
Development Control Policies DPD Preferred Options - General Comments

Org ID General Comment

GBW04A The British Marine Federation welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Preferred Options for policies for determining planning applications up to 2021.

The objectives of the British Marine Federation in making these comments is to represent the interests its many Members who operate and do business within the Broads area, in 
particular, the Members of the Broads Boat Hire Federation and the BMF East Anglia.  These interests are concerned primarily with recreational boating and includes the 
manufacture of all types of recreational small boat and equipment, its maintenance and repair, the storage and provisioning of boats, sales of boats and associated equipment and 
moorings.  They include boat hire operators, boat yards, chandlers and many others who support recreational boating activity within the Broads area.

The BMF continues to take a keen interest in the formulation of planning policy within the Broads.  It has taken on an active part in this over a number of years through various 
planning documents and adoption procedures.

The BMF is very supportive of the general direction and content of planning policy within the Broads, this includes both protection of the natural environment and the recognition of 
the importance of boating to the landscape and economy of the Broads and its role in enabling many people to experience and enjoy the key assets of the Broads, in accordance 
with National Policy and the Statutory basis for the Broads Authority.

Nevertheless, within a document as complex as the current DPD, there are certain elements which BMF consider should be amended.  The following objections to individual policies 
are proposed as unsound.

GBW15 We welcome many of the broad statements of intent aimed a fostering the economy of the area and stimulating enjoyment of the Broads experience. (e.g. 5.5, 5.93, 6.2, 6.5, 6.18, 
7.39, etc.) However we fear that the much greater number of restrictive clauses will provide the mechanism to frustrate those intentions.
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Org ID General Comment

GBW17 The Royal Yachting Association welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Preferred Options for policies for determining planning applications up to 2021.

The objectives of the RYA in making these objections is to ensure that the interests of its members, particularly boat and yacht clubs are properly recognised by these policies.  The 
interests are focussed on the use and enjoyment of the Broads for all types of boating.  This includes the provision of moorings, boat pounds, maintenance of boats, chandlery, 
slipways and access to water etc.

These clubs providing for a range of users.  Their land and premises are a valuable resource, which needs to be identified within these policies.

Clubs also provide services which are available to the public especially in training on skills at all levels with particular care for the young.

RYA is a recognised partner of Sport England and promotes sporting excellence at all levels.

The RYA takes a keen interest in the formulation of planning policy within the Broads.  It co-operates with BMF in a range of policy issues and expects to do so in the Broads.

The RYA is very supportive of the general direction and content of planning policy within the Broads, this includes both protection of the natural environment and the recognition of 
the importance of boating to the landscape and economy of the Broads and its role in enabling many people to experience and enjoy the key assets of the Broads, in accordance 
with National Policy and the Statutory basis for the Broads Authority.

Nevertheless, within a document as complex as the current DPD, there are certain elements which RYA consider should be amended.  

There is one major omission in these policies; namely the role of sport is not sufficiently recognised in the policies.  The basis for this is in PO17 (Sport and Recreation) and CS11, but 
this is not carried forward into the sort of permissive policy which is needed.  

In particular the special position of Boat and Yacht clubs is not sufficiently supported.  This should be remedied.

GBW34 We support very strongly the objectives of the Broads Authority to have policies which will allow modest devleopment and that will ensure the Broads economy and the jobs it 
provides to be safeguarded for the future.

We will limit our own comments to those policies relevant to the boat industry and our business in particular.

GECT01 Generally the Broads Society supports the 48 preferred options for policies. We will identify those where we give particularly strong backing, those where we think there should be 
amendments and occasionally those where we feel the option is inappropriate or wrong.

GECT07A We support the Preferred Options set out in the document. Our response is based on our situation, a Charitable Trust running a somewhat specialised operation of a hire fleet of 
wooden sailing yachts with the infrastructure needed for maintaining the vessels. It is also based on the experience that our hirers want to enjoy when sailing on the Broads.

GECT13 The Trust welcomes these documents and notes that it is only the general intent behind the policies rather than the detailed wording on which views are sought.  In general we find 
both of the reports to be well balanced and clearly structured.  Hence we have only a few comments.

We have one general observation at the outset, namely that the report includes considerable repetition of national policies.  Since this material is in Planning Policy Statements the 
final version could be made more concise by eliminating this duplication and concentrating on the elements of policy that are distinctive to the Broads.
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Org ID General Comment

GFL04 The Broads Reed & Sedge Cutters Association supports the general intent behind the policy options.

GHLD39 The document is lacking in that reference should be made to the need to minimise the threat of crime, the need for security, physical safety and accessibility for all.

GIND087 Having struggled without success to read and understand these documents with a  view to commenting positively on them, I have only one overall 'representation' to make and that 
is for the documents to be rewritten in plain and simple understandable English in a format and structure which reflects that used for the Broads Local Plan Adopted Version May 
1997.

The 1997 Plan in very readable and very well presented.  This is an essential requirement for members of your planning committee as well as for familiarising those members of the 
public who have a requirement to know these policies.

For you information, I consider that I am well qualified to make this judgement on your documents.  During my thirty-five year career with ExxonMobil's Marine Transportation 
Department, I was an active member for some fifteen years of the Liberian Ship Owners Delegations to the International Labour Office in Geneva.  With my background of being a 
master mariner with command experience and a barrister-at-law, as well as representing the worlds largest merchant fleet, I was involved in all stages of the ILO's drafting 
committees for the conventions and resolutions under consideration at their international maritime conferences.  Use of plain and simple English was particularly important because 
the English text was the base text for translating the documents into five languages.  In addition to my ILO experience, my job entailed ensuring our general directives to our vessels 
were in understandable English easily read and understood by the different nationalities of crews employed.  Finally, I was actively involved in commenting on the Crabbetts Marsh, 
Horning section of the 1997 Adopted Plan and obtaining necessary changes to the draft plan.

When reviewing your documents for accuracy, please note that there are errors in Appendix 1. - the policy titles do not match the policy numbers in many cases on page 86.  I have 
not checked the other pages of Appendix 1.  These errors are confusing to readers like myself familiar with the 1997 Plan.

GIND116 The facts to me seem to be any development of the Broads for human consumption (that is what is going on) is death to the natural world.  We cannot conquer nature, we are 
nature so when the water reclaims the land it will be for the good of all.

GIND128 CS1: Development proposals must demonstrate a contribution towards protecting, managing and enhancing local biodiversity in line with Biodiversity Model Policy, such that 
developments a) protect existing features, b) compensate for unavoidable loss, c) enhance and add to the biodiversity of the site.

GIND128 Full regard must also be taken of county level designations (the whole of the broads area is supposed to be of equivalent status to a CWS) and of all nationally and internationally 
protected species. CS: And presumably of NERC?

GIND169 My clients have asked me to on their behalf endorse and reiterate the comments made in the statement bt the West Somerton PC.
'There is general disappointment by Parish Councillors and Local Residents of Somerton with the LDF proposals.  Despite some support for the intent behind the policy options, we 
have serious concerns with the lack of positive proposals which address flooding, especially for salt water incursions damaging the fresh water system and properties.  Nothing has 
been done to create a naturally functioning flood plain and we consider this is not possible without adequate compensation to property Owners and land Owners.'

GIND169 My clients have asked me to on their behalf endorse and reiterate the comments made in the statement bt the West Somerton PC.
'We view that any development should be restricted to the agreed development boundary (agreed between the Broads Authority and the Parish Council - copy of meeting minute 
held in Somerton on the 10th May 1995 'Mr Williams and Mr Rao having been thanked by the Chairman left the meeting at this stage.  Councillors then agreed that written 
comments to the Broads Authority should include the following suggestions: 2. The Development Boundary Line be extended to enclose land from a point at west end of Staithe 
Road near the existing kissing gate in the south/south-east direction following the east side of the existing dyke towards the point where the development boundary joins with 
Common Road.  Thus including Parcel No. 8092 on the Deposit version Map.'
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Org ID General Comment

GIND177 I am responding to the Preferred Option for Development Control policies as the owner of a bungalow on the river at Horning and one who has lived around the Broads all my long 
life.

I support the Preferred Options set out in the document.

GIND187 I appreciate that the document in the main refers to development but I would point out that existing circumstances need to be addressed before development should be considered.
My particular concern is that Flood defence improvements to embankments protecting Postwick Marshes have been stopped and that a number of organisations have suggested 
that the marsh should become a washland.
I would point out that there are four properties situated in the immediate vicinity of the marsh which are already at considerable risk and any rise in water level could result in one 
or more flooding.
The river bank along side the marsh has overtopped on a number of occasions recently with the result that the bank is now in a poor condition in a number of places.
To allow the marshes to become a washland would weaken them still further and might even contribute to a breach. This would put the properties at even greater risk. 
I would also point out that power lines cross the marshes and recently repair work could not be attempted until the water was pumped back into the river.
Creating a washland would not prevent future overtopping but would raise the water level still further. The environment agency flood map already shows that two of the properties 
would flood.
My understanding is that PPS25 must be applied to existing and planned development, one wonders therefore what the impact to the river will be if further homes are built in 
Broadland together with the inevitable rise in sea levels in coming years.
I would ask therefore that the Broads Authority and the Environment Agency give consideration to the concerns raised.

GIND192 Generally the climate change issues do not seem to be treated seriously enough and the speed of the affect underestimated. There are many unknown factors but  the  situation 
must not downgraded because of that.

GIND200 We must confess that trying to get to grips with all available publications and documentation on this topic has proved a little daunting, and we are not entirely sure that we have 
understood all of the issues at stake.  However, it is our understanding that you are proposing amendments which will, amongst other matters, address the concerns mentioned 
above. You have our support.

GIND204 CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY

We trust that we have exemplified by reference to The Old Station Yard at Geldeston Road, Ellingham the need for the DC DPD to give more detailed consideration to sites such as 
this.  We are strongly of the opinion that these require site specific proposals or at the very least specific policies which can ensure that they have a viable future which contributes 
to the vision and spatial strategy set out in the DC DPD and, given that in most cases such sites detract from their environmental setting, in a manner which enhances the 
environment and landscape.
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GIND204 In light of the vision, spatial strategy and strategic objectives set out we find it surprising that there are no site specific proposals being considered to identify sites which may be 
suitable for development or intensification of use and whilst it is understood and applauded that the primary role of the Broads Authority is to protect and conserve this important 
ŀƴŘ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀǊŜŀΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊƛƴƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŜŜǘ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜπǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŘǳƴŘŀƴǘ 
brownfield or otherwise derelict land where development either for employment generating uses or for housing could be undertaken without damaging the environment and in 
many cases would improve it.  This is typically identified by the site described below.

We are the agents for the owners of The Old Station Yard, Geldeston Road, Ellingham, a site identified under the Broads Authority Local Plan (Policy ELL1) which is described in the 
[ƻŎŀƭ tƭŀƴ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎƻǊŘŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŀǊōȅ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ !ǊŜŀΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǇŀƭƭŜǘ ǎǘƻǊŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ID±Ωǎ 
as well as containing a vehicle repair workshop, car breakers/scrap metal yard and some unsightly multi storey portacabin offices.  The site falls outside the development boundary 
and as such could not be readily redeveloped.  However it has been identified by South Norfolk District Council in their Local Development Framework as suitable for residential 
redevelopment with an expressed identified need for affordable housing in the nearby rural communities.  We are of the opinion that it would be ideally suited to redevelopment 
for residential purposes as any alternative use of this site would continue to detract from the surrounding landscape and Conservation Area.  The site is also serviced by local bus 
routes and is within easy reach of the A143 and A146 trunk roads providing easy access to Bungay, Norwich and Beccles and rail services at Diss and Beccles.  The property benefits 
from service connections and has a gas main running within the site and would afford scope for a new satellite community being of sufficient size to accommodate modest local 
amenities.

GLBO6A ¢Ƙŀƴƪ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ {ǇƻǊǘ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΦ  {ǇƻǊǘ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǎǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  
Maximising the investment into sport and recreation through the land use planning system is one of our national and regional priorities.  You will also be aware that Sport England is 
a statutory consultee on planning applications affecting playing fields.
Sport England is the statutory agency responsible for leading the development of sport in England by influencing and serving the public, private and voluntary sectors. Its aims are to: 
get more people involved in sport; secure Ӟmore places to play sport, and achieving Ӟmore medals through higher standards of performance in sport. Specifically, Sport England seeks 
to: 
develop and improve the knowledge and practice of sport and physical recreation in England; 
encourage and develop higher standards of performance and the achievement of excellence; 
foster, support and undertake the development of facilities; 
carry out research into sport and physical recreation; and 
advise, assist and co-operate with other government departments and local authorities. 
! ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ǇƻǊǘ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎŜǎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ Ŧƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜǊǎΦ Lƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ 
Sport England has channelled significant Lottery funds towards the development of high quality facilities that are accessible to everyone.
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We are the agents for the owners of The Old Station Yard, Geldeston Road, Ellingham, a site identified under the Broads Authority Local Plan (Policy ELL1) which is described in the 
[ƻŎŀƭ tƭŀƴ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎƻǊŘŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŀǊōȅ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ !ǊŜŀΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǇŀƭƭŜǘ ǎǘƻǊŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ID±Ωǎ 
as well as containing a vehicle repair workshop, car breakers/scrap metal yard and some unsightly multi storey portacabin offices.  The site falls outside the development boundary 
and as such could not be readily redeveloped.  However it has been identified by South Norfolk District Council in their Local Development Framework as suitable for residential 
redevelopment with an expressed identified need for affordable housing in the nearby rural communities.  We are of the opinion that it would be ideally suited to redevelopment 
for residential purposes as any alternative use of this site would continue to detract from the surrounding landscape and Conservation Area.  The site is also serviced by local bus 
routes and is within easy reach of the A143 and A146 trunk roads providing easy access to Bungay, Norwich and Beccles and rail services at Diss and Beccles.  The property benefits 
from service connections and has a gas main running within the site and would afford scope for a new satellite community being of sufficient size to accommodate modest local 
amenities.

¢Ƙŀƴƪ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ {ǇƻǊǘ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΦ  {ǇƻǊǘ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǎǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  
Maximising the investment into sport and recreation through the land use planning system is one of our national and regional priorities.  You will also be aware that Sport England is 
a statutory consultee on planning applications affecting playing fields.
Sport England is the statutory agency responsible for leading the development of sport in England by influencing and serving the public, private and voluntary sectors. Its aims are to: 
get more people involved in sport; secure Ӟmore places to play sport, and achieving Ӟmore medals through higher standards of performance in sport. Specifically, Sport England seeks 
to: 
develop and improve the knowledge and practice of sport and physical recreation in England; 
encourage and develop higher standards of performance and the achievement of excellence; 
foster, support and undertake the development of facilities; 
carry out research into sport and physical recreation; and 
advise, assist and co-operate with other government departments and local authorities. 
! ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ǇƻǊǘ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎŜǎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ Ŧƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜǊǎΦ Lƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ 
Sport England has channelled significant Lottery funds towards the development of high quality facilities that are accessible to everyone.



Org ID General Comment

GWC16 Thank you for notifying us of the public consultation on these documents. We welcome the inclusion of Geodiversity references within these documents, but feel that there are still 
some omissions. (I have laid out a selection of PPS9 geodiversity requirements in the appendix to this letter.) Unfortunately we missed the opportunity to comment on the Broads 
Authority Core Strategy, but wonder if you would still welcome comments, as we see it is called a working draft?

Appendix to letter: National Planning Policy Statement 9. ODPM (2005) makes it clear in its Key Principles that geological conservation is to be an integral part of any planning 
process. For example:
άΦΦΦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΦέ
άtƭŀƴ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜΣ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜ ƻǊ ŀŘŘ ΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦέ
ά ΦΦΦ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻƭƻƎȅΦΦΦΦέ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǳŎƘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ YŜȅ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΦ 

PPS9 goes on to spell out when and where the Key Principles are to be incorporated into the planning process. In particular, LDFs should:
ά ΦΦΦ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ΦΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦΦΦΦΦέ
tƻƛƴǘ ф tt{ф ǎŀȅǎΥ άwŜƎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ DŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ {ƛǘŜǎ ΦΦΦΦΦ ŀƴŘ [ƻŎŀƭ {ƛǘŜǎΣ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ΦΦΦΦ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦέ
tƻƛƴǘ моΣ tǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ [ŀƴŘΣ tt{ф ǎŀȅǎΥ άΦΦΦΦΦ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǎǳŎƘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƻǊ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ƛǘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀƴȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΦέ

The policy makes it clear that geological conservation is to be incorporated into the planning policy at every stage. The ODPM guide, Planning for Biodiversity and Geological 
Conservation goes on to spell out good practice. In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the box on page 3 of the guide, which says that authorities should identify key 
information gaps. The guide also stresses the need for up-to-date information. 

Local Sites, Guidance on their identification, selection and management. DEFRA (2006)
12. Local Geodiversity Action Plans. Although no formal equivalent to Biodiversity Action Planning currently exists for geological sites, action for such sites is now being developed 
and promoted widely ...
Local Geodiversity Action Plans have also been prepared in some areas and these aim to set local objectives to deliver and promote geological conservation based on knowledge of 
the existing network of nationally important geological SSSIs, Local Geological Sites (RIGS) and geology in the wider environment.
16. Local Authorities. Local authorities should provide leadership in establishing and maintaining partnerships and systems to identify and manage Local Sites.

SCC01 ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άDǊŜŜƴ ¢ǊŀǾŜƭ tƭŀƴέ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨƎǊŜŜƴΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘƛǘƭŜΦ

There are occasional cases of repetition, e.g. paragraph 6.79 repeats paragraph 6.63; paragraphs 6.80 and 6.81 repeat a sentence.

SCC02 {ǳŦŦƻƭƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ 5t5 ς tǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ hǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
policies are satisfactory. The County Council, therefore, supports the document on this basis.
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General Comment

Thank you for notifying us of the public consultation on these documents. We welcome the inclusion of Geodiversity references within these documents, but feel that there are still 
some omissions. (I have laid out a selection of PPS9 geodiversity requirements in the appendix to this letter.) Unfortunately we missed the opportunity to comment on the Broads 
Authority Core Strategy, but wonder if you would still welcome comments, as we see it is called a working draft?

Appendix to letter: National Planning Policy Statement 9. ODPM (2005) makes it clear in its Key Principles that geological conservation is to be an integral part of any planning 
process. For example:
άΦΦΦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΦέ
άtƭŀƴ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜΣ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜ ƻǊ ŀŘŘ ΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦέ
ά ΦΦΦ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻƭƻƎȅΦΦΦΦέ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǳŎƘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ YŜȅ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΦ 

PPS9 goes on to spell out when and where the Key Principles are to be incorporated into the planning process. In particular, LDFs should:
ά ΦΦΦ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ΦΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦΦΦΦΦέ
tƻƛƴǘ ф tt{ф ǎŀȅǎΥ άwŜƎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ DŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ {ƛǘŜǎ ΦΦΦΦΦ ŀƴŘ [ƻŎŀƭ {ƛǘŜǎΣ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ΦΦΦΦ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦέ
tƻƛƴǘ моΣ tǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ [ŀƴŘΣ tt{ф ǎŀȅǎΥ άΦΦΦΦΦ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǎǳŎƘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ΦΦΦΦ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƻǊ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ƛǘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀƴȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΦέ

The policy makes it clear that geological conservation is to be incorporated into the planning policy at every stage. The ODPM guide, Planning for Biodiversity and Geological 
Conservation goes on to spell out good practice. In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the box on page 3 of the guide, which says that authorities should identify key 
information gaps. The guide also stresses the need for up-to-date information. 

Local Sites, Guidance on their identification, selection and management. DEFRA (2006)
12. Local Geodiversity Action Plans. Although no formal equivalent to Biodiversity Action Planning currently exists for geological sites, action for such sites is now being developed 
and promoted widely ...
Local Geodiversity Action Plans have also been prepared in some areas and these aim to set local objectives to deliver and promote geological conservation based on knowledge of 
the existing network of nationally important geological SSSIs, Local Geological Sites (RIGS) and geology in the wider environment.
16. Local Authorities. Local authorities should provide leadership in establishing and maintaining partnerships and systems to identify and manage Local Sites.

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άDǊŜŜƴ ¢ǊŀǾŜƭ tƭŀƴέ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨƎǊŜŜƴΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘƛǘƭŜΦ

There are occasional cases of repetition, e.g. paragraph 6.79 repeats paragraph 6.63; paragraphs 6.80 and 6.81 repeat a sentence.

{ǳŦŦƻƭƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ 5t5 ς tǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ hǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
policies are satisfactory. The County Council, therefore, supports the document on this basis.



Org ID General Comment

SDC01 It might have been useful to briefly set the context of national policies and RSS policies, perhaps related to specific policy sections as has been done for the Core Strategy policies in 
some instances, to help demonstrate that the policies are necessary / add value.

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΣ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘǿŀȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅέ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƻǊ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀǎΣ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ 
decision maker is the Broads Authority or the Secretary of State and this does not need to be stated.

! ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǊƳέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴέ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜΦ  ¢ƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǘƘƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ƳƛǎŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŜŘ ƛǘ 
Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ά ƻǊ άƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭέΣ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ άƘŀǊƳέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇŀŎǘέΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ 
even a slight insignificant impact could conflict with the policy.

SDC01 Support is given to the principle behind the policies.  However, it is felt that the specific wording of some policies needs further thought.  Particular points and suggestions for 
consideration are set out below:

SG03 The following Pos are consisistent with emerging RSS policy:
PO1-3,PO4, PO5-8, PO9, PO10-11, PO37,PO25, PO11-13, PO14&PO16, PO18-20, PO22, PO27-33, PO26, PO36, PO41,PO42

SG03 Whilst there appears to be no single Preferred Option policy seeking to maximise the use of brownfield land (it is assumed that opportunities for such are limited) there are a 
number of polices that support the re-use of existing buildings and building materials (e.g. PO6 (h), PO18 & PO39) where this compliments / enhances the general character of the 
Broads.

SG05C Alongside the DPD we have also reviewed the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and, although in general we have no comments to make, our response does include reference to the SA 
where appropriate.

Please note we have only provided comments to indicate our support or where we feel further work is required.  We have not commented on those sections outside of our remit.

SG07A Having briefly considered your document, we consider that the DPD's format and approach would appear to be appropriate and we offer no specific comments.

SPTC033 The Claxton Parish Council has considered the LDF Development Control DPD Preferred Options and Supplementary Planning Document and is broadly in agreement, particularly 
with the guidelines in the Supplementary Planning Document - Development and Flood Risk in the Broads.

SPTC060A Loddon PC has no adverse comment on PO27-34 and 37-48.

SPTC060A Loddon PC has no adverse comment on PO14-23 and PO25-26.

SPTC060A Loddon PC has no adverse comment on PO1-PO9 and PO11-13.

SPTC072 It appears that much of the Broads Authority policy is now in place without prior proper consultation with businesses and local residents who are affected.  Example - Herbert 
Woods had a previous permission to expand mooring basin yet as it has lapsed, BA have decided not to allow any similar scheme.  BA never seem to reason the evidence for many of 
their policies.
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General Comment

It might have been useful to briefly set the context of national policies and RSS policies, perhaps related to specific policy sections as has been done for the Core Strategy policies in 
some instances, to help demonstrate that the policies are necessary / add value.

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΣ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘǿŀȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅέ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƻǊ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀǎΣ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ 
decision maker is the Broads Authority or the Secretary of State and this does not need to be stated.

! ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǊƳέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴέ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜΦ  ¢ƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǘƘƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ƳƛǎŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŜŘ ƛǘ 
Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ά ƻǊ άƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭέΣ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ άƘŀǊƳέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇŀŎǘέΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ 
even a slight insignificant impact could conflict with the policy.

Support is given to the principle behind the policies.  However, it is felt that the specific wording of some policies needs further thought.  Particular points and suggestions for 
consideration are set out below:

The following Pos are consisistent with emerging RSS policy:
PO1-3,PO4, PO5-8, PO9, PO10-11, PO37,PO25, PO11-13, PO14&PO16, PO18-20, PO22, PO27-33, PO26, PO36, PO41,PO42

Whilst there appears to be no single Preferred Option policy seeking to maximise the use of brownfield land (it is assumed that opportunities for such are limited) there are a 
number of polices that support the re-use of existing buildings and building materials (e.g. PO6 (h), PO18 & PO39) where this compliments / enhances the general character of the 
Broads.

Alongside the DPD we have also reviewed the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and, although in general we have no comments to make, our response does include reference to the SA 
where appropriate.

Please note we have only provided comments to indicate our support or where we feel further work is required.  We have not commented on those sections outside of our remit.

Having briefly considered your document, we consider that the DPD's format and approach would appear to be appropriate and we offer no specific comments.

The Claxton Parish Council has considered the LDF Development Control DPD Preferred Options and Supplementary Planning Document and is broadly in agreement, particularly 
with the guidelines in the Supplementary Planning Document - Development and Flood Risk in the Broads.

Loddon PC has no adverse comment on PO27-34 and 37-48.

Loddon PC has no adverse comment on PO14-23 and PO25-26.

Loddon PC has no adverse comment on PO1-PO9 and PO11-13.

It appears that much of the Broads Authority policy is now in place without prior proper consultation with businesses and local residents who are affected.  Example - Herbert 
Woods had a previous permission to expand mooring basin yet as it has lapsed, BA have decided not to allow any similar scheme.  BA never seem to reason the evidence for many of 
their policies.



Org ID General Comment

SPTC081 We view that any development should be restricted to the agreed development boundary (agreed between the Broads Authority and the Parish Council - copy of meeting minute 
held in Somerton on the 10th May 1995 'Mr Williams and Mr Rao having been thanked by the Chairman left the meeting at this stage.  Councillors then agreed that written 
comments to the Broads Authority should include the following suggestions: 2. The Development Boundary Line be extended to enclose land from a point at west end of Staithe 
Road near the existing kissing gate in the south/south-east direction following the east side of the existing dyke towards the point where the development boundary joins with 
Common Road.  Thus including Parcel No. 8092 on the Deposit version Map.

SPTC081 There is general disappointment by Parish Councillors and Local Residents of Somerton with the LDF proposals.  Despite some support for the intent behind the policy options, we 
have serious concerns with the lack of positive proposals which address flooding, especially for salt water incursions damaging the fresh water system and properties.  Nothing has 
been done to create a naturally functioning flood plain and we consider this is not possible without adequate compensation to property Owners and land Owners.

SPTC088 In  general the preferred options for Development Control and SPD on Development and Flood Risk are supported. The need to encourage tourism is strongly supported particularly 
with reference to new uses being found for redundent boatyards. No new building should be permitted on the flood plain. Affordable housing is not considered to be appropiate to 
the Broads Authority area.

SPTC093 Very detailed document.

tƻƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ς tŀƎŜ пу ς ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ tŀƎŜ ор !ŎŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ IƛƎƘǿŀȅǎΣ tŀƎŜ ст ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ tŀƎŜ тн ¢ŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎκǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΦ   tŀƎŜ ммо ς 
reduc9ing flood risk new development.

5ƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ƛǘ ōǳǘ ŀ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ƛŦ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ς Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘ ²ƛƴǘŜǊǘƻƴ ƻƴ {ŜŀΦ

At least I now know what a tranquillity map is.

Interesting comment re: levels of buildings and who floods who?

I find it difficult to comment effectively on areas/villages I do not know in any detail. Therefore I can only record a Preferred Option.

The report is very detailed in areas that are outside the concern of the Parish.  Areas of concern that are included that could be relevant; controlling holiday homes/second homes 
etc surely for us would be a Borough matter.

Interesting and detailed document but a lot of the information was not applicable to Winterton.  The sections on floods and holiday homes were of particular interest.

SSW04 The LDF does recognise the need for appropriate development in the Broads, and the Broads IDB would support this approach.
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General Comment

We view that any development should be restricted to the agreed development boundary (agreed between the Broads Authority and the Parish Council - copy of meeting minute 
held in Somerton on the 10th May 1995 'Mr Williams and Mr Rao having been thanked by the Chairman left the meeting at this stage.  Councillors then agreed that written 
comments to the Broads Authority should include the following suggestions: 2. The Development Boundary Line be extended to enclose land from a point at west end of Staithe 
Road near the existing kissing gate in the south/south-east direction following the east side of the existing dyke towards the point where the development boundary joins with 
Common Road.  Thus including Parcel No. 8092 on the Deposit version Map.

There is general disappointment by Parish Councillors and Local Residents of Somerton with the LDF proposals.  Despite some support for the intent behind the policy options, we 
have serious concerns with the lack of positive proposals which address flooding, especially for salt water incursions damaging the fresh water system and properties.  Nothing has 
been done to create a naturally functioning flood plain and we consider this is not possible without adequate compensation to property Owners and land Owners.

In  general the preferred options for Development Control and SPD on Development and Flood Risk are supported. The need to encourage tourism is strongly supported particularly 
with reference to new uses being found for redundent boatyards. No new building should be permitted on the flood plain. Affordable housing is not considered to be appropiate to 
the Broads Authority area.

Very detailed document.

tƻƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ς tŀƎŜ пу ς ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ tŀƎŜ ор !ŎŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ IƛƎƘǿŀȅǎΣ tŀƎŜ ст ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ tŀƎŜ тн ¢ŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎκǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΦ   tŀƎŜ ммо ς 
reduc9ing flood risk new development.

5ƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ƛǘ ōǳǘ ŀ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ƛŦ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ς Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘ ²ƛƴǘŜǊǘƻƴ ƻƴ {ŜŀΦ

At least I now know what a tranquillity map is.

Interesting comment re: levels of buildings and who floods who?

I find it difficult to comment effectively on areas/villages I do not know in any detail. Therefore I can only record a Preferred Option.

The report is very detailed in areas that are outside the concern of the Parish.  Areas of concern that are included that could be relevant; controlling holiday homes/second homes 
etc surely for us would be a Borough matter.

Interesting and detailed document but a lot of the information was not applicable to Winterton.  The sections on floods and holiday homes were of particular interest.

The LDF does recognise the need for appropriate development in the Broads, and the Broads IDB would support this approach.


