
SPD on Development and Flood Risk - general comments

Comments Org ID Organisation

I have read the supplementary Planning Document about Development and Flood Risk in the Broads. I fully support the contents of this 
document and many of my responses earlier in this submission support the reasons for supporting this document and therefore there is no 
need to repeat those comments.

GIND177 Read, Mr B

We have read the supplementary Planning Document about Development and Flood Risk in the Broads. We fully support the contents of 
this document and many of our responses earlier in this submission support our reasons for supporting this document and therefore there 
is no need to repeat those comments.

GECT07A Norfolk Heritage 
Fleet Trust

We write in support of your endeavours to secure appropriate revisions to the content of PPG/SG25 in particular as it relates to Planning 
matters for riverside properties.  As you will no doubt see from our address, we live riverside in Horning in a property of some value.  
Therefore we do not wish to see any significant rulings which, firstly, will ditract from our enjoyment of a wonderful location in which to live 
and, secondly, which significantly affect our property value now and in the future.

GIND200 Ager, Mel and Irene

As a medium sized Broads business we have in the past ten years, invested several million pounds on new assets, both property and boats. 
We have done this not only to maintain our business and its ability to support over one hundred employees but also as an attempt to 
maintain the local infrastructure as a quality holiday destination.

Having studied the latest planning consultation documents we strongly support the general content and in particular the aims of the 
Supplementary Planning Document on Development and Flood Risk. However, in our opinion the national interpretation of this policy on a 
Broads waterside business such as ours can only have a negative impact on our continued investment in both existing buildings and any 
future development plans.

For example we are currently seeking permission to change the use of an existing building from a chandlery outlet to a Tourist Information 
hŦŦƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ /ŀŦŞΦ ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƎŜǘ Ǉŀǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀǎ ǎǘŀƎŜΦ 9ǾŜƴ ƴƻǿΣ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ 
invested several thousands of pounds in extra reports and assessments, we are still in doubt whether our application will be a success. 
Indeed, any idea of this project being accommodated in a new building would not have a chance of success under the proposed framework.

We therefore urge that a practical approach be taken in the interpretation of PPS25 as far as the Broads are concerned. This area continues 
to need quality development in order to both maintain existing and future visitor facilities to a standard that we can all be proud.

GBW23 Norfolk Broads 
Direct Ltd
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The BHBF represents 29 hire boat operating companies comprising almost all the Broads businesses offering boats for hire; around 750 
cabin hire cruisers, 55 cabin sailnig yachts and 300 day hire craft.  These businesses also generally offer moorings, facilities and marine 
services to many of the 11,000 other registered privately owned craft on the Broads.  They are therefore major contributors to the 
economy of the area.

There is great concern that a rigid interpretation of PPS25 is neither appropriate nor necessary for the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads and that 
is why we strongly support the general content of the Supplementary Planning Document on Development and Flood Risk which recognises 
the unique nature of the area relative to waterside development and tourism infrastructure.

Without this interpretation (permitting certain types of development on existing sites after flood risk assessment and inclusion of 
apporpriate safety measures) Broads boatyards and marinas would be in dangerof declining in quality of facilities and unable to remain 
viable in changing environmental and business conditions.

GBW08A Broads Hire Boat 
Federation

Norfolk County Council supports the principle of producing a plan. 
Should you have any queries with the above comments please call Stephen Faulkner on 01603 222752.

SCC01 Norfolk County 
Council

You have asked for comments on the paper and as I have no longer been actively involved in Broadland and its water tourism industry for a 
ŦŜǿ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ L ŀƳ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ άǎǘŀƴŘπōŀŎƪέ ǾƛŜǿΣ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀƴȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ άŀȄŜ ǘƻ ƎǊƛƴŘέ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴΦ

My comment on your paper, in one line - EXCELLENT - as far  as it goes!

You have correctly identified the area for what it is, in other words re-claimed land, which has not evolved naturally but is essentially man-
made and has to be maintained by man.

You are obviously well aware that the area has to be commercial and even go so far as to say that you, the BA, cannot survive without the 
revenue development from tourist based industry and all its spin-offs. 

I agree with the areas and types of flood risk that you have identified, especially areas 3a and 3b.

You have correctly identified the essential requirement to protect wild life and the ecology of the countryside.

You are correct to suggest that new development should not impinge on this beautiful area with great mounds of flood bank, ground raising 
or increased building height, simply for the sake of flood protection.

I think you are also correct (and this may be the controversial issue) to resist new development other than in areas which have already been 
developed, such as old boatyard sites, and moorings. We must all be realistic in realising that the Broads can never again go back to the 
ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōƻŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƪƴŜǿ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфтлΩǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ƭŜǘΩǎ ŦŀŎŜ ƛǘΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
area. So there must be plenty of scope to redevelop and re-energise the use of Broadland without necessarily expanding on to new sites 
that have not been already developed. This does mean, of course, that you must be sufficiently flexible when considering the individual 
cases for change of use on these sites.

GBAM11 Knight, Mr W S
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I should say that I had heard a lot of bad press about this paper and its proposals and so when I read it I expected, frankly, to be against it. 
But I am very pleased that I find myself unable to criticise it - as far as it goes. 

So why is there so much bad press and resentment? Maybe because your aims have been misunderstood. Perhaps people think you are 
against all planning and development, where in fact you are simply saying that you encourage it, but it must be compatible with the factors 
involved. You identify, for instance, that certain activities can accept and happily absorb a flood risk, but others cannot. This is nothing but 
good sense. So maybe your paper needs more explanation - maybe the public have misunderstood the actual thrust of its aims.

But I said earlier - AS FAR AS IT GOES - so what is missing?

It is really only a mission statement. You give us your vision of what the Broads will be like in 2011,  and your aims are thoroughly laudable - 
ōǳǘ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ƛƴǘƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ

You concentrate on what individual sites will have to consider in terms of flood risk before they make an application for development and 
ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŦƛƴŜΣ ōǳǘ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦƭƻƻŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ L ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦ !ŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭ ƛŦ 
the whole area were protected, as a basin, from risk of flooding then individual sites need not be anywhere near so concerned. 

Your comments about flood banks to protect individual property do not agree with the serious infringement to the view, and to local 
activities, caused by some of the flood banks that have recently been installed by the authorities themselves on the rivers as a whole.

¸ƻǳ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ȊƻƴŜ оō ŀǎ άŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƭƻƻŘ Ǉƭŀƛƴέ ŀƴŘ ȅŜǘ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƭƻƻŘ Ǉƭŀƛƴ ǿŀǎ 
ǎƘǳǘ ƻŦŦ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфтлΩǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ŘŜŜǇ ŘȅƪŜ ŘƛƎƎƛƴƎΣ ŦƭƻƻŘ ōŀƴƪ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ ŘǊŀƛƴŀƎŜ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ 
to convert their water meadows to arable crops.

²Ŝ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ άǿŀǎƘƭŀƴŘǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ŀǾŜƴŜȅ ǾŀƭƭŜȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άƳƛŘ .ǳǊŜέ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ¢ƘǳǊƴŜ ƳƻǳǘƘΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 
washlands no longer exist and so other floodbanks have now had to be built to protect more sensitive areas from the flood water which has 
thus been pushed towards them but would otherwise have been absorbed by the old washlands.

Lƴ ǘƘŜ мфтлΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƳŜΣ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŀ ŦƭƻƻŘ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ IŀǾŜƴ ŀǘ DǊŜŀǘ ¸ŀǊƳƻǳǘƘΣ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ōȅ ƴƻ 
means clear who would be in control of the thing once it was in operation! There were many diversely interested parties at the time, each 
with its own agenda for the future of the Broads. Experience with the success of the Thames barrier has shown that we may have been 
wrong and this may, after all, be the preferred solution for all concerned.

But be careful! There is no point in a flood barrier, or much else for that matter, unless you take major steps to maintain and improve the 
sea defences on the north coast around Hickling. That is where the big floods come in, and that is what must be stopped.

I wish you well in your obvious efforts to ensure a good future for the Broadland that we all love, and your paper, as it stands, has my full 
support - AS FAR AS IT GOES!

.ȅ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅΣ ǘƘŜ !ǎƘōȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ .ǊƻŀŘƭŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ π Ƴȅ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΣ /ƳŘǊ wƻƴ !ǎƘōȅΣ ǿƘŜƴ ƘŜ ǿŀǎ ŎƘŀƛǊƳŀƴ ƻŦ 

.ƭŀƪŜǎ IƻƭƛŘŀȅǎΣ ǿŀǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘǊŜǿ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ .ǊƻŀŘǎ {ǘǳŘȅ ŀƴŘ tƭŀƴΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфслΩǎΦ Lǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ 

GBAM11 Knight, Mr W S
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the two documents, after all these years. GBAM11 Knight, Mr W S

Strongly support principles stated in this document. GBW34 Broom Boats Ltd

Having now studied the latest planning documents we would like to express our support for its general aims and contents of the 
Supplementary Planning document on Development and Flood Risk.

In our constantly changing surroundings both form a business and environmental point of view, by allowing for differing types of 
development specifically aimed at assisting with boatyards and tourism, we believe would greatly benefit waterside trades/professions and 
the Norfolk Broads as a whole.

GBW32 Ferry Marine
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The first part of the policy is not necessary as it duplicates policy CS20, and the first and fourth bullet points under the exceptions test do 
not seem to relate to the exceptions test in PPS25.

Clearly, flood-risk is a fundamental issue to be dealt with in the Broads, but at present there seems to be some confusion and lack of clarity 
over what the policy is to achieve, and how this is justified.  The proposed SPD, related to this policy and CS20, also is not clear.
Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ {t5 ōŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƴ tt{нрΣ ƻǊ ƛǎ ƛǘ 
promoting that national policy should not be followed in some respect because of a specific local justification ?

It is understood that Core Strategy policy CS20 specifically states that national policy will be followed, therefore a Development Control 
DPD policies must conform to this.   Consequently, it could be argued that a policy in the DC DPD is not necessary, this being covered by the 
Core Strategy policy, or if there is one that this should expand on that element of national policy where some local interpretation is 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ όƛŜ ǘƘŜ άŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǘŜǎǘέ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέύΦ

PPS25 (para 19) refers to the Exceptions Test only being used in those areas where there are large areas at risk of flooding (zones 2 and 3) 
which would seem to include the Broads Area.  The reasons for applying the exceptions test are that :
- the sequential test cannot deliver acceptable sites,
- some continuing development is necessary for wider sustainable development reasons (taking into account the need to avoid social or 
economic blight and the need for essential infrastructure),
- and where restrictive national designations (eg on landscape and nature conservation) prevent the availability of unconstrained sites in 
lower risk areas. 

There are three elements to the test (para D9 Annex D) all of which should be passed for development to be permitted:
1.  the development must provide 'wider sustainability benefits' to the community that outweigh flood risk.
2. the development should be on developable (ie suitable location) 'previously-developed land' (or no alternative reasonable previously-
developed land).
3.  a FRA must demonstrate that the 'development will be safe', without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and where possible, will reduce 
flood risk overall.

PPS25, para D12, suggests that the Exception Test can be applied in LDD criteria based policies.  However, at present, the proposed Policy 
thмл ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ όŜƎ ǘŜǎǘ м ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ άŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǘȅǇŜǎέ ƻŦ ƳƻǊŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ǳǎŜǎ ƛƴ ȊƻƴŜ оŀ 
and less vulnerable and more vulnerable in Zone 3b, including residential replacement specifically being allowed in zone 3b, as PPS25 para 
D10 specifically states that the exception test should not be used to justify such things).

Therefore, it is suggested that further thought needs to be given to the policy wording, with a possible format being:

1.  Statement that the PPS25 Exceptions Test will be applied in the Broads Area.
2. Under the Exceptions Test, where it is demonstrated for a proposed development  that a sequentially preferable site is not available or 
development there would cause significant harm to the Broads and/or specific national environmental designation, the following criteria 
must be met :
 -  the site is suitably located previously developed land;
 and

SDC01 Broadland District 
Council
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 -  it is demonstrated that the flood risks will be outweighed by wider sustainability benefits to the community including : (eg. an overall 
reduction to the flood risk on the site and elsewhere (including through the relocation of existing development to a site with a lower 
probability of flooding and reinstatement of the vacated site); provision of significant local employment; provision of significant 
environmental or amenity benefits; provision of significant social / community benefits (perhaps including the provision and retention of 
local housing); perhaps specific Broads ones such as boating provision etc;
 and
- it has been demonstrated that the development will be safe, without increasing flood risk and where possible reducing it overall.

The proposed SPD could then usefully give further explanation / guidance on the application of all the policies (Broads, national and RSS) 
relevant to the different zones eg:
-sequential approach, (eg what is needed to demonstrate no sites available or not environmentally acceptable)
-exceptions test (eg expanding on what is meant by wider sustainability benefits to the community and the balance against flood-risk) and 
ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘ Ǌƛǎƪ ½ƻƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΤ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ άŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴέ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
when previously developed land is excluded from this
-need for FRA, what an FRA entails, demonstrating safety, mitigation measures etc.

Consideration should also be given to the inclusion of a map to show the flood risk areas.  Under PPS12, the Proposals Map should identify 
those areas where policies apply.  Although this may be less appropriate for the flood risk areas, which are subject to change / 
reassessment, a large scale representative map might be useful, perhaps with more detailed maps in the SPD that can more easily be 
updated.

SDC01 Broadland District 
Council

We are writing to you to make our representation for the Development and Flood Risk SPD, and to show our strong support for it.

However, we feel that the SPD fails regarding one matter.  We feel that the SPD should go further regarding replacement dwellings which 
we strongly feel should be allowed regardless of location, but naturally subject to being in keeping with their surroundings, of similar 
dimensions to the original dwelling and offering a greater level of safety in the event of a flood NOW, with future threats/flood levels being 
irrelevant.  It should be the human right of the owner of a dwelling to replace that dwelling (in line with the points above) to provide better 
living conditions and a safer home for themselves and their family.  We strongly feel that the future of a home, which the owner has paid 
for and therefore has the right to reside in for as long as they wish, should not be left in the hands of a planning committee. 
This is quite simply a human rights issue and it is ridiculous that it should be treated as anything else.  A replacement dwelling is NOT new 
development, and consequently the policies of PPS25 relating to flood risk should not be applicable to any planning planning application for 
a replacement dwelling.

We are unfortunately in the position where we are currently unable to obtain planning consent to rebuild our home.  It is openly 
acknowledged by the authorities that our home would be structurally unsafe in the event of a flood, but we are unable to do anything 
about this as our location will not permit us to meet the requirements of the PPS25 sequential test.  We are therefore left with a property 
with questionable resale value, and which is both unsafe and unpleasant to live in.  Surely, it should be our right to invest in our home to 
ensure that we can continue to reside in it for as long as we choose.  At this point in time we are concerned about now and the immediate 
to medium term future of our home.  To us, predicted water levels and access by emergency services in the event of a flood in 100 years 
time are entirely irrelevant.  We are currently waiting for the Broads Authority SFRA to be published which we understand will help to 
decide our fate. 
This should not be case.

GBW31 Topsail
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I wish to comment on the new flood risk regulations.  My fear is that the new flood risk regulations will badly affect tourism on the Broads.  

We all know that many boat hire firms have ceased trading in the area.  Others have built holiday chalets to supplement their income.  Now 
these new plans are affecting the holiday home market.  Who is going to buy holiday homes by the river if no rebuilding is allowed?

Areas like Riverside will become a neglected eyesore instead of 70 desirable holiday homes.

Pubs and shops will also lose trade as they already have with the decline of the boat hire trade.

GIND191 Hymas, Mr D C

We are an award winning holiday operator providing holidays to the disabled, on the Norfolk Broads. We have studied the latest planning 
consultation documents and generally support  the contents  and aims of the Supplementary Planning Document on Development and 
Flood Risk, with the exception of the Policies listed below.

The replacement of an existent building  to the original footprint, and the same number of rooms is short sighted.  For tourism to flourish 
the needs have changed in the requirements which holiday makers have come to expect.

They require en-suite facilities to the bedrooms. (this requires extra
space)

 They need to comply with the Accessible Discrimination Act, with accessible accommodation requiring more internal space to get around in 
a wheel chair ect: This generally requires a 20% increase in space required ( in the UK there are up to 12 million people dependent on 
Accessible accommodation for holidays  each year).

 

The interpretation  of  PPS25 in its original form is damaging the waterside tourism industry, and associated businesses, which will lead to a 
further decline in tourism on The Norfolk Broads.

We as a small, self catering holiday company, specialising in holidays for the disabled at Horning on the Norfolk Broads require to expand. 
We wish to demolish a dilapidated old wet boat shed and replace it with a new one. This is to house our specially adapted wheel chair day 
boats, with holiday accommodation above to subsidise the cost. We need this building to survive.

Since we purchased these properties in 1970, flooding around our properties and road, has not been a problem or a danger to our 
customers, or do we predict to be, in the future. We cannot get flood insurance, so we build and replace with flooding in mind, we live and 
work next to the water and respect it.

GTM25 Kingline Cottages

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.

SPTC088 Thorpe St Andrew 
Town Council
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²Ŝ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ {t5 ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ ŀǊŜŀΦ  !ǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ [ƻŎŀƭ 
Development Framework (LDF) a significant proportion of your executive area is at risk of flooding from fluvial and tidal sources.  Other 
forms of flooding, such as groundwater flooding and surface water flooding are also important considerations in the Broads.

Our comments are focused on the approach being taken with regard to flood risk and development.  Our comments also take account of 
national and regional policy, as well as your adopted Core Strategy and Preferred Options Development Control Policies DPD.

SG05C Environment Agency

26 March 2008 Page 8 of 13



Comments Org ID Organisation

BMF welcomes and supports the efforts of the Broads Authority to clarify the types of development that are acceptable within the Broads 
in the light of PPS25.  BMF notes that the Companion Guide to PPS25 is still in draft and that its publication of final form may provide 
further helpful information on this subject.

¢ƘŜ .aCΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǳǎŜΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ōƻŀǘ 
yards.  Their continued investment is vital for all these businesses to remain competitive and this will require a continuing planning 
permission within a flood risk area.  

The BMF strongly supports the efforts of the Broads Authority in this document and to facilitate this process.  The arguments and points 
made are intended as support for that purpose.  

.aCΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ tt{нр ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ōŀǊ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΦ  ²Ƙŀǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ 
current practice of the Environment Agency seems to be preventing all forms of development, contrary to PPS25 intentions.

The situation on the Broads is unique in many ways apart from its National Park and acceptably high nature conservation status.  It is a 
water-based designation as a National Park with a very high level of usage of that water as an integral part its evolution, history and 
landscape.  There is a very small developed area so that the population of the Broads and is very small; no major further development is 
proposed.  Most of the developed areas are subject to flood.

Flooding has been a feature of Broads life for many generations and it is regular and predicable.  Flooding is for the most part benign in that 
its onset is slow and is of a short duration because it is tidal.   Local design takes account of flooding.  The level of danger from flooding is 
very small and has been managed successfully over many years.  

For its part PPS25 differentiates between various types of flooding in its approach to national policy.  That is clearly left to local decision 
makers on the basis of studies in regional strategic and local flood risk assessment.
This is entirely appropriate that discretion should be applied locally to take account of local circumstances.  If this discretion is abused in any 
way the fall back are the powers of Call-in of the Secretary of State on advice from the Environment Agency.  

On this analysis the BMF would wish the SPD to go further than it does.

1.	Characterising flood risk and the special nature of Broads flooding.
2.	Committing itself to producing a generic flood risk assessment and which all development within the Broads could operate.
3.	Preparing good practice guidance on the design of buildings and uses to take account of flooding in the Broads.
4.	Allowing for further modifications of the guidance when additional information is received.

This approach would be within the context of the modified policy in the DPD set out in my comments above.  We have the further detailed 
comments.

GBW04A British Marine 
Federation
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RYA welcomes and supports the efforts of the Broads Authority to clarify the types of development that are acceptable within the Broads in 
the light of PPS25.  RYA notes that the Companion Guide to PPS25 is still in draft and that its publication of final form may provide further 
helpful information on this subject.

¢ƘŜ w¸!Ωǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǳǎŜΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ōƻŀǘ 
yards.  Their continued investment is vital for all these businesses to remain competitive and this will require a continuing planning 
permission within a flood risk area.  

The RYA strongly supports the efforts of the Broads Authority in this document.  The arguments and points made are intended as support 
for that purpose.  

w¸!Ωǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ tt{нр ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ōŀǊ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΦ  ²Ƙŀǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ 
current practice of the Environment Agency seems to be preventing all forms of development, contrary to PPS25 intentions.

The situation on the Broads is unique in many ways apart from its National Park and acceptably high nature conservation status.  It is a 
water-based designation as a National Park with a very high level of usage of that water as an integral part its evolution, history and 
landscape.  There is a very small developed area so that the population of the Broads and is very small; no major further development is 
proposed.  Most of the developed areas are subject to flood.

Flooding has been a feature of Broads life for many generations and it is regular and predicable.  Flooding is for the most part benign in that 
its onset is slow and is of a short duration because it is tidal.   Local design takes account of flooding.  The level of danger from flooding is 
very small and has been managed successfully over many years.  

For its part PPS25 differentiates between various types of flooding in its approach to national policy.  That is clearly left to local decision 
makers on the basis of studies in regional strategic and local flood risk assessment.
This is entirely appropriate that discretion should be applied locally to take account of local circumstances.  If this discretion is abused in any 
way the fall back are the powers of Call-in of the Secretary of State on advice from the Environment Agency.  

On this analysis the RYA would wish the SPD to go further than it does.

1.	Characterising flood risk and the special nature of Broads flooding.
2.	Committing itself to producing a generic flood risk assessment and which all development within the Broads could operate.
3.	Preparing good practice guidance on the design of buildings and uses to take account of flooding in the Broads.
4.	Allowing for further modifications of the guidance when additional information is received.

This approach would be within the context of the modified policy in the DPD set out in my comments above.  We have the further detailed 
comments.

RYA welcomes and supports the efforts of the Broads Authority to clarify the types of development that are acceptable within the Broads in 
the light of PPS25.  RYA notes that the Companion Guide to PPS25 is still in draft and that its publication of final form may provide further 
helpful information on this subject.

GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association
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¢ƘŜ w¸!Ωǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǳǎŜΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ōƻŀǘ 
yards.  Their continued investment is vital for all these businesses to remain competitive and this will require a continuing planning 
permission within a flood risk area.  

The RYA strongly supports the efforts of the Broads Authority in this document.  The arguments and points made are intended as support 
for that purpose.  

w¸!Ωǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ tt{нр ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ōŀǊ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΦ  ²Ƙŀǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ 
current practice of the Environment Agency seems to be preventing all forms of development, contrary to PPS25 intentions.

The situation on the Broads is unique in many ways apart from its National Park and acceptably high nature conservation status.  It is a 
water-based designation as a National Park with a very high level of usage of that water as an integral part its evolution, history and 
landscape.  There is a very small developed area so that the population of the Broads and is very small; no major further development is 
proposed.  Most of the developed areas are subject to flood.

Flooding has been a feature of Broads life for many generations and it is regular and predicable.  Flooding is for the most part benign in that 
its onset is slow and is of a short duration because it is tidal.   Local design takes account of flooding.  The level of danger from flooding is 
very small and has been managed successfully over many years.  

For its part PPS25 differentiates between various types of flooding in its approach to national policy.  That is clearly left to local decision 
makers on the basis of studies in regional strategic and local flood risk assessment.
This is entirely appropriate that discretion should be applied locally to take account of local circumstances.  If this discretion is abused in any 
way the fall back are the powers of Call-in of the Secretary of State on advice from the Environment Agency.  

On this analysis the RYA would wish the SPD to go further than it does.

1.	Characterising flood risk and the special nature of Broads flooding.
2.	Committing itself to producing a generic flood risk assessment and which all development within the Broads could operate.
3.	Preparing good practice guidance on the design of buildings and uses to take account of flooding in the Broads.
4.	Allowing for further modifications of the guidance when additional information is received.

This approach would be within the context of the modified policy in the DPD set out in my comments above.  We have the further detailed 
comments.

RYA welcomes and supports the efforts of the Broads Authority to clarify the types of development that are acceptable within the Broads in 
the light of PPS25.  RYA notes that the Companion Guide to PPS25 is still in draft and that its publication of final form may provide further 
helpful information on this subject.

¢ƘŜ w¸!Ωǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǳǎŜΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ōƻŀǘ 
yards.  Their continued investment is vital for all these businesses to remain competitive and this will require a continuing planning 

GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association
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permission within a flood risk area.  

The RYA strongly supports the efforts of the Broads Authority in this document.  The arguments and points made are intended as support 
for that purpose.  

w¸!Ωǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ tt{нр ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ōŀǊ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΦ  ²Ƙŀǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ 
current practice of the Environment Agency seems to be preventing all forms of development, contrary to PPS25 intentions.

The situation on the Broads is unique in many ways apart from its National Park and acceptably high nature conservation status.  It is a 
water-based designation as a National Park with a very high level of usage of that water as an integral part its evolution, history and 
landscape.  There is a very small developed area so that the population of the Broads and is very small; no major further development is 
proposed.  Most of the developed areas are subject to flood.

Flooding has been a feature of Broads life for many generations and it is regular and predicable.  Flooding is for the most part benign in that 
its onset is slow and is of a short duration because it is tidal.   Local design takes account of flooding.  The level of danger from flooding is 
very small and has been managed successfully over many years.  

For its part PPS25 differentiates between various types of flooding in its approach to national policy.  That is clearly left to local decision 
makers on the basis of studies in regional strategic and local flood risk assessment.
This is entirely appropriate that discretion should be applied locally to take account of local circumstances.  If this discretion is abused in any 
way the fall back are the powers of Call-in of the Secretary of State on advice from the Environment Agency.  

On this analysis the RYA would wish the SPD to go further than it does.

1.	Characterising flood risk and the special nature of Broads flooding.
2.	Committing itself to producing a generic flood risk assessment and which all development within the Broads could operate.
3.	Preparing good practice guidance on the design of buildings and uses to take account of flooding in the Broads.
4.	Allowing for further modifications of the guidance when additional information is received.

This approach would be within the context of the modified policy in the DPD set out in my comments above.  We have the further detailed 
comments.

GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association

Subject to the possible influence that the strategic floodrisk assessment may have on the merits of the Brief and that development within 
Flood Zone 1 is not restricted then the principle of the Brief can be supported. Indeed the discouragement of major development is 
welcome particularly if it enables smaller sustainable development to take place.

GIND205 Swietlik, Mr G

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.

SPTC033 Claxton PC

The Parish Council strongly object to the 'proposed areas of wetland' at Stokesby.  It is 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.

SPTC084 Stokesby w 
Herringby PC
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Loddon PC supports the practical approach adopted in PO10 to the difficult issue of development (and redevelopment) in the floodplain. SPTC060A Loddon PC

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 
references within the Key Principles. 

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.

GWC16 Norfolk Geodiversity 
Partnership

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.

GIND116 Barwick, Mr A E

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.

SG07A GO-East
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