to be delivered through CIL. 

56. Therefore care should be taken not to include on 
the CIL list items which are required for specific 
developments. CIL should therefore be for 
infrastructure that is non-specific to a 
development.  

How CIL is allocated 

57. The City Council has entered into an agreement 
with neighbouring councils to pool CIL 
contributions so that it can be used on projects 
across the Greater Norwich area.  The majority of 
CIL contributions are put into this fund, and 
awarded to ‘strategic infrastructure’, but some are 
retained by the council and are used for local 
projects. This is called the Neighbourhood CIL fund. 

58. The City Council’s Neighbourhood CIL fund is for 
projects that:  

a) Increase or improve access to space where 
there are more people in the local area (e.g. 
from new housing or retail)? 

b) Improve your community ahead of new 
developments happening locally? 

c) Develop new activities and projects to serve a 
wider number of local residents? 

d) Mitigate an issue caused by recent local 
development (such as new homes or shops)? 

e) Ensure that a particular community is not left 
out of the benefits of local growth and 
expansion (e.g. with skills or overcoming 
barriers)? 

f) Improve access to areas where growth and 
opportunity have increased from other parts of 
the city (e.g. transport to jobs or facilities)? 

g) Improve accessibility where existing local space 
or assets will be made usable by more people 
locally (even without new resident growth)? 

h) Improve the opportunities for individuals to 
access the benefits presented by local growth? 

CIL projects in the NOW area 

59. There are a number of possible projects that could 
be included in a ‘wishlist’ for allocation of CIL 
money, which could be spent out of either the 
pooled contributions (if deemed suitable by the 
partners in the Greater Norwich Development 
Partnership), or the Neighbourhood CIL fund. 

Travel infrastructure 

a) Improved pedestrian and cycle links and 
crossings at the gaps in the network (see 
above) 

b) Improved river access through completion of 
the riverside path at Duke Street, Fishergate, 
and St Crispin’s Road 

c) Cycle infrastructure such as bike parking 
(particularly in the currently underserved 
residential areas), a bike repair station, and 
cycle and scooter hire locations 

d) Car Club spaces and electric charging points 
e) Improved bus links and infrastructure, 

particularly to provide access to parts of the 
city that are currently not linked to this area by 
bus (e.g. the UEA), and parts of the area that 
are furthest from bus stops (Oak Street) 

Public Realm and Open Space 

f) Improved squares at the locations identified in 
the Public Realm and Open Spaces briefing 

g) Renewed or upgraded play equipment at 
existing playgrounds 

h) Tree and shrub planting 
i) Street furniture, such as benches, lighting and 

access to toilets 
j) Way-finding signage 

Community facilities 

k) ATMs and/or postboxes in locations that are 
currently underserved 

l) Replacement facilities for community and arts 
organisations displaced by development 

Sustainability 

m) Community renewable energy schemes, such as 
hydro power at New Mills, community solar, or 
localised energy grids 

n) Improved sewage and drainage 

Heritage 

o) Heritage interpretation or heritage 
maintenance 
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Engagement 
Key stakeholders 

60. Stakeholders particularly relevant to this topic 
would be: 

• Local councillors (city and county) 

• Norfolk County Council as highways authority 

• Public realm landowners 

• Bus users 

• Business owners 

• Delivery companies (including cycle delivery 
providers) 

• Emergency services 

• Disabled residents 

• Access and transport organisations/charities 

• Environmental organisations/charities 

• Norwich City Council as waste collection 
authority 

Methods of engagement 

61. The key institutional stakeholder should be 
contacted via email or letter to ensure their input 
can be taken into consideration at an early stage. 

62. There is a risk associated with engaging with the 
wider public specifically on the topic of access since 
neighbourhood planning only has a limited ability 
to influence highways planning or decisions. 
Therefore it may be best to keep public 
engagement on infrastructure and access issues as 
part of more general workshops, unless the 
highways authority shows a willingness to engage 
with the process.  

63. If helpful to justify particular transport related 
policy, it may be useful to engage particular 
demographics through targetting.  Bus users could 

be interviewed while they are waiting for buses, 
while it may be possible to interview others about 
their transportation habits as they leave 
destination buildings, such as the theatre, hotels, 
art school buildings etc. 

Residents’ survey 

64. A residents’ survey may be able to yield valuable 
information about how  residents get around, as 
well as any barriers to travel residents currently 
face.  

65. Since there is already a good amount of 
information on travel to work areas from the 
census, so questions within a residents’ survey 
should be designed to add a finer grain of 
information that might be helpful in recommending 
particular traffic related policies or projects. 

66. The residents’ survey could include questions on: 

What destinations residents frequently need to 
access, and how they currently access them. 

What barriers there are to accessing any facilities 
that they may require, especially if they have a 
disability or other access need. 

What barriers there are to modal shift (motor 
vehicle users switching to more sustainable forms 
of transport). 

Any specific deficiencies with the transport network 
that may be able to be addressed through CIL or 
site-specific planning obligations (taking into 
consideration the small sums that might be 
available).

 

06/11/2023 
Simeon Jackson 

Nicholas Vanburgh Ltd. 
2a Esdelle Street 

Norwich 
NR3 3BN 
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