Broads Authority

Navigation Committee

Minutes of the meeting held on 14 February 2006

Present

Mr M C Broom (in the Chair)

	Mr D H Adler

Mr A T Coe

Mr S G Daniels
	Mr K Gaylard

Mr W S Knight

Mr A Trafford 


	Mr S B Tusting

Mr P Waller

Mr M Wells


Also Present

	Prof R K Turner

Mr K Marsh

Mr P Mitchelmore


	· Chairman, Broads Authority

· Technical Manager, BESL, 

· Project Manager, Environment Agency


	


In Attendance

	Mr A Clarke – Broadland Flood Alleviation Project Coordinator

Mr K Hounsome – Solicitor

Mrs L Shute – Administrative Officer

Mrs T Wakelin – Waterways Manager


45
Apologies 

Apologies for absence were received from Mr J Aitken and Mr P Greasley.

46
Item of Urgent Business

The Chairman agreed that, in accordance with Section 100B(4)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972, the following matter be considered as an item of urgent business.  The reason for the urgency was to ensure that the Committee was consulted on the proposals before the planning application was formally considered by the Planning Committee at its next meeting.

· Replacement of Existing Footbridge with Steel and Timber Structure, Associated Access Ramps and Furniture: River Waveney, adjacent to Geldeston Lock, Ship Meadow

47
Declarations of Interest

Members expressed declarations of interest as set out in Appendix 1 to these minutes.

48
Broadland Flood Alleviation Project: BESL Planning Application for Compartment 2 – South Walsham Marshes

The Chairman thanked everyone for coming especially as there was only one item for consideration, and made the following points:

· This was the only item for discussion.

· The decision on the application would be made by the Planning Committee on 3 March 2006.

· The Committee was restricted to raising questions and making suggestions for any conditions that they may wish to have considered and draw the Planning Committee’s attention to any concerns on parts of the application.

· BESL applications were very difficult ones for the Planning Committee because they were quite different to normal applications and the Chairman went on to explain the difference.  

· There was a lack of engineering advice.  Building regulations applied to normal planning applications but did not apply to these applications which was a major problem.  (He quoted the example of Haddiscoe Cut.)

· To make it more difficult, BESL applications were really several applications in one for different works, over, in some cases, several miles of river banks.

· The Chairman therefore proposed that the Committee examined and commented on each section starting at the South Walsham end.

· There were recognised organisations that the Planning Committee had to consult and these bodies made written statements as to whether they supported or recommended refusal.  These views were put in the planning agenda papers so that members of the Committee received them a week in advance.  

· To date there had not been a navigation consultee as such but since its reinstatement, it had been agreed that the Committee would undertake this role.

· It is important that the Committee’s views as consultees were also printed in the Planning Committee agenda papers and that was why it was meeting today ahead of the scheduled meeting.

· The committee should agree the actual wording for any comments that were made.

The Chairman went on to explain the position that he and Mr Wells were in as they were members of the Planning Committee as well as of the Navigation Committee.

The Solicitor confirmed their situation and requested them to make the following declarations which they duly confirmed: 

(a)
That they understood that they were considering the proposals within the remit of the full Authority or the Navigation Committee and not coming to a decision on all, nor even necessarily any, of the matters which were material to a planning application.

(b)
Notwithstanding participation in debate or voting at the full Authority or Navigation Committee they would, when the matter came before the Planning Committee, consider any planning application afresh and took into account any representations for and against the proposal in the light of up to date circumstances.

Members received a report which gave details of the background to proposals contained in the planning application for Compartment 2.  Members were reminded of the main issues raised by them at the meeting on 27 October 2005 and noted details of the subsequent officer discussions that had taken place on the issues.  The Broadland Flood Alleviation Project Coordinator went through the proposals section by section, inviting members to make comments on the officers’ conclusions which had been reached on the proposals for mooring and navigation provision.  
Members asked various questions on the detail of the proposals for each section.  It was obvious that the proposals for each section required detail specifications to be agreed between officers and BESL and included details of piling, infilling, type and height of fendering.  Members welcomed the proposals for a Good Practice Guide which was to be agreed with BESL and would help in setting out the specifications.  These would include erosion protection, new piling, height of piling and fendering and any safety features which may be required.  It was proposed that detailed specifications would form part of the conditions to be attached to any planning consent for the development.  Members noted that the cost of remedial work would be included as part of the project and that additional costs would only be incurred for enhancements and the areas where enhancements may be possible.  The upgrading of existing piling would involve partnership working with BESL.

Members noted that where possible, action would be taken to increase the life of piling but in some areas piling was hazardous and needed immediate removal whilst in other areas it could not be retained indefinitely and in the interests of safety, piling would need to be removed in the future.  The intention was to remove piling when it deteriorated to such an extent that it became a hazard.  Members noted that as part of the original management agreement with BESL monitoring would be introduced and a management protocol was to be agreed to establish a trigger point to set out when the removal of piling should happen.  Members were concerned that no notice would need to be given for the removal of piling and discussed the position of the landowner regarding the maintenance of such piling.  It was agreed to recommend that a further condition be included that removal of piling should be subject to the granting of further planning consent for its removal.  

Members expressed the view that any loss of moorings on the Broads was regrettable particularly at Fleet Bank and every effort should be made to retain them.  A suggestion was made that the top of Fleet Dyke could be maintained as part of the Mooring Strategy if a funding opportunity arose.

The following was a summary of members’ recommendations on the proposals section by section.

(1)
South Walsham Dyke
The proposals were welcomed especially that the piling was to be retained as part of the flood protection method and maintained for the future.   Conditions should be included relating to detailed specifications and subject to agreement with officers.

(2)
Fleet Dyke
The proposals were welcomed subject to the inclusion of conditions relating to detailed specifications on proposals which included fendering, capping and safety features to be subject to agreement with officers.

(3)
Sections 3, 5 and 7
Planning condition that detail specifications were subject to agreement with officers.

(4)
Sections 10 and 12
Planning condition that detail specifications were subject to agreement with officers.

(5)
Down Stream End of Compartment
The improvements in the piling and the renewal of timber capping were welcomed.  Planning condition that detail specifications were subject to agreement with officers.

(6)
Section 14 and 16
Planning condition that detail specifications were subject to agreement with officers.  In particular that the banks may need to be marked until the vegetation was established and to ensure that no narrowing of the channel should occur by ensuring that the existing edge becomes the toe of the bank.

(7)
Section 19
Members were pleased to note that new cappings and waling would be renewed as part of the scheme and made available for mooring.

BESL had changed its proposals following the public consultation which had highlighted concern relating to the potential loss of informal moorings in the compartment.  The revised proposals would result in an overall increase in mooring provision.  Members agreed therefore that because of the net gain in moorings, the planning application should be supported. 

RECOMMENDED TO PLANNING COMMITTEE

that the application be approved subject to the following conditions:

(i) officers to agree detailed specifications on the work relating to piling, infilling, erosion protection  height of piling and fendering and safety measures; 

(ii)
the removal of piling should be subject to further planning consent;

(iii)
where erosion protection was found to fail, the applicant would be 

required to find a suitable boat friendly replacement, subject to agreement with the Authority; and

(iv)
any debris found during the work to be removed.

49
Replacement of Existing Footbridge with Steel and Timber Structure, 

Associated Access Ramps and Furniture: River Waveney, adjacent to Geldeston Lock, Ship Meadow

Members noted the background that had led to the application and that it was now possible to proceed with the scheme because funding had become available.  An artist’s impression of the new bridge and photographs of the existing bridge were noted.  The proposal included disabled access by ramps and improved access to Geldeston pub car park.  Officers were still negotiating on details relating to the design of the new bridge.  

The Committee had not previously been consulted on the proposal because it was located on the boundary of the navigation and there were no firm plans to reinstate the river beyond this point.  The height of the bridge was therefore not considered for navigation purposes.  It was not possible for the current bridge design to be raised because of landscape issues.  It had been felt that should firm proposals be introduced for a restoration scheme, the bridge aspect would be included as part of any such scheme and costed as such. 

The proposals for the introduction of canoes and row boats to the area were under consideration and the proposals did not preclude this. 

RECOMMENDED TO PLANNING COMMITTEE

that planning consent be approved, subject to the confirmation by the Environment Agency that should a restoration scheme be promoted for the navigation area to be extended in this area they would either arrange for the bridge to be raised to the same height as Beccles Road Bridge or a suitable replacement be provided.

50
Date of Next Meeting

The next scheduled meeting of the Committee would be held on Thursday 23 February 2005 at County Hall, Martineau Lane, Norwich, commencing at 2.00pm.

The meeting concluded at 3.50 pm.

Chairman
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	CODE OF CONDUCT FOR MEMBERS

	

	Declaration of Interests

	

	Committee         Navigation Committee

	Date                   14 February 2006

	

	

	Name

Please Print
	Agenda Item No(s)
	Nature of Interest

(Please indicate whether the interest is a personal one or one that is also prejudicial and declare the nature of the personal interest)
	Prejudicial

(


	D H Adler


	5
	NSBA
	

	S Daniels


	5
	RFDC
	

	M Wells


	
	NSBA
	

	S Tusting


	5
	NSBA and BHBF
	

	W S Knight


	5
	NSBA
	

	P Waller


	5
	NSBA
	

	K Gaylard


	5
	BHBF
	

	A M Trafford


	5
	Tollpayer
	

	A T Coe


	5
	Personal – Member – Regional Flood Defence Committee


	

	M C Broom


	
	NSBA
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