Development Control Policies - Proposal Maps - Responses

Map No Comments

4 | wish to express my disagreement with the preferred options for proposal maps- Bure valley East which propose Wetland
Opportunity East and West of Stokesby for the following reasons:-

Any proposal that allows flooding into two large areas of productive agricultural land on either side and in close proximity
to the village is unwelcome. These areas will quickly turn into swamp, possibly bringing large numbers of unwelcome
insects including mosquito's and flies into the heart of the village will have a detrimental effect on residents health and well
being.

The Environment Agency has already spent large sums to strengthen the River bank as part of their flood protection policy
which we welcome. To allow natural flooding into these areas by making breaches is an appalling waste of resources.
Succeeding generations of landowners certainly back to the 15Th century have gradually brought this land into productive
use first as summer grazing and in modern times, thanks to heavy investment, for beet and cereal production. These fields
and meadows are very much part of our heritage and should not be lost.

4 Further to our telephone conversation on Tuesday re the Broads Authority proposed Flood Alleviation Policy - Creation of
areas designed to be used in case of potential flooding, west and east of Stokesby.

Think it si a good idea - when first moved to Stokesby over 40 years ago the marshes were marshes, dykes with clean water
and abundant wildlife, grassland. Now reduced water table, contributed to subsidence/drying up of land to our house,
Glebe Farm on ordnance survey. With the proposed creation of a Conservation Area, part of which in the East section for
possibly ‘flooding'.

A lot is happening in Stokesby. Also river wall height been increased.

4 There is opportunity to link the Flegg nature conservation sites with Halvergate through reversion of the arable land along
the A1064 and opportunity to link Halvergate to the Bure valley wetland by small scale reversion projects at Fishley.

5 The Parish Council strongly object to the ‘proposed areas of wetland' at Stokesby. Itis felt it is the fine edge of the wedge
and these must be taken out of the LDF options. Can you please assure the Parish Council this has happened.
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5 | address this to you as a point of contact rather than someone who has specific responsibility for it. It is a response to the GIND189
Preferred Options Draft Proposal Maps. Map 5 shows Compartment 17, Postwick Marsh as "proposed wetland
opportunities”.
Since there has been no consultation with any landowners, | do not know the detail of what is proposed or why. | assume
that the proposal is for more frequent flooding or a poorer standard of drainage on an already wet area.. The justification for
this is generally to create a "washland" or "biodiversity". | am totally opposed to any deterioration in the drainage system at
Postwick either managed or through neglect benign or malign.
Creation of a washland would be relevant if the area was subject to fluvial flooding. In some 60 years | cannot recall a single
case of fluvial flooding. It is fashionable to attribute tidal flooding to tide locking and the consequent build up of fluvial
water. This might be so if there was no incursion of salt water. A washland to control tidal flooding is a concept so naive as
to border on the ridiculous. Flooding Postwick is unlikely to lower the level of the North Sea!
Biodiversity would likewise be a valid reason if there was not a superabundance of derelict and neglected marshland in the
area. The exception to this is well drained and grazed marsh thus the argument can easily be stood on its head.
For the last five decades agricultural policy has been dominated by world food surpluses. Thus it has become fashionable to
degrade agricultural practise by "environmental” measures. This has in the past year changed and we are facing world food
shortages. Not only is there not a superabundance of grain on world markets but there are countries such as China and India
with more robust surrencies than sterling ahead of us in the queue. It is no time to abandon agricultural land.
5 We understand from the Parish Council that some of our land is still being considered as part of the proposed Wetland GFLO6
Opportunity to the east of Stokesby.
As one of the landowners, we have had no approach by the Broads Authority on this policy and have only received
information from the Parish Council, however we wish to register our comments on the Preferred Options Report.
We are not interested in having any of our land shown on the map turned into a Wetland Opportunity under any
circumstances. Itis all under-drained arable land quite capable of producing 4 tonnes per acre of wheat. The River Wall and
reed beds are within the Broads ESA Scheme and are managed accordingly as part of the conservation scheme. The fields
all have ESA Conservation margins on them.
We cannot understand why this is still on the agenda, when considerable public money has already been spent on this land
FYR ySAIKo2dzNAYy3I fFyR dzyRSNJ §KS . NBFRa Cf22R ! fftS@OAI
5 If a wash land or wetland was established at Postwick Marsh there would be a substantial loss of riverenne, the anglers GFLO7
would not be able to fish, the banks on the riverside would be flooded and the grazing on the marshes would be impossible
owing to flooding.
5 Several houses and businesses would be threatened by the creation of a washland in Postwick. GIND196
5 Postwick Marsh proposed wetland opportunity: A wetland or a washland in the Postwick Marsh would present a flood threat SPTC071
to the community. 5 households would be at an increased risk of flooding.
5 Undertake wetland enhancement (creation of woodland and reed bed/fen links at Reedham to provide better linkages GIND128
between the Bure and the Yare valley fens and possibly enable flood storage (wash land provision at Reedham).
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5 Loddon PC supports the moves to restore/improve staithes (PO35). However, we note that Loddon Staithe is not listed as a
'staithe’ on the accompanying Preferred Options Draft Proposal Maps and trust that this can be changed.

5 Loddon PC is pleased to see that bank protection will be permitted (PO36) to prevent bank erosion for navigation purposes.
This, of course, is essential if boats are to continue to access Loddon Staithe from the River Chet. With this in mind, Loddon
PC would like to object to the apparent proposed abandonment of the south bank of the River Chet since this is shown as a
‘proposed wetland opportunity' on the Proposal Map.

6 Continue wetland opportunity areas along length of Waveney corridor to ensure a corridor between Halvergate-Haddiscoe
Island and Barnby.

7 Waveney Valley South Oulton Broad is not shown as the map does not go far enough to the East.

Gen We support the inclusion of "proposed wetland opportunities” within the maps.

Gen The Proposals Maps are rather unclear. Consequently, it is difficult to tell the precise boundary of notations. Also, the
notations are not linked to specific policies so it is not clear what is meant by the notation. The Proposals Map should show
where policies apply, and not general notations that are related to policies. For example, the Proposals Maps show areas of
Gl A3FK ¢NFyljdzAfAleés odzi GKSNB R2Sa y2i0 asSSy G2 oS
policy PO1 and reference to tranquillity in the text on Character policy PO1. In addition, there are policies that potentially
have a spatial aspect that are not shown on the Proposals Map eg definition of Settlement Limits and Countryside for
policies PO43 and PO44.

Gen 2SS gSt02YS GKS w@grftSeQ ILIWINEBFOK odzi GKS&asS YI LA I NB
It is unnecessary to have the map of the whole Broads repeated seven times.

We are pleased to see the map of the 31 Landscape Character Areas included, but not enough use is made of them in the
text.

At least two maps are needed per valley (or part-valley) with less information on each. To comply with Government
guidelines it may be necessary to separate information on maps into that which is a statutory requirement and that which is
non-statutory but useful background information.

With some information on the maps precise boundaries have to be clearly identified, requiring maps or greater
magnification.

The coastal AONB should be shown.

Gen Nature conservation areas should include all BAP Priority habitats (e.g. floodplain grazing marsh, carr woodland) in addition
to designated sites.
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