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	Summary:
This report sets out the progress in development and the outline contents of the Lake Restoration Strategy, which is in production.  Further work for the development of this long-term Strategy, to inform annual programmes of lake restoration projects, is also outlined.

Recommendations: 
(i) That the progress and development of the Lakes Restoration Strategy to date are noted.

(ii) Members views are sought on the prioritisation of broads for restoration


1
Background

1.1 The Broads Plan 2004 evidences the need to maintain and enhance degraded lakes to safeguard the interests of future generations and to do this by working on a catchment scale with local partners with national support.

1.2 Whilst developing projects to deliver Public Service Agreements targets for waterbody SSSIs during 2005/06 (Broads Authority Committee, 30/06/06), it was recognised that development of a longer-term Lake Restoration Strategy was required to prioritise future investment on a catchment scale.  

2 Introduction

2.1 The Lake Restoration Strategy (LRS) aims to celebrate the beginnings of the recovery of the broads ecology, whilst recognising that more time and significant investment is required for the Broads water ecosystem achieve its potential as the UK’s premier series of lowland lakes. 

2.2 This strategy provides ecological targets that are evidence-based and appropriate for the future rather than providing a return to past pristine conditions. These targets shape the actions required to improve the water environment for wildlife, where they are technically possible and not disproportionately costly to society. In addition to assessing the costs of actions to improve the water environment, this strategy will begin to explore the wider societal benefits of a better environment.

2.3 Adoption of this long-term strategic approach provides a framework for prioritised resource allocation as well as providing a business case for increased resources. This locally agreed strategy sits alongside the Water Framework Directive Anglian River Basin Management Plan providing a focus for the Broads catchment.

2.4 The final LRS document will be presented to the 9 May meeting of the Broads Authority. Rather than present a draft of the full document
 to Members, Table 1 provides a summary of the document sections and progress and outputs. A key element of the strategy: ‘lake prioritisation’, provides the focus of this report and Members comment. 

2.5 In addition to the consultation opportunity provided by this report, two current members have been involved in the drafting of the LRS at different stages, including Kerry Turner during the set-up phase of the Steering Group, John Sharpe over the past six months, with continued support from Tony Stapleton. 

3 Progress

3.1 Progress against each section of the Strategy is set out in Table 1.


Table 1. Structure and Progress of the Strategy

	Section
	Tasks
	Progress
	Outputs

	Principles and Introduction to Strategy
	Sections written and agreed by Steering Group
	Complete
	· Sections within Strategy

	Current condition of waterbodies 
	Collate EA and BA data
	Complete
	· Current water quality and ecological status

	Targets for waterbodies
	Assess WFD targets, collate information and advise on locally relevant targets for Broads
	Complete
	· Water quality targets for lakes 

	Review of significant pressures, current condition 
	Summarise SWMIs
, and provide detail on the locally relevant pressures
	Complete
	· List of significant pressures

· Assessment of current waterbody condition

	Risk of not achieving targets
	Use existing assessments
	Complete
	· Spatial categorisation of Broads in terms of risk and environmental quality

	Prioritisation of waterbodies and restoration measures
	Agree on criteria with in steering group.


	Complete subject to comment from Members 
	· Prioritised schedule of lakes for investment and the measures 

	Investment Scenarios
	Use in-lake restoration costs to assess investment scenarios
	Complete
	· Providing a business case for increased resources

	Assessment of ecosystem services
	To assess the benefits of measures alongside the costs
	To be completed in late March 
	· Examples include recognising the value of clean water for water users 

	Appendix - Review of biomanipulation and sediment removal 
	Review of data
	Complete
	· Recommendation for future works


4
Prioritisation Criteria for lakes

4.1
A two-stage prioritisation has been used. The first stage focuses on lake prioritisation, whereby broads are divided into designated (i.e. have a conservation designation) and non-designated water bodies. Broads are then scored on a 1-4 based on ‘risk of impact from saline incursion or coastal breach’ (based on the BESL model, land level and coastal proximity data and 2006-07 saline incursion data), and ‘probability of success’ (a combination of timescale to achieve target and current ecological status (based on water plant population)). This builds on the proposed principle to protect and enhance the existing good quality sites that have the greatest chance of retaining freshwater habitat in the long term.
4.2
These scores are combined and broads categorised into six priority areas Low, Medium and High priority, each with long-term investment or long-term risk categories. These are shown on a matrix for visual and comparative purposes Figures 1 and 2. 

4.3
Within these categories, broads are sorted based size category (<5ha, 5-50ha, >50ha). The access from land or water has been highlighted by the bold text in Figures 1 and 2. Total phosphorus concentration of the water data is available in the prioritisation database, however this is not known for each broad so has not been used within the prioritisation criteria (Appendix 1). 

4.4
Prioritisation aims to identify lakes where restoration is likely to be achievable at relatively low risk, forming the basis of the high priority list. However, restoration investment should target not only the less risky, quick wins, which are often small lakes (e.g. Upton Great Broad), which generally mostly in good condition. Investment also needs to target lakes where risk from saline incursion is low, but investment potential over a longer time period and scale of achievement, will be significant (e.g. Barton Broad). 

4.5
In addition it is also appropriate to invest in lakes where the management can improve ecosystem resilience, such as connected wetlands even though in the long term (50-80 years) there is a greater risk of more frequent saline incursion. 

4.6
The remaining Low priority category recognises poor current ecological condition and long timescale for achieving any improvement. In addition the long-term risk broads will be subject to more frequent saline incursion, resulting in brackish, and occasionally saline water. Thus again any investment needs to take account of these factors to ensure that management is appropriate to the maintenance and restoration of good quality ecosystems, whilst acknowledging the long-term scenario.

4.7
In summary, this approach suggests that efforts be directed at broads that fall within, High, Medium and Low (long-term investment) areas in the matrix in sequential order. 
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Figure 1. Prioritisation matrix for directing investment for restoring designated lakes  . 
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Figure 2. Prioritisation matrix for directing investment for restoring non-designated lakes 

4.8
Having completed the initial lake prioritisation, the second stage of prioritisation occurs via the ‘actions’ or restoration projects; this is done using the criteria in the Action Plan, such as cost effectiveness and wider benefits.

4.9 In 2008/09 feasibility studies for, or lake restoration projects are planned for Trinity Broads (Medium priority – long term investment), Calthorpe (High – long-term risk), Nortons (Medium priority – long term investment), Upton Little (High priority), Hoveton Great (Medium priority – long term investment), Fritton Lake (Medium priority – long term investment), Mautby Decoy (High).
Background paper:
Nil
Author:


Andrea Kelly

Date of report:

12 March 2008

Appendices:

APPENDIX 1 - Prioritisation Criteria
Appendix 1 
Prioritisation Criteria

	PRIORITISATION CRITERIA
	SCORE
	COMMENT
	EVIDENCE

	Risk of impact from saline incursion 

	No risk
	4
	Protected by flood defence structures and distance from salt tides
	BESL hydrological model, tidal surge salinity data. 

	Low
	3
	Resilient to saline incursion (e.g. u/s of Horning)
	 

	Medium
	2
	Middle reaches
	 

	High
	1
	Increasingly impacted by saline incursion
	 

	Risk of saline incursion from coastal breach

	 
	
	Secure within 50 years 
	 

	 
	
	Less secure within 50 years – lake automatically goes into long-term risk category 

	Timescale to achieve target
 
	The combined risk of not achieving water body targets for ecological condition given the existing measures in place and the ease of the restoration
	WFD & SSSI assessments, influence of and control of main river water and size of catchment

	Target achieved
	5
	No action required
	 

	Short timescale
	4
	In-lake 
	In lake actions only e.g. sediment removal or biomanipulation

	Medium timescale 
	3
	Small catchment (+/- in-lake)
	Inflow from small catchment area is resulting in excessive nutrient loading

	Medium-long timescale 
	2
	Large catchment & in-lake
	Lake has large influence from main river resulting in excess nutrient loading & requires in-lake restoration

	Long timescale 
	1
	Large catchment
	Lake has large influence from main river resulting in excess nutrient loading 

	Water plants
	
	
	BA water plant survey, 2006/7 or most up to date 

	 
	4
	High abundance, high diversity
	 

	 
	3
	High abundance, low diversity
	 

	 
	2
	Low abundance, high diversity
	 

	 
	1
	Low abundance, low diversity
	 


	SORTING CRITERIA 
	SCORE
	COMMENT
	EVIDENCE

	Size
	
	
	

	
	3
	> 50 ha
	OS 1:250,000 

	
	2
	5 - 50 ha
	

	
	1
	< 5 ha
	

	Total phosphorus
	 
	Mean TP mg/l-1 from 2006 
	EA data 2006 or most up to date

	 
	4
	< 0.035 
	 

	 
	3
	0.035 - 0.05
	 

	 
	2
	0.05 - 0.075
	 

	 
	1
	> 0.075 
	 

	Access
	 
	
	BA data

	 
	3
	Both water and land recreation
	 

	 
	2
	Water or land recreation 
	 

	 
	1
	No recreation
	

	
	
	
	 


� A draft of the 40 page document plus Appendices is available to Members on request


� Significant Water Management Issues (SWMIs) document is due to be published by the Environment Agency, in association with the River Basin Liaison Panels in July 2007.
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