
Environment Agency permitting decision 
 
Decision Document: Bespoke permit for Flood Risk 
Activities in respect of works at Hoveton Great Broad 
 
We have decided to grant the permit for the installation of three fish barriers at 
the entrances to Hoveton Great Broad by piling supports and attaching the 
mesh barriers operated by Natural England. 
 
The permit number is EPR/RB3557SW. 
 
The flood risk activity consists of the installation of three fish barriers at the 
entrances to Hoveton Great Broad by using piling supports and attaching the 
mesh barriers at Foxborrow dyke (TG32071581), the Dam (TG32421614), 
and Hoveton marshes (TG31891651) between Hoveton Great Broad and the 
main river Bure. 
 

In reaching this decision we have taken into account all relevant 
considerations and complied with all legal requirements. We are satisfied that 
the permit will ensure that impacts on flood risk and land drainage are 
appropriately managed and that an appropriate level of environmental 
protection will be provided. 

 
Purpose of this document 
This decision document: 

• explains how the application has been determined 
• provides a record of the decision-making process 
• shows how all relevant factors have been taken into account 
• justifies the specific conditions in the permit other than those in our 

generic permit template. 
Unless the decision document specifies otherwise we have accepted the 
applicant’s proposals. 
 
Structure of this document 

• Key issues in the decision (summary) 
• Annex 1: the decision checklist, which sets out the key issues in 

the determination of this application in more detail 
• Annex 2: the responses to the consultation and online publicity of 

the application and Annex 2.1 for responses to the minded-to 
consultation 

• Annex 3: the documents considered during the determination 
process 
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Key issues in the decision 
 
Introduction  
The aim of the project the subject of the Application and considered 
throughout this decision document is to improve the status of the water body 
pursuant to the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England 
and Wales) Regulations 2017. Evidence in support of the central aim has 
been presented within the Application. That evidence demonstrates that the 
project is expected to achieve its stated aims within a period not exceeding 10 
years, with benefits in terms of ecological status and water quality and with no 
deterioration in the fish element status.  
 
However, concerns have been expressed by the Environment Agency’s 
Fisheries Biodiversity and Geomorphology (“FBG”) team, its Agriculture, 
Fisheries and the Natural Environment (“AFNE”) Biodiversity & Fisheries 
team, its Analysis and Reporting (“A&R”) team and Fisheries National 
Operations officers, particularly relating to the impact on fish.  A summary of 
the Water Framework Directive considerations is provided below with further 
detailed analysis set out in Annex 1. 
 
Key Issues 
Following analysis of the application and the receipt of internal and external 
consultation responses the key issues have been identified as follows: 
 

- Water Framework Directive (“WFD”) 
- Impact on fish 
- Environmental benefits 
- Impact on fisheries and angling tourism 
- Economic impact 
- Public funds 
- Navigation and public access 
- Application missing relevant information 
- Impact on protected species 
- Flood risk and land drainage 
- Temporary or permanent structures 
- Alternative options 
- Otters 

 
Water Framework Directive – Fish Element 
The Environment Agency’s FBG team, its AFNE Biodiversity & Fisheries 
team, its A&R team and its Fisheries National Operations officers have raised 
concerns with the proposed works and have considered whether the proposal 
would lead to deterioration of the fish element component of the biological 
quality elements of ecological status under the WFD. 
 
There is a fundamental difference in technical and scientific opinion on 
whether excluding fish from the water body of Hoveton Great Broad (“HGB”) 
and Hudsons Bay (“HB”) would lead to such a deterioration. 
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There are also fundamental differences of opinion about the impact(s) fish 
exclusion will have on breeding. HGB has been found to be an important 
breeding location for bream following a PhD research study into their spatial 
migration preferences and extensive baseline fish survey work by the 
Environment Agency. However other scientific literature states that bream are 
able to breed in a wide range of conditions that are available outside of HGB.  
 
Fundamental differences exist in the technical evidence provided by the 
applicant, our various internal consultees and public consultation responses. 
Please see the WFD Assessment section in Annex 1 below for detail on the 
differing technical evidence and the conclusions we have come to in 
determining this permit application. 
 
Flood Risk 
There are two communities (Horning and Wroxham) that are at risk of flooding 
close to these proposed works. The applicant has undertaken hydraulic 
modelling to assess the flood risk posed by the project. This modelling has 
been reviewed and assessed as suitable for use for planning and permitting 
purposes. It shows no material change in flood risk in either Horning or 
Wroxham.  
 
High public Interest 
On 26 January 2021, this application was determined as being of High Public 
Interest (“HPI”) for the following reasons: 

- Additional information came to light that had not previously been the 
subject of public consultation as it was not available when the 
consultation for the planning process was undertaken. 

- This additional information regarding the importance of HGB to bream 
and roach led to certain public groups (angling groups) having 
concerns and there was interest from the wider public that we needed 
to consider and address in our permitting decision. 

- There had previously been media interest in these proposed works 
which could be expected to continue. 

 
Public Consultation 
Public consultation on this permit application was undertaken via the 
Environment Agency’s website ‘Citizen Space’. Citizen Space allows the 
public to provide consultation responses on permit applications. The 
consultation was advertised in the Eastern Daily Press newspaper on 10 
March 2021.The consultation was open from 10 March 2021 to 7 April 2021.  
 
A further ‘minded-to’ public consultation on the permit application was 
undertaken via the Environment Agency’s website ‘Citizen Space’. The 
consultation was advertised in the Eastern Daily Press newspaper on 16 
August 2021. The consultation was open from 16 August 2021 to 13  
September 2021. 
 
Annex 2 and 2.1 of this document sets out the comments received from the 
public in relation to both consultations.  
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Schedule 5 Notices for more information 
A Schedule 5 Notice was issued to the applicant requesting more information. 
The Notice was issued on 7 June 2021 and related to comments raised 
through the public consultation and the Environment Agency’s internal 
consultation. 
 
The Environment Agency requested more information from the applicant on 
the WFD assessment, the monitoring plan and application documents 
identified as missing during the consultation. 
 
On 18 June 2021 we received a response to the Notice, which confirmed the 
WFD assessment was not impacted by errors in the Environment Agency’s 
WFD data. It clarified what water quality monitoring is proposed and 
confirmed that the “consultation appendix” of the Bure document is not 
relevant to the current application. Please see the WFD section of Annex 1 
and the documents numbered 23, 23.2, 25 and 26 in Annex 3 - Table 1 below 
for further detail.  
 
Extension of determination deadline 
The original permit determination deadline was 10 June 2021, but an 
extension was agreed with the applicant up to 15 September 2021. A further 
extension was then agreed with the applicant up to 14 October 2021. 
 
Compliance Check 
These works are considered to have a high potential impact of flood, drainage 
or environmental risk under the Compliance Check for Flood Risk Activity 
Permits for the following reasons: 
 
• Location is in or close to Nationally Designated Sites 
• Location with high number of properties at risk  
• Significant factors raised by internal and/or external consultees 
• High Public Interest 
• Permitted activity includes channel structures that occupy more than a 

third of the main river width 
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Annex 1: decision checklist  
This document should be read in conjunction with the Duly Making checklist 
(see the Operational Instruction (OI 184_17) on receiving to duly making flood 
risk activity applications), the application and supporting information, and the 
permit itself. 
 
Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

Receipt of submission 
Confidential 
information 

A claim for commercial or industrial confidentiality has 
NOT been made.   

N/A 

Identifying 
confidential 
information 

We have NOT identified information provided as part of 
the application that we consider to be confidential. The 
decision was taken in accordance with our guidance on 
commercial confidentiality. 

N/A 

Consultation 
Scope of 
external 
consultation  

The consultation requirements were identified and 
complied with. The decision was taken in accordance with 
the requirements of the Environmental Permitting 
(England and Wales) Regulations 2016, the Environment 
Agency’s Public Participation Statement, the Environment 
Agency’s internal guidance on HPI Sites, and our 
Working Together Agreements. 
We carried out consultation with Environment Agency 
internal departments and other public bodies on this 
application through notifying them of the web-based 
public consultation.  
We carried out web-based public consultation and 
publicity on this application.  
 
A list of consultees is included in Annex 2 and 2.1. 
 

 

Responses to 
external 
consultation 
and web 
publicising  

These responses (Annex 2 and 2.1) were taken into 
account in the decision.   
The issues raised by the consultation responses have 
been listed in Annex 2 and 2.1, which includes an 
analysis of each issue.  
 

 

Operator 
Control of the 
activity 

We are satisfied that the applicant (who would be the 
operator) is the person who will have control over the 
operation of the permitted activities after the grant of the 
permit. The decision was taken in accordance with our 
published guidance on the meaning of operator. 
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

The site 
Extent of the 
site or sites  

The operator has provided a plan which we consider is 
satisfactory, showing the extent of the site of the 
activities.   
A plan is included in the permit and the operator is 
required to carry out the permitted activities within the site 
boundary.   
 

 

Legislative Considerations 
Retained EU 
law 

The provisions of European Directives transposed into 
domestic legislation have become retained EU law and 
are applicable and binding in UK law unless and until they 
are changed. The relevant retained EU law has been 
considered in the determination of the application. 
 

 

Water 
Framework 
Directive/ 
Water 
Environment 
(Water 
Framework 
Directive) 
(England and 
Wales) 
Regulations 
2017 
 

The application includes an activity that has been 
assessed against WFD requirements.   
 
The applicant submitted a WFD compliance assessment: 
please refer to documents numbered 23, 23.2, 25 and 26 
in Annex 3 – Table 1.  
 
A full assessment of the application and its potential to 
affect the water bodies has been carried out as part of the 
permitting process.  It is considered that the permitted 
activity will not have a detrimental effect on meeting the 
objectives for the water body.  
  
There is a fundamental difference in technical and 
scientific opinion on whether excluding fish from the water 
body of HGB and HB would lead to deterioration in the 
fish element of the biological quality elements of 
ecological status. 
 
There are also fundamental differences of opinion about 
the impact(s) fish exclusion will have on breeding. HGB 
has been found to be an important breeding location for 
bream following a PhD research study into their spatial 
migration preferences and extensive baseline fish survey 
work by the Environment Agency. However other 
scientific literature states that bream are able to breed in 
a wide range of conditions that are available outside of 
HGB. 
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

 
FBG team technical view 
The Environment Agency’s FBG team has objected to the 
conclusions of the WFD assessment provided by the 
applicant. The FBG team has provided technical 
commentary to support their position. The key points 
made by the FBG team are summarised below: 
 
1. Excluding fish from HGB and HB will cause 
deterioration in the status of the fish element of the WFD 
water body. It also carries a significant risk of causing fish 
element deterioration in other connected WFD water 
bodies within the Northern Broads system. This would not 
be permissible under WFD. 
2. The impacts of fish exclusion cannot be mitigated 
at a water body level within HGB and HB. 
3. The impacts and potential risks to fish arising from 
the proposed activity are incompatible with the exercise of 
our statutory fisheries duties. 
4.  The FBG team stress that the decision-maker can 
have a high level of confidence in their evidence on these 
points, as some of the research into bream has been 
published as a PhD (see documents numbered 31 and 32 
in Annex 3 – Table 1).  
5.  The applicant contends that improvements in fish 
spawning habitat lie outside the scope of the Hoveton 
Great Broad Restoration Project. However, the FBG team 
consider that these mitigations/improvements are within 
the scope of the FRAP application. In the FBG team’s 
previous comments (Hoveton Project – FRAP comments 
from FBG 21 Feb 2020) reservations about the likely 
efficacy of mitigation for the impacts of the project on 
bream were made clear. 
6. If the Environment Agency is minded to permit the 
current FRAP application, FBG would expect the 
inclusion of a condition requiring the barriers to be 
opened in the event of significant environmental harm to 
the fish populations. 
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

The views of our FBG team stated above are a result of a 
bream spawning assessment they undertook in 2019 
(document numbered 27 in Annex – Table 1) on the River 
Bure catchment including HGB and HB. The FBG team 
state this survey work shows that in 2019 a significant 
number of bream used HGB and HB for breeding. Other 
work over the last four years indicates that HGB and HB 
are well-used by bream and some appear to prefer to 
migrate to this broad at spawning time.  
The PhD research papers (see documents numbered 31 
and 32 in Annex 3 – Table 1) looked at the spatial 
migration preferences of bream in this catchment area 
and show that a significant number of bream make 
repeated annual migrations to the area of  HGB and HB 
at spawning time. Further down in this WFD section the 
PhD research papers are discussed in more detail. 
  
A&R team technical view 
The Environment Agency’s A&R team has provided 
technical commentary on the WFD assessment submitted 
by the applicant. The key points made by the A&R team 
are summarised below: 
1.  Some of the Environment Agency’s WFD data for 
this site contains errors, which have been carried 
forwards into the applicant’s WFD assessment.  

2. A&R note some risk of detrimental impact on the 
ecology of other broads and the River Bure due to the 
displacement of fish from HGB/HB and their feeding then 
impacting on invertebrates and macrophytes. However, 
A&R then states that there is a poor level of information 
on ecology and that what exists indicates rather low value 
communities are present. Therefore there is no evidence 
that fish displacement would have a likely significant 
effect. 

3. A&R accepts the assessment that there is no 
predicted significant risk of deterioration in the measured 
WFD compliance although this is hampered by the low 
level or lack of monitoring of many elements in both the 
broad and river water bodies. 

The A&R team highlights that there is a “low level or lack 
of monitoring of many elements” of the WFD in both the 
broad and river water bodies. This hampers, to some 
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

extent, our ability to assess impacts on certain elements 
of WFD.  
 
A&R has provided a response (ANON-YVAB-GT1C-1) on 
the ‘minded-to’ public consultation. This response does 
not add any additional technical views on WFD. Please 
see Annex 2.1 for our response to this consultation 
response. 
 
Seperately to this, A&R has provided further technical 
commentary on monitoring, following requests for further 
clarity on our monitoring requirement through the 
‘minded-to’ public consultation. The additional points 
made by the A&R team are summarised below: 
 
A&R had suggested that the amount of money for 
monitoring and mitigation be increased, given the extra 
monitoring that was thought necessary. However, if it is 
limited to £25,000, A&R suggest the priorities for 
monitoring are: 
 
1. Spawning surveys for several years after 
Biomanipulation, e.g. at least years 1, 2, 3, 5. Use side 
scan sonar as an efficient method. Environment Agency 
staff may be able to help but this is an intensive piece of 
work that will require additional resource. The surveys are 
to establish where the fish that previously spawned in 
HGB/HB choose to spawn and so where best to deploy 
mitigation measures. 
2. Continue and extend Passive Intergrated 
Transponder (PIT) loop monitoring of tagged fish:  
a. Across the gate (which will become the barrier) to 
HGB to detect fish trying to return to the Broad. 
b. By fixing the existing PIT loop aerial at the 
entrance to Decoy Broad (aka the jungle) 
c. By fixing/maintaining at least 2 of the 3 existing 
aerials in the Woodbastwick marshes 
d. By fixing/maintaining the existing aerial in the dyke 
leading from Ranworth Broad 
e. If possible, find a new position for the remaining 
aerial that is no longer needed at Ranworth Broad. 
We believe the EA now owns the aerials from the 
Ranworth Broad project and these suggestions make use 
of them all. It will show if tagged fish are making greater 
use any of these areas in the absence of access to 
HGB/HB. 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 9 of 412 
 



Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

A&R no longer suggest that additional PASE surveys are 
carried out. It would have been good, rigorous science to 
do so but, in view of the limited money, A&R accept that 
this would be a lower priority than the suggestions above. 
 
Despite these concerns, the A&R team concludes that 
there is no predicted significant risk of deterioration in the 
measured WFD compliance. 
 
Fisheries National Operations team technical view 
The Environment Agency’s Fisheries National Operations 
(“FNO”) team has provided technical commentary on the 
WFD assessment submitted by the applicant. The key 
points made by the FNO team are summarised below: 
 
1. FNO acknowledges that the bio-manipulation 
method proposed has been shown to be effective in 
restoring macrophyte populations and clear water 
conditions in some water bodies, but these have been 
generally closed systems. Removal of bottom feeding fish 
species such as bream (and carp) has resulted in 
improved biodiversity and flourishing of other fish species 
such as pike, perch, tench and rudd which favour such 
conditions. Growth rates of fish, including remaining 
roach and bream, are improved in subsequent years, and 
there may be considerable benefits for biodiversity and 
fisheries. 

2.  FNO raised concerns about the isolation of HGB 
and HB for 10 years+. FNO refers to the PhD research 
(see documents numbered 31 and 32 in Annex 3 – Table 
1) on the status and movements of bream populations in 
the Bure system, which has shown that HGB and HB are 
the main spawning areas for bream populations in the 
Bure, Ant and Thurne catchments. 

3.  There are concerns that if bream cannot access 
their spawning habitat there will be long-term impacts on 
bream populations in the wider Broads systems. Bream 
tend to show site spawning fidelity in specific locations, 
and recruitment is variable. The studies (see documents 
numbered 27, 31 and 32 in Annex 3 – Table 1) did not 
include elements of bream ecology, such as their 
recruitment, age structure and year class strengths. The 
exclusion of bream from HGB and HB and their variation 
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

in year class strengths may have implications for the 
survival of this species in the catchment. 

4.  This location is used as an overwintering site for 
bream and roach populations and access to alternative 
sites needs consideration if these broads are isolated. 
Saline intrusion and Prymnesium blooms are additional 
pressures in this system.  

5.  Bream is a commercially important angling species 
and this is a key aspect which will require further 
investigation of bream spawning success and population 
dynamics to ensure the fishery is not impacted long term. 

6.  The response then goes on to suggest alternative 
proposals (Seasonal Closures and Phased Approach), 
instead of the applicant's current proposal. 

FNO therefore raise concerns about the impacts on the 
fisheries, in particular impacts on bream populations in 
the wider Broads’ systems, especially if they cannot 
access spawning grounds and overwinter in HGB. At the 
same time, FNO acknowledge that biomanipulation may 
have wider ecological benefits. 
 
AFNE Biodiversity & Fisheries teams technical view 
Our AFNE Biodiversity & Fisheries teams have provided 
technical commentary on the WFD assessment submitted 
by the applicant. The key points made by these teams are 
summarised below: 
 
1.  They highlight that there are legal duties requiring 
actions to be taken to improve the environment, under 
both the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017 and the Water Environment (Water 
Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations 
2017. They also highlight that the proposed interventions 
require additional legislation to be considered, including 
the Environment Act 1995, the Salmon and Freshwater 
Fisheries Act 1975 and the Eels (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2009. AFNE highlights the need to comply 
with all the Environment Agency’s legal duties in 
determining this application. 

2.  AFNE confirms that the root cause of the 
unfavourable conditions is the elevated nutrient levels 
from pollution. The Environment Agency has and 
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

continues to work with its partners to reduce continually 
the levels of pollution entering these sites and their 
catchments. There is likely to be a limit to how much 
levels of key nutrients can be further reduced in the 
Broadland catchment. 

3.  To reach favourable condition/favourable -
recovering and good ecological status (“GES”) the hyper-
eutrophication needs to be addressed. It is a key cause of 
the site’s failure to meet favourable condition and GES. 
The site needs to meet both of these objectives 
regardless of past conditions and how long they have 
persisted. 

4.  Large populations of bream and roach have been 
shown in the scientific literature (documents 6, 6.2, 6.3, 
23 and 23.2 in Annex 3) to be positively correlated with 
increases in nutrient levels and decreases in numbers of 
macrophytes and both of these trends underpin the failure 
of the site to meet its requirements under the Habitats 
and WFD Regulations. 

5.  AFNE notes that the majority of the literature is 
concerned with closed systems (lakes) or sites with 
permanent barriers. It considers that there is therefore 
some uncertainty about how an open system such as 
HGB and HB would respond after the barriers are 
removed. 

6.  AFNE suggests that it may be useful to seek 
further clarity on options for fish barriers that would 
facilitate some spawning and migration across the broad. 
However, they note that documents 5, 6 (a, b and c), 6.2 
and 6.3 in Annex 3 – Table 1 explain why the applicant 
has not gone with an alternative option.  

 
7.  AFNE highlights that the reference conditions (pre 
nutrient enrichment) for fish populations in HGB and HB 
are not clearly understood, which makes it difficult to 
ascertain whether the proposal will cause deterioration in 
the fish element of WFD. In principle the fish communities 
consistent with reference conditions should develop as an 
outcome of restoration to clear water and macrophyte-
dominated conditions. However this doesn’t preclude the 
possibility of deterioration in the interim. An independent 
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

assessment has been undertaken to address this 
uncertainty. 

8.  All WFD assessments are based on the same 
principle as defined in the legislation and associated 
guidance. Status is assessed as a deviation from what 
would be expected under reference conditions, i.e. free 
from anthropogenic impacts.  

For fish, the Environment Agency uses species 
presence/absence, density and age structure. For the 
WFD fish classification rivers tool the Environment 
Agency uses the first two metrics. The model compares 
the observed fish community with that expected under 
reference conditions. The Environment Agency does not 
have a classification tool for fish in lakes but believes the 
same approach would apply. Not having a classification 
tool is not, in our view, a reason for not considering 
whether an action would cause a deterioration.   
For HGB, HB and associated water bodies the 
Environment Agency has excellent information on the 
resident fish communities, and because of the nature of 
the intervention (biomanipulation) we can describe what 
impact it will have on that fish community.  

With respect to the application, we must consider the 
potential for deterioration in the fish element as a 
consequence of the proposed biomanipulation. This is 
true for HGB and HB and the wider fish populations in this 
system. Key to determining the potential for a 
deterioration under the WFD is an understanding of the 
reference fish community in all areas of the broads 
system that may potentially be affected by the proposal.   

9.  AFNE states that large numbers of bream and 
roach were present before eutrophication of the Broads. It 
is therefore probable that the reference fish community 
across the broads, including HGB and HB, would have 
included numbers of bream. Selectively removing them 
from the system would constitute a deterioration under 
the WFD and justification for such an intervention would 
need to be provided through an Article 4.7 WFD test. 

10.  WFD deterioration must also be considered with 
respect to species other than bream and roach within 
HGB and HB. The proposed fish barriers, with an 
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

effective mesh size of 2mm, would act as a complete 
barrier to all other species that might need to move into, 
and out of, HGB and HB to complete their life cycle.  The 
application considers bream and roach to be the species 
responsible for the current conditions observed but it 
does not explicitly state which species would be removed 
once the barriers are in place.  Removal of any species 
expected under reference conditions would present a 
deterioration risk.  Moreover, one must ask whether the 
presence of barriers preventing free movement of all fish 
species expected in the broad under reference conditions 
would prevent those species from feeding, breeding and 
avoiding predation. This risk of deterioration to other 
species (e.g. pike, tench, perch, eel and rudd) has not 
been considered and must be if the true impacts of this 
biomanipulation are to be understood.   

14.  It has been clearly demonstrated that bream are 
highly selective in using HB for spawning. If bream are 
unable to spawn in HB there is a risk that this will impact 
bream numbers across this part of the broads system.   

It has been argued that because bream are both 
ubiquitous and able to spawn on a variety of substrates, 
there is unlikely to be an impact on wider bream 
populations. Accepting this to be true, why would bream 
show such selectivity for HB? There remains significant 
uncertainty that those bream prevented from entering HB 
will be able to spawn successfully elsewhere and 
therefore there remains uncertainty that this intervention 
would not result in a wider impact and subsequent WFD 
deterioration. 

15.  The Environment Act 1995 imposes a general duty 
on the Environment Agency to maintain, improve and 
develop fisheries. The Broads are one of the most 
significant, popular and famous fisheries in England, 
generating significant income to the local economy.  
 
We must consider how the proposed biomanipulation of 
HGB and HB would impact on all affected fisheries both 
within HGB, HB and the wider broads catchment area. 
The potential for impacts is described in the WFD 
responses above. While some of these remain uncertain, 
it is clear that the selective removal of some species from 
HGB and HB would directly change that fishery.   
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

 
Considered in isolation from other legislation, it is clear 
that the proposed biomanipulation would be of significant 
concern.  However, in this case we have multiple pieces 
of legislation in play (Habitats Regulations, Water 
Framework Directive Regulations, Eels Regulations and 
the Environment Act). It isn’t always easy to define an 
objective hierarchy in these cases and often, subjective 
views dominate but we must balance our respective 
duties.   
 
It could be argued that the proposed biomanipulation, 
apart from any direct impacts on fishing in HGB and HB, 
will not stop the presence of a fishery, but rather it is 
intended to change the nature of the fishery. The risk 
around the duty to maintain, improve and develop 
fisheries is reduced if we are changing the nature of the 
fishery to achieve objectives under the Habitats 
Regulations, providing other elements remain equal.  If 
the impacts were to extend beyond the area of Habitats 
Regulations designation, e.g. reduced bream recruitment 
across the local Broads system, then this risk increases. 
 
16.  Section 2 of the Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries 
Act 1975 makes provision for ‘Roe, spawning and 
unclean fish, etc.’ Section 2(4) makes the wilful 
disturbance of spawning fish a criminal offence (except 
when exercising a legal right to take materials from 
waters).   
 
It could be argued that the introduction of fish barriers and 
the exclusion of fish constitutes the wilful disturbance of 
spawning fish.  This is particularly relevant to this case if 
bream that would ordinarily spawn in HB are no longer 
able to spawn, or if fish that are retained within HGB and 
HB are no longer able to access spawning habitat outside 
of these locations.   
 
If installing fish screens would constitute disturbance 
under s. 2(4), it may be possible to permit the activity 
under s. 2(5), i.e. that it is “for some scientific purpose”.  
However AFNE believe the intention of this legislation is 
to prevent the disturbance of actively spawning fish, 
rather than preventing fish from reaching their spawning 
site. 
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Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

The views of the AFNE Biodiversity and Fisheries team 
provide a detailed assessment of why actions must be 
taken to improve the environment at this location. They 
also further highlight concerns about the risk of WFD 
deterioration of the fish element, through impacts on 
bream populations in the wider Broads systems, if they 
cannot access spawning grounds and overwinter in HGB. 
However they also highlight a risk of deterioration to other 
species (e.g. pike, tench, perch, eel and rudd) if the 
project is permitted. 
 
Environment & Business (E&B) Lake Specialist 
technical view 
The Environment Agency’s E&B Lake Specialist has 
provided technical commentary on the WFD assessment 
submitted by the applicant. The key points made in this 
commentary are summarised below: 
 
1.  A highly productive fish community dominated by 
very few species is incompatible with good ecological 
status, although once established it may be viewed as 
desirable from an amenity angling viewpoint. It is 
important to make the distinction between the perception 
of a “good” (and therefore high value) amenity fishery and 
an objective assessment of good ecological status for fish 
under WFD.  
 
2.  Undertaking biomanipulation of the fish community 
within the broad for a period of several years may have 
an impact more widely, since it has been established that 
HGB currently provides a preferred spawning site for a 
significant number of bream.  
 
The impact of excluding these fish from this site may be 
that they move to other, less optimal spawning sites or 
that these fish fail to spawn in the following years. 
Because of the interconnectedness of the Broadland 
rivers and lakes this may result in poorer recruitment of 
bream in the wider system over this time period.  
 
However, bream is a widespread species that has been 
shown to spawn on a range of substrates (including 
artificial ones such as nets). It is unlikely that spawning 
would not occur elsewhere in the system, although 
perhaps less successfully than in recent years. A short 
term reduction in bream recruitment in the wider system 
may be seen as a threat to the current amenity fishery 
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and the associated economic benefits derived from 
angling in the local area, but this cannot be equated with 
a deterioration in ecological status.  
 
3.  A potential deterioration in fish status under the 
WFD has been raised as an issue with the exclusion of 
fish from HGB. There is no available WFD classification 
for fish in very shallow lakes in the UK and no lake fish 
classifications have been produced for England. The UK 
WFD Technical Advisory Group has recently developed 
an eDNA tool (UKTAG, 2020) which has been 
recommended for adoption, but is not yet formally in 
place. It is therefore necessary to rely on a degree of 
expert judgement when considering the impact of the 
proposed project on the un-assessed fish status.  
 
4.  The WFD requires that ecological status of the fish 
community (as with other elements) is assessed in terms 
of deviation from a reference condition. As noted 
previously, extant examples of reference condition for 
shallow lowland lakes are extremely rare due to the 
widespread impact of human activity. Since neither a 
reference community nor an agreed set of status 
thresholds representing deviation from such are available 
for lake fish, we can only make a judgement based on 
knowledge of both shallow lake and fish ecology.  
 
5.  Since all the measured biological elements in HGB 
are at Poor status, it is unlikely that the fish community 
currently is at any better than Poor status, given the 
dependence of fish on the rest of the lake ecology (and 
vice versa).  
 
6.  Adoption of the current fish community composition 
as the “baseline” from which to determine risk of 
deterioration, and the assumption that removal of bream 
and roach from Hoveton Great Broad represents a 
deterioration in status implies that the current fish 
community is in something better than Bad status (in that 
deterioration is possible), and that removal of some fish 
species automatically represents a deterioration. This is a 
matter for expert judgement, since definitions for, or 
examples of, fish communities in the different ecological 
status classes for lakes of this type have not been 
developed.   
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7.  The assertion by the applicant that the current fish 
community represents Poor status seems reasonable 
given the WFD definitions in Annex V of the WFD, 
Section 1.2 and highlighted in the consultation response.  
 
8.  While biomanipulation could result in a reduction in 
the large biomass of roach and bream, it is very unlikely 
to result in the complete collapse of these species.  
In the context of wider lake ecology, a reduction in the 
current fish biomass or numbers cannot be said to 
represent a deterioration in status, and since the aim is 
not to make the lake completely fish-free then a 
deterioration to Bad status, in line with the definition 
given, does not appear likely.  Since the purpose of the 
biomanipulation is ultimately to improve the ecological 
functioning of the lake, if successful this will be of benefit 
to the fish ecology as well, resulting in an improvement in 
status, with increased stability and diversity in the fish 
fauna. 
 
Our E&B Lake Specialist provides a detailed assessment 
concluding that the current fish element status should be 
considered to be Poor. An expert judgement must be 
made on whether a fish community considered as being 
in Poor status will deteriorate further through the 
proposed works. A reduction in biomass or numbers of 
the currently dominant bream or roach would seem 
unlikely to result in a deterioration in fish status. A 
distinction must be made between the potential impact on 
the amenity fishery and the potential impact on WFD fish 
element status. An impact on the current amenity fishery 
does not necessarily equate to a deterioration in 
ecological status of WFD. 
 
Applicant’s technical view 
The Environment Agency has received technical 
evidence from Natural England as the applicant providing 
its view through the WFD assessment and other 
supporting application documents. The key points of 
Natural England’s evidence are summarised below: 
1. The Environment Agency and Natural England 
both have statutory duties to improve a water body’s 
status to favourable conservation status. 
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2. It is not known whether Bream numbers could be 
impacted by exclusion from the Broad, but they are 
known as an adaptive species that can survive in a wide 
range of habitats, many of which are known to exist 
throughout the rest of the Northern Broads catchment. As 
such it is deemed that while there could be an impact it is 
not likely to be significant and that the Bream would 
quickly adapt. As such there will not be deterioration in 
the fish element of ecological status. 
3. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group (Document 
17 in Annex 3) would oversee and advise on how to 
spend the ring-fenced budget (£25,000) on spawning / 
surveying / fishery-related habitat improvement works. 
The group would include fisheries interests and would act 
to steer scientific understanding from the project. 
4. A monitoring plan has been submitted with the 
application. 
5. The project is designed to improve a water body 
that is in a poor condition and not meeting its 
environmental objectives in relation to other quality 
elements of ecological status, so that it can contain a 
wider variety of species and create an environment that is 
better at coping with environmental pressures (e.g. 
temperature changes, etc.). Dominance of roach and 
bream (as measured by number and biomass) indicates a 
community impacted by eutrophication. The project aims 
to reinstate a more balanced species-rich community 
structure which would benefit the ecology and the WFD 
fish element. An updated WFD assessment concludes 
that there will be no deterioration in the WFD fish element 
as a result of the project. 
 
NE has provided a response (ANON-YVAB-GTJE-V) to 
the ‘minded-to’ public consultation. This response does 
not add any additional technical views on WFD. Please 
see Annex 2.1 for our response to this consultation 
response. 
 
Independent Academic Opinion technical view 
As stated when citing the internal consultees’ views 
above there is no fish tool for lakes to classify the 
reference fish community of the broads. This tool would 
have helped the understanding of risk posed by the 
project to the WFD fish element. Without this tool the 
Environment Agency must draw on expert opinion. The 
internal consultee responses showed divisions of opinion. 
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To assist in our considerations due to these divided 
expert opinions, the Environment Agency commissioned 
an Independent Scientific Opinion. Professor Carl Sayer 
of University College London provided his assessment of 
the reference fish community of the broads. The key 
points of his assessment are summarised below: 
 
1. Various evidence suggests that, as for many of the  
broads, HGB supported extensive Phragmites australis 
development grading into an in-lake swamp community 
with scattered patches of S. lacustris and water-lillies, in-
between which submerged macrophytes would have 
thrived, especially C. demersum, Myrophyllum spicatum, 
Elodea canadensis, Stratiotes aloides and in some areas 
Chara spp.  
 
This situation is clearly evidenced by a collation of aerial 
photographs for the site (Fig. 1 - Sayer et al., 2006) which 
shows extensive reedswamp development in HGB in 
1948 and a severe and indeed rapid decline thereafter, as 
discussed and evidenced further in George (1992). 
 
2. The fish communities of the Broads in the past can 
be understood from historical descriptions of ‘angler-
naturalists’. Davies (1883) discusses the fish of the 
Broads and talks of a number of species. The first fish he 
refers to is common bream which he says “first deserves 
mention because of its enormous numbers”. He talks of 
roach which he says “almost equals the bream in point of 
numbers”. Thus, as is the case in the present day, 
common bream and roach were important and abundant 
species in the past.  
 
However, Davies (1883) also talks of species which are 
now very uncommon in the open and boated Broads 
system, including rudd, which is described as “very 
abundant”, perch which he says “are numerous and 
large” and tench which are “common and large”. Catches 
of fish in the Broads were very clearly immense in the late 
nineteenth century and Dutt (1903) noted that “bushels of 
roach, bream and rudd were left to rot on the riverbanks”. 
 
3.  The current low abundance of perch, rudd and 
tench in the Broads, including in HGB, is very clearly 
linked to a near complete absence of the structured plant 
habitat which these species favour and which tends to 
impair the foraging efficiency of species such as roach 
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and common bream (Winfield, 1986; Diehl, 1988). 
Indeed, common bream have a strong association with 
plant-free and turbid waters in European shallow lakes 
(Meijer et al., 1990; Hansen et al., 2019). It may well be 
that, in the past, the plant-dominated waters of the 
Broads were dominated (at least in terms of larger 
species) by pike, tench, roach, rudd, perch and eel, 
whereas common bream may have been more dominant 
in the Broads rivers, thus allowing all of the 
aforementioned species to co-exist in large numbers.  
 
4.  It is clear that, as for macrophytes, the current fish 
fauna of the broads is a long way away from the 
ancestral communities that anglers encountered in the 
past. To return the Broads to its angling and ecological 
heyday, lake restoration is urgently needed. 
 
5.  Biomanipulation is the most fully studied internal 
lake restoration measure and many parallel, multi-
decadal studies suggest that positive lake recovery only 
occurs where nutrient concentrations have been 
appropriately reduced (below around 50 µg/L for total 
phosphorus), or where fish manipulations are regularly 
repeated, such that the zooplanktivorous fish stock is 
permanently held in check (Jeppesen et al., 2012). 
 
6.  It is clear, therefore, that the key to sustainable 
restoration success in nutrient-enriched shallow lakes, 
alongside biomanipulation, is effective accompanying 
external nutrient reduction. In the case of HGB, much 
necessary pre-work has been undertaken. Nutrient 
concentrations in the River Bure in the area close to 
Hoveton are now relatively low (total phosphorus <60-70 
µg/L) and sediments have been removed from the lake, 
which may have reduced sediment-release of phosphorus 
to the lake water. HGB is therefore in the kind of situation 
where biomanipulation has a high chance of being 
effective in tipping the balance towards the return of 
aquatic macrophytes, with enormous associated 
conservation and fisheries benefits. 
 
PhD and Research Papers technical view 
In the discussion section of the research article by Emily. 
R. Winter, Andrew M. Hindes, Steve Lane and J. Robert 
Britton “Movements of common bream Abramis brama in 
a highly connected, lowland wetland reveal sub-
populations with diverse migration strategies” (document 
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numbered 31 in Annex 3 – Table 1) we note the following 
statement:  
 
The system also faces some loss of connectivity 
in upper reaches in the near future (planned installation 
of fish barriers at Hoveton Great Broad, Figure 1, 
Environment Agency, 2020). As such, there is a 
management requirement to identify how the expression 
of this phenotypic—and potentially genetic—variation 
within the bream population can be maintained in both the 
immediate and long-term future, given that this species 
supports a nationally important recreational fishery, while 
the connectivity of the system is important for the 
functionality of the ecosystem more widely. 
 
In the discussion section of the research article by Emily. 
R. Winter, Andrew M. Hindes, Steve Lane and J. Robert 
Britton “Acoustic telemetry reveals strong spatial 
preferences and mixing during successive spawning 
periods in a partially migratory common bream 
population” (document numbered 32 in Annex 3 – Table 
1) we note the following statement:  
 
Consequently, if it is considered that maintaining this 
phenotypic diversity in cyprinid species is an ecological 
and conservation priority, given its potential importance 
for maintaining genetic diversity and population stability, 
then this can only be achieved by prioritising the 
maintenance and/ or restoration of functional habitat 
connectivity in lowland river systems. 
 
Assessment of Fish Stock Model 
A number of the public consultation responses raised 
concerns about the impacts on bream on the basis of the 
fish stock model produced by the Broads Angling 
Services Group (“BASG”) who have also provided a 
consultation response making reference to this model.  
 
The fish stock modelling evidence indicates that bream 
stocks will decline significantly over 15 years if they are 
excluded from HGB and HB. The modelling suggests that 
with HGB and HB excluded, bream spawning success will 
be 20% of its current level. However, this model relies on 
a number of untested assumptions.  
 
The Environment Agency made a request to have access 
to this model to undertake a detailed review of it. This 
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request was denied, but BASG has provided copies of a 
presentation of the model that they gave to the 
Environment Agency and to Natural England for our 
consideration. 
 
Our Principal Fisheries Scientist of the Chief Scientist’s 
Group (Water Team) has provided a brief assessment  
of this presentation.  
  
This assessment has raised questions about the 
evidence used to inform the assumptions made in the 
model before the projected impacts on the bream 
populations were identified. 
 
Nevertheless, the presentation highlighted some 
fundamental points. Specifically: 
1.  The sustainability of the northern broads bream 
population, like most other fish populations, depends on 
successful recruitment at intervals. For a relatively long-
lived and fecund species, these intervals can be quite 
widely spaced. However, ten years of no or very low 
recruitment clearly presents a big risk not only to 
population sustainability but also to the viability of a 
valuable and popular fishery. 
2.  An increasing body of evidence is suggesting that 
HGB is of fundamental importance for spawning of the 
bream population of the wider Bure / Northern Broads 
system. Whilst the argument that bream will spawn 
elsewhere seems at first sight valid, there is a lack of 
evidence as to how quickly and successfully this 
happens, especially in systems where fish populations 
have adapted over hundreds of years and have 
developed “learned” behaviour patterns. Hence to deprive 
the bream of such a fundamental part of their habitat, 
without provision of a proven substitute site, carries a risk.  
 
Conclusion 
The technical views and scientific opinion provided by the 
various consultation responses (internal and public) from 
both the initial consultations undertaken in March - April 
2021 and the ‘minded-to’ consultation undertaken in 
August - September 2021 and by the applicant do not 
point to a single, definitive conclusion. Instead they 
coalesce around two fundamentally opposing views. On 
the one hand, some argue that the project would lead to a 
deterioration in the fish component of the biological 
quality element of the ecological status of the water body. 
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On the other hand, others argue that there would be no 
such deterioration. There are also opposing views on the 
degree of risk to the bream fishery of isolating an 
important spawning ground for up to 10 years. 
 
Assessing the scientific evidence 
In determining this application we have had to consider 
what weight to give to the competing technical and 
scientific evidence and commentaries provided to us. We 
have come to the following conclusions: 
 
1.  The two main opposing views are both supported, 
to a degree, by peer-reviewed scientific evidence. 

 
2.  Some of the applicant’s scientific evidence is 
based on research and findings from closed lake systems 
and as such may not be directly applicable to the 
conditions pertaining to HGB, which will remain in 
hydraulic connectivity with the River Bure.  
 
3.  Scientific evidence highlighted by those with 
fisheries / angling interests indicates significant numbers 
of bream use HGB and HB for breeding. This scientific 
evidence highlights the importance of the high 
connectivity in this lowland river system. The professional 
opinion of consultees from a fisheries / angling 
perspective is that the risk to the bream will be significant. 
However there has been limited assessment of what 
would occur if bream could not use HGB and HB for 
breeding. BASG has presented its fish stock model, 
which is considered in point 4 below. 
 
The applicant’s scientific evidence states that bream are 
ubiquitous spawners and that the rest of the Bure and 
Broads catchment contains habitat that bream can use as 
an alternative to HGB and HB. This view is accompanied 
by published references but they are not specific to the 
Hoveton situation or area. 
 
4.  The presentation relating to the fish stock model, 
which concluded there would be a significant reduction in 
bream numbers, does not allow the robustness of the 
model itself to be adequately assessed. The Environment 
Agency would need the model itself to undertake such an 
assessment, and also more information from the author of 
the model, preferably in the form of a model report. As 
such the outcomes of the model must be treated with 
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caution as many of the input parameters appear to be 
untested. Some of the general points highlighted by the 
model, such as the risk to spawning success, are valid, 
but the Environment Agency does not have enough 
information about the model to be able to rely on it as 
quantitative evidence. 
 
5.  The Independent Scientific Opinion provides 
additional evidence on the reference fish community that 
would be associated with a high ecological status under 
the WFD fish element. This concludes that historically 
there were high numbers of rudd, perch, tench, pike and 
eel in the water body, all of which are now less common. 
These fish species thrive better in the clear water habitat 
that the proposed works intend to create. This 
Independent Scientific Opinion also states that, 
historically, bream and roach have been present and 
abundant in a clear water environment. 
 
6.  The applicant has used the output from a Dutch 
fish classification tool as a surrogate measure. This model 
indicated that reducing bream dominance was considered 
an improvement in the fish element as over-dominance of 
this species is an indicator of eutrophic status. 
 
This information was treated with caution as it is a model 
and is subject to a number of caveats, but with little other 
direct evidence, it was considered relevant to the 
decision-making process. The detail is available in 
section 4.3.1 of the document entitled ‘Hoveton Project: 
creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ 
(Document numbered 6 (a and c) in Annex 3 – Table 1 
and available on the public register).  
 
7.  There is no available WFD classification for fish in 
very shallow lakes in the UK and no lake fish 
classifications have been produced for England. However 
the UK WFD Technical Advisory Group has recently 
developed an eDNA tool (UKTAG, 2020) which has been 
recommended for adoption, but is not yet formally in 
place. The applicant's evidence has looked at this 
UKTAG tool and states that it supports the findings from 
the Dutch model discussed in point 6 above.  
 
This information is also treated with caution as it is a 
model and has a number of caveats, but it was 
considered relevant to the decision-making process and 
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increases the confidence in the point made in point 6 
above. The detail is available in section 4.3.1 of the 
document entitled ‘Hoveton Project: creating a 
sustainable future for the Bure system’ (Document 
numbered 6 (a and c) in Annex 3 – Table 1 and available 
on the public register). 
 
Conclusions in relation to the WFD fish element 
component 
We have reached the following conclusions: 
 
1.  The potential for a reduction in the number of 
bream and roach following closure of HGB and HB is a 
concern highlighted by many consultees. They highlight 
that the reference communities would likely have had 
significant numbers of bream and roach and as such 
state that any reduction in bream and roach constitutes 
deterioration of the fish element component of WFD 
ecological status. In our judgement, for the reasons given 
below, the project will not pose a WFD deterioration risk 
to the fish element of the HGB and HB waterbody or 
connected water bodies.  
 
2.  The applicant's proposal to remove fish from HGB 
and HB is not a complete removal; roughly 75% of the 
fish will be removed. As such some fish of the species 
present will still be in this water body. The fact that 
approximately 25% of the fish will remain in the water 
body (HGB and HB) is highly relevant when assessing 
whether the proposal would lead to a deterioration in the 
status of the fish element.  
 
3.  The description of fish element status in sections 
1.2.1 and 1.2.2 of Annex V to the WFD refers to fish 
communities rather than a single species. It is concerned 
with the composition and abundance of species and 
whether there are any changes to fish communities. The 
Environment Agency did not classify fish element status 
in 2015 in the last Anglian River Basin Management Plan 
for this water body. In the absence of any formal 
classification we are relying on local expertise and 
knowledge as to the classification of the fish element 
status and whether it would deteriorate as a result of the 
grant of the permit. 
 
4.  Internal fisheries advice is that the project would 
result in a deterioration in the WFD fish component of 
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biological quality elements of ecological status. However, 
any judgement on this question is hampered by the lack 
of a classification tool for shallow lakes and an agreed 
understanding of the fish community structure prior to 
eutrophication.    
 
5.  The Environment Agency has concluded that the 
potential reduction in the numbers of the dominant 
species, bream, in HGB would not constitute a 
deterioration in status for the fish element component. 
Historically bream and roach have been in high 
abundance, along with a high abundance of rudd, perch, 
tench, pike and eel. Any potential reduction in bream 
spawning as a result of them having to use less optimal 
spawning habitat is unlikely to amount to deterioration in 
the (general) fish component of the biological quality 
elements of ecological status. The Environment Agency 
would regard any such potential reduction as helping to 
re-balance the current over-dominance of bream, thereby 
leading to an improvement in the fish fauna element given 
the wider range of valuable angling fish species that 
would then be available and thus contributing to the 
composition and abundance of all fish species as 
required to meet good ecological status in the water body 
of HGB and HB. 
 
In this case, the Environment Agency does not consider 
that impact on a single species of fish would be sufficient 
to constitute deterioration in a context where the proposal 
is being undertaken to improve the diversity of resilient 
fish communities within the water body of HGB and HB 
and/or the connected water bodies. 
 
6.  As one of the stated aims of the project is to create 
a more diverse fish assemblage in the system by creating 
clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of fish 
species, it is unlikely that this temporary project will have 
long-term widespread angling tourism impacts in the 
connected wider Broadland system. 
 
7.  Accordingly, we have concluded that the proposed 
works will not cause deterioration in the status of the fish 
component of the biological quality elements of ecological 
status. As a result, it is not necessary to consider whether 
there is a statutory defence for any deterioration. 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 27 of 412 
 



Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

8.  The FBG team’s evidence also considered 
potential impacts on pike. Pike were not found in great 
numbers in HGB and HB early in the project development 
as pike habitat relies on clear water and ambush habitat 
such as macrophyte beds, which HGB and HB does not 
currently provide in sufficient density. The project is 
designed to provide conditions for macrophyte growth 
and should result in additional habitat for pike. 
 
9.  In the ‘minded-to’ consultation, concerns were 
raised regarding eel passage and WFD deterioration. The 
potential impact of the barriers has been considered as 
part of the permit decision-making process and measures 
to ensure eel passage have been extensively discussed 
with our local eel specialist and the eel permitting 
team.The permit includes a condition requiring finalised 
eel passage designs to be approved by the EA. We are 
satisfied that this condition ensures that eels will have 
access to and from HGB and HB and so there will not be 
WFD deterioration as a result of this. 
 
Other considerations 
1.  As part of our Schedule 5 Notice, we requested 
that the applicant look at their WFD assessment and 
confirm whether the errors in the data provided by the 
Environment Agency impacted their assessment. The 
applicant provided a response (see documents numbered 
25 and 26 in Annex 3 – Table 1) confirming that, following 
a review of the WFD assessment with the corrected data, 
there was no change in the conclusions of their WFD 
assessment. 
 
2.  The general understanding of lake restoration in 
Broadland is well reported and the techniques proposed 
are well understood and so should deliver the required 
ecological improvements. 
 
3.  The risk to the fishery has always been an 
important factor, hence the Environment Agency’s 
gathering of site-specific fishery data in recent years 
which is ongoing. Whilst this has shown that HGB and HB 
appear to be important habitat for bream and roach, and 
important for bream spawning, it is considered that these 
generalist fish will be likely to find other habitats in the 
many kilometres of connected Broadland waters.  
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4.  We have taken into account the aims of the project 
to improve the failing WFD elements (lack of water plants, 
excessive algal growth), including fish, its temporary 
nature and the fact that the applicant will undertake 
monitoring and mitigation work, to maximise the learning 
from the project. (Please see “Monitoring and Mitigation” 
section below for more detail on this.) We have concluded 
that the benefits outweigh the risk to the bream and roach 
fishery of the Broads in this instance. 
 
5.  The conclusions expressed above in the context of 
the WFD are also necessarily conclusions on the impact 
of the proposal on fisheries, which the Environment 
Agency is required to consider pursuant to its duties 
under the Environment Act 1995. The Environment 
Agency concludes that there are risks of impacts to some 
fisheries, but that these risks are outweighed by the likely 
improvement in the diversity of the fish populations within 
the water body of HGB and HB and the connected water 
bodies if the proposal is allowed to proceed. 
 
Nevertheless, the Environment Agency sets out below 
requirements to monitor, and where necessary, mitigate 
impacts on fisheries while the proposal is operational.  
  
6.  A&R provided further clarity on monitoring 
requirements following the ‘minded-to’ consultation, which 
raised concerns about monitoring. They provided a 
technical view on prioritising what monitoring to undertake 
within the confines of the applicant’s £25,000 budget.  
 
7.  There are inherent unknowns due to the novel 
nature of the proposed works and the uniqueness of the 
highly interconnected lowland river network. These 
uncertainties cannot be fully answered with the scientific 
evidence currently available.  
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 29 of 412 
 



Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

That is why operational controls have been placed on the 
permit to mitigate against potential impacts on bream 
spawning success. As part of a condition requiring a 
monitoring and mitigation plan to be approved and 
implemented, there will be a requirement to open the 
barriers upon the Environment Agency’s instruction if 
significant environmental harm to fish occurs. The permit 
explicitly acknowledges the function of the Hoveton 
Fisheries Advisory Group (Annex 3 – Table 1 – document 
17), which will oversee and advise on proposed habitat 
mitigation measures that will deliver fishery-related habitat 
improvement works. This will help to mitigate some of the 
risks due to the uncertainties. 
 
Complying with different duties 
The Environment Agency has duties to: 

• have due regard to the interests of fisheries 
(regulation 69 Environmental Permitting (England 
and Wales) Regulations 2016;  

• maintain, improve and develop freshwater fisheries 
(section 6(6) Environment Act 1995); 

• exercise its relevant functions, including the 
determination of permits, to prevent deterioration of 
the status of a water body and otherwise support 
the achievement of the environmental objectives 
set for the water body (regulation 3 Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) 
(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and 
duties, including those under the Salmon and Freshwater 
Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of 
Fish Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with 
the requirements of the WFD. Attaining WFD 
environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD 
Environmental Objectives for this site include achieving 
Good Ecological Status for failing elements such as 
macrophytes and algae. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to 
fish migration and spawning cannot be viewed in isolation 
from each other, not least when one of the effects of the 
proposal will be to improve the diversity of fish 
populations in the water body. The Environment Agency 
is satisfied that, in deciding this application, it has had 
due regard to the interests of fisheries (reg. 69 EPR 
2016) and that its decision is consistent with its duty to 
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maintain, improve and develop freshwater fish fisheries 
(s. 6(6) Environment Act). 
 
In summary, therefore, we conclude that there will not be 
deterioration to the fish component of the biological 
quality elements of ecological status of the relevant water 
body of HGB and HB or connected water bodies.  
 
The decision was taken in accordance with our guidance. 

Biodiversity, 
Heritage, 
Landscape 
and Nature 
Conservation 

The application relates to land within the relevant 
distance criteria of a site of heritage, landscape or nature 
conservation, and/or protected or priority species or 
habitat and/or a salmonid or cyprinid river. 
 
This section deals with effects on the Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA and 
Broadland Ramsar that these works will take place within. 
 
A full assessment of the application and its potential to 
affect the sites, species and habitat has been carried out 
as part of the permitting process. These assessments can 
be found as documents numbered 28 and 29 in Annex 3 
– Table 1 below and are available on the public register. 
We consider that the application will not negatively affect 
the features of these sites, species and habitats and it 
has been concluded that the application for the project 
will not have a likely significant effect on the Broads SAC, 
Broadlands SPA and Broadland Ramsar nor is 
permission for the operation of the project likely to 
damage the features of Broads and Marshes SSSI. 
 
The applicant’s supporting documents provided the 
necessary operational controls to mitigate against the 
effects that could occur. We have specifically conditioned 
the more important operational controls to ensure that 
they are clear to the applicant.  
 
We have added operational controls in the permit 
requiring the works to take place between September and 
February (inclusive) to ensure that the works do not 
impact on the designated bird species. The applicant had 
proposed to do this in its environmental statement.  
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We have added operational controls requiring that silt 
curtains are available on site for use in containing any silt 
mobilised into the water from either the dredging or piling 
works. The applicant had proposed the use of silt curtains 
as a mitigation measure in its environmental statement. 
 
We have not undertaken formal consultation with Natural 
England on the designated sites as we concluded that 
there was no likely significant effect on the European 
sites and therefore no appropriate assessment was 
required, pursuant to the Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations 2017 nor that there was likely 
damage to the designated features of the SSSIs, 
pursuant to section 28I Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981. We have provided Natural England with a copy of 
our CRoW Appendix 4 SSSI assessment and our Stage 1 
Habitats Regulations Assessment for their information 
only. The decision was taken in accordance with our 
guidance.  
 

Risk Assessment, Management System and Operating Techniques 
Flood and land 
drainage risk 
 

We have reviewed the applicant's assessment of the 
flood and land drainage risks from the activity.   
The applicant’s risk assessment is satisfactory.  
The applicant has undertaken hydraulic flood risk 
modelling and set out the findings as part of a Flood Risk 
Assessment.  
The assessment shows that there are impacts on how 
water flows prior to the peak of a tidal or fluvial flood 
event. These impacts on how water flows will also be 
present during normal land drainage flows.  
The assessment shows that while there are changes in 
how water flows, the flood level is not significantly 
impacted, as floodwater can still access HGB by overland 
flows.  
There are two communities (Horning and Wroxham) that 
are at risk of flooding close to these proposed works. The 
assessment shows no significant change in flood risk in 
either Horning or Wroxham. 
The assessment shows that the impacts on flood risk and 
land drainage from this activity can be categorised as 
insignificant.  
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We have assessed this model and its findings as suitable 
for use for both planning and permitting purposes. The full 
detail is set out in the documents numbered 18 and 19 in 
Annex 3 – Table 1 below which are available on the 
public register. 
 

Environmental 
risk 
 

We have reviewed the operator's assessment of the 
environmental risks from the activity.   
The applicant’s risk assessment was unsatisfactory and 
required additional Environment Agency assessment to 
make up the shortfall. Our additional assessment is 
detailed in the points below: 
 
Eels 
The project aims to exclude fish and eels from HGB by 
installing 2mm screens across the entrances to the water 
body. From the designs it appears that these screens will 
prevent any eel present in the Broad from being able to 
migrate downstream.  
The Environment Agency understands that the Broad will 
be electro-fished in order to remove as many fish as 
possible. Eels, especially small eels, are very difficult to 
catch by electrofishing as they tend to lie in the silt and 
are not stunned. It is highly likely, therefore, that 
potentially high numbers of eels of all age ranges will 
remain in the Broad and be unable to migrate.  
To comply with the Eels (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2009 the operator would have to 
demonstrate that reasonable measures are being taken 
to enable silver eels to escape from the isolated Broad to 
continue their downstream migration. 
As such we have conditioned that finalised eel passage 
designs must be submitted and approved by the 
Environment Agency before works can commence. 
 
Some respondents to the ‘minded-to’ consultation 
suggested that finalised eel passage designs and 
proposals must be approved before the permit application 
can be determined. The Environment Agency is satisfied 
that it is appropriate to deal with this by condition as 
proposed.  
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The potential impact of the barriers has been considered 
as part of the permit decision-making process and 
measures to ensure eel passage have been extensively 
discussed with our local eel specialist and the eel 
permitting team. We are satisfied that a condition 
requiring finalised eel passage designs to be approved by 
the Environment Agency will ensure that eels have 
access to and from HGB and HB before any barriers are 
put in place. 
 
Ecological surveys for Water Voles and Otters 
The applicant has submitted ecological surveys for water 
voles and otters dated 17/08/2020 (document numbered 
22 in Annex 3 – Table 1). These ecological surveys will 
need to be repeated as they do not provide an 
assessment of the current risks. This will ensure best 
practice, and will allow checking of whether or not 
protected species have colonised the site in the 
intervening period since the 2020 survey.  
 
Section 8.6 of the Environmental Statement (documents 
numbered 15, 16 and 17 in Annex 3 – Table 1) proposes 
mitigation assuming that water voles are present on the 
site. No mitigation is proposed for otters.   
 
To comply with the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended) the operator would have to demonstrate that 
reasonable measures are being taken to ensure that 
these works do not damage, destroy or obstruct access to 
water vole burrows.  
 
We have conditioned that the operator must undertake 
and submit for review up-to-date (within the last year) 
ecological surveys for water vole and otter prior to the 
commencement of work and works cannot start until we 
have approved the updated surveys and any mitigation 
measures required. 
 
We also note that our FBG team has highlighted that 
whilst these surveys did not record the presence of water 
vole or otter, the ecological surveys undertaken do not 
appear to conform to best practice in terms of survey 
methodology.  
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These comments highlight a risk that the ecological 
surveys for water vole and otter may fail to detect the 
presence of protected species, due to an inadequate 
survey methodology. This could lead the operator to 
cause harm to protected species. To mitigate this risk we 
will include conditions in the permit requiring the operator 
to comply with best practice as detailed in the two 
paragraphs below from the FBG team consultation 
response. 
 
For water voles, the Water Vole Mitigation Handbook 
recommends two surveys separated by a period of two 
months, one between mid-April and the end of June, and 
one between July and September.   
 
For otters, Natural England’s standing advice for local 
planning authorities states that surveys should include 
looking for spraints, tracks, feeding remains, slides, holts 
and couches.  
 
Dredging and de-silting 
This activity does not fall within the definition of a flood 
risk activity and so has not been permitted. As these 
activities are directly related to the permitted activity we 
have included an informative on the permit letter 
regarding dredging and de-silting at the fish barrier 
locations to enable the barriers to fit flush against the river 
bed. 
 
Pontoon 
A boat and pontoon will be used to assemble the fish 
barriers at the intended locations. This activity does not 
fall under the meanings of a flood risk activity and so has 
not been permitted. As this activity is directly related to 
the permitted activity we have included an informative on 
the permit letter regarding a pontoon to ensure that it 
does not create a hazard. 
 
Public web-based consultation has been carried out. This 
consultation has received responses from conservation 
and heritage organisations and a list of the organisations 
consulted is provided in Annex 2. All the consultation 
responses (Annex 2 and 2.1) were taken into account in 
the making the permitting decision. 
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The assessment shows that there are environmental 
impacts from this activity that require control and 
mitigation through condition 2.3.5 (protected species) and 
Table S1.1 - limits of the activities - of the permit. 
 

Management 
System 

The applicant has confirmed in its declaration that it has a 
management system that it says meets the expectations 
in our published guidance on preparing a management 
system, including the plan detailing the method of work 
(“the Method of Work”). 
 
There is no known reason to consider that the operator 
would not have the management systems in place to 
enable it to comply with the permit conditions.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Operating 
techniques 

We have reviewed the Method of Work proposed by the  
applicant. 
 
The applicant has provided a Method of Work detailing 
the working methods for how the activity will be carried 
out and the measures used to manage the risks 
identified.  
We consider the Method of Work to be satisfactory. Due 
to the level of risk and complexity of the activities and the 
operator’s inexperience or record, we have imposed a 
condition incorporating the Method of Work the operator 
has provided into the permit.  The decision was taken in 
accordance with our published guidance on preparing 
Management Systems and Operator Competence. 
 

 

Monitoring and 
Mitigation 

The applicant has provided a monitoring plan detailing the 
monitoring activity that has taken place in preparation for 
the project and will continue during the lifetime of the fish 
barriers being in place.  
 
It is necessary to monitor the impact of the 
biomanipulation on HGB and HB, to ensure that any 
unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated 
where necessary. 
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Monitoring Plan 
Consultation responses assessing the monitoring plan 
indicate that the proposed plan is not sufficiently robust. 
Specifically: 
1.  Point abundance sampling by electrofishing 
surveys (PASE) on other broads is proposed in the year 
following barrier installation, alongside eDNA which will 
then take over as the main assessment of fish 
populations. There is a risk in having only one year with 
both assessments carried out. It is necessary for another 
year with both methods used in order to provide robust 
calibration between both estimates of fish populations.  
 
2.  There are also limitations to eDNA in terms of the 
information it gives on population density, biomass 
estimates and size distribution. A further PASE survey 
after 3-5 years would provide this additional information, 
and is therefore considered to be necessary.   
 
The monitoring plan will provide the data on whether 
there are any unforeseen significant impacts to fish. If the 
monitoring data were to indicate that significant 
environmental harm to fish is occurring, we would require 
the barriers to be opened to mitigate this harm via the 
condition on the permit.  
 
To ensure that the monitoring plan is sufficiently robust,  
the condition requires that the permitted activities cannot 
commence unless and until an appropriate monitoring 
plan has been submitted to and approved by the 
Environment Agency.  
 
Public consultation responses from both the initial 
consultation and the ‘minded-to’ consultation raised 
concerns about the robustness of the plan and the 
appropriateness of a ring-fenced a budget of £25,000. 
The applicant will be required to provide appropriate 
monitoring information to allow discharge of condition 8. 
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Mitigation plan 
The operator will set up a Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group (“HFAG”) to oversee and advise on the 
implementation of the monitoring plan, as detailed in 
document numbered 17 in Annex 3 – Table 1. The HFAG 
will also oversee and advise on proposed habitat 
mitigation measures that will deliver fishery-related habitat 
improvement works. The operator has ring-fenced a 
budget of £25,000 for the HFAG to spend on spawning / 
surveying / improvement works.  
 
The applicant has not provided a detailed plan of the 
proposed mitigation / improvement works and concerns 
have been raised in our A&R team and our AFNE 
Biodiversity & Fisheries team consultation responses that 
this ring-fenced budget could largely be spent on 
monitoring work and spawning habitat surveys, leaving 
little money left to spend on measures to mitigate the 
effects on fisheries or angling.  
 
The fishery-related habitat improvement works have not 
been detailed in the plan. As such there is uncertainty 
about how much improvement works are planned and 
whether that provides sufficient mitigation.  
 
The data gathered through the monitoring plan will inform 
the consideration of whether mitigation measures are 
needed and, if so, the extent of any such mitigation. 
These mitigation measures are not currently detailed and 
the HFAG will advise on appropriate measures.  
 
The mitigation plan (document numbered 17 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1) does not currently provide sufficient detail on the 
process of how the HFAG will propose mitigation 
measures based on the finding of the monitoring.  
 
The mitigation plan will help to mitigate against any 
unforeseen significant impacts to fish. This plan helps to 
minimise the risk of environmental harm to fish by 
creating fishery-related habitat improvement works 
outside of HGB and HB for fish unable to access the 
spawning habitat in HGB and HB.  
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To ensure that the mitigation plan includes a sufficiently 
detailed process for proposing measures for fish-related 
habitat improvement works as mitigation, we have 
conditioned that the permitted activities cannot be 
commenced until a finalised mitigation plan is submitted 
and approved by the Environment Agency.  
 
It is therefore proposed that the monitoring and mitigation 
plans will be conditioned within the permit. 

The permit conditions 
Updating 
permit 
conditions 
during  
consolidation 

This is not applicable to this permit application. 
 

N/A 

Conditions that 
will run with 
the land 
 

Based on the information submitted in the application, we 
consider that it is NOT necessary to impose conditions 
that relate to the operation or maintenance of a structure 
or works or to secure the Environment Agency’s access 
to any structure works or watercourse.  
 

N/A 

Incorporating 
documents 
provided in the 
application 

We have specified that the applicant must operate the 
permit in accordance with specified documents or 
information received as part of the determination process.  
The descriptions of the documents or information are 
specified in Table S1.1 (Limits of Activities) and Table 
S1.2 (Operating Techniques) of the permit. 
 
The incorporated documents and information outline the 
measures that should be adhered to by the applicant to 
ensure that any flood risk and environmental concerns 
are mitigated or reduced and to comply with the 
conditions on the permit. 
 

 

Notifications 
 

We have specified that notification should be given prior 
to the activity being commenced and following the activity 
being completed. 
We require this so that we have accurate records of 
where activities that affect flood risk are being carried out 
at any time, so that we are able to effectively manage 
flood risk in the catchment.  It also enables us to carry out 
compliance checking in a proportionate way.    
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Operator Competence 
Operator 
competence  

The operator is responsible for ensuring that it has the 
technical competence to carry out the activity in 
accordance with the permit.  
There is no known reason to consider that the operator 
will not have the competence to comply with the permit 
conditions. 
 

 

Legal requirements 
Environmental 
Permitting 
(England and 
Wales) 
Regulations 
2016 

The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2016 (EPR) provide as follows:  
  
12  Requirement for an environmental permit 
(1)     A person must not, except under and to the extent 
authorised by an environmental permit— 
(a)     operate a regulated facility, or 
(b)     cause or knowingly permit a water discharge activity 
or groundwater activity. 
 
Regulation 8 – flood risk activity 
 
8  Interpretation: regulated facility and class of 
regulated facility 
(1)     In these Regulations, “regulated facility” means any 
of the following— 
[…] 
 (j)     a flood risk activity; 
 
(3)     In these Regulations, a reference to a class of 
regulated facility is a reference to a class in paragraph (1). 
 
Regulation 7 - Operator 
 
7  Interpretation: operate a regulated facility and 
operator 
In these Regulations— 
“operate a regulated facility” means— 
(a)     operate an installation, mobile plant, a medium 
combustion plant or a specified generator, or 
(b)     carry on a waste operation, mining waste operation, 
radioactive substances activity, water discharge activity, 
groundwater activity, small waste incineration plant 
operation, solvent emission activity or flood risk activity; 
 
“operator”, in relation to a regulated facility, means— 
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(a)     the person who has control over the operation of the 
regulated facility, 
(b)     if the regulated facility has not yet been put into 
operation, the person who will have control over the 
regulated facility when it is put into operation, or 
(c)     if a regulated facility authorised by an environmental 
permit ceases to be in operation, the person who holds the 
environmental permit. 
 
Regulation 69 - Fisheries 
Under Regulation 69 EPR 2016 we must have due regard 
to the interests of fisheries when exercising functions 
relating to a flood risk activity.  
 
We have had due regard to the interests of fisheries in 
making our decision in the context of our other statutory 
duties, including those imposed by the Water Environment 
(Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017 which require us to exercise our 
functions so as to secure compliance with the 
requirements of the WFD. This includes the requirement to 
improve the status of water bodies which is the intended 
aim of these works. 
 
13  Grant of an environmental permit 
(1)     On the application of an operator, the regulator may 
grant the operator a permit (an “environmental permit”) 
authorising— 
(a)     the operation of a regulated facility, and 
(b)     that operator as the person authorised to operate that 
regulated facility. 
(2)     Regulation 17 applies in relation to the grant of a 
single permit authorising the operation of more than one 
regulated facility by the same operator. 
(3)     Part 1 of Schedule 5 applies in relation to an 
application for the grant of an environmental permit. 
  
Schedule 5  
Duty to consider representations 
11 
Before it determines an application or makes a regulator-
initiated variation, the regulator must consider any 
representation— 
(a)     made pursuant to paragraph 6(1)(b), 8(2)(b) or 
9(4)(c), or 
(b)     sent to it under paragraph 10(3)(b). 
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Duty to determine an application 
12 
(1)     The regulator must grant or refuse a duly-made 
application. 
(2)     Except in the case of an application for the surrender 
of an environmental permit in whole, the regulator may 
grant an application subject to such conditions as it sees 
fit. 
(3)     But— 
(a)     variations of an environmental permit in relation to 
the grant of an application for variation, transfer in whole or 
in part, or partial surrender must be in consequence of the 
variation, transfer or partial surrender, as the case may be 
and 
(b)     if granting an application for partial transfer, the 
regulator must grant a new environmental permit to the 
transferee subject to the same conditions as the original 
permit, varied in consequence of the partial transfer. 
  
We must impose conditions to secure the objectives that 
apply to flood risk environmental permitting set out at 
paragraph 5 of Schedule 25 of EPR which provides as  
follows: 
 
Exercise of relevant functions 
5 
The regulator must exercise its relevant functions for the 
purposes of achieving the following objectives— 
(a)     managing flood risk; 
(b)     managing impacts on land drainage; 
(c)     environmental protection. 
 
Guidance on the implementation of the EPR is provided in 
“Environmental Permitting: Core guidance For the 
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2016” (last revised March 2020) published on 
Gov.UK 
 

Environment 
Act 1995 

(i) Section 4 (Pursuit of Sustainable Development) 
 
We are required to contribute towards achieving 
sustainable development, as considered appropriate by 
Ministers and set out in guidance issued to us. The 
Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
has issued The Environment Agency’s Objectives and 
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Contribution to Sustainable Development: Statutory 
Guidance (December 2002).  This document:  

“provides guidance to the Agency on such matters 
as the formulation of approaches that the Agency 
should take to its work, decisions about priorities for 
the Agency and the allocation of resources. It is not 
directly applicable to individual regulatory decisions 
of the Agency”.   

The Environment Agency considers that it has pursued the 
objectives set out in the Government’s guidance, where 
relevant, and that there are no additional conditions that 
should be included in the permit in light of the section 4 
duty. 
 

(iii) Section 6(1) (Conservation Duties with Regard to 
Water)  

  
We have a duty to the extent we consider it desirable 
generally to promote the conservation and enhancement 
of the natural beauty and amenity of inland and coastal 
waters and the land associated with such waters, and the 
conservation of flora and fauna which are dependent on an 
aquatic environment.  
 
We do not consider it necessary to impose any additional 
or different conditions in light of this duty. 
 
(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries) 

 
We have a duty to maintain, improve and develop fisheries 
of salmon, trout, eels, lampreys, smelt and freshwater fish. 
 
For eels the applicant has added eel passes to the fish 
barriers and we have conditioned that the final eel pass 
designs must be approved by us. See Annex 1 – 
Environmental risk for more detail. 
 
For other fish we have considered technical evidence from 
the applicant, from consultees, and from various of our 
internal teams, along with an independent scientific opinion 
and relevant research papers. See short summary below 
with full details in Annex 1 – Water Framework Directive 
section.  
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The technical views detailed in the WFD section also 
provide comment on the fisheries and our fisheries duties 
in the Environment Act 1995.  
 
The mitigation plan includes proposals for fisheries-related 
habitat improvement works which, subject to the results of 
the monitoring process, will either assist in maintaining 
these fisheries or possibly contribute towards improving 
these fisheries.  
 
(v) Section 7 (General Environmental Duties) 
 
This places a duty on us, when considering any proposal 
relating to our functions, to have regard amongst other 
things to any effect which the proposals would have on 
sites of archaeological, architectural, or historic interest; 
the economic and social well-being of local communities in 
rural areas; and to take into account any effect which the 
proposals would have on the beauty or amenity of any rural 
or urban area or on any such flora, fauna, features, 
buildings, sites or objects. 
 
Under section 7(1)(a) we have a duty to further the 
conservation and enhancement of natural beauty and the 
conservation of flora, fauna and geological or 
physiographical features of special interest. 
 
We considered whether we should impose any additional 
or different requirements in light of our duty to have 
regard to the various conservation objectives set out in 
section 7 but concluded that we should not. 
 
We reached this conclusion for the following reasons: 

1. There are no listed buildings, heritage at risk, 
protected wrecks, historic battlefields, scheduled 
ancient monuments or world heritage sites within 
700 metres of the three barrier locations. As such 
no sites of archaeological, architectural, or historic 
interest are affected.  

2. The work locations are not within an area of 
outstanding natural beauty. They are set back from 
the main river in a wooded area and most of the 
structures are set at the level of the river bank. The 
structure is made of steel, so would be comparable 
to the existing metal gates. As such we feel that we 
have taken account of any effect which the 
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proposals would have on the beauty or amenity of 
the rural location. 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into 
the area while the works are undertaken, so may 
have an economic benefit. More detail on 
economic effects can be found in the “costs and 
benefits” section below.  

4. We think it unlikely that the proposal would have a 
negative effect on the social well-being of local 
communities. As part of the wider project at HGB, 
there have been a number of works undertaken to 
increase the public’s access to the broad via a 
boat mooring, walkway and bird hides. This could 
be seen as having a positive impact on the social 
well-being of local communities.   

5. Both the supporting documents the applicant 
provided and our assessment in this document 
show no significant impact on flora, fauna, 
features, buildings, sites or objects. See Annex 1 
sections “Environmental Risk” and “Biodiversity, 
Heritage, Landscape and Nature Conservation” for 
more detail on our assessment of flora, fauna, 
features and sites. 

 
(vi)  Section 39 (Costs and Benefits) 
 
We have a duty to take into account the likely costs and 
benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ being 
defined as including costs to the environment, as well as 
any person). 
 
In so far as relevant, we consider that the costs that the 
permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in relation to the benefits it provides. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have 
assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF 
and LIFE, so is not public money.    
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million 
project to deliver environmental benefit to both the 
ecological and water quality elements of Water 
Framework Directive that are required to be 
delivered by 2027. This will be in addition to 
delivering environmental benefit to the designated 
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sites (Bure Broads and Marshes SSSI, The Broads 
SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into 
the area while the works are undertaken, so are 
likely to be of benefit to the local economy.  
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public 
consultation on negative impacts affecting angling 
tourism, which brings in a purported £100 million to 
the local economy. Our assessment of the 
evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD 
has concluded that there will be no deterioration in 
status (more detail on our reasons can be found in 
Annex 1 section on “WFD”).  
 
Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the 
fisheries has concluded that there is a risk of 
detrimental impacts upon the fisheries (more detail 
on our reasons can be found in Annex 1 section on 
“WFD” and above in this section within “(iv) Section 
6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures have been included 
within the permit to minimise this risk. 
 
The project is based on sound scientific 
understanding and experience of biomanipulation 
within broadland but the outcome cannot be 
predicted with 100% confidence as would be the 
case for any ecological system which is influenced 
by many external factors. These unknowns have 
the potential to result in risks of negative impact to 
the fisheries.  
 
As such we have incorporated the HFAG 
supporting document into the permit and require a 
condition to secure monitoring of the impacts of the 
project and mitigation, where necessary. 
   

Section 108 
Deregulation 
Act 2015 
 
Growth duty 
 

We considered our duty to have regard to the desirability 
of promoting economic growth set out in section 108(1) of 
the Deregulation Act 2015 and the guidance issued under 
section 110 of that Act in deciding whether to grant this 
permit.  
 
In the section relating to the Environment Act 1995 above 
we have assessed the economic benefits and costs as a 
result of the works. We conclude that there are economic 
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and environmental benefits from the project, which 
outweigh the potential negative impact on the economic 
activities of the fisheries. We have conditioned the 
requirement to monitor the impact of the works, requiring 
mitigation measures where necessary to minimise the 
potential impacts on the fisheries, as also detailed in the 
discussion of economic benefits and costs pursuant to 
section 39 Environment Act 1995 above.  
 
Paragraph 1.3 of the statutory guidance issued by the 
Department of Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy 
in March 2017 states: 
  
“The primary role of regulators, in delivering regulation, is 
to achieve the regulatory outcomes for which they are 
responsible. For a number of regulators, these regulatory 
outcomes include an explicit reference to development or 
growth. The growth duty establishes economic growth as 
a factor that all specified regulators should have regard 
to, alongside the delivery of the protections set out in the 
relevant legislation.” 
 
We have addressed the legislative requirements and 
environmental standards to be set for this operation in the 
body of the decision document above. The guidance is 
clear at paragraph 1.5 that the growth duty does not 
legitimise non-compliance and its purpose is not to 
achieve or pursue economic growth at the expense of 
necessary protections. 
 
We consider that the requirements and standards we 
have set in this permit are reasonable and necessary.   
 

Human Rights 
Act 1998 

We have considered potential interference with rights 
protected by the European Convention on Human Rights 
in reaching our decision and consider that our decision is 
compatible with our duties under the Human Rights Act 
1998. We do not consider that any Convention right is 
engaged by this determination. 
 

 

Countryside 
and Rights of 
Way Act 2000 
(CRoW) 

Section 85 of this Act imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency to have regard to the purpose of conserving and 
enhancing the natural beauty of an area of outstanding 
natural beauty (AONB). There is no AONB which could be 
affected by the proposed activities.  
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Wildlife and 
Countryside 
Act 1981 

Under section 28G of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 the Environment Agency has a duty to take 
reasonable steps to further the conservation and 
enhancement of the flora, fauna or geological or 
physiographical features by reason of which a site is of 
special scientific interest. Under section 28I the 
Environment Agency has a duty to consult Natural England 
in relation to any permit that is likely to damage SSSIs.   
 
We assessed the application and concluded that the 
proposed works will not damage the special features of any 
SSSI. This was recorded on a CRoW Appendix 4 formal 
notice.  
 
The CRoW Appendix 4 formal notice is a requirement of 
Section 28I of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 as 
amended by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
(CRoW) 2000. 
 
Natural England was sent a copy of the CRoW Appendix 4 
for their information only. 
 
The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (CRoW) 
assessment is summarised in the section of this document 
entitled “Annex 1 - Biodiversity, Heritage, Landscape and 
Nature Conservation” A copy of the full Appendix 4 
Assessment can be found on the public register.  
 

 

Natural 
Environment 
and Rural 
Communities 
Act 2006 

Section 40 of this Act requires us to have regard, so far 
as is consistent with the proper exercise of our functions, 
to the purpose of conserving biodiversity. 
 
The works are designed to reinstate a more balanced 
species-rich community structure which would benefit 
biodiversity. Within Annexes 1 and 2 of this document we 
have considered whether these works will impact on the 
environment and ecology of the surrounding area, 
including protected features of designated sites, protected 
species and the wider flora and fauna. Further details 
relating to these various considerations can be found in 
other sections of this document.  
 
We are satisfied that section 40 does not require us to 
impose any different or additional conditions beyond 
those already included in the permit. 
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Countryside 
Act 1968 

Section 11 imposes a duty on the Environment Agency to 
exercise its functions relating to any land having regard to 
the desirability of conserving the natural beauty and 
amenity of the countryside including wildlife. 
 
We have also had regard to conserving the natural 
beauty and amenity of the countryside including wildlife in 
our assessment of our general environmental duties 
under section 7 of the Environment Act 1995 (as 
referenced above). We considered the following: 

1. The work locations are not within an AONB. They 
are set back from the main river in a wooded area 
and most of the structures are set at the level of 
the river bank. The structure is made of steel, so 
would be comparable to the existing metal gates. 
As such we feel that we have taken account of any 
effect which the proposals would have on the 
beauty or amenity of the countryside. 

2. Both the supporting documents the applicant 
provided and our assessment in this document 
show no significant impact on wildlife. See Annex 1 
sections “Environmental Risk” and “Biodiversity, 
Heritage, Landscape and Nature Conservation” for 
more detail on our assessment of wildlife. 

We are satisfied that section 11 does not require us to 
impose any different or additional conditions beyond 
those already included in the permit. 
 

 

National Parks 
and Access to 
the 
Countryside 
Act 1949 

Sections 11A and 5(1) impose a duty on the Environment 
Agency, when exercising its functions in relation to land in 
a National Park, to have regard to the purposes of 
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and 
cultural heritage of the areas, and of promoting 
opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of 
National Parks by the public.  
 

1. There are no listed buildings, heritage at risk, 
protected wrecks, historic battlefields, scheduled 
ancient monuments or world heritage sites within 
700 metres of the three barrier locations. As such 
no sites of cultural heritage are impacted by the 
works.  

2. The work locations are not within an AONB. They 
are set back from the main river in a wooded area 
and most of the structures are set at the level of 
the river bank. The structure is made of steel, so 
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would be comparable to the existing metal gates. 
As such we feel that we have taken account of any 
effect which the proposals would have on the 
beauty or amenity of the rural location. 

 
We are satisfied that these sections do not require us to 
impose any different or additional conditions beyond 
those already included in the permit. 
 

Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads 
Act 1988  

Section 17A imposes a duty on the Environment Agency, 
when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, 
or so as to affect, land in the Broads, to have regard to 
the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural 
beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; 
promoting opportunities for the understanding and 
enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the 
public; and protecting the interests of navigation. 
 
The Broads Authority was notified of our public 
consultation as part of this permit application and they did 
not provide a consultation response.  
 
We are satisfied that the project will conserve and 
enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage 
of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the 
understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of 
the Broads by the public; and protecting the interests of 
navigation. In concluding this we have considered the 
following: 
 

1. We do not believe the project will materially 
change the current navigation arrangement from 
the locked metal gates across Foxborrow dyke and 
the dam locations. 

2. The work locations are not within an AONB. They 
are set back from the main river in a wooded area 
and most of the structures are set at the level of 
the river bank. The structure is made of steel, so 
would be comparable to the existing metal gates. 
As such we feel that we have taken account of any 
effect which the proposals would have on 
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of 
the Broads. 

 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 50 of 412 
 



Aspect 
considered 

Justification / Detail Criteria 
met 
Yes 

3. Both the supporting documents the applicant 
provided and our assessment in this document 
show no significant impact on wildlife. See Annex 1 
sections “Environmental Risk” and “Biodiversity, 
Heritage, Landscape and Nature Conservation” for 
more detail on our assessment of impacts on 
wildlife. 

4. There are no listed buildings, heritage at risk, 
protected wrecks, historic battlefields, scheduled 
ancient monuments or world heritage sites within 
700 metres of the three barrier locations. As such 
no sites of cultural heritage are impacted by the 
works.  

5. We feel that the wider aims of the project beyond 
the activities directly permitted will promote 
opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment 
of the special qualities of the Broads by the public. 
As part of the wider project at HGB, there have 
been a number of works undertaken to increase 
the public’s access to the broad via a boat 
mooring, walkway and bird hides.  

 
Conservation 
of Habitats and 
Species 
Regulations 
2017 

We have assessed the application in accordance with the 
legislation and our guidance and concluded that there will 
be no likely significant effects on any European sites.   
 
The Habitats Regulations Assessment is summarised in 
section “Annex 1 - Biodiversity, Heritage, Landscape and 
Nature Conservation” of this document. The Habitats 
Regulations Assessment is referenced as document 
numbered 28 in Annex 3 – Table 1 and is available on the 
public register.  
 
We have also considered our general duties under 
regulation 9(3) to have regard to the requirements of the 
Habitats Directive in the exercise of our powers and 
under regulation 10 in relation to wild bird habitat to take 
such steps in the exercise of our functions as we consider 
appropriate to secure preservation, maintenance and re-
establishment of a sufficient diversity and area of habitat 
for wild birds. 
 
We are satisfied that these provisions do not require us to 
impose any different or additional conditions beyond 
those already included in the permit. 
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Water 
Environment 
(Water 
Framework 
Directive) 
(England and 
Wales) 
Regulations 
2017 

Detailed consideration of how the requirements of these 
Regulations have been met in this permit decision are set 
out in Annex 1 above. 

 

Consideration has been given to whether any additional 
requirements should be imposed pursuant to the 
Environment Agency’s duty under regulation 3 to exercise 
its functions so as to secure compliance with the 
requirements of the Water Framework Directive, 
Groundwater Directive and the Environmental Quality 
Standards Directive through, amongst other things, 
environmental permits, and its obligation in regulation 33 
to have regard to the river basin management plan (RBMP) 
approved under regulation 31 and any supplementary 
plans prepared under regulation 32. We are satisfied that 
the proposed permit conditions are sufficient having regard 
to these duties.   
 

We are satisfied that granting this application with the 
conditions proposed would not cause the current status of 
the water body to deteriorate, and that it will not 
compromise the ability of this water body to achieve good 
status by 2027 and will enhance the achievement of good 
ecological status for macrophytes and phytoplankton. 

 

In taking this decision we have applied the physico-
chemical standards, environmental quality standards and 
biological element status boundary values for surface 
water bodies specified in Articles 8-10 of, and Schedule 3 
to, the Water Framework Directive (Standards and 
Classification) Directions (England and Wales) 2015. 
 

 

Local 
Democracy, 
Economic 
Development 
and 
Construction 
Act 2009 

Duty to Involve 
 
Section 23 of the Local Democracy, Economic 
Development and Construction Act 2009 requires us, 
where we consider it appropriate, to take such steps as 
we consider appropriate to secure the involvement of 
interested persons in the exercise of our functions by 
providing them with information, consulting them or 
involving them in any other way. Section 24 requires us to 
have regard to any Secretary of State guidance as to how 
we should do that. 
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The way in which the Environment Agency has consulted 
with the public and other interested parties is set out in 
the section of this document entitled “Annex 2 - 
Consultation and web publicising”. The way in which we 
have taken account of the representations we have 
received is set out in Annex 2. Our public consultation 
duties are also set out in the Environmental Permitting 
Regulations, our statutory Public Participation Statement 
and the “Environmental permitting: Core guidance For the 
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2016” (as revised March 2020) published on 
Gov.UK which implement the requirements of the Public 
Participation Directive. In addition to meeting our 
consultation responsibilities, we have also taken account 
of our guidance in Environment Agency Guidance Note 
RGS6 and the Environment Agency’s Building Trust with 
Communities toolkit. 
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Annex 2: Consultation / web publicising 
 
Formal consultation with statutory conservation and heritage consultees is 
carried out where appropriate, in accordance with our guidance.  
 
Web publication of an application is only carried out for certain types of 
application, which have a likely significant impact on the environment, and in 
line with our guidance.   
    
This section provides a summary of the responses received to the 
consultation and web publication and explains how we have taken these into 
account in the determination process.  
 
The consultation responses set out in the “Key extracts from the response” 
section of each response received are verbatim. As such any grammatical or 
spelling errors are as submitted.  
 
Where consultation responses submitted additional documents with their 
response, the letter or document has been added verbatim into the “Key 
extracts from the response” section of each response.  
 
In the case of one response (ANON-5BNZ-3J5N-Y / Response 130) the 
documents have not all been added verbatim, because the response provided 
a number of lengthy and detailed papers, these documents may be viewed in 
full on the public register and were made available on the minded-to public 
consultation. 
 
Organisations notified of public consultation 
As part of our public web-based consultation we notified a number of public 
bodies of the consultation, so that they could respond if they wished. Below is 
a list of organisations and public bodies that were notified: 

• Natural England 
• Broads Authority 
• Angling Trust 
• Broads Angling Services Group 
• Norfolk Wildlife Trust 
• Norfolk Rivers Trust 
• RSPB 
• National Trust 
• Essex and Suffolk Water 
• Hoveton Parish Council 
• Horning Parish Council 
• Woodbastwick Parish Council 
• Salhouse Parish Council 
• Wroxham Parish Council 
• Hoveton Estate 
• Salhouse Estate  
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• Bournemouth University 
• Institute of Fisheries Management 

 
Assessment of the public consultation  
We have received a total of 163 external public consultation responses to the 
online public consultation. Of these responses 27 are in favour of the works 
proposed in the permit application, 4 responses are neutral and 132 of the 
responses have concerns with the works proposed in the permit application, as 
shown on the figure below: 
 

 
 
These 163 responses have provided comments on a range of issues, which 
are summarised in the ‘Issues raised’ table below: 
 
Annex 2 – Table 1 
Issues raised Number of 

responses 
Concerns about impact to fish 108 
Concerns that the Environment Agency FBG Team objections 
ignored 

29 

Supporting the environmental benefits of the project 25 
Concerns about the impact to angling tourism 20 
Concerns about the use of public funds 15 
Concerns that relevant information is missing from the 
application 

10 

Concerns about navigation rights and public access 9 
Concerns that excluding fish from HGB will impact on bird 
species 

9 

Concerns that the fish barriers will increase flood risk 8 
Concerns about whether the barriers are temporary as stated 
or will become permanent structures 

8 

Recommendations of alternative options 7 
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Concerns that the proposed works would not deal with the 
root causes of diffuse pollution of phosphate 

7 

Concerns in relation to a planning matter 7 
Concerns about the installed, unpermitted fish exclusion 
barriers 

6 

Concerns that the boat crafts are part of the root cause and 
the proposed works don’t deal with this issue 

4 

Concerns that bird droppings are a root cause and the 
proposed works don’t deal with this issue 

3 

Concerns about impacts on otters 3 
Concerns about the in-combination effects of excluding fish 
from this Broad when combined with other existing schemes 
on the Norfolk broads which exclude fish 

2 

 
Additional Evidence: 
A number of the responses provide more extensive additional evidence and 
are listed in Table 2 below. A number of the responses are many pages long 
and so have been summarised below. The full responses are saved with the 
permit record and can be made available. 
 
Annex 2 – Table 2 
Consultation 
Summary ref: 

Additional evidence 
provided In following 
responses: 

Response 66 ANON-5BNZ-3JBQ-F 
Response 75 ANON-5BNZ-3JBA-Y 
Response 83 ANON-5BNZ-3J6K-W 
Response 97 ANON-5BNZ-3J67-9 
Response 98 ANON-5BNZ-3J6W-9 
Response 107 ANON-5BNZ-3JXV-A 
Response 109 ANON-5BNZ-3JX8-C 
Response 118 ANON-5BNZ-3JXK-Y 
Response 128 ANON-5BNZ-3J5X-9 
Response 130 ANON-5BNZ-3J5N-Y 
Response 134 ANON-5BNZ-3J5Y-A 
Response 139 ANON-5BNZ-3J5C-M 
Response 144 ANON-5BNZ-3J5Q-2 
Response 147 ANON-5BNZ-3J54-5 
Response 148 ANON-5BNZ-3J5S-4 
Response 161 BHLF-5BNZ-3JHH-C 
Response 162 BHLF-5BNZ-3JHN-J 
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1. 
Response received from 
Not Answered whether they are responding as an Individual or on behalf of an organisation 
(response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7X-B) 
Key extracts from the response 
As a fisherman of the broads for many years I have witnessed fish entering quiet 
broads off of the main river system to breed. To prevent the river stocks from doing 
this will in my opinion seriously damage the future fish stocks in this part of the river. 
So to block the Entrance to Hoveton Great Broad in my opinion would be a very badly 
thought out proposal, and should be rejected at all cost. 
REDACTED 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Individual’s name 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. Observational information. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
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one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
2. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7N-1) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am a regular user of the Broads in the capacity of canoeing / watching wildlife. I 
absolutely support efforts to exclude fish from Hoveton Great Broad to allow daphnia 
etc to proliferate and address algal growth. Eutrophication has a significant impact on 
biodiversity and this is an appropriate approach to addressing it (though the cause - 
agricultural run-off - should be addressed as a matter of priority).  This action will 
benefit many individual species and the wider Broads ecosystem. 
Anglers opposing the proposed action appear interested only in their 'sport', and the 
impact on their rights to pursue it. They are pursuing selfish short-termism to the 
detriment of the broader ecosystem,  their needs in this case should be subservient 
to the greater good. 
And I say this despite not being permitted access to this broad by boat! 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Navigation 
This response has raised concerns about navigation. 
 
Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
the Broads, to have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the public; and protecting the 
interests of navigation. 
 
Concerns have been raised about the legality of Hoveton Great Broad being currently closed 
to navigation. Matters regarding navigation on the broads are in the remit of the Broads 
Authority. We note that navigation issues were raised during the planning application for 
these proposals and so would have formed part of their considerations before they granted 
planning permission. 
 
We are satisfied that the project will protect the interests of navigation, as the project will not 
materially change the current navigation arrangement from the locked metal gates across 
Foxborrow dyke and the dam locations. 
 

 
3. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7R-5) 
Key extracts from the response 
I do not believe that excluding fish, which are a natural part of the biodiversity, for up 
to 10 years is the correct way to proceed. If it were an alien species or non-natural 
situation then intervention may be justified but interference in the natural order like 
this should not be allowed. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. It should be noted that the situation we 
currently have is not natural in terms of the impact of historic pollution this project aims to 
rectify.   
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
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ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
4. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J71-4) 
Key extracts from the response 
I think this is a sound idea and would give it my support, providing the 10 year time 
frame is adhered to. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Temporary or Permanent Barriers 
The application is for temporary barriers and the applicant’s supporting information is that 
these barriers will be removed after 10 years. This will form a condition of a permit. If such 
a condition were breached by the applicant the Environment Agency could undertake 
appropriate enforcement action. 
 

 
5. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7G-T) 
Key extracts from the response 
It is hard to get a good days fishing in due to the volume of boats on the broads  the 
season is short due to the close season which you wont abolish for what ever reason 
i basically feel you do not support the angler like you should. 
 
flooding is geting worse all over the Broads and the sooner barrier is installed at 
yarmouth the better 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion expressed on two separate matters (Angling closed season & Gt Yarmouth flood 
barrier) that are not relevant to this application. 
 
The angling closed season is there to ensure that fish aren’t disturbed during their breeding 
season.  
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
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HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 
Fish Access 
The applicant is aware from their flood modelling that flood water overtops the river banks 
and enters Hoveton Great Broad and that this will bring fish with it. The applicant may 
undertake fish removal after a flood event to maintain a low density of fish in the broad. 
 
Monitoring work on fish movement on Hoveton Great Broad has identified that fish move in 
and out of the broad at certain times of day. It would be advisable to close the barriers when 
most of the fish are in the River Bure.  
 
Some fish would need to be removed from Hoveton Great Broad and a fish equipment 
permit would need to be obtained by the applicant for this. The applicant is not proposing to 
remove all the fish but to reduce the number of fish by 75%. 
 

 
6. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7T-7) 
Key extracts from the response 
This proposal must NOT go ahead. It is quite incredible that it is even being 
considered. 
This broad is is one of the main spawning grounds for bream. If the proposal goes 
ahead bream stocks on the broad will be decimated. In addition there will be enormous 
repercussions for the myriad of other wildlife that prospers as a result of their 
presence. 
The Norfolk Broads are famous for their bream, how can you even contemplate 
implementing a scheme that will ensure their destruction. 
These barriers are described as "temporary" but 10 years is much more than enough 
to create an irreversible decline in the bream population. 
Tell them to find another solution. They clearly have  no idea, or interest in fish stocks 
in the broads  
PLEASE, do not allow this quite ridiculous proposal to go ahead. 
This request to pursue the willful distraction of the bream population  must be turned 
down. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The applicant’s proposed works are not 
designed to destroy the broads bream population as detailed in the applicant’s supporting 
documentation. 
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Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 
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The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
7. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7V-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
There is no need to remove fish from the broad please leave them as they are 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
8. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7C-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
Can you assure me that there will be no fishing allowed for anybody 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion expressed. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
9. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7K-X) 
Key extracts from the response 
I live in Horning, a village close to Hoveton. HGB is a large area capable of taking a 
large amount of flood water. If you close this off to the river, where do you think that 
floodwater will go? Already many riverside properties are flooded and with rising sea 
levels this problem will only get worse. If water levels are high enough it will flood 
over the banks go HGB bringing fish with it. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 
Fish Access 
The applicant is aware from their flood modelling that flood water overtops the river banks 
and enters Hoveton Great Broad and that this will bring fish with it. The applicant may 
undertake fish removal after a flood event to maintain a low density of fish in the broad. 
 
Monitoring work on fish movement on Hoveton Great Broad has identified that fish move in 
and out of the broad at certain times of day. It would be advisable to close the barriers when 
most of the fish are in the River Bure.  
 
Some fish would need to be removed from Hoveton Great Broad and a fish equipment 
permit would need to be obtained by the applicant for this. The applicant is not proposing to 
remove all the fish but to reduce the number of fish by 75%. 
 

 
10. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J73-6) 
Key extracts from the response 
Feel this is a back doorway to shut the spawning ground for the fish which by law you 
are to protect. I also believe in 10 years time the broad will remain closed because I 
don’t trust you in any way from your past behaviour. If that broad is at risk of flooding 
that means the whole system is at risk . 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Temporary or Permanent Barriers 
The application is for temporary barriers and the applicant’s supporting information is that 
these barriers will be removed after 10 years. This will form a condition of a permit. If such 
a condition were breached by the applicant the Environment Agency could undertake 
appropriate enforcement action. 
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
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for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 
Fish Access 
The applicant is aware from their flood modelling that flood water overtops the river banks 
and enters Hoveton Great Broad and that this will bring fish with it. The applicant may 
undertake fish removal after a flood event to maintain a low density of fish in the broad. 
 
Monitoring work on fish movement on Hoveton Great Broad has identified that fish move in 
and out of the broad at certain times of day. It would be advisable to close the barriers when 
most of the fish are in the River Bure.  
 
Some fish would need to be removed from Hoveton Great Broad and a fish equipment 
permit would need to be obtained by the applicant for this. The applicant is not proposing to 
remove all the fish but to reduce the number of fish by 75%. 
 

 
11. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J72-5) 
Key extracts from the response 
I believe this is not necessary and will have adverse effects on the fish stocks which 
may I add are not being protected properly as it is illegal angling poaching predation 
are not being adressed  by natural England or the EA this situation is a disgrace and 
should not go ahead there are many anglers which share my position on this 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. Observational information. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
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ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
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The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
12. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7Q-4) 
Key extracts from the response 
Incredibly stupid idea. Just that amazed this is even being considered. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
13. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7D-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
You state you cannot take account of several points, but who do we need to contact 
to drive home the following points?? 
Hoveton Great Broad was illegally closed to navigation, it should have full navigation 
rights and access. 
If the Blofelds claim it as their own, why is the publics money being spent on it via 
Natural England?  Surely they should pay for it from their own pockets? 
The Broad must not be closed off, you own fishery experts stated it was a bad idea - 
have they been silenced? 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
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Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
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Navigation 
This response has raised concerns about navigation. 
 
Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
the Broads, to have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the public; and protecting the 
interests of navigation. 
 
Concerns have been raised about the legality of Hoveton Great Broad being currently closed 
to navigation. Matters regarding navigation on the broads are in the remit of the Broads 
Authority. We note that navigation issues were raised during the planning application for 
these proposals and so would have formed part of their considerations before they granted 
planning permission. 
 
We are satisfied that the project will protect the interests of navigation, as the project will not 
materially change the current navigation arrangement from the locked metal gates across 
Foxborrow dyke and the dam locations. 
 

 
14. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J74-7) 
Key extracts from the response 
If the science is solid, please go with it.   
 
I place no value on the interests of fishing, which is an archaic and insensitive activity 
ignoring the feelings of another species, just because it is another species.  If anglers 
care about fish stocks, they can always fish less. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
15. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7S-6) 
Key extracts from the response 
Surely the exclusion of fish for up to 10 years will have a detrimental effect on fish 
stocks, which may use Hoveton Little Broad as a favoured breeding ground ... ?  The 
Broads rely heavily on tourism.  A good deal of these tourists come specifically for 
the fishing.  If fish stocks are depleted, the these tourists may choose alternative areas 
of the country in which to spend their holidays. I  would oppose the introduction of 
these exclusion barriers 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
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bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
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Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
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1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
16. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7J-W) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am totally against blocking spawning fish out of an obviously highly important 
spawning ground. Surely the data that has been collated showing just how far these 
fish will travel to use this unique broad illustrates its importance. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
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17. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7F-S) 
Key extracts from the response 
Ridiculous. 
 
Your own experts recommend against doing this. 
 
You will ruin the bream population by removing their primary spawning grounds. 
 
You simply can't justify threatening a species and going against expert's advice 
without making yourselves look like a self centred, egotistical dictatorship. 
 
There are better areas to spend the money. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
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6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
 
18. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J79-C) 
Key extracts from the response 
Total waste of time and money and completely unnecessary. This would devastate the 
fish populations of the broads, not just the river Bure, as it's been proven that Bream 
travel for vast distances to breed on the broad. If fish stocks on the Broads are 
severely damaged and reduced by removing the primary breeding ground it will have 
a severe environmental and economic effect. Environmentally it will have an impact 
on the eco system of the broads and impact wildlife that feed on the fish and 
economically it will effect the broads as a fishing destination for holiday makers as 
well as local anglers and the trade around it. Even with a barrier in place and all fish 
removed the fish will regain access when it floods, and so will need to be electro fished 
again to remove them at time and time again at great cost. There is no need for this 
scheme in the first place, there is nothing wrong with water clarity or a lack of plant 
life. During the lockdown the water was as clear as I've ever seen it and plant life 
absolutely thrived thanks to the vastly reduced boat traffic and pollution from them, 
perhaps the money would be better used to look into how much damage the hire craft 
companies using diesel powered boats do to the broads? Lastly the broad is privately 
owned, why should public money be used for a project that is owned by a private 
landowner with virtually no public access at all. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
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These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
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improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 
Fish Access 
The applicant is aware from their flood modelling that flood water overtops the river banks 
and enters Hoveton Great Broad and that this will bring fish with it. The applicant may 
undertake fish removal after a flood event to maintain a low density of fish in the broad. 
 
Monitoring work on fish movement on Hoveton Great Broad has identified that fish move in 
and out of the broad at certain times of day. It would be advisable to close the barriers when 
most of the fish are in the River Bure.  
 
Some fish would need to be removed from Hoveton Great Broad and a fish equipment 
permit would need to be obtained by the applicant for this. The applicant is not proposing to 
remove all the fish but to reduce the number of fish by 75%. 
 
Public Access 
As part of the wider scheme at Hoveton Great Broad, there have been several works 
undertaken, or planned, to increase the public’s access to the broad via a canoe, walkway 
and bird hides. As such the wider scheme is improving the public’s access to Hoveton 
Great Broad. There is no public fishing (estate permission required). 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
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The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
 
19. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7P-3) 
Key extracts from the response 
The broads has some of the best non commercial fishing  in England, and this cruel 
and unnecessary interference with nature will have a seriously detrimental affect on 
the fish in the area, stop fish accessing their spawning grounds. Which will have a 
severe impact on fish eating wildlife in the area, forcing them to move elsewhere and 
disturb the natural balance of a much larger area than just Hoveton Great broads. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
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Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
20. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7U-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
There is no need to stop fish like Bream that spawn on this Broad being able to enter 
this area. If the problem is alge then spray it, suck it out and treat and put back in. Run 
it through a filter system. There is more systems than stopping the fish. Please have 
a rethink on this matter. 
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Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Alternative Methods 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details why other methods such as 
partial exclusion are not viable. With regards to partial exclusion through creating 
enclosures on parts of Hoveton Great Broad the applicant states “Whilst enclosures have 
been shown to deliver clear water and macrophyte recovery in the Broads, indeed 
enclosures have been trailed in HGB, they need to be maintained indefinitely, or until P 
concentrations are <0.03mg/l, to maintain clear water. When these enclosures are 
removed or fail, as observed on the enclosure on HGB, they are inundated by the 
surrounding turbid water and unfavourable fish assemblage. This results in macrophyte die 
off and reversion to an algal dominated turbid water state”.  
 
Biomanipulation aims to redress an imbalance in the ecology that results from 
eutrophication. Using mechanical methods to control the algae is not sustainable and if it 
worked would lead to the same end point (reduced bream and roach dominance with a 
more natural ecological balance). We are unaware of any scientific studies that show that 
such a technology can succeed if leaving the fish in place. 
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 

 
21. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J77-A) 
Key extracts from the response 
Great Hoverton Broad is a natural spawning area for coarse fish . Closing the broad 
to fish will have a significant detrimental effect on future Broadland fish populations . 
These fish populations  also need sanctuary from sanctuary from heavy boat 
disturbance . Massive increase in Otter populations have also recently had a 
detrimental effect on fish populations . Closing “cockshoot broad “ off from the River 
Bure has already removed one spawning area for fish . 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. We are unaware of the specific data 
stating that otter predation is threatening fish populations and none provided by responder. 
 

 
22. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J7W-A) 
Key extracts from the response 
This is a natural spawning area for fish, and the barrier will have a detrimental impact 
on future fish populations. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
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23. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCX-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
This sounds a necessary step to enable the ecosystem to recover and preserve the 
ecology of the broad. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
24. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCH-7) 
Key extracts from the response 
Your own fisheries scientists suggests it's not a good idea to go ahead and you have 
just ignored there advice why?????. 
I think that is enough of a reason not to go ahead with this ridiculous plan. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 

 
25. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCN-D) 
Key extracts from the response 
The Hoveton Great Broad is a spawning area for a number of species of fish, bream, 
perch, pike and roach. The young fry need protection from the fast currents of the 
broadland rivers.  
Preventing fish from using their natural spawning grounds is likely to damage fish 
stocks. 
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If the broad needs desilting, this can actually be done mechanically, suction pumped 
into barges. The resulting silt will be an extremely rich for natural land fertiliser. 
Reed removal has been done by hand for years. 
 
Part of the problem with the rivers of the Broads system is that non-organic fertilisers 
are used by farming, and further upriver, excessive abstraction enriches the nitrate 
levels. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 

 
26. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCR-H) 
Key extracts from the response 
I believe these barriers will have a severely detrimental effect on those fish that spawn 
in these waters, primarily the Bream. The duration anticipated, some ten years will 
decimate the species.  
Barriers have ,I believe , already been installed and these should immediately be 
removed, at least until this consultation period is concluded. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
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this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
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Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Unpermitted Barriers 
Two barriers have been installed without a flood risk activity permit. The two installed 
barriers are not included in this permit application, but were the subject of a separate 
enforcement case that has been undertaken and concluded.  
 

 
27. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JC1-G) 
Key extracts from the response 
Temporary barriers have been used before eg: Cockshoot Broad, and become 
permanent. 
Interfering with the migration of fish using Hoveton Great Broad will have a 
devastating effect on fish seeking refuge from boat traffic and for the proven breeding 
ground it is used for by the fish stocks currently. 
The knock on effect will result in the wholesale decline of fish number within the 
system, particularly bream. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
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withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 85 of 412 
 



broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Temporary or Permanent Barriers 
The application is for temporary barriers and the applicant’s supporting information is that 
these barriers will be removed after 10 years. This will form a condition of a permit. If such 
a condition were breached by the applicant the Environment Agency could undertake 
appropriate enforcement action. 
 

 
28. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCY-R) 
Key extracts from the response 
As a visitor  of nearly 60years, ( I am a REDACTED) I am asking Natural England  to 
leave the Hoveton Broad alone as part of your title says  leave it Natural. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Personal data 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The broad is not in a natural state. It is 
recognised as being of poor ecological status in the documentation supplied as part of the 
application. 
 

 
29. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCM-C) 
Key extracts from the response 
Improving water quality is obviously a key issue for the broad, improvised water 
quality will eventually lead to a healthier habit, I just wonder I there is a better way of 
doing this than reducing fish numbers which could have an impact of bird 
populations. Rather than blocking off the whole broad, could it be possible to instal 
fish barriers along sections of the broad and create Reed beds in a progressive 
manner? This may take longer but would preserve fish populations at a higher level 
and have less impact on bird populations. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The density of certain fish species can 
impact the environmental quality, and maintaining their density for the benefit of animals that 
feed on them is perpetuating the poor ecological status in the face of environmental 
improvements being required by law. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
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Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Alternative Methods 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details why other methods such as 
partial exclusion are not viable. With regards to partial exclusion through creating 
enclosures on parts of Hoveton Great Broad the applicant states “Whilst enclosures have 
been shown to deliver clear water and macrophyte recovery in the Broads, indeed 
enclosures have been trailed in HGB, they need to be maintained indefinitely, or until P 
concentrations are <0.03mg/l, to maintain clear water. When these enclosures are 
removed or fail, as observed on the enclosure on HGB, they are inundated by the 
surrounding turbid water and unfavourable fish assemblage. This results in macrophyte die 
off and reversion to an algal dominated turbid water state”.  
 
Biomanipulation aims to redress an imbalance in the ecology that results from 
eutrophication. Using mechanical methods to control the algae is not sustainable and if it 
worked would lead to the same end point (reduced bream and roach dominance with a 
more natural ecological balance). We are unaware of any scientific studies that show that 
such a technology can succeed if leaving the fish in place. 
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
Bird Concerns 
As part of the application the Environment Agency has undertaken assessments for the 
SSSI, SPA, SAC and RAMSAR designations on Hoveton Great Broad. A number of bird 
species are protected under these various designations.  
 
For the SSSI designation, we have undertaken a Wildlife and Countryside Act assessment 
(Appendix 4 CRoW assessment) using information provided by the applicant in their 
Environmental Statement and concluded that no features of the designated site would be 
negatively impacted. For the SPA, SAC and Ramsar designations we have undertaken a 
stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment and concluded that no features of the 
designated site would be negatively impacted. 
 

 
30. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCV-N) 
Key extracts from the response 
For hundreds of years this broad has been allowed to mature and do what it would 
naturally do, I don’t object to the dredging to restore it to its former glory but to restrict 
fish access is wrong as this is not what would occur and seems to me to be tampering 
with the ecology of the system. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The density of certain fish species can 
impact environmental quality. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
31. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JC8-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
This seems a very risky strategy to the fish. You state you consider this to be the 
correct approach and what your intentions are . I would rather hear your evidence. A 
waste of time, risky to the fish and no evidence. Find a more environmentally sound 
way. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The evidence in favour of the project 
and the aims of improving ecological quality are presented in the application information. 
 

 
32. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCC-2) 
Key extracts from the response 
Why effect fish species throughout the Bure and Thurne for one point of focus? And 
the effect this will have on the surrounding trades will be enormous. 
 
Your scientists have told you this, why ignore them? 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
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activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
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be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 

 
33. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCK-A) 
Key extracts from the response 
As an angler and naturalist, I am concerned that no hard evidence has been presented 
with the consultation proposal. The project reads like an experiment rather than a 
workable solution to a problem. Interrupting migration paths of fish will have 
unforeseen consequences,  such possibilities have not been set out in the proposal. 
Where is your habitat risk assessment? 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Information presented in the application 
documents, including WFD assessment.  
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Bird Concerns 
As part of the application the Environment Agency has undertaken assessments for the 
SSSI, SPA, SAC and RAMSAR designations on Hoveton Great Broad. A number of bird 
species are protected under these various designations.  
 
For the SSSI designation, we have undertaken a Wildlife and Countryside Act assessment 
(Appendix 4 CRoW assessment) using information provided by the applicant in their 
Environmental Statement and concluded that no features of the designated site would be 
negatively impacted. For the SPA, SAC and Ramsar designations we have undertaken a 
stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment and concluded that no features of the 
designated site would be negatively impacted. 
 

 
34. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCE-4) 
Key extracts from the response 
If this proposal will aid the natural cleaning of the Broad then I am very much for it.  
Anglers have other options and only a small part of those that enjoy the amenities of 
the Broads . 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
35. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JC3-J) 
Key extracts from the response 
Hi 
I am not an Angler but I detest these so called know it all's.  So I ask you to look at 
other similar situations across the country. 
Example. 
In Norfolk the river Nar was dammed to create habitats. All this has created is flooding 
of neighbouring farmland. and also fenland habitats which have now been destroyed. 
However. 
In Surrey, the Basingstoke canal had a major algae problem and this had gone on for 
many years.  The solution was to introduce fish, yes a special type of fish whose diet 
is algae.  The water was cleared and existing habitats were not destroyed. 
 
There are many more instances where creating something destroys something else. 
By helping the environment  you destroy nothing, by creating barriers you destroy the 
surrounding areas. Whilst it is 10 years is for one area, the other is destroyed  never 
torecover. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
No reference to Basingstoke Canal project could be found. Introducing a specific fish species 
to a manmade water body (canal) is very different to introducing a specific fish species to a 
highly interconnected lowland river network with various ecological designated sites. It is not 
known what fish species was introduced in the Basingstoke canal example, so it is not known 
whether this was a native species or an invasive species, or what measures would be needed 
to manage this species if there were no natural predator present. Within a canal setting it is 
possible to have some control over where the introduced fish species is present due to the 
locks acting as barriers. In contrast HGB and HB are part of a highly interconnected lowland 
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river network, which would enable the fish species to disperse across the broads rather than 
stay at HGB and HB. 
 
The applicant has considered alternative options and introducing a specific fish species is 
not one of those options. It is unlikely that this option would be appropriate to HGB and HB.  
 
Alternative Methods 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details why other methods such as 
partial exclusion are not viable. With regards to partial exclusion through creating 
enclosures on parts of Hoveton Great Broad the applicant states “Whilst enclosures have 
been shown to deliver clear water and macrophyte recovery in the Broads, indeed 
enclosures have been trailed in HGB, they need to be maintained indefinitely, or until P 
concentrations are <0.03mg/l, to maintain clear water. When these enclosures are 
removed or fail, as observed on the enclosure on HGB, they are inundated by the 
surrounding turbid water and unfavourable fish assemblage. This results in macrophyte die 
off and reversion to an algal dominated turbid water state”.  
 
Biomanipulation aims to redress an imbalance in the ecology that results from 
eutrophication. Using mechanical methods to control the algae is not sustainable and if it 
worked would lead to the same end point (reduced bream and roach dominance with a 
more natural ecological balance). We are unaware of any scientific studies that show that 
such a technology can succeed if leaving the fish in place. 
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance of 
germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 
Fish Access 
The applicant is aware from their flood modelling that flood water overtops the river banks 
and enters Hoveton Great Broad and that this will bring fish with it. The applicant may 
undertake fish removal after a flood event to maintain a low density of fish in the broad. 
 
Monitoring work on fish movement on Hoveton Great Broad has identified that fish move in 
and out of the broad at certain times of day. It would be advisable to close the barriers when 
most of the fish are in the River Bure.  
 
Some fish would need to be removed from Hoveton Great Broad and a fish equipment 
permit would need to be obtained by the applicant for this. The applicant is not proposing to 
remove all the fish but to reduce the number of fish by 75%. 
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Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
36. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCD-3) 
Key extracts from the response 
As usual Natural England wasting vast sums of public money decimating Norfolk’s 
fish stocks and continuing to mismanage our rivers.Take away the fish breeding 
grounds and you will have achieved in 40 years a total decimation of fish stocks and 
emptied our rivers -instead of addressing the housing blight on flood plains . 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Housing is a planning matter for the local planning authority and is not relevant to the 
determination of this permit application. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
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2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
 
37. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCQ-G) 
Key extracts from the response 
I was under the understanding that a court ruling was in effect to temporarily stop the 
installation of the “temporary “ fish barriers on Hoverton Great Broad. Today i have 
learnt that they have already underhandedly erected a barrier already. From my 
understanding this goes against all the advise and scientific data from the 
Environment Agencies own scientific advisers, it appears that Natural England are 
going ahead regardless of any legal or other rulings.  
As regards to the barriers themselves they will stop natural fish stocks from entering 
the Hoverton Great Broad area which is a significant spawning site for many species 
of fish. This will have a negative effect on the whole regional eco system not just the 
Broad itself, once fish stocks reduce due to being unable to reproduce there will be a 
knock on effect to bird and mammal life in the whole area. Also the term “temporary “ 
is quite laughable, 10 years is not temporary in anyone’s imagination, there are also 
other means to remove the silt/sediment without putting up barriers. 
In conclusion i can only come to reason that Natural England do anything they want 
regardless of the laws of this land or acting on the advice given by their experts just 
because it doesn’t agree with their plans. Perhaps Natural England need to be under 
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the scrutiny of an independent board or panel as they claim to be acting in the publics 
interest, my suspicion is they are more interested in their own interests. 
I am in no way against Natural Englands work in creating a better environment for 
everyone, they have completed some amazing projects around the country. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
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The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Unpermitted Barriers 
Two barriers have been installed without a flood risk activity permit. The two installed 
barriers are not included in this permit application, but were the subject of a separate 
enforcement case that has been undertaken and concluded.  
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
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consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Alternative Methods 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details why other methods such as 
partial exclusion are not viable. With regards to partial exclusion through creating 
enclosures on parts of Hoveton Great Broad the applicant states “Whilst enclosures have 
been shown to deliver clear water and macrophyte recovery in the Broads, indeed 
enclosures have been trailed in HGB, they need to be maintained indefinitely, or until P 
concentrations are <0.03mg/l, to maintain clear water. When these enclosures are 
removed or fail, as observed on the enclosure on HGB, they are inundated by the 
surrounding turbid water and unfavourable fish assemblage. This results in macrophyte die 
off and reversion to an algal dominated turbid water state”.  
 
Biomanipulation aims to redress an imbalance in the ecology that results from 
eutrophication. Using mechanical methods to control the algae is not sustainable and if it 
worked would lead to the same end point (reduced bream and roach dominance with a 
more natural ecological balance). We are unaware of any scientific studies that show that 
such a technology can succeed if leaving the fish in place. 
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 

 
38. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JC4-K) 
Key extracts from the response 
The whole system is ecological and as soon as we start changing it there will be other 
issues that crop up. What if Hoveton is a breeding ground for fish, what will happen 
to birds that feed on the fish in there. Still water becomes stagnant especially without 
fish so most probably start killing things and the water will more than likely get bad 
bluegreen algae bloom which is toxic over a 10 year period will more than likely make 
the water uninhabitable and reopened will pollute the rest of the system. I believe this 
is going to be a disaster if goes ahead and don't think the true outcome has be 
explored 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. There seems to be a misunderstanding 
that the broad will be closed off to water movement. This is not the case as described in the 
documents supplied with the application. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
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Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Bird Concerns 
As part of the application the Environment Agency has undertaken assessments for the 
SSSI, SPA, SAC and RAMSAR designations on Hoveton Great Broad. A number of bird 
species are protected under these various designations.  
 
For the SSSI designation, we have undertaken a Wildlife and Countryside Act assessment 
(Appendix 4 CRoW assessment) using information provided by the applicant in their 
Environmental Statement and concluded that no features of the designated site would be 
negatively impacted. For the SPA, SAC and Ramsar designations we have undertaken a 
stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment and concluded that no features of the 
designated site would be negatively impacted. 
 

 
39. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCS-J) 
Key extracts from the response 
As its temporary and being done to improve and protect the habitat then it should go 
ahead and be prioritised.There are plenty of places for anglers to fish, protecting all 
species is vital for this habitat to thrive. This project should go ahead without any 
doubt. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Temporary or Permanent Barriers 
The application is for temporary barriers and the applicant’s supporting information is that 
these barriers will be removed after 10 years. This will form a condition of a permit. If such 
a condition were breached by the applicant the Environment Agency could undertake 
appropriate enforcement action. 
 

 
40. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JC9-R) 
Key extracts from the response 
As everyone is aware this is a natural spawning ground for the broadband bream. 
Evidence has shown that they travel miles just to spawn in this broad. If this is stopped 
then the bream population could and will be decimated.  Please do not go ahead with 
this ludicrous plan. Leave well alone and let nature take its course. Natural England 
don't have a clue. They say they are looking after the natural habitat but when given 
the evidence by two professional bodies they chose to ignore it and were only stopped 
when legal action took place.  
Please, please, please stop tampering with mother nature the broadlands have been 
fine for hundreds of years. Stop meddling. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Evidence presented with the application 
indicates the Broad is not fine but is impacted by eutrophication and in poor ecological status. 
This agrees with our (EA Water Framework Directive) data. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
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• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 
deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
41. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCJ-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
If you put fish barriers in place, this will have a dramatic effect on the spawning habitat 
of bream, who use this area as their main spawning ground. To prevent a species from 
breeding, would have a dramatic effect on their numbers and if the near future could 
result in their disappearance.   
I find to do this, in this day and age is an absolute disgrace and Thai should not be 
allowed to go ahead. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
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not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 101 of 412 
 



Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
42. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCZ-S) 
Key extracts from the response 
From an anglers perspective this plan is a disaster. It seems excessive in the extreme 
with barriers in place for up to 10 years. The impact on fish stocks in the River Bure 
could be disastrous.  I would like to see other plans or methods discussed that could 
solve this problem that are less invasive and more environmentally friendly. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
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The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Alternative Methods 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details why other methods such as 
partial exclusion are not viable. With regards to partial exclusion through creating 
enclosures on parts of Hoveton Great Broad the applicant states “Whilst enclosures have 
been shown to deliver clear water and macrophyte recovery in the Broads, indeed 
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enclosures have been trailed in HGB, they need to be maintained indefinitely, or until P 
concentrations are <0.03mg/l, to maintain clear water. When these enclosures are 
removed or fail, as observed on the enclosure on HGB, they are inundated by the 
surrounding turbid water and unfavourable fish assemblage. This results in macrophyte die 
off and reversion to an algal dominated turbid water state”.  
 
Biomanipulation aims to redress an imbalance in the ecology that results from 
eutrophication. Using mechanical methods to control the algae is not sustainable and if it 
worked would lead to the same end point (reduced bream and roach dominance with a 
more natural ecological balance). We are unaware of any scientific studies that show that 
such a technology can succeed if leaving the fish in place. 
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 

 
 
43. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCP-F) 
Key extracts from the response 
This proposal is flawed on a basic scientific level. 
Evidence from the trinity broads system has proved this method of biomanipulation 
doesnt work. There is so ample evidence that this method will not enhance but 
actually reduce aquatic biodiversity and water quality. 
The knock on impact of removing a vital fish spawning ground for 10 generations will 
be catastrophoc for the entire broads system and all associated food chains. 
 
Of course, you already have all this information from your own fisheries team, who 
have already advised against the building of fish barriers. 
 
I implore you to listen to your own fisheries experts advise and scrap these 
intrinsically flawed plans completely. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The respondent has not detailed where 
the evidence is that the Trinity Broads project disproves this approach and that the activity 
reduces diversity. The applicant provides evidence that shows the beneficial effects of 
biomanipulation. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
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The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
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44. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCB-1) 
Key extracts from the response 
This should no go ahead. They are ignoring expert guidance on the damage this Could 
cause for Bream stocks within the Norfolk Broads. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 

 
45. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCU-M) 
Key extracts from the response 
These fish have been part of Hoveton Great Broads for a very long time. Natural 
England’s interference in the natural ecosystems of the area is unwelcome, and this 
permit should be refused. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
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46. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCA-Z) 
Key extracts from the response 
If as you say the water quality in the river is better than the Broad the logical course 
of action is to remove the enriched sediment first and then monitor the ecology. 
It is pointless fitting barriers and removing sediment at the same time as it will be 
impossible to assess the impact of the individual measures. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. It appears that the documents provided 
with the application may not have been fully considered. Sediment removal has already taken 
place. 
 

 
47. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JC7-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
Why would a fish barrier stop floods, stop destroying nature in the name of nature ! 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. There appears to be some 
misunderstanding of the scheme. A flood risk activity permit is required as the proposed 
structures constitute a “flood risk activitiy” within the meaning of Schedule 25, Part 1, para. 
3(1)(e) and (f) of the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016.  
When determining a flood risk activity permit application the regulations require consideration 
of the impacts on flood risk, land drainage and environmental harm. 
 

 
48. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JCW-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
I would hardly call 10 years remporary ,  these so called fish barriers will prevent boats 
from using the area and is just another example of unnecessary interference with 
nature .  The money waisted on this so called project could and should be better used 
, it does not have any local support and apart from stopping the use of the broad  by 
the people it will achieve nothing. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
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The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
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The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
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7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
Public Access 
As part of the wider scheme at Hoveton Great Broad, there have been several works 
undertaken, or planned, to increase the public’s access to the broad via a canoe, walkway 
and bird hides. As such the wider scheme is improving the public’s access to Hoveton 
Great Broad. There is no public fishing (estate permission required). 
 

 
49. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBX-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
Excluding food fish from predatory species will potentially effect their  welfare and 
could effect future fish stocks.      In these difficult times for the leisure industry, any 
rumours of access being restricted and fish stocks being disrupted can adversely 
effect visitor numbers. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
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However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
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6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 

membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
50. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBH-6) 
Key extracts from the response 
I strongly disagree with the proposal. 
 
My main reason for this viewpoint is that I have studied the elctro tagging data of 
Bream migration into the Broad for breeding purposes. Just on the well being of the 
fish I find hard to believe this plan would get the time of day but also for the 
sustainability of this and may be other species it beggars belief. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
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plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
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The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
51. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBN-C) 
Key extracts from the response 
I oppose the ideas put forward on the grounds that diverse species in the river system 
shouldn't be sacrificed for any project. If water quality is affected by surrounding farm 
land then clarity issues lay with the community that use the surrounding lands not the 
fish that inhabit the broad. 
Can the authorities be certain that fitting the barriers it will keep fish out? 
What about the fish that are already in the broad? 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. There appears to be some 
misunderstanding of the scheme and the proposed biomanipulation. Information on 
catchment nutrient issues were presented with the application documents. 
 
Fish Access 
The applicant is aware from their flood modelling that flood water overtops the river banks 
and enters Hoveton Great Broad and that this will bring fish with it. The applicant may 
undertake fish removal after a flood event to maintain a low density of fish in the broad. 
 
Monitoring work on fish movement on Hoveton Great Broad has identified that fish move in 
and out of the broad at certain times of day. It would be advisable to close the barriers when 
most of the fish are in the River Bure.  
 
Some fish would need to be removed from Hoveton Great Broad and a fish equipment 
permit would need to be obtained by the applicant for this. The applicant is not proposing to 
remove all the fish but to reduce the number of fish by 75%. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 114 of 412 
 



52. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBR-G) 
Key extracts from the response 
I would like to know what effect will these temporary fish barriers have on the resident 
grebe, heron ,kingfisher and bitternsl population ? 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Bird Concerns 
As part of the application the Environment Agency has undertaken assessments for the 
SSSI, SPA, SAC and RAMSAR designations on Hoveton Great Broad. A number of bird 
species are protected under these various designations.  
 
For the SSSI designation, we have undertaken a Wildlife and Countryside Act assessment 
(Appendix 4 CRoW assessment) using information provided by the applicant in their 
Environmental Statement and concluded that no features of the designated site would be 
negatively impacted. For the SPA, SAC and Ramsar designations we have undertaken a 
stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment and concluded that no features of the 
designated site would be negatively impacted. 
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53. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JB6-M) 
Key extracts from the response 
The proposal will prevent any fishing activity for AT LEAT 10 years merely to save the 
cost of a comprehensive (and annual/bi-annual dredging)  which other such locations 
receive. I have no idea about the ownership  (and therefor whether the taxpayer should 
pay) but feel the Environment Agency should carry out its statutory duties and 
campaign for a bigger budget from HMG if lack of funds is the real reason for this 
proposal. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Hoveton is not open to public fishing. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
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foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
Alternative Methods 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details why other methods such as 
partial exclusion are not viable. With regards to partial exclusion through creating 
enclosures on parts of Hoveton Great Broad the applicant states “Whilst enclosures have 
been shown to deliver clear water and macrophyte recovery in the Broads, indeed 
enclosures have been trailed in HGB, they need to be maintained indefinitely, or until P 
concentrations are <0.03mg/l, to maintain clear water. When these enclosures are 
removed or fail, as observed on the enclosure on HGB, they are inundated by the 
surrounding turbid water and unfavourable fish assemblage. This results in macrophyte die 
off and reversion to an algal dominated turbid water state”.  
 
Biomanipulation aims to redress an imbalance in the ecology that results from 
eutrophication. Using mechanical methods to control the algae is not sustainable and if it 
worked would lead to the same end point (reduced bream and roach dominance with a 
more natural ecological balance). We are unaware of any scientific studies that show that 
such a technology can succeed if leaving the fish in place. 
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 

 
54. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBY-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
There is no way this should be allowed to go ahead as all scientific evidence shows 
that it will have long lasting and permanent damage to the fishing in all the broads 
system and destroy the holiday industry as if the fishing for bream is ruined there will 
be a large decline in visitors as it will have a knock on effect on the wildlife as well the 
I cannot understand how the EA would allow it to happen with so much evidence 
against it It must just be for someone to gain financially 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The comments refer to all scientific 
evidence but there is no reference to any material in the response or recognition of the 
scientific evidence cited in the application documents. 
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Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 
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The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
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fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
55. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JB1-F) 
Key extracts from the response 
The broads have regulated themselves for 100s of years and HGB and Hudsons Bay 
have become vital for spawning fish in particular Bream.  To exclude the fish from 
there spawning grounds is an act of environmental vandalism with wide spread risks 
to the local economy that relies on boat hire and angling holiday bookings.  
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Fish should be treated with respect and of value equal to other migrating wildlife  in 
terms of there contribution to the economy and the wellbeing that anglers gain as a 
past time to restore there mental health. 
 
Studies have shown that fish stocks will be reduced and at a time when seals, otters 
and cormorants are rapidly increasing on the Bure in an uncontrolled way.  
 
The broads act as a natural buffer and flood defence due to there ability to absorb vast 
amounts of water by virtue of there size. If the broads are isolated from the river this 
additional capacity is lost due to the damming off.  
 
The proposed gain in the 10 year cycle  is not something tangible the public will benefit 
from in any way. The benefits may be enjoyed by a select few scientists but the value 
of the investment and the disruption caused far outweigh any gain which in any case 
is not guaranteed. 
 
Public money should be used for public good and not vanity scientific projects that 
harm fish stocks the economy the holiday industry  anglers well being and risk 
flooding 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Response appears to misunderstand 
the flood risk given the flood risk documents provided with the application and also the aims 
of the project in terms of environmental improvement. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
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diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
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There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 123 of 412 
 



6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 

 
56. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBM-B) 
Key extracts from the response 
This project must not go ahead as all the scientific evidence from tagging tracking 
fish movements etc show that the habitat is already unique as destroying the habitat 
for the bream and other fish will destroy the fishing on all the broads rivers and have 
a knock on effect on the wildlife .This in turn will cost all the shops pubs holiday let’s 
boat hire etc to lose so much trade  it will be non existent perhaps that’s the intent as 
the EA already know how unique hoverton broad is as there is so much evidence to 
show it must not go ahead it do not understand how it’s got this far it must be to do 
with money as the powers that be seem determined to push it through regardless 
already installing barriers again the regulations .when it cancelled I assume they have 
spent money in advance and are trying to avoid paying it back 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
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bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
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Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
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1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
57. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBT-J) 
Key extracts from the response 
To be honest it is an awful word Bio-manipulation something we have managed since 
the stone age I am still gobsmacked that you think taking the fish out for 10 years will 
make a difference within five years the fish eggs passed through ducks digestive 
systems will have done an excellent job of repopulating the Broad with fish again do 
you not think that rather than Bio manipulate we should just not manipulate anything 
most flooding is or has been caused by us building in floodplains we never learn and 
never will taking tge fish out is I am convinced not tge answer at all 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Documents provided indicate that 
continued biomanipulation may be needed and is planned. 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 127 of 412 
 



Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 
Fish Access 
The applicant is aware from their flood modelling that flood water overtops the river banks 
and enters Hoveton Great Broad and that this will bring fish with it. The applicant may 
undertake fish removal after a flood event to maintain a low density of fish in the broad. 
 
Monitoring work on fish movement on Hoveton Great Broad has identified that fish move in 
and out of the broad at certain times of day. It would be advisable to close the barriers when 
most of the fish are in the River Bure.  
 
Some fish would need to be removed from Hoveton Great Broad and a fish equipment 
permit would need to be obtained by the applicant for this. The applicant is not proposing to 
remove all the fish but to reduce the number of fish by 75%. 
 

 
 
58. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBG-5) 
Key extracts from the response 
The barriers would prevent fish movement and adversely affect the balance of the 
ecosystem. I understand that Natural England view fish as a nuisance, and are more 
interested in invertebrate life. Perhaps they should be encouraged to consider past 
ecological problems that arose when we tinkered with the balance of nature. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
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These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
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Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
59. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBV-M) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am against this scheme as it will be detrimental to the broads and is not required. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Legal drivers for the proposals 
The application includes a supporting document referenced “Hoveton Project creating a 
sustainable future for the Bure system_updated Feb 2021”, as amended by the July 2021 
version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1), 
which includes a whole section on the legal drivers for the project. Please see extracts 
below from this document which detail why the proposals are located at Hoveton Great 
Broad and not elsewhere in the broads. 
 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay are part of the Bure Marshes National Nature 
Reserve. They are leased to and managed by Natural England. They are part of the Bure 
Broads and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) as notified under section 28 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. They are also notified as part of The Broads 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Broadland Special Protection Area (SPA) under 
the EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and EU Wild Birds Directive 
(Council Directive 2009/147/EC) respectively, transposed into UK legislation by the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Hoveton Great Broad and 
Hudson’s Bay are further designated as part of the Broadland Ramsar site under the 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. 
 
Natural England have a statutory duty under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 to ensure management schemes 
are in place and delivered for these protected sites to: 

a) conserve the flora, fauna, or geological or physiographical features by reason of 
which the land (or the part of it to which the scheme relates) is of special interest; 
or 
b) restore them; or 
c) both, 

 
in order to achieve a favourable condition for the notified features of the site. 
 
‘Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem services’ has an 
outcome to achieve “… at least 50% of SSSIs in favourable condition, while maintaining at 
least 95% in favourable or recovering condition. Currently across England 38.9% of SSSIs 
are in favourable condition, with 93.6% in favourable or recovering condition. The 
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Government’s 25 year environment plan aims to deliver 75% of protected sites at 
favourable condition by 2044. 
 
In addition, all public bodies have a duty to consider conserving biodiversity when 
exercising their functions. Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006 states: 
  

“(1) Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is 
consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity.” 

 
Under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 competent authorities 
have a general duty, in the exercise of any of their functions, to have regard to the Habitats 
Directive and Wild Birds Directive. 
 
As land managers for Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay, Natural England has a duty 
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017 to deliver the management scheme for the site with the aim of achieving 
favourable condition of the notified features. 
 
The duty to achieve favourable conservation status under the Habitats and Birds Directives 
(Council Directives 92/43/EEC & 2009/147/EC) is written into the EU Water Framework 
Directive (Council Directive 2000/60/EC) under article 4.1(c). The directive is transposed 
into UK legislation by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2017, which state at regulation 13: 
 
 “(6) For each protected area, other than a shellfish water protected area, the 

objective is to achieve compliance with any standards and objectives required by 
or under any EU instrument under which the area or body is protected— 

 
- by 22nd December 2021, if not already achieved, or 
 
- if different, by any date for compliance set in that EU instrument. 

 
(7) Where two or more objectives set under this regulation apply to the same body 
of water, or the same part of a body of water, the most stringent objective applies.” 

 
As such, achieving favourable conservation status for The Broads SAC and Broadland 
SPA is an objective of the River Basement Management Plan, and therefore the EA has a 
statutory duty to deliver the objectives as the competent authority for WFD. 
 

 
60. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBC-1) 
Key extracts from the response 
This is detrimental to  ancient Broadland fish species, removing their breeding 
grounds, the repercussions to the fish life of the Broads is potentially devastating, we 
should be conserving  wildlife, not destroying it, a terrible idea. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
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Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
61. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBK-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
Closing off part of a water way which is well established and has a normal flow is a 
mistake. It can only increase the risk of flooding 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
No reference to the flood risk documents provided with the application that provide an 
assessment of flood risk. 
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 

 
 
62. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JB8-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
This destructive to the core activity must not go ahead under the grounds that  
a) It directly changes an element of evolution, on the grounds that the massive Bream 
shoals of the Norfolk Broads have now after generations of breeding evolved a sence 
direction to their natural breeding grounds 
b) The 'Experiment' is 100% unsustainable without constant human intervention and 
funding thus can only be described as a unnatural influence of the current ecosystems 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The current ecosystem is known to be 
impacted by nutrient pollution and the project aims to deliver a more natural ecosystem 
function. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
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• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 
deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
63. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JB3-H) 
Key extracts from the response 
In September 2019 I visited the Hoveton Great Broad Nature Trail and was lucky 
enough to see on Osprey. The on duty warden, who took time out of her day to make 
sure I saw it, explained that they visit the broad on their way back to Africa, to fill up 
on fish. Particularly the bream of which there is currently a good stock for them to 
feast upon. I’d be saddened if it was no longer possible to see such an amazing bird 
simply because of human intervention removing this source of food. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
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lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Bird Concerns 
As part of the application the Environment Agency has undertaken assessments for the 
SSSI, SPA, SAC and RAMSAR designations on Hoveton Great Broad. A number of bird 
species are protected under these various designations.  
 
For the SSSI designation, we have undertaken a Wildlife and Countryside Act assessment 
(Appendix 4 CRoW assessment) using information provided by the applicant in their 
Environmental Statement and concluded that no features of the designated site would be 
negatively impacted. For the SPA, SAC and Ramsar designations we have undertaken a 
stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment and concluded that no features of the 
designated site would be negatively impacted. 
 

 
64. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBE-3) 
Key extracts from the response 
I feel that the title ‘flood risk activity permit’ is misleading when it come a to blocking 
off the rights of the fish to enter the areas concerned, which I believe are important 
breeding grounds for bream in particular. 
I feel that the kind of practice proposed is interfering too much in the natural progress 
of the broads. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
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It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
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The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
65. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JB2-G) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am horrified breeding grounds are being treated this way. You don’t just cut down 
trees that birds nest in so why do it with fish. There is, I believe, a lot of research 
suggesting this is a vital area for coarse fish breeding. This action could cause an 
environmental disaster not to mention an economic one with fishing being very 
important to the local economy 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
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one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
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one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 
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• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
66. 
Response received from 
An organisation (Norwich and District Anglers Assn and Consultative)  
(response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBQ-F) 
Key extracts from the response  
It is  a known fact that ,for many years ,HGB has been and still is a noted spawning 
ground for many fish species ,especially bream. Surveys completed by the EA have 
confirmed this issue and have also proved that fish enter and leave the Broad as they 
feel necessary to  move into the  the adjacent River Bure.  I believe I am right in saying 
that there is no evidence to show  what effect the closure to fish movements caused 
by the Barriers will have  on fish population in the Broads System. Will it reduce the 
numbers due to lack of spawning, will it cause the fish to relocate ,will the fish 
population reinstate  in different areas on so on,no one knows?????? Even 
though,through 2020,we have had a downturn in the number of anglers fishing the 
Bure at decoy reach and woodbastwick ,due to covid restrictions,those from the 
NDAA who have fished this stretch have reported numerous small bream and roach 
being caught. This is down to the previous spawning,probably in 2018 ,on the HGB as 
the fish had matured enough to venture into the river system. You must be aware that 
this will not happen if the Broad is blocked.      We  also have concerns regarding high 
water,especially over the late Autumn and Winter as we believe  the broad must 
absorb millions of gallon of water that would  if prevented from entering the broad 
make bank overtopping and flooding inevitable.    Is the broad classed  as TIDAL  
?????? If so is there not a bylaw in place the prevents  any restriction being 
implemented to stop  or impinge water flow???????? The other question is ,Will end 
result justify the cost ????? 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
The importance of personal observation from anglers should not be underestimated. We 
should, however, be aware that any conclusions drawn from them may not be backed by 
scientific research or evidence. For example, there is no evidence to back the assumption 
that all small bream and roach caught in the Bure at Woodbastwick and Decoy reach were 
spawned on Hoveton. 
 
The impact on fish populations in the broadland system is not known. We have the 
arguments from both sides stating that there will be a catastrophic decline vs those that say 
the species are adaptable and will find alternative habitat in the wider broadland system. 
What does appear to be the case is that the current fish community structure appears to be 
one that is impacted by nutrient pollution, and a shift to a more diverse community where 
roach and bream are present but less dominant would constitute an ecological improvement. 
This may not be welcomed by all anglers in the short term as a result of the unquantified risk 
to the bream population. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
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staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
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Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 

 
67. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JB4-J) 
Key extracts from the response 
Nature has a brilliant way of balancing the eco system, full stop! 
When we humans interfere with that fine balance, then things get out of zinc. 
The broads have been here for many years and in the early years, the water, fish, 
wildlife and eco systems were at one.  
However, our Invasion of holiday boats, changes by the introduction of foreign 
elements and practices, have changed that! 
We dredge, thereby taking away the natural plants which balance nitrates and 
oxygenate the rivers.  
We sail the lengths and breadth of rivers, dumping toxic wastes and rubbish, thereby 
causing more nitrates and cause fish to struggle for natural foods.  
Now you want to introduce these barriers to prevent the natural eco cycle of other 
migratory fish. Also increase flees and other bugs to increase; when they die and fall 
into the water there'll be an increase in nitrates because there will not be enough fish 
and plants. When and if the present fish spawn and multiply, more eco changes will 
happen because they can't escape and you'll want to do something else to combat 
another issue.  
I've been on the broads for many years as a tourist and witnessed the irresponsible 
behaviour of several boat trippers. No respect for the environment at all.  
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Just maybe, last year's constant lockdown situation with this Covid 19, may have 
helped recover the broads to some degree. Have any tests been done on the water 
quality this year?  
I hope that this proposal is denied once again because as I have already mentioned, 
nature has a unique way of balancing the eco system, IF we leave it alone! 
Bring in better, if not stricter measures for handling waste, fuel and toxic matter, heavy 
fines for boat owners and tourist companies who don't comply.  
That's my opinion for what it's worth. Thank you for reading it.  
Regards 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. This response has raised some issues 
outside of the scope of the Environmental Permitting Regulations. The applicant's supporting 
evidence is clear on the ecological benefits they expect to provide and catchment nutrient 
sources. 
 
The Environment Agency did very limited sampling since the start of the first covid lockdown. 
We are only now starting to undertake boat sampling work, so very limited data will be 
available. Water quality sampling of any changes to the broads as a result of the lockdowns 
last year will not change the need for further work to be undertaken to improve the water 
quality. 
 
Boat Craft 
The majority of boats should be fitted with pump-out facilities and so won’t be discharging 
raw sewage. Boat discharge is not recognised as a diffuse pollution source.   
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
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68. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBS-H) 
Key extracts from the response 
I do not believe this is the correct technology for the site, for the following reasons;  
 
- recent winters have shown that larger tidal ranges & flooding are becoming more 
commonplace.  Segregating Great Hoveton broad from the navigable waters will 
increase the significance of floods experienced in nearby urban/residential areas 
which already are suffering as water levels increase.  
 
-  the process of physically segregating Great Hoveton broad from the navigable 
waters perpetuates an illegal act, eg the enclosure of the broad from the Broads 
navigation.  The Land Owners should not be facilitated in making this closure 
permanent, whilst simultaneously using public funding.   
 
- Ecologically, the species diversity of the Broad will be significantly reduced by the 
placement of these barriers, with impacts on the spawning cycles of certain fish 
species.  This will cause long-term damage to fish stocks in the Broads rivers. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Increasing ecological diversity is one of 
the key aims of the project as described in the application documentation. 
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 
Navigation 
This response has raised concerns about navigation. 
 
Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
the Broads, to have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the public; and protecting the 
interests of navigation. 
 
Concerns have been raised about the legality of Hoveton Great Broad being currently closed 
to navigation. Matters regarding navigation on the broads are in the remit of the Broads 
Authority. We note that navigation issues were raised during the planning application for 
these proposals and so would have formed part of their considerations before they granted 
planning permission. 
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We are satisfied that the project will protect the interests of navigation, as the project will not 
materially change the current navigation arrangement from the locked metal gates across 
Foxborrow dyke and the dam locations. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
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Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
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Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
69. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JB9-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
Totally unacceptable. This is a major spawning area and nursery for coarse fish 
including bream in particular. The scheme would have a devastating effect on these 
species. There is no guarantee 10 years will be a maximum or that the proposed 
method will work in this time frame by which time fish species could be drastically 
reduced.  If it did work how long would it last before needing to be done again. Once 
again fish, anglers and others making a living or revenue from fishing related 
businesses are being disadvantaged and indeed penalised and punished for 
conditions that are a result of actions out with their control.  There must be better 
longer term solutions eg prevent the sediment and nutrients getting in their in the first 
place by cleaning up rivers, minimising agricultural runoff and agricultural pollution 
and preventing pollution from industry and sewage works. Powers already exist for 
doing this but do not get used. Please use them. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Significant information on nutrient 
pollution sources and actions is provided in the application documents. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
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bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
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Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Temporary or Permanent Barriers 
The application is for temporary barriers and the applicant’s supporting information is that 
these barriers will be removed after 10 years. This will form a condition of a permit. If such 
a condition were breached by the applicant the Environment Agency could undertake 
appropriate enforcement action. 
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
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There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
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6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
Alternative Methods 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details why other methods such as 
partial exclusion are not viable. With regards to partial exclusion through creating 
enclosures on parts of Hoveton Great Broad the applicant states “Whilst enclosures have 
been shown to deliver clear water and macrophyte recovery in the Broads, indeed 
enclosures have been trailed in HGB, they need to be maintained indefinitely, or until P 
concentrations are <0.03mg/l, to maintain clear water. When these enclosures are 
removed or fail, as observed on the enclosure on HGB, they are inundated by the 
surrounding turbid water and unfavourable fish assemblage. This results in macrophyte die 
off and reversion to an algal dominated turbid water state”.  
 
Biomanipulation aims to redress an imbalance in the ecology that results from 
eutrophication. Using mechanical methods to control the algae is not sustainable and if it 
worked would lead to the same end point (reduced bream and roach dominance with a 
more natural ecological balance). We are unaware of any scientific studies that show that 
such a technology can succeed if leaving the fish in place. 
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 

 
70. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBJ-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
I see no evidence here that discusses the impact on the fish population that use this 
broad for spawning. 
If you prevent access to this site what will happen to fish trying to spawn that have 
used this site over decades. 
If the impact is such that bream and roach do not successfully spawn this will have 
an impact on predators such as pike and perch and also birds such as Herons and 
Kingfishers. 
For this reason I am objecting to the proposed works. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The possible impact on fish is detailed 
in the WFD assessment provided with the application documents and made available by the 
public register. 
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Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
71. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JB5-K) 
Key extracts from the response 
I have very grave concerns over this action,this is a very important part of the ecology 
of the system where Bream spawn,I am sure there are other parts of the broads system 
that could be looked at to carry any dredging work  out or water improvements. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Alternative Methods 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details why other methods such as 
partial exclusion are not viable. With regards to partial exclusion through creating 
enclosures on parts of Hoveton Great Broad the applicant states “Whilst enclosures have 
been shown to deliver clear water and macrophyte recovery in the Broads, indeed 
enclosures have been trailed in HGB, they need to be maintained indefinitely, or until P 
concentrations are <0.03mg/l, to maintain clear water. When these enclosures are 
removed or fail, as observed on the enclosure on HGB, they are inundated by the 
surrounding turbid water and unfavourable fish assemblage. This results in macrophyte die 
off and reversion to an algal dominated turbid water state”.  
 
Biomanipulation aims to redress an imbalance in the ecology that results from 
eutrophication. Using mechanical methods to control the algae is not sustainable and if it 
worked would lead to the same end point (reduced bream and roach dominance with a 
more natural ecological balance). We are unaware of any scientific studies that show that 
such a technology can succeed if leaving the fish in place. 
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
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Legal drivers for the proposals 
The application includes a supporting document referenced “Hoveton Project creating a 
sustainable future for the Bure system_updated Feb 2021”, as amended by the July 2021 
version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1), 
which includes a whole section on the legal drivers for the project. Please see extracts 
below from this document which detail why the proposals are located at Hoveton Great 
Broad and not elsewhere in the broads. 
 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay are part of the Bure Marshes National Nature 
Reserve. They are leased to and managed by Natural England. They are part of the Bure 
Broads and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) as notified under section 28 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. They are also notified as part of The Broads 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Broadland Special Protection Area (SPA) under 
the EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and EU Wild Birds Directive 
(Council Directive 2009/147/EC) respectively, transposed into UK legislation by the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Hoveton Great Broad and 
Hudson’s Bay are further designated as part of the Broadland Ramsar site under the 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. 
 
Natural England have a statutory duty under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 to ensure management schemes 
are in place and delivered for these protected sites to: 

a) conserve the flora, fauna, or geological or physiographical features by reason of 
which the land (or the part of it to which the scheme relates) is of special interest; 
or 
b) restore them; or 
c) both, 

 
in order to achieve a favourable condition for the notified features of the site. 
 
‘Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem services’ has an 
outcome to achieve “… at least 50% of SSSIs in favourable condition, while maintaining at 
least 95% in favourable or recovering condition. Currently across England 38.9% of SSSIs 
are in favourable condition, with 93.6% in favourable or recovering condition. The 
Government’s 25 year environment plan aims to deliver 75% of protected sites at 
favourable condition by 2044. 
 
In addition, all public bodies have a duty to consider conserving biodiversity when 
exercising their functions. Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006 states: 
  

“(1) Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is 
consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity.” 

 
Under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 competent authorities 
have a general duty, in the exercise of any of their functions, to have regard to the Habitats 
Directive and Wild Birds Directive. 
 
As land managers for Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay, Natural England has a duty 
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017 to deliver the management scheme for the site with the aim of achieving 
favourable condition of the notified features. 
 
The duty to achieve favourable conservation status under the Habitats and Birds Directives 
(Council Directives 92/43/EEC & 2009/147/EC) is written into the EU Water Framework 
Directive (Council Directive 2000/60/EC) under article 4.1(c). The directive is transposed 
into UK legislation by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2017, which state at regulation 13: 
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 “(6) For each protected area, other than a shellfish water protected area, the 
objective is to achieve compliance with any standards and objectives required by 
or under any EU instrument under which the area or body is protected— 

 
- by 22nd December 2021, if not already achieved, or 
 
- if different, by any date for compliance set in that EU instrument. 

 
(7) Where two or more objectives set under this regulation apply to the same body 
of water, or the same part of a body of water, the most stringent objective applies.” 

 
As such, achieving favourable conservation status for The Broads SAC and Broadland 
SPA is an objective of the River Basement Management Plan, and therefore the EA has a 
statutory duty to deliver the objectives as the competent authority for WFD. 
 

 
72. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBZ-R) 
Key extracts from the response 
It is absolutely ridiculous that this proposal is continuing despite the objections of the 
EA's own Fisheries Team and in the face of the impact this will have on the bream 
stocks of the Norfolk Broads. As well as contravening all logic, and placing fish at the 
bottom of the pile in terms of Natural England's priorities, this will have a massive and 
fundamental social and financial impact on tourism on the Broads and therefore the 
local economy.  
 
In July 2020, the EA granted Natural England the permit to put in fish barriers. That 
was despite calls from the EA Fisheries Team not to do so and investigations by the 
fisheries team which suggested that the impact on spawning fish would be 
catastrophic. None of this information was made available to the public during or after 
the consultation and had to be dragged out of the EA afterwards. 
 
The Environment Agency's own Fisheries Team concluded “It follows that the 
proposed bio-manipulation methodology, involving the installation of fish proof 
barriers to prevent fish accessing the habitats currently found within Hoveton Great 
Broad carries a high risk of detrimental impacts to the fish populations of both HGB 
and the Northern Broads system.” 
 
This proposal is in direct contravention of the legally binding Water Framework 
Directive which requires  waterbodies and linked waters to “Good Ecological Status” 
but this proposal will take Hoveton Great Broad from being a prolific spawning area 
to having no fish. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. WFD impact considered in NE’s WFD 
assessment document provided as part of the application documents. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
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unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
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Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
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that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 
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73. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBP-E) 
Key extracts from the response 
It is a breeding area for fish so there should not be any fish barriers on any of these 
water systems .  There will be a decline in fish numbers and fish quality if they are 
installed. The fish population are already struggling with pesticides pollution and 
predation by otters along with poaching.   
 If you do this you will upset the balance between fish type populations .  
 A bad and unnecessary waste of money and resources.  
  This doesn’t seem to be anything to do with flood risk . 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
A flood risk activity permit is required as the proposed structures constitute a “flood risk 
activitiy” within the meaning of Schedule 25, Part 1, para. 3(1)(e) and (f) of the Environmental 
Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016. When determining a flood risk activity 
permit application the regulations require consideration of the impacts on flood risk, land 
drainage and environmental harm. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
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benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
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significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 

 
74. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBB-Z) 
Key extracts from the response 
The fish spawn there annually and this santctuary away from boat traffic  is essential 
for the survival of future fish populations . 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
75. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBA-Y) 
Key extracts from the response 
1. prior to this work being carried out can NE prove biomanipulation works in 
Broadland? Cockshoot still lacks diverse weed growth, Sportsman's has algae 
blooms and a single boom and crash of one plant species. 
2. core sampling was used to determine the depth of seed bank to be exposed by 
dredging, once seeds exposed, they would germinate. This did not happen as long 
reach excavators were used to extract firm material under the silt to be removed, 
leaving the looser surface material and only stirring up the seed bank. 
3. originally NE stated biomanipulation needs all of the Daphnia eating species of fish 
to be removed for this to work, which is correct. now NE are stating they will remove 
75% of them.  This will hinder the success of the project. 
4. How do NE intend to remove this 75% of fish? proven diurnal movement only shows 
part of the population moving from river to broad. How will they remove the remaining 
fish? 
5. i have witnessed pike gathering to spawn on Hudson's Bay right now (13.3.21) as 
apex predators these fish spawning grounds should be protected not eliminated. 
6. i have witnessed bream aggregating on the broad in April to spawn in very large 
numbers each year. there is evidence of this but no evidence of fish spawning 
elsewhere if this project goes ahead. can NE provide any evidence to safeguard these 
species for the future? 
7. the EA's own fishery team advised against blocking this spawning site as proven 
to be the most important in the whole North Broads area after a 7year project to answer 
this exact question. Why is this not being listened to? 
8. how do NE plan to compensate those that make a living from the healthy fishery 
when spoilt by these actions? 
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9.if clear water status is the driver to the project. the clarity of the river bure in 2020 
was incredible due to the lack of watercraft in lockdowns. what is stopping turbid 
water flushing though the broad once opened in the future.   
10. BASG, PAC, IMF, AT, Norwich Pike Club, Fish Legal and most informed local 
anglers are against these barriers. Their anecdotal evidence and wealth of local 
knowledge is not being listened to. Why? 
11. is it lawful to remove prey species from such a large area for animals such as 
otters, cormorants, kingfishers, herons, egrets and bitterns? 
12. how did removing established lily beds from hudsons bay assist with plant 
growth? 
13. why is there abundant plant growth on wroxham broad but it is still connected to 
the same river and open to fish? 
14. if permission is granted to put these barriers in place, what happens if flooding etc 
re introduces fish species onto HGB and the project fails?  Will there still be any need 
for the barriers and if so, will they be removed? 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. Some site-based insights presented. 
 

1. Cockshoot Broad has had some success as evidenced in the Broads dossiers of 
Phillips et al 2015. Cockshoot has taken some time to show signs of recovery but 
they are now there, especially in the dyke system. The application documents make 
it clear that water quality in the River Bure is now at levels commensurate with 
achieving stable habitat improvements. 
 

2. This comment on core sampling and dredging is in relation to activities not included 
in this permit application.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is 
often required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper 
sediment layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand 
a good chance of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of 
the broad, and biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal 
followed by biomanipulation are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow 
ecological restoration. 
 

3. Scientific understanding is that over 75% removal is required to gain success. We 
are unaware that NE have said that all fish would be removed as this is not 
achievable in a natural system. 
 

4. The biomanipulation will require repeated electrofishing. Natural England will appoint 
a contractor to undertake this work should the project go ahead. 
 

5. Pike will not be removed from the broad. The project aims to recreate the conditions 
that favour a more balanced community with abundant pike. 
 

6. There have been no other spawning areas identified in the spring 2019 observations. 
Although these were our best attempt to locate bream spawning areas, the survey 
was not extensive, has not been reviewed in detail and cannot be considered as 
conclusive. 

 
7. Internal fishery expert opinion – A number of consultation responses refer to the 

assumption that we are not listening to expert advice, especially that of our internal 
fisheries officers. This is not the case. We have undertaken significant internal 
consultation and received and taken account of these opinions which feature within 
our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 
March 2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to 
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provide information for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the 
consultation exercise was undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and 
transparent as possible we uploaded all the internal consultation responses from the 
previous permit application to the Citizen Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is 
providing the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional 
information gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being 
completely transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the 
available evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as 
a result of the consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee 
does not automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be 
assessed as a whole. 
 

8. No compensation has been identified and offered as the applicant argues that they 
will improve the ecology including the fishery.  
 

9. There is nothing that will stop turbid water from flushing though the broad once 
opened in the future. The clear water will result from fish exclusion and increased 
Daphnia grazer pressure. 
 

10. We have to consider all arguments. Anecdotal evidence is important and will not be 
dismissed, but scientific evidence has its place given the rigour required to publish 
such information. 
 

11. HRA and WFD assessments have been undertaken. The project aims to remove 
roughly 75% of the fish. 
 

12. Unable to answer this question unless this was part of the general de-silting works 
which should help deliver clear water and extensive macrophyte beds of more than 
a single species. 
 

13. Wroxham Broad is currently classified as moderate ecological status under the 
Water Framework Directive classification system. This is partly a result of moderate 
phytoplankton and macrophyte elements. This indicates that although there may be 
abundant plant growth in certain areas of the broad, the community is below the 
expected target status. 

 
Fish Access – The applicant is aware from their flood modelling that flood water 
overtops the river banks and enters Hoveton Great Broad and that this will bring fish 
with it. The applicant may undertake fish removal after a flood event to maintain a 
low density of fish in the broad. 
 
Monitoring work on fish movement on Hoveton Great Broad has identified that fish 
move in and out of the broad at certain times of day. It would be advisable to close 
the barriers when most of the fish are in the River Bure.  
 
Some fish would need to be removed from Hoveton Great Broad and a fish 
equipment permit would need to be obtained by the applicant for this. The applicant 
is not proposing to remove all the fish but to reduce the number of fish by 75%. 
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76. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JB7-N) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am writing this as an individual who Hoveton great broad has been part of my entire 
life, growing up with it and spending endless days, nights on and around there! I really 
do know it inside out. 
The work carried out already has not improved this broad one bit, its made deep areas 
shallow and shallow areas very slightly deeper. It appears to be a waste of money, it 
in principle is a good idea the dredging but really is a drop in the occean. 
The broad has historically been a haven for large shoals of Bream, its the perfect 
habitat for these fish and in return lots of pike follow. There is a large number of other 
fish loving birds and otters on there, will these all go? Yes there will be some fish left 
but these will soon be swallowed up, I think this would be devastating to nature. 
Stopping the flow will only help silt it up, the barriers already installed are not helping 
flow and having a negative effect. 
Natural England has historically wasted money on this broad and bure marshes, one 
that springs to mind was clearing scrub on the marsh for the Bittern, yes the Bittern 
are there but all the scrub has returned, back to square one in twenty years, the Bittern 
were there before so another waste of money. 
This project must be stopped and the money channeled into more important areas. 
Please do not let this tunnel visioned group ruin our bream stocks unique to the river 
bure. 
I pay a fishing licence for you to look after fish stocks, if you allow this to happen you 
are going against everything as an organisation you are about, certainly wont be 
protecting fish stocks! 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. No evidence presented to back the 
comment about poor dredging results. The PASE surveys found limited numbers of pike, and 
although only a limited dataset this does not corroborate the comment about the numbers of 
pike. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Bird Concerns 
As part of the application the Environment Agency has undertaken assessments for the 
SSSI, SPA, SAC and RAMSAR designations on Hoveton Great Broad. A number of bird 
species are protected under these various designations.  
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For the SSSI designation, we have undertaken a Wildlife and Countryside Act assessment 
(Appendix 4 CRoW assessment) using information provided by the applicant in their 
Environmental Statement and concluded that no features of the designated site would be 
negatively impacted. For the SPA, SAC and Ramsar designations we have undertaken a 
stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment and concluded that no features of the 
designated site would be negatively impacted. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
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managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
 
77. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JBW-N) 
Key extracts from the response 
Would not an easier more agreeable solution be to remove some of the silt as 
suggested and then open up the area to navigation to allow the transfer of silt and 
debris to the main river and on to the sea. As I am sure everybody involved in the 
decision making process is aware the problem is succession which is a natural 
process that takes place on any body of still water that is left unmanaged. 
I have spent many years of my life visiting the broads as an angler, a holiday maker 
and now a boat owner and it seems obvious to a layman like myself that the navigable 
broads suffer much less from succession and eutrophication. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Navigation 
This response has raised concerns about navigation. 
 
Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
the Broads, to have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the public; and protecting the 
interests of navigation. 
 
Concerns have been raised about the legality of Hoveton Great Broad being currently closed 
to navigation. Matters regarding navigation on the broads are in the remit of the Broads 
Authority. We note that navigation issues were raised during the planning application for 
these proposals and so would have formed part of their considerations before they granted 
planning permission. 
 
We are satisfied that the project will protect the interests of navigation, as the project will not 
materially change the current navigation arrangement from the locked metal gates across 
Foxborrow dyke and the dam locations. 
 
Alternative Methods 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details why other methods such as 
partial exclusion are not viable. With regards to partial exclusion through creating 
enclosures on parts of Hoveton Great Broad the applicant states “Whilst enclosures have 
been shown to deliver clear water and macrophyte recovery in the Broads, indeed 
enclosures have been trailed in HGB, they need to be maintained indefinitely, or until P 
concentrations are <0.03mg/l, to maintain clear water. When these enclosures are 
removed or fail, as observed on the enclosure on HGB, they are inundated by the 
surrounding turbid water and unfavourable fish assemblage. This results in macrophyte die 
off and reversion to an algal dominated turbid water state”.  
 
Biomanipulation aims to redress an imbalance in the ecology that results from 
eutrophication. Using mechanical methods to control the algae is not sustainable and if it 
worked would lead to the same end point (reduced bream and roach dominance with a 
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more natural ecological balance). We are unaware of any scientific studies that show that 
such a technology can succeed if leaving the fish in place. 
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 

 
78. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6X-A) 
Key extracts from the response 
This is the wrong decision and is just a vanity project! 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Legal drivers for the proposals 
The application includes a supporting document referenced “Hoveton Project creating a 
sustainable future for the Bure system_updated Feb 2021”, as amended by the July 2021 
version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1), 
which includes a whole section on the legal drivers for the project. Please see extracts 
below from this document which detail why the proposals are located at Hoveton Great 
Broad and not elsewhere in the broads. 
 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay are part of the Bure Marshes National Nature 
Reserve. They are leased to and managed by Natural England. They are part of the Bure 
Broads and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) as notified under section 28 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. They are also notified as part of The Broads 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Broadland Special Protection Area (SPA) under 
the EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and EU Wild Birds Directive 
(Council Directive 2009/147/EC) respectively, transposed into UK legislation by the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Hoveton Great Broad and 
Hudson’s Bay are further designated as part of the Broadland Ramsar site under the 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. 
 
Natural England have a statutory duty under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 to ensure management schemes 
are in place and delivered for these protected sites to: 

a) conserve the flora, fauna, or geological or physiographical features by reason of 
which the land (or the part of it to which the scheme relates) is of special interest; 
or 
b) restore them; or 
c) both, 

 
in order to achieve a favourable condition for the notified features of the site. 
 
‘Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem services’ has an 
outcome to achieve “… at least 50% of SSSIs in favourable condition, while maintaining at 
least 95% in favourable or recovering condition. Currently across England 38.9% of SSSIs 
are in favourable condition, with 93.6% in favourable or recovering condition. The 
Government’s 25 year environment plan aims to deliver 75% of protected sites at 
favourable condition by 2044. 
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In addition, all public bodies have a duty to consider conserving biodiversity when 
exercising their functions. Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006 states: 
  

“(1) Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is 
consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity.” 

 
Under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 competent authorities 
have a general duty, in the exercise of any of their functions, to have regard to the Habitats 
Directive and Wild Birds Directive. 
 
As land managers for Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay, Natural England has a duty 
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017 to deliver the management scheme for the site with the aim of achieving 
favourable condition of the notified features. 
 
The duty to achieve favourable conservation status under the Habitats and Birds Directives 
(Council Directives 92/43/EEC & 2009/147/EC) is written into the EU Water Framework 
Directive (Council Directive 2000/60/EC) under article 4.1(c). The directive is transposed 
into UK legislation by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2017, which state at regulation 13: 
 
 “(6) For each protected area, other than a shellfish water protected area, the 

objective is to achieve compliance with any standards and objectives required by 
or under any EU instrument under which the area or body is protected— 

 
- by 22nd December 2021, if not already achieved, or 
 
- if different, by any date for compliance set in that EU instrument. 

 
(7) Where two or more objectives set under this regulation apply to the same body 
of water, or the same part of a body of water, the most stringent objective applies.” 

 
As such, achieving favourable conservation status for The Broads SAC and Broadland 
SPA is an objective of the River Basement Management Plan, and therefore the EA has a 
statutory duty to deliver the objectives as the competent authority for WFD. 
 

 
79. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6R-4) 
Key extracts from the response 
Bream are a staple sizable fish of the Broads, and apart from Pike are the most fished 
as far as I know. I regulary fish for Bream during the fishing season, and spend 4 
different weeks over the yea fishing for them. Looking at the proposals regarding the 
closure of Hoverton, and as far as the people who understand the breeding of Bream, 
and where they spawn, I honestly feel this  could be a bad thing for the Broads. Not 
just the Holiday fisherman but  the sport fishermen.! 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
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this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
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Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 

 
80. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J66-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
Completely against, not supportive.  
 
This is a destructive proposal that has little to do with proper ecology. It will damage 
wildlife and fish stocks, particularly bream.  
 
This should be completely rejected. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
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has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
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81. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J61-3) 
Key extracts from the response 
I support the plans 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
82. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6V-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
This is an important project to restore internationally important designated sites. It is 
essential that these permits are granted in order to enable the project to proceed. This 
is the only solution available for addressing the issues at hand. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
83. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6K-W) 
Key extracts from the response 
Plenty has been written on the detriment of the broads should this go ahead - a full 
and very detailed report lead by the broads angling strategy group can be seen here  
https://basg.online/hoveton-bio-manipulation-statement/ 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
This response refers to a BASG article on these proposed works. 
 
This article states that the PhD study on the movement and spawning of Bream and Pike in 
the Northern Broads was funded by “angler’s rod licence money”. The PhD was funded by 
the applicant as part of the proposed project on Hoveton Great Broad with support from 
Fisheries Improvement Programme funding administered by the Environment Agency. The 
article also states that Hoveton is one of the jewels of the broads in terms of its ecology. It 
is undoubtedly important being part of a National Nature Reserve but the water quality and 
ecological data shows it to be in poor ecological status. The project aims to improve this 
situation and enhance biodiversity in the broad. 
 
This article provides the opinion of the BASG that these proposed works will cause harm to 
fish and the wider environment. However the evidence used to back this opinion is the 
BASG fish stock model. We requested to formally review this fish stock model to assess 
the assumptions that it makes to better understand the reliability of this as evidence in our 
decision-making. BASG declined to provide this model. They did provide a presentation 
instead, but without a formal review of the model there will remain uncertainty around the 
results of this model. Please refer to our comments on the BASG consultation response 
numbered 118 and referenced ANON-5BNZ-3JXK-Y for more detail on the fish stock 
model. 
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Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
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84. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J63-5) 
Key extracts from the response 
Such a plan is likely to have such a massive negative environmental impact in the 
longer term, in particular to native fish species such as Bream and Pike. The plan is 
short sighted, ane over simplified in its narrative, and I'd point to the bio-manipulation 
attempted on Sportsmans/Little Ormsby Broad where fish stocks bare no comparison 
to ajoining Rollesby and Ormsby/Eels foot broads. All of which i have fished for over 
20 years. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Some useful local insight to the Trinity 
Broads 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
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one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
85. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6E-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
I disagree with the installation of these fish barriers. The problem of silting and 
coloured water is, as is acknowledged, ingress of fertiliser and effluent from farm land. 
That is the problem which should be addressed, not clearing up the consequences. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Much information about catchment 
nutrient sources and the impact of fish on lake stable state ecology has been provided within 
the application documents. 
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De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 

 
86. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6D-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
My options come mainly from an angling and environment basis. To interfere with the 
main spawning grounds of the the river systems bream population is ludicrous. 
Studies have shown the broad is such a place and the complete disregard for these 
spawning grounds by NE is astonishing. A barrier has already been placed on gravel 
dyke to block the broad from the main river Bure, hence affecting the flow of water 
through. Maybe this has been done to try and create the stagnant pool that I have seen 
NE claim the broad to be on television. Anyone who visits the broad knows this is 
false as it is gin clear and full of wildlife, weed and lilies in the warm months.  NE seem 
to have no regard for the environment as a hole but seem to have an agenda set by 
individuals wanting to make a name for themselves. You only have to look at the 
pound broad close by and the mess that has been made of that. 
An unnecessary waste of money! 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
No new data or evidence presented. Water quality and ecological data differ from this 
description of the broad. It is failing its WFD and SSSI targets.  
 
Unpermitted Barriers 
Two barriers have been installed without a flood risk activity permit. The two installed 
barriers are not included in this permit application, but were the subject of a separate 
enforcement case that has been undertaken and concluded.  
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
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However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
Legal drivers for the proposals 
The application includes a supporting document referenced “Hoveton Project creating a 
sustainable future for the Bure system_updated Feb 2021”, as amended by the July 2021 
version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1), 
which includes a whole section on the legal drivers for the project. Please see extracts 
below from this document which detail why the proposals are located at Hoveton Great 
Broad and not elsewhere in the broads. 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 176 of 412 
 



 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay are part of the Bure Marshes National Nature 
Reserve. They are leased to and managed by Natural England. They are part of the Bure 
Broads and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) as notified under section 28 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. They are also notified as part of The Broads 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Broadland Special Protection Area (SPA) under 
the EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and EU Wild Birds Directive 
(Council Directive 2009/147/EC) respectively, transposed into UK legislation by the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Hoveton Great Broad and 
Hudson’s Bay are further designated as part of the Broadland Ramsar site under the 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. 
 
Natural England have a statutory duty under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 to ensure management schemes 
are in place and delivered for these protected sites to: 

a) conserve the flora, fauna, or geological or physiographical features by reason of 
which the land (or the part of it to which the scheme relates) is of special interest; 
or 
b) restore them; or 
c) both, 

 
in order to achieve a favourable condition for the notified features of the site. 
 
‘Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem services’ has an 
outcome to achieve “… at least 50% of SSSIs in favourable condition, while maintaining at 
least 95% in favourable or recovering condition. Currently across England 38.9% of SSSIs 
are in favourable condition, with 93.6% in favourable or recovering condition. The 
Government’s 25 year environment plan aims to deliver 75% of protected sites at 
favourable condition by 2044. 
 
In addition, all public bodies have a duty to consider conserving biodiversity when 
exercising their functions. Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006 states: 
  

“(1) Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is 
consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity.” 

 
Under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 competent authorities 
have a general duty, in the exercise of any of their functions, to have regard to the Habitats 
Directive and Wild Birds Directive. 
 
As land managers for Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay, Natural England has a duty 
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017 to deliver the management scheme for the site with the aim of achieving 
favourable condition of the notified features. 
 
The duty to achieve favourable conservation status under the Habitats and Birds Directives 
(Council Directives 92/43/EEC & 2009/147/EC) is written into the EU Water Framework 
Directive (Council Directive 2000/60/EC) under article 4.1(c). The directive is transposed 
into UK legislation by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2017, which state at regulation 13: 
 
 “(6) For each protected area, other than a shellfish water protected area, the 

objective is to achieve compliance with any standards and objectives required by 
or under any EU instrument under which the area or body is protected— 

 
- by 22nd December 2021, if not already achieved, or 
 
- if different, by any date for compliance set in that EU instrument. 
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(7) Where two or more objectives set under this regulation apply to the same body 
of water, or the same part of a body of water, the most stringent objective applies.” 

 
As such, achieving favourable conservation status for The Broads SAC and Broadland 
SPA is an objective of the River Basement Management Plan, and therefore the EA has a 
statutory duty to deliver the objectives as the competent authority for WFD. 
 

 
87. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6S-5) 
Key extracts from the response 
This broad has historically been a key breeding group for many of the northern broads 
fish population. Exclusion from these waters has an unquantifiable risk to the existing 
fish populations diversity and natural pyramids. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
88. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J64-6) 
Key extracts from the response 
Pike numbers are in decline on the Broads despite it being famous as a venue for 
fishing for them. Salt incursions, prymnesium parva, predation and other pressures 
have left stocks at dangerous levels. To install a barrier that will have a huge impact 
on the spawning of bream will undoubtedly have an impact on the pike as well as other 
Broadland life that relies on the bream within the food chain. I am against the fish 
barriers being put in place on a water that is known to be so important to spawning 
bream. The impact of these barriers will have an effect on the fish population that may 
well be irreversible and so also adversely affect other wildlife that in turn relies on 
them. It has been shown many times that when we interfere with the food chain in this 
way we always do unintended damage the consequences of which continue long after 
the regrets of those who took the action have faded. 
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Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The application documents show that 
the Hoveton project aims to create the conditions which are beneficial for pike. The result 
should be an improvement in pike numbers. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
89. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J69-B) 
Key extracts from the response 
I think you should leave well alone 
 
You should leave well alone. Local and national angling groups have challenged the 
project as it will have a detrimental effect on fish stocks on the Bure system generally.  
 
You always seem to be interested in promoting anything that reduce fish stocks and 
your meddling on the Thurne system has had tragic results with the sailers holding 
sway and you going ahead with dredging areas that we all know will rresult in 
Prymnesium outbreaks. 
 
Just leave things alone and concentrate on making Cruisers cleaner and we can all 
benefit. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
No new data or evidence presented. The Environment Agency are not responsible for 
dredging in Broadland.  
 
Within our permitting decision-making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
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Boat Craft 
The majority of boats should be fitted with pump-out facilities and so won’t be discharging 
raw sewage. Boat discharge is not recognised as a diffuse pollution source.   
 

 
90. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6J-V) 
Key extracts from the response 
The barriers will prevent bream accessing a primary spawning site. This will obviously 
damage the bream populations throughout the northern broads. The extent of this 
damage has not been quantified or studied and it is wholly unacceptable to allow 
damage on this level.  
It is unclear what the impact of the silt dredging will be. Hudsons Bay and HGB  
suffered from heavy siltation and this was, at least in part, the cause of the low levels 
of macrophyte growth. Particularly obvious in Hudson's bay but at least 30% of the 
lake was so badly silted that there was no possibility of macrophyte growth.  The rest 
of the lake did have clear water, macrophyte growth and a diversity of species. The 
contention therefore that bream are causing habitat degradation is fatally undermined 
by this information.       
In the reports the bream (large benthivorous fish) are blamed for causing increased 
turbidity  by their feeding behaviour. But mention is also made that the fish also need 
to be removed because they are eating all the zooplankton. However no evidence is 
provided for either of these assertions being the cause of the identified problems on 
Hoveton Great Broad - secchi disk reading only provide water clarity not the reasons 
behind water clarity. Experience would suggest that the "poor" water clarity has never 
been caused by disturbed sediment.    
As a spawning ground for bream and a nursery ground for roach, HGB and Hudsons 
Bay are obviously and proven to be important  by the data you have collected. The 
impacts of removing them and preventing access are unknowable but it is likely to 
have a dramatic and long lasting impact on these species.  On the other side the 
apparent benefits proposed do not appear to be born out by the data.   
Finally any consent to remove these fish and stock them into the River Bure would 
have to be denied. The numbers of fry and young fish recorded in these broads is 
staggering and stocking these fish into the river Bure would be catastrophic. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The Environment Agency has not seen 
the specific evidence relating to the diversity of macrophyte growth at Hudsons Bay 
mentioned in this response. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
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withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
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broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
91. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J65-7) 
Key extracts from the response 
This is a completely unacceptable proposal. 
The potential effect on the  broads bream population would be catastrophic and 
clearly this proposal is not considering the wildlife as a whole. 
The broads are a special place and need to be looked after and protected not 
vandalised 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
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healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
92. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6F-R) 
Key extracts from the response 
Extensive work carried out by various bodies including the EA fisheries team, BASG, 
PACGB, has shown that Hoveton Great Broad (HGB) is an important spawning area 
for bream on the northern Rivers/Broads. Indeed it has been shown that Bream travel 
from as far as Hickling on the Thurne system and Sutton Staithe on the River Ant to 
HGB to spawn. The fish barriers will prevent these fish from entering HGB to spawn 
with a big risk of drastically reducing the numbers of this species on the Northern 
Broads and Rivers. Despite being asked  Natural England have been unable or 
unwilling to provide any evidence to support their hypothesis that the Bream will 
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successfully spawn elsewhere.  Indeed the Institute of Fisheries Management have 
been asked for comment and they have said that this project is very high risk and 
advise against its continuation. 
In the light of this I believe if permission is given for this scheme to go ahead that 
there is a very real risk of the Bream population collapsing on the Northern 
Broads/Rivers, with the knock on effect this will have on other species that predate 
on bream. 
This could have a profound effect on the entire ecosystem. 
At best this could be seen as negligent, but in my view it would be gross incompetence 
if this scheme is allowed to progress given the current knowledge. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Please refer to response 130 (ANON-
5BNZ-3J5N-Y) by the Institute of Fisheries Management and see our response to the issues 
they have raised. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
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one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
93. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6Z-C) 
Key extracts from the response 
Hoveton Great Broad is not an isolated water body, but part of a wider ecosystem in 
which fish populations can freely move around, so preventing access of fish such as 
bream into the broad, which is apparently an important spawning ground will impact 
on fish populations across a wide area of broadland. The plan to exclude fish seems 
akin to putting an impassable barrier across a salmon river to see what would happen.  
I think the plan to exclude fish is a dangerous experiment which could have 
unforeseen negative impacts on fisheries across broadland. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The proposed barriers are intended to 
improve the ecology and the composition of the fish community.  
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Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 
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The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
94. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6P-2) 
Key extracts from the response 
To start with regarding flood barriers re Hoveton Great Broad there is no need for this 
barrier as it will damage the fish stocks the broads eco system invertebrates leave 
mother nature alone the project is totally unnecessary another piece of natures beauty 
wrecked if this project were to go ahead ?? 
The excellent example of this is the unnecessary flood barrier at Ormesby broad 
messing up the broads eco system when you have a large drain connecting Ormesby 
broad to Rollesby another pointless exercise and waist of the tax payers money when 
it could have been spent to improve the broads and rivers ??? 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
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These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
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improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
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7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
 
95. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6U-7) 
Key extracts from the response 
The historic human impacts on the Broad that has resulted in changes to its biota 
should be reversed as far as is practicable so that the habitats are more resilient to 
environmental change.  
 
I support the installation of fish barriers to allow improvements in water quality and 
biodiversity in the Hoveton Great Broads. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
96. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6A-K) 
Key extracts from the response 
Fully support the installation of barriers. Hoveton Great Broad is in a terrible state. 
Previous work in the broads has shown the power of biomanipulation e.g. Cockshoot, 
Ormesby. Current fish community structure might be preferable for anglers but 
ecologically it is hugely detrimental to biodiversity. Hoveton should be full of 
macrophytes, not bream! 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
97. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (RSPB) (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J67-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
RSPB supports the application for the flood risk activity permit proposing the 
installation of 3 temporary fish barriers. Considerable resources have been invested 
into restoring Hoveton Great Broad, and the temporary isolation will enable 
ecosystems to restore. In offering our support we realise there will be a temporary 
adverse impact on fish stocks within the broad but this is essential if conditions are 
to approach favourable status. This approach has already been shown to be 
successful on Barton Broad. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 190 of 412 
 



 
98. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J6W-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
From my understanding of the flood risk posed by these structures, there is no 
significant impact on flood risk, so installation of the temporary barriers is acceptable. 
 
As to the temporary exclusion of particular fish species from HGB and HB, the long 
term water quality and ecological gains far outweigh the fears over indirect impacts 
on some forms of recreational angling. The water quality and ecological 
improvements observed from the two highly successful biomanipulation projects at 
Ormesby Broad (1) and Cockshoot Broad demonstrate the wider benefits of the 
Hoveton Great Broad project. Fish communities respond well to improvements in 
water quality, with perch and rudd being far more likely to thrive and grow to larger 
sizes.  Given the general improvement in water quality in the River Bure catchment, 
the restoration work at Hoveton Great Broad gives a helping hand to the 
environmental improvements and biodiversity gains that cannot be achieved in such 
shallow lakes without active management  interventions. The ecologically 
depauperate state of turbid shallow lakes, with high nutrients, a limited range of 
generalist fish species and elevated release of greenhouse gases (2) needs to be 
tackled. The long term viability of freshwater life in the Broads and the wider societal 
benefits that good ecological condition brings to us all, depends upon these actions 
happening now. 
 
Information sources 
 
(1) Restoration of Ormesby Broad Through Biomanipulation: Ecological, Technical 
and Sociological Issues. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470995679.ch15 
 
(2) Davidson et al (2018) Synergy between nutrients and warming enhances 
methane ebullition from experimental lakes. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-017-0063-
z 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. New evidence sources presented. The first is directly relevant to this 
application and is presented in favour of the project indicating that Ormesby Broad 
restoration has been successful. The second provides a more general analysis in favour of 
lake restoration and the benefits it can have for reducing greenhouse gas emission. 
 

 
99. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXX-C) 
Key extracts from the response 
I could not believe  that Natural England have applied for this again after the same 
permit was thrown out of court last year. The Environment Agency & Natural England 
clearly don't  care about the facts that have been presented to  them from the EA's 
own specialist.  
What completely waste of public  money . 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
No new data or evidence presented. 
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Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
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5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
 
100. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXH-V) 
Key extracts from the response 
I would like to raise my objection for this I'll thought out proposed action.  The removal 
of fish biomass is I'll conserved and previously rejected by experts within the field. 
The broad is a vital breading area for bream as well as other fish species that inhabit 
the broad system. Fish stocks can/will be adversely affected by this action. 
One has to question the effectiveness of the proposed action and whether fish 
removal is the answer... It is more likely the increase in boat traffic and farming/road 
run offs. 
The behaviour of natural England and the EA has been appalling, going against advice 
and public opinion and all works should cease immediately. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Within our permitting decision-making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
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The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Boat Craft 
The majority of boats should be fitted with pump-out facilities and so won’t be discharging 
raw sewage. Boat discharge is not recognised as a diffuse pollution source.   
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 

 
101. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXN-2) 
Key extracts from the response 
This is little more than a vanity project, public money being spent on a private broad 
which will have a massive impact to fish stocks across the broads. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
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However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
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102. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXR-6) 
Key extracts from the response 
This broad has been a natural breeding ground the fish and the effects of the barrier 
could be huge with fishing being such a large  attraction to the broads! Evidence 
shows this would have a very large effect on fish stocks and local businesses that 
rely on the visiting anglers. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
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tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 197 of 412 
 



tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 
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Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
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103. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JX6-A) 
Key extracts from the response 
Saving the norfolk broads from fish 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
104. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXY-D) 
Key extracts from the response 
I object to the installation of the fish barriers because they will have a detrimental 
impact upon bream spawning on HGB. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
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fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
105. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXM-1) 
Key extracts from the response 
The environment agency should never have anything to do with trying to change 
nature. The facts are very large number of broadland bream move on to Hoveton from 
the river system to breed. To try to stop this is a change to nature and will result in 
the collapse of bream stocks and other fish. This will then have a massive effect on 
the tourim which is critical to employment locally. Don't underestimate the knock on 
effect of the proposed action. 
Regards 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 201 of 412 
 



REDACTED 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Individuals name 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
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• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 
deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
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significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 204 of 412 
 



106. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXT-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
If as predicted by modelling the fish stocks decrease by 80% this will have a huge 
impact on numerous aspects of the Broads. As well as the interference with the local 
wildlife and its associated food chain, the damage to the local economy from anglers 
who visit the area will be immense. As we come out of the pandemic many businesses 
associated with the wildlife, both above and below the water, would suffer with any 
activity that affected this wildlife.  
This manipulation of the Broads cannot be allowed to proceed when a wealth of 
knowledge is in direct opposition to it. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. It should be noted that the bream model 
quoted has not been reviewed by the EA and relies on some unsubstantiated assumptions. 
Following this public consultation the Environment Agency contacted the creators (Broads 
Angling Services Group) of the fish stock modelling and requested some further clarity on 
their fish stock model. BASG declined to disclose the model and said that presentations that 
it gave to the Environment Agency and Natural England on the conclusions of the model 
could be considered as part of deciding this application instead. The Environment Agency 
has not therefore been able to review the model itself.  
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
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benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
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107. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXV-A) 
Key extracts from the response 
My comments are in the attached document. I strongly disagree with fish barriers 
when other factors affecting HGB are not or cannot be addressed. 
 
Contents of Letter: 
This is a response from a resident of Hoveton (20 years). I have lived in the nearby 
area since 1972 and consider the owners of Hoveton Great Broad (HGB) as my 
neighbours.  
A flood risk permit should not be needed as there would be no risk of flood to the 
surrounding areas caused by the fish barriers.  
I am at a loss to understand that removing fish to increase algal grazing and to achieve 
water clarity in the broad is necessary whilst the river and connecting water courses 
nearby have clear water and have fish. 
I own and have read ‘A guide to the restoration of nutrient-enriched shallow lakes’, 
Moss et al, 1996. It is endorsed by Broads Authority (BA) & Environment Agency (EA) 
and I understand why algae grazing can achieve clear water. One of the first projects 
(experiments?) of bio-manipulation was on Cockshoot Broad which I often visited. I 
did sit in the bird hide there and a public notice therein advised that as soon as the 
water had cleared and macrophytes restored then the dam (a barrier) would be 
removed. It remains there to this day and which I consider means that project remains 
unfinished.  I understood as condition of that project the public were to be allowed 
access to visit there on foot. We were, but I could not get to it last year because of 
lack of maintenance on the boardwalk. 
I walk my dog in the village of Hoveton and regularly assess the status of the river 
Bure and am able to observe the seasonal changes of it. I look after and visit a friend’s 
property that fronts a dyke (a man-made watercourse for boat access to properties 
and businesses). This dyke lies between Brimbelow Road and Marsh Road, all in 
Hoveton, connects into the river Bure and is just over 300m in length and 13 m in width 
with numerous private wet boat docks and boatyards. This dyke has a significant fish 
population, which are somewhat migratory, but in particular it acts as a refuge for fry 
and small fish - the very fish that feed on cladocera (algae grazers).  
The river Bure is tidal which affects water level in the dyke. The water in the river is 
generally clear and its bed visible at 2m. Boat activity on the river and dyke does 
disturb sediment from the bottom and into the water column, creating some turbidity 
and therefore distributes nutrients, as do significant rainfall events. I consider the 
discharged water from the upstream sewage treatment works significantly contributes 
to the river flow and clarity (which I understand does not achieve certain discharge 
standards and conditions).  
In 2019 the clarity of the dyke was exceptional – even I had not seen such crystal clear 
water there. Through the summer and into autumn, aside from various macrophytes 
and fish, it was even possible to view the pebbles on the bed of the dyke! Unusual as 
this would indicate movement of any sediment to expose them, probably caused by 
boat and tidal movement. In October of that year Hoveton suffered a significant storm 
that left land flooded - subsequent high tides and rain maintained those flood levels 
throughout the winter months. Surface water contaminated with raw sewage was 
discharged onto roads and properties from sewers. Both Anglian Water (AW) who 
owns the sewers and property owners with private connections are responsible for 
this sewage egress. Similar foul water was discharged from sewers and properties in 
Horning, the next village downriver from Hoveton. This contaminated water enters 
dykes and subsequently into the river and depending on the tide has opportunity to 
enter HGB.  
In 2020 the water in the Hoveton dyke was turbid for over nine months! I consider it 
was eutrophic because of the nutrients from the sewage contaminated water. The river 
during this time remained clear and when Covid lockdown was lifted reports by 
boaters, canoeists and anglers revealed how clear the water in the rivers had become. 
There is no consideration whatsoever given to nutrient supplement to HGB from the 
avian community. I found one NE report refers to no overwintering birds - not 
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surprising as the observation was made in October in the shooting season! There are 
large numbers of geese that are resident in the area and use the marshes around HGB 
for breeding. These geese make significant deposits of poo (nutrients - Moss et al. p 
48) which enters into HGB, particularly more intensively at breeding time and when 
fledging. I am not aware of goose numbers on HGB but, by example at our angling 
club’s lake of only 12 hectares, flocks of 150 – 250 geese visit for the breeding and 
fledging season, deposit copious amounts of poo and subsequently the lake water 
becomes turbid.  
I find no reference in NE reports of the gull roost on HGB. My estimate of gulls was 
around 5,000 but I was advised by a resident who lives closer to HGB that I should 
double that figure to be nearer the true numbers! I see hundreds of them fly over my 
bungalow to roost on HGB most evenings. By comparison to geese they are smaller 
birds but that is still a lot of poo (Moss et al (p49) refer to enrichment by nutrients from 
gulls).  
This does not include swan or duck which all add further poo and hence nutrient to 
HGB.  
It is claimed that large bream can uproot macrophytes, but swans whose beaks can 
extend well over a metre do graze in the shallows of broads and can also uproot young 
plants. When NE was asked about a flock of 50 swans grazing and affecting new 
macrophytes in another broad the reply was - ‘we cannot do anything about the 
swans’!  
I spoke with a Hoveton gamekeeper over 20 years ago who commented that the 
pheasants on the land around HGB do not breed in the wild successfully like they 
used to. He worked and drove tractors on the estate and had noted the deterioration 
and reduction of vegetation in the marshes and surrounding land. He considered the 
very farming practices/use of chemicals that he was employed to carry out was to 
blame. That vegetation was a source of food and protection for those wild birds. One 
has to wonder how much this destruction has permeated from the land and into HGB. 
If removal of fish is not 100% which I doubt can be achieved at HGB then the remaining 
fish will flourish. This happened at Trinity Broads (Sportsman’s) and I was advised by 
the EA that the bream re-established there very quickly. This bio-manipulation 
process includes returning pike to the broad. When this was done at Ormesby Broad 
anglers reported that the pike became emaciated because of lack of fish for them to 
predate upon. 
I have been privileged to visit Hoveton and Horning marshes. I have watched the 
incoming tidal water flow onto land and bring with it small fish. Mere centimetres of 
water are all they need to swim in and migrate. This was recorded at Cockshoot Broad 
with fish returning through reed beds and re-establishing the fish population. I doubt 
if the perimeter of HGB can be as such to prevent this occurring there. 
I am disappointed that the project includes an effort to prevent fish, particularly bream 
and pike, to access their known natural and historic spawning areas in HGB. Books 
of the Broads written in late 19th century and early 20th century refers to crystal clear 
waters and with significant numbers of fish present. The river Bure as others in the 
broads is flowing much clearer this past 30 years. The dykes and ditches off the river 
in Hoveton and Horning are also clear and most where boats do not access in 
numbers have superb populations of macrophytes and they all support fish 
particularly those that feed on cladocera. HGB has no boats and the reason given for 
poor condition of the broad is claimed to be because of the nutrients bound up in the 
sediment. At great expense that sediment has been removed and HGB should now be 
left to nature. 
The present clear rivers have been achieved by various parties addressing the issues 
and with the boating industry/community making significant contributions.  But will 
all this be in vain? Earlier this month I was advised that Anglian Water have requested 
permission from the Environment Agency to dump more untreated sewage (nutrients) 
into our beloved Broad’s rivers (LEP’s for Bure and Ant)! This will have potential to 
get into HGB.  
Are NE, EA and BA going to allow this to happen? Or are they going to continue to 
turn a blind eye to it - as they are doing with the ongoing issues in Hoveton and 
Horning!  
REDACTED. 
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22nd March 2021 
Former DEFRA appointed member of Broads Authority. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Individuals Name 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The clear state of the river is quoted as 
a reason to refuse the permit application whereas the data shows that Hoveton is in poor 
ecological status. Nutrient sources and guanotrophy are quoted as reasons to refuse the 
permit. The applicant has provided evidence that states that the actual concentrations of 
phosphorus measured in the broads are at a point where biomanipulation should return 
results. 
 
It is proposed that biomanipulation results will be monitored in Hoveton and further removals 
will be undertaken if necessary as a result of spawning or relocation during flood events. The 
state of remaining pike can be monitored through this process. 
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 

 
108. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXC-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
I cannot understand the thinking behind this plan . Everybody now understands that 
all parts of the ecology of healthy rivers lakes and ponds are totally interlinked . The 
food chains begins with plants , then insects , fish , birds and mammals.  Knocking 
out any one of these links or blocks is KNOWN to have a detrimental effect on the 
others . This removal of fish from this broad will obviously effect otters and fish 
feeding birds .  I object in the strongest terms . 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
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Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Bird Concerns 
As part of the application the Environment Agency has undertaken assessments for the 
SSSI, SPA, SAC and RAMSAR designations on Hoveton Great Broad. A number of bird 
species are protected under these various designations.  
 
For the SSSI designation, we have undertaken a Wildlife and Countryside Act assessment 
(Appendix 4 CRoW assessment) using information provided by the applicant in their 
Environmental Statement and concluded that no features of the designated site would be 
negatively impacted. For the SPA, SAC and Ramsar designations we have undertaken a 
stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment and concluded that no features of the 
designated site would be negatively impacted. 
 

 
109. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JX8-C) 
Key extracts from the response 
Issue 1 
 
Under the Environment Permit Regulations, all material should be presented to the 
public as part of its consultation. 
 
The previous permit was quashed last year for this very reason. 
 
However this applications still doesn’t provide any evidence on the agreed fisheries 
science, without having to search back through the previous permit register and even 
then the primary document showing the impact of the barrier is still missing from both 
this and previous data. 
 
This report produced by the EA “Northern Broads Bream Spawning Assessment 2019 
Interim Summary V1.4” must be included as it clearly shows the impact the barrier 
would have on fish. 
 
Issue 2 
 
We should also point out in the strongest terms the attitude from Natural England 
against EA staff who undertook their statutory fishery duties in challenging the 
evidence with clear fishery science. This attitude, together with the actions and 
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conduct of the Environment Agency Management led to the resignation of senior 
fisheries staff. This puts the whole ambition and leadership of the project into 
question, the lengths they will go to protect their position and project outcomes. 
 
Issue 3 
 
The submitted Environment Statement Vol 1 formed part of the projects planning 
conditions. In the current submitted papers Natural England wishes to clarify 
paragraph 8.5.24 of the Environmental Statement of July 2014. The third sentence of 
this paragraph ought to read as follows: “If these impacts are assessed by the 
Environment Agency as being significant, bio-manipulation will not proceed.” 
 
We cannot have any applicant of a planning application changing agreed and 
accepted conditions, without following the due legal process. The current valid 
environment statement reads “If these impacts are assessed by Environment Agency 
fisheries specialists as being significant, bio-manipulation will not proceed” 
 
Issue 4 
 
The whole concept of any form of advisory group with seemingly a confirmed fund of 
over £170k, seems like box ticking when viewed against the TOR of such advisory 
group and its findings. NE have made it very clear that even with evidence of 
significant impact to cyprinid fish and ecological damage this would cause the 
objectives of the project still stand and the barriers would be legally defended. Under 
these terms, it is unacceptable for fishery interests to be treated so shamefully. 
 
Issue 5 
 
Natural England has directly approached the Institute Fishery Management (IFM) for 
they views on the current proposals and the IFM response is very clear. That isolation 
and removal of fish alone will NOT restore HGB to favorable conditions for 
macrophytes.  Again, this information is again NOT in the public domain. 
 
Issue 6 
 
The IFM has concluded  “it is not clear that exclusion of spawning bream from entering 
HGB will be sufficient to reduce phytoplankton densities, increase water clarity and 
ensure macrophyte recovery.” 
 
It has made a number of recommendations which should ensure a precautionary 
approach is adopted, rather than the policy of install the barriers and the fish don’t 
matter. 
 
Issue 7 
 
NE state quite clearly that once deployed the barriers will not be removed and will 
become subject to the constraints impowered by the Habitat’s Directive. Do you have 
to ask what is the point of any extensive monitoring and advisory group, if the findings 
are completely overruled by the overriding outcomes and commitments of the project, 
however, damaging to the wider Broads ecosystem? 
 
Issue 8 
 
How can you assess something with a long history associated with eurytopic habitat 
and by installing a barrier, classify it as something it has never been? 
 
We have explored the historic context of the Bure Catchment and found that in the 
19th century tonnes of bream were removed commercially for food. This was at a time 
when recent core samples have shown the broad full of weeds. The 1877 Norfolk and 
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Suffolk Fisheries Act gave protection to these fish from man’s interference and is 
something we wish to see in the 21st century also. 
 
Issue 9 
 
The plans to install semi permanent barriers to fish to a height of 0.76 AOD by your 
own flood risk assessment shows that the river levels will breach this level at an ever 
increasing rate with the forecast changes to river levels. Indeed they were breached 
in the past two winters. 
 
Issue 10 
 
BASG has challenged the lack of forward planning on waste water treatment in 
supporting the growth planned around Norwich as defined within the GNDP, today the 
overall River Bure Phosphate load remains no different than 30 years ago. So 
eutrophication pressures will continue, without this being addressed. 
 
Issue 11 
 
Geese and gulls continue to roost on HGB in vast numbers, which as previously 
evidenced on Hickling Broad was a cause of eutrophication and loss of stonewort 
species in the mid-eighties. 
 
Issue 12 
 
We have modelled the life cycle of Broads Bream and shared this with the project 
team. 
 
This uses the agreed parameters and constraints to build a model on future fish 
stocks. 
 
This clearly shows a 80% decline in Bream stock if the spawning success if limited to 
20% for 10 years. 
 
Issue 13 
 
What does a 80% decline in Bream stock mean to the wildlife and birds that feed off 
them and could potentially change the whole ecology of the Broads wildlife. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. This response has included an almost identical wording of Issues 1 to 13 as 
stated on the BASG website. Please see our responses to Issues 1 to 13 within the BASG 
public consultation response numbered 118 and referenced ANON-5BNZ-3JXK-Y.  
 

 
110. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JX3-7) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am against it simply because it will cause huge and possibly long lasting issues to 
the fish that use Hoveton great broad and migrate to and from it off the river bure. 
It is a well documented spawning site for the large quantities of bream that reside in 
the river bure and it's associated broads and to exclude them for 10 years could cause 
long lasting issues to the numbers of bream present in the bure system. 
This will then have knock on effects for predators like pike, grebe, otter etc that rely 
on bream as a staple part of their diet. 
Bream are natural to the broads and deserve to be protected just the same as any 
other wildlife that lives in and alongside the bure system. 
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Also fishing tourism is a huge part of broadland and if this proposal to exclude fish 
from the broads and thus cause long term damage to the bream population then this 
will have a knock on effect for angling tourism 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
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• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
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Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
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that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
111. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXE-S) 
Key extracts from the response 
It appears to be ill advised. 
EA staff have voted against but are being bulldozed by NE. 
 
The project will make important fish breeding grounds inaccessible. 
Successful dredging projects such as those on Barton Broad, as long as due regard 
is given to the risk of Pymnesium outbreaks, would be far more suitable and are 
proven. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The Barton Broad Project utilised fish 
removal in enclosures and the use of artificial macrophytes.  
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
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consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 

 
112. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JX2-6) 
Key extracts from the response 
You are going against the evidence supplied by your own (EA) officers and local 
people that have volunteered for a long time to come up with a scientific reason not 
to let Natural England plough ahead and damage fish population. What organisation 
dismisses scientific advice ? 
I fear this happening around the UK if it goes ahead. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 

 
113. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXQ-5) 
Key extracts from the response 
As an angler I have been following this story for sometime, and was sadden to learn 
that natural England were going to press ahead regardless. 
There has been enough scientific research by respectable people, agencies and 
bodies to demonstrate that this barrier will severely effect the spawning of our 
wonderful local fish and in particular bream. Our local waterways are renown for their 
tourism and fishing and if the fishing is killed it will effect the tourism industry and 
appeal to holiday and fish here.  
I am a chartered professional and fellow of my professional body in my respective 
area of work, and we talk, listen and consult and take on board advice from other 
professionals when the need arises. How scientific evidence and voices from 
respectable sources can be ignored defies belief. Regardless of being an angler, I am 
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a lover of nature and of course fish in particular. Why anyone would want to harm their 
natural area and population does not make sense at all. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The reasoning for the project has been 
supplied by the applicant in their application documents. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Legal drivers for the proposals 
The application includes a supporting document referenced “Hoveton Project creating a 
sustainable future for the Bure system_updated Feb 2021”, as amended by the July 2021 
version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1), 
which includes a whole section on the legal drivers for the project. Please see extracts 
below from this document which detail why the proposals are located at Hoveton Great 
Broad and not elsewhere in the broads. 
 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay are part of the Bure Marshes National Nature 
Reserve. They are leased to and managed by Natural England. They are part of the Bure 
Broads and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) as notified under section 28 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. They are also notified as part of The Broads 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Broadland Special Protection Area (SPA) under 
the EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and EU Wild Birds Directive 
(Council Directive 2009/147/EC) respectively, transposed into UK legislation by the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Hoveton Great Broad and 
Hudson’s Bay are further designated as part of the Broadland Ramsar site under the 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. 
 
Natural England have a statutory duty under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 to ensure management schemes 
are in place and delivered for these protected sites to: 

a) conserve the flora, fauna, or geological or physiographical features by reason of 
which the land (or the part of it to which the scheme relates) is of special interest; 
or 
b) restore them; or 
c) both, 
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in order to achieve a favourable condition for the notified features of the site. 
 
‘Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem services’ has an 
outcome to achieve “… at least 50% of SSSIs in favourable condition, while maintaining at 
least 95% in favourable or recovering condition. Currently across England 38.9% of SSSIs 
are in favourable condition, with 93.6% in favourable or recovering condition. The 
Government’s 25 year environment plan aims to deliver 75% of protected sites at 
favourable condition by 2044. 
 
In addition, all public bodies have a duty to consider conserving biodiversity when 
exercising their functions. Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006 states: 
  

“(1) Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is 
consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity.” 

 
Under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 competent authorities 
have a general duty, in the exercise of any of their functions, to have regard to the Habitats 
Directive and Wild Birds Directive. 
 
As land managers for Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay, Natural England has a duty 
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017 to deliver the management scheme for the site with the aim of achieving 
favourable condition of the notified features. 
 
The duty to achieve favourable conservation status under the Habitats and Birds Directives 
(Council Directives 92/43/EEC & 2009/147/EC) is written into the EU Water Framework 
Directive (Council Directive 2000/60/EC) under article 4.1(c). The directive is transposed 
into UK legislation by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2017, which state at regulation 13: 
 
 “(6) For each protected area, other than a shellfish water protected area, the 

objective is to achieve compliance with any standards and objectives required by 
or under any EU instrument under which the area or body is protected— 

 
- by 22nd December 2021, if not already achieved, or 
 
- if different, by any date for compliance set in that EU instrument. 

 
(7) Where two or more objectives set under this regulation apply to the same body 
of water, or the same part of a body of water, the most stringent objective applies.” 

 
As such, achieving favourable conservation status for The Broads SAC and Broadland 
SPA is an objective of the River Basement Management Plan, and therefore the EA has a 
statutory duty to deliver the objectives as the competent authority for WFD. 
 

 
 
114. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JX4-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
I find this extremely hard to understand why such a project can be allowed to proceed 
when all of the scientific data suggests this broad is an important spacing area for the 
broads Bream. Natural England are supposedly the guardians of the environment but 
can seemingly ignore the data collected/generated by your scientists and cause what 
could potentially be a disastrous impact on the fish species on what is a unique 
environment. 
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Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Legal drivers for the proposals 
The application includes a supporting document referenced “Hoveton Project creating a 
sustainable future for the Bure system_updated Feb 2021”, as amended by the July 2021 
version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1), 
which includes a whole section on the legal drivers for the project. Please see extracts 
below from this document which detail why the proposals are located at Hoveton Great 
Broad and not elsewhere in the broads. 
 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay are part of the Bure Marshes National Nature 
Reserve. They are leased to and managed by Natural England. They are part of the Bure 
Broads and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) as notified under section 28 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. They are also notified as part of The Broads 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Broadland Special Protection Area (SPA) under 
the EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and EU Wild Birds Directive 
(Council Directive 2009/147/EC) respectively, transposed into UK legislation by the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Hoveton Great Broad and 
Hudson’s Bay are further designated as part of the Broadland Ramsar site under the 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. 
 
Natural England have a statutory duty under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 to ensure management schemes 
are in place and delivered for these protected sites to: 

a) conserve the flora, fauna, or geological or physiographical features by reason of 
which the land (or the part of it to which the scheme relates) is of special interest; 
or 
b) restore them; or 
c) both, 

 
in order to achieve a favourable condition for the notified features of the site. 
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‘Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem services’ has an 
outcome to achieve “… at least 50% of SSSIs in favourable condition, while maintaining at 
least 95% in favourable or recovering condition. Currently across England 38.9% of SSSIs 
are in favourable condition, with 93.6% in favourable or recovering condition. The 
Government’s 25 year environment plan aims to deliver 75% of protected sites at 
favourable condition by 2044. 
 
In addition, all public bodies have a duty to consider conserving biodiversity when 
exercising their functions. Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006 states: 
  

“(1) Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is 
consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity.” 

 
Under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 competent authorities 
have a general duty, in the exercise of any of their functions, to have regard to the Habitats 
Directive and Wild Birds Directive. 
 
As land managers for Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay, Natural England has a duty 
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017 to deliver the management scheme for the site with the aim of achieving 
favourable condition of the notified features. 
 
The duty to achieve favourable conservation status under the Habitats and Birds Directives 
(Council Directives 92/43/EEC & 2009/147/EC) is written into the EU Water Framework 
Directive (Council Directive 2000/60/EC) under article 4.1(c). The directive is transposed 
into UK legislation by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2017, which state at regulation 13: 
 
 “(6) For each protected area, other than a shellfish water protected area, the 

objective is to achieve compliance with any standards and objectives required by 
or under any EU instrument under which the area or body is protected— 

 
- by 22nd December 2021, if not already achieved, or 
 
- if different, by any date for compliance set in that EU instrument. 

 
(7) Where two or more objectives set under this regulation apply to the same body 
of water, or the same part of a body of water, the most stringent objective applies.” 

 
As such, achieving favourable conservation status for The Broads SAC and Broadland 
SPA is an objective of the River Basement Management Plan, and therefore the EA has a 
statutory duty to deliver the objectives as the competent authority for WFD. 
 

 
115. 
Response received from 
An Individual / Other (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXS-7) 
Key extracts from the response 
This project flies in the face of all the expert opinion.  
Hoveton Great Broads are the major spawning site for the bream population of the 
Bure system, any barrier to the bream accessing their natural and established 
spawning sites can only lead to a catastrophic depletion of wildlife stocks already 
under extreme pressure. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Expert opinion is available from a 
number of sources. NE provided expert opinion backed by scientific references within their 
application documents which we will consider along with other evidence and opinion. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 

 
116. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JX9-D) 
Key extracts from the response 
The fish barriers will be contrary to the conditions in respect of maintaining drainage  
imposed by the relevant enclosure legislation for Hoveton Great Broad and the 
surrounding land. 
The promoting organisation has a track record in erecting "temporary" barriers 
elsewhere (e.g. Cockshoot Broad) and then failing to remove them. 
The technique proposed for clearing the water has been tried elsewhere in the Broads 
(e,g, Barton, Ranworth etc.) and there is no clear evidence that it succeeds. In the case 
of Ranworth Broad it is interesting to note that this stretch of water which is barred to 
navigation and controlled by the wildlife trust has a poorer water quality than the 
adjacent and connected Malthouse Broad which is open to the public with free access. 
Hoveton Great Broad was illegally closed to navigation in the nineteenth century and 
it is iniquitous that large amounts of public money will be spent on this project while 
continuing to deny public access. 
The project will have demonstrable adverse impacts on the fish of the Broads - 
preventing access to spawning grounds. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Reference made to enclosure legislation 
but no details provided. We are unclear which legislation the respondent has in mind. The 
Environmental Permitting Regulations (EPR) have replaced the majority of the local byelaws. 
When determining a flood risk activity permit application the EPR regulations require 
consideration of the impacts on flood risk, land drainage and environmental harm. The 
applicant has provided a detailed assessment of biomanipulation in their application 
documentation. 
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Temporary or Permanent Barriers 
The application is for temporary barriers and the applicant’s supporting information is that 
these barriers will be removed after 10 years. This will form a condition of a permit. If such 
a condition were breached by the applicant the Environment Agency could undertake 
appropriate enforcement action. 
 
Navigation 
This response has raised concerns about navigation. 
 
Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
the Broads, to have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the public; and protecting the 
interests of navigation. 
 
Concerns have been raised about the legality of Hoveton Great Broad being currently closed 
to navigation. Matters regarding navigation on the broads are in the remit of the Broads 
Authority. We note that navigation issues were raised during the planning application for 
these proposals and so would have formed part of their considerations before they granted 
planning permission. 
 
We are satisfied that the project will protect the interests of navigation, as the project will not 
materially change the current navigation arrangement from the locked metal gates across 
Foxborrow dyke and the dam locations. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
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1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
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diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Public Access 
As part of the wider scheme at Hoveton Great Broad, there have been several works 
undertaken, or planned, to increase the public’s access to the broad via a canoe, walkway 
and bird hides. As such the wider scheme is improving the public’s access to Hoveton 
Great Broad. There is no public fishing (estate permission required). 
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117. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXJ-X) 
Key extracts from the response 
Having studied the data intently i can see no benefit at all in what Natural England are 
proposing but i can see lots of factual evidence to support the scheme not taking 
place. I live in Wroxham and my property is on the river and i think closing off large 
sections of the Broads network to boat users and anglers is a step in the wrong 
direction especially when the whole of the UK will be staycationing for the foreseeable 
future. It's a beautiful Broad and she be available for all to use not used a test site for 
unproven assumptions simply to justify the vast amount of money that has already 
been illegally wasted. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The project at HGB aims to increase 
public access to HGB. 
 
Public Access 
As part of the wider scheme at Hoveton Great Broad, there have been several works 
undertaken, or planned, to increase the public’s access to the broad via a canoe, walkway 
and bird hides. As such the wider scheme is improving the public’s access to Hoveton 
Great Broad. There is no public fishing (estate permission required). 
 
Navigation 
This response has raised concerns about navigation. 
 
Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
the Broads, to have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the public; and protecting the 
interests of navigation. 
 
Concerns have been raised about the legality of Hoveton Great Broad being currently closed 
to navigation. Matters regarding navigation on the broads are in the remit of the Broads 
Authority. We note that navigation issues were raised during the planning application for 
these proposals and so would have formed part of their considerations before they granted 
planning permission. 
 
We are satisfied that the project will protect the interests of navigation, as the project will not 
materially change the current navigation arrangement from the locked metal gates across 
Foxborrow dyke and the dam locations. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
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In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 
1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 

money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
 
118. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Broads Angling Services Group)  
(response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXK-Y) 
Key extracts from the response 
Overview 
Issue 1 
Under the Environment Permit Regulations, all material should be presented to the 
public as part of its consultation. 
The previous permit was quashed last year for this very reason. 
However this applications still doesn’t provide any evidence on the agreed fisheries 
science, without having to search back through the previous permit register and even 
then the primary document showing the impact of the barrier is still missing from both 
this and previous data. 
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This report produced by the EA “Northern Broads Bream Spawning Assessment 2019 
Interim Summary V1.4” must be included as it clearly shows the impact the barrier 
would have on fish. 
 
Issue 2 
We should also point out in the strongest terms the attitude from Natural England 
against EA staff who undertook their statutory fishery duties in challenging the 
evidence with clear fishery science. This attitude, together with the actions and 
conduct of the Environment Agency Management led to the resignation of senior 
fisheries staff. This puts the whole ambition and leadership of the project into 
question, the lengths they will go to protect their position and project outcomes. 
 
Issue 3 
The submitted Environment Statement Vol 1 formed part of the projects planning 
conditions. In the current submitted papers Natural England wishes to clarify 
paragraph 8.5.24 of the Environmental Statement of July 2014. The third sentence of 
this paragraph ought to read as follows: “If these impacts are assessed by the 
Environment Agency as being significant, bio-manipulation will not proceed.” 
We cannot have any applicant of a planning application changing agreed and 
accepted conditions, without following the due legal process. The current valid 
environment statement reads “If these impacts are assessed by Environment Agency 
fisheries specialists as being significant, bio-manipulation will not proceed” 
 
Issue 4 
The whole concept of any form of advisory group with seemingly a confirmed fund of 
over £170k, seems like box ticking when viewed against the TOR of such advisory 
group and its findings. NE have made it very clear that even with evidence of 
significant impact to cyprinid fish and ecological damage this would cause the 
objectives of the project still stand and the barriers would be legally defended. Under 
these terms, it is unacceptable for fishery interests to be treated so shamefully. 
 
Issue 5 
Natural England has directly approached the Institute Fishery Management (IFM) for 
they views on the current proposals and the IFM response is very clear. That isolation 
and removal of fish alone will NOT restore HGB to favorable conditions for 
macrophytes.  Again, this information is again NOT in the public domain. 
 
Issue 6 
The IFM has concluded  “it is not clear that exclusion of spawning bream from entering 
HGB will be sufficient to reduce phytoplankton densities, increase water clarity and 
ensure macrophyte recovery.” 
 
It has made a number of recommendations which should ensure a precautionary 
approach is adopted, rather than the policy of install the barriers and the fish don’t 
matter. 
 
Issue 7 
NE state quite clearly that once deployed the barriers will not be removed and will 
become subject to the constraints impowered by the Habitat’s Directive. Do you have 
to ask what is the point of any extensive monitoring and advisory group, if the findings 
are completely overruled by the overriding outcomes and commitments of the project, 
however, damaging to the wider Broads ecosystem? 
 
Issue 8 
How can you assess something with a long history associated with eurytopic habitat 
and by installing a barrier, classify it as something it has never been? 
We have explored the historic context of the Bure Catchment and found that in the 
19th century tonnes of bream were removed commercially for food. This was at a time 
when recent core samples have shown the broad full of weeds. The 1877 Norfolk and 
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Suffolk Fisheries Act gave protection to these fish from man’s interference and is 
something we wish to see in the 21st century also. 
 
Issue 9 
The plans to install semi permanent barriers to fish to a height of 0.76 AOD by your 
own flood risk assessment shows that the river levels will breach this level at an ever 
increasing rate with the forecast changes to river levels. Indeed they were breached 
in the past two winters. 
 
Issue 10 
BASG has challenged the lack of forward planning on waste water treatment in 
supporting the growth planned around Norwich as defined within the GNDP, today the 
overall River Bure Phosphate load remains no different than 30 years ago. So 
eutrophication pressures will continue, without this being addressed. 
 
Issue 11 
Geese and gulls continue to roost on HGB in vast numbers, which as previously 
evidenced on Hickling Broad was a cause of eutrophication and loss of stonewort 
species in the mid-eighties. 
Look at this image right of gulls within Hoveton Great Broad. 
This just demonstrates again that fish aren’t the single issue. 
Black-headed Gulls (Larus ridibundus). In winter plumage. Leaving from roost, River 
Bure, Licenced from Alamy Stock CW4HY7 
 
Issue 12 
We have modelled the life cycle of Broads Bream and shared this with the project 
team. 
This uses the agreed parameters and constraints to build a model on future fish 
stocks. 
This clearly shows a 80% decline in Bream stock if the spawning success if limited to 
20% for 10 years. 
 
Issue 13 
What does a 80% decline in Bream stock mean to the wildlife and birds that feed off 
them and could potentially change the whole ecology of the Broads wildlife. 
 
Contents of Letter: 
BASG response to consultation EPRRB3557SW and papers from Natural England Feb 
2021 
 
In Summary 
From the outset the HGB Project was formed as a partnership across the Broads 
community. Anglers provided a key component to over 5 years of monitoring and 
assessment. However, as soon as it became clear the impact of isolating the Broad 
would be significant the project team took a much more insular approach and 
effectively stopped any partnership approach. 
 
Attempts to publicly access the fishery science viewpoints that were opposed to the 
project were clearly constrained and judged as illegal in the previous permit 
application. But it goes much further, poor treatment of fisheries staff has led to 
resignations over the matter. The PhD jointly funded by the HGB project and Rod 
Licence money has scientifically proved that HGB/HB form a significant component 
in the 
life cycle of bream in the Northern Broads and that the EA fisheries paper, previously 
hidden from the public and disclaimed by the project team as not peer reviewed has 
been found 100% accurate. These views and corresponding document are still not 
disclosed within the present or previous consultation. 
 
Natural England wish to change the definition of the agreed and accepted 
Environment Statement vol 1 in that any fisheries objection should be accepted. As 
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this document is indeed linked to the agreed planning conditions, this cannot be just 
changed at the applicants will, but must follow due planning process and 
consultation. 
 
Natural England in Sept 2020 decided to install two additional barriers without notice. 
Furthermore, after lengthy correspondence they denied these being fish barriers for 
weeks until challenged when they subsequently admitted all along they were indeed 
barriers to stop fish passage. Yet again, this demonstrates the complete disrespect 
for lawful permitting and policy. We attempted to re-open dialogue in Nov-2020, but 
this was turned down by the NE project officer. 
 
There are some very clear recommendations from the IFM, who clearly Natural 
England now feel are the experts, with NE seeking a review of their papers prior to 
this consultation. The resultant IFM recommendations could potentially bring about 
the formal classification of the Broads in terms of a UK TAG fishery classification, 
currently unassigned for the Broads water bodies. This would once and for all define 
its fishery classification and give its natural fish some level of protection from man’s 
interference. 
But once again expert fisheries science advice both ignored and not made public. 
 
BASG has challenged the lack of forward planning on waste water treatment in 
supporting the growth planned around Norwich as defined within the GNDP, today the 
overall River Bure Phosphate load remains no different than 30 years ago, despite 
Juridical Review asking for action. So eutrophication pressures will continue, without 
this being addressed. 
 
Finally, the project now seems to be driven completely by its funding objectives, as 
evidenced within the papers. The objections raised, and clearly defined within its 
environment statement, should have been part of any formal project risk assessment 
and lodged with its funders. That is standard grant management practice. 
 
Comments on the Current FRAP application and papers 
BASG Specific comments on Red 
 
Application Submission letter 26/01/2021 
3) Please note that the application form Part B10, at section 6, requests ‘If you have 
details on previous public consultation on environmental issues, include this as a 
separate document in the application’. I trust it is sufficient to state that in response 
to this that the Environment Agency carried out a full public consultation between 
Monday, 20th January to 17th February 2020 on the EA’s citizen space webpage 
https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/east-anglia-c-e/hoveton-greatbroad- 
temporary-fish-barriers/ 
Is this sufficient given the previous permit was quashed legally in that this previous 
consultation failed to include any of the Environment Agency’s own positioning 
documents on the impact of the barriers? Again, these documents were only made 
available to BASG/AT after Fish Legal request for an FOI. Clearly these should form 
part of the public consultation within the Environment Permit process. 
 
We note that the 14 objectional responses from the Environment Agency Fisheries, 
Biodiversity and Geomorphology team are now included in the previous permit 
application listing, but not specifically mentioned in this new application. It is 
therefore very easy for the public to be misled and not see the corresponding views 
and science without searching through the data. 
 
However, the key fisheries document linked to the previous quashed claim, is still 
missing from both the previous register and this current register of documents. 
Clearly it is not in the public interest to exclude such evidence, as upheld by the 
court. The document in question is: 
Northern Broads Bream Spawning Assessment 2019 Interim Summary V1.4 
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We should also point out in the strongest terms the attitude from Natural England 
against EA staff who undertook their statutory fishery duties in challenging the 
evidence with clear fishery science. This attitude, together with the actions and 
conduct of the Environment Agency Management led to the resignation of senior 
fisheries staff. This puts the whole ambition and leadership of the project into 
question, the lengths they will go to protect their position and project outcomes. 
 
Gravel Dyke & Hoveton Marshes Documents 
 
These, on request from the Environment Agency, cannot be considered as part of 
this application. What is being done with this activity, clearly illegally installed and 
formally under enforcement investigation? 
Again, it shows the contempt of the applicant against following due process. 
 
7) Very recently, the PhD research carried out by a student from Bournemouth 
University has become available, following the grant of the PhD. Natural England has 
incorporated results and conclusions of this work in the documents accompanying 
this application (with all updated documents identified below) and if you propose to 
include this work in your forthcoming consultation exercise we can have no 
objection, but would suggest that you contact the University beforehand. 
 
As above none of the PhD or associated response from EA fisheries based on this 
PhD data have been made public and are not included in the consultation. 
 
Content 15) 
Environmental Statement Vol 1[1] 1 Landscape Partnership on behalf of NE updated 
1 Natural England wishes to clarify paragraph 8.5.24 of the Environmental Statement 
of July 2014. The third sentence of this paragraph ought to read as follows: “If these 
impacts are assessed by the Environment Agency as being significant, 
biomanipulation will not proceed.” 
 
In the current submitted papers under item 15 [1[ Natural England wishes to clarify 
paragraph 8.5.24 of the Environmental Statement of July 2014. The third sentence of 
this paragraph ought to read as follows: “If these impacts are assessed by the 
Environment Agency as being significant, biomanipulation will not proceed.” 
 
How can this be a point of clarity, it is clearly an attempt to work around the 
objection of some of the leading fishery scientists’ findings and objections to the 
proposal. 
 
On the 7th Jan 2021, BA Head of Planning confirmed that the planning conditions 
against BA/2014/0248 remained against the submitted Environment Statement Vol 1. 
Para 8.5.24 “If these impacts are assessed by Environment Agency fisheries 
specialists as being significant, biomanipulation will not proceed” You cannot have 
the application changing formal submitted planning documents, without following 
due 
process. This is a key issue we believed gave us some form of legal protection from 
the start. 
 
13) Natural England confirms that an extension to the PhD research will be funded 
for a further three years, at a cost in excess of £170,000.00. The data it provides will 
help inform future biomanipulation projects and EA’s fishery management. We are 
committed to this and will commission the work once the barriers are in place and 
fish removal has commenced. This guarantees funded research to 2024 
 
The whole concept of any form of advisory group with seemingly a confirmed fund 
of over £170k, seems like box ticking when viewed against the TOR of such advisory 
group and its findings. NE have made it very clear that even with evidence of 
significant impact to cyprinid fish and ecological damage this would cause the 
objectives of the project still stand and the barriers would be legally defended. 
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11) Your letter of 15th January suggests that we ask the Hoveton Fisheries 
Monitoring Group (HMG) to commission spring spawning observational work, 
perhaps making use of the volunteer angling community in this work. We agree that 
this would be a good use of the HMG, in their role to advise the Steering Group on 
best practice, for them to debate this and, if felt appropriate, use their allocated ring-
fenced budget to facilitate such work. We will also commit to keeping a look out for 
future funding opportunities to help support the HMG to commission further works 
as necessary. 
 
20) You have referred to a group called the ‘Hoveton Monitoring Advisory Group’ 
(HMAG, or HMG), which is the same group that we have called the ‘Fisheries 
Advisory Group’. For consistency and in order to stress that the terms of reference 
for this group are directed towards fisheries interests, we suggest that it would be 
helpful henceforth to call this group the ‘Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group’ (HFAG). 
In order to give it status under the LIFE agreement and to bring this group within the 
scope of funding from the agreement, Natural England will, during the course of the 
project, treat the HFAG as an advisory sub-committee of the Project Steering Group, 
which is itself a requirement of the LIFE agreement. After the project ends the group 
can then become an advisory sub-committee of the After LIFE Steering Group, itself 
a further requirement of the LIFE agreement. 
 
In terms of BASG association with the Advisory Group, we wrote to Natural England 
on 6th Oct 20 after the legal case concluded and the response was that the group 
was on hold with the EA, and that given we had taken legal action against NE on this 
matter, they couldn’t comment, but would respond in terms of its TOR. They failed to 
respond and we never heard anymore. 
We now find that the group has indeed met in January and made more 
recommendations, without any reference to Broads fisheries representatives. This 
again shows contempt for fish and fisheries interests. 
 
23) Conclusion 
Please could you note that there are areas in which we consider that the information 
that we have supplied and the commitments that we are making are in excess of 
what is reasonably necessary, having regard to the nature of the installations for 
which permission is requested, the purposes of the overall project, the science and 
the law. However, Natural England is able to take this position because of the very 
considerable environmental improvements that the Hoveton Great Broad 
Restoration Project will bring if it comes to completion. Natural England has no 
doubt that without this project, which cannot proceed without the permission that 
we hereby apply for, the currently unfavourable status of Hoveton Great Broad and 
Hudson’s Bay, for WFD, Habitats Directive and WCA 1981 purposes cannot be 
reversed. 
 
Natural England has directly approached the Institute Fishery Management (IFM) for 
they views on the current proposals and the IFM response is very clear. That 
isolation and removal of fish alone will NOT restore HGB to favourable conditions for 
macrophytes. Again, this information is NOT in the public domain. 
 
The application again doesn’t include any informed assessment from the EA on the 
impact of the barriers, one of the key legal points raised against the previous 
application. 
 
Application Submission letter 04/02/2021 
This version removes the column showing the update status of the associated 
status of the 27 associated documents from the previous application, so it makes it 
almost impossible to see the changes. 
 
Application letter 27/01/2021 
Two structures at Gravel Dyke and Hudson’s Marsh excluded from permit. 
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Part B10 - application form 27/01/2021 
3d Please tell us when you plan to start and complete your activities 
Start Date 02/08/21 
End Date 28/02/22 
Plans are to implement the barriers from Aug-21 
 
Alternatives to Full Lake Biomanipulation_04.02.2021 
Project objectives 
To frame our response, we wish to restate the project’s objectives, as agreed by 
Natural England and the Environment Agency, an associated beneficiary, on 10th 
October 2014 which were: 1. Improve the ecological condition of the Naturally 
Eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition feature (H3150) within 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay, moving them into ‘Unfavourable 
Recovering’ condition by 2020 (thus contributing to Biodiversity 2020 targets). This 
will involve: • Sediment removal from both water-bodies • Biomanipulation of both 
lakes to achieve clear-water conditions, leading to an aquatic macrophyte dominated 
state. 
 
Again Natural England take a very sided science approach. Seemingly, neither NE or 
the Environment Agency want to publish other recognised scientific 
recommendations associated with the project. The Environment Agency has a duty 
to share all data appropriate to the application. This formed the basis of the 
successful legal challenge to the previous approved permit and subsequent 
quashing by order of the court. 
 
Hoveton Project creating a sustainable future for the Bure system updated Feb 2021 
This is an updated document from the previous version which was only made 
available after the FRAP closed and by FOI. 
 
Again, it takes a very single viewed approach of the science and that of bio-
manipulation. The document was sent to the IFM for review in Feb-21 and the 
resultant reply is copied below. Yet again, it hasn’t been shared with any Broads 
Fisheries representatives until the consultation 10th March 2021.  
We are pleased that the IFM shared their response as below. 
 
“The additional reports supplied by Natural England do not provide any new or 
significant evidence to support the case that biomanipulation of roach and bream 
stocks by introduction of a barrier to fish migration will result in clear water 
conditions and consequent regrowth of macrophytes.  
 
As was concluded by Axford and Knights (2019), it is not clear that exclusion of 
spawning bream from entering HGB will be sufficient to reduce phytoplankton 
densities, increase water clarity and ensure macrophyte recovery.” 
 
It was recommended in this report that: 
“1. The age and size structures and diets of relevant fish species in the communities 
of HGB and the River Bure should be monitored and related to the need, if any, to 
remove fish of particular species and sizes in order to achieve project objectives. 
2. The roles of fish and other organisms in phosphate recycling and control of 
zooplankton that in turn control phytoplankton, water clarity and macrophyte 
recovery should be regularly monitored and modelled against project objectives. 
3. End points for fish removal and fish exclusion operations should be pre-
determined for various scenarios. 
4. A preliminary study should be carried out (possibly in Hudson’s Bay alone) to 
assess the efficacy of excluding bream spawners, effects on recruitment, potential 
impacts on catchment stocks and to inform future approaches. 
No evidence has been presented regarding any of these points, yet plans for the 
barrier have gone ahead regardless. 
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Any reductions in bream and roach populations in both HGB and the River Bure as a 
result of the block to fish movements must represent a deterioration in both the 
fishery and ecological statuses in the short term. The likelihood and timescale of any 
subsequent improvements in ecological status for fish in both HGB and the River 
Bure as a result of this measure remain almost entirely unknown.” 
This alone should ensure a precautionary approach is taken and enforced by the 
Environment Agency. 
 
Annex 1 - Fish assemblages in the broads 
River flow for good ecological potential’ UKTAG Dec 2013 defines an area like the 
Northern Broads as: 
FCS2 an appropriate classification model to use to assess fish populations and the 
impact of potential changes in fish populations against the expected community 
Eurytopic group ‘a’ (roach, pike, perch, bream) 
Lowland floodplain eurytopic species are intrinsically associated with wetland areas 
and floodplain habitats and may require connectivity between the river channel and 
floodplain environment for breeding and feeding purposes. For example, pike spawn 
in February or March in well-vegetated flooded backwaters 
and HGB cannot therefore be considered as a closed lake habitat, with or without a 
barrier.  
 
Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group - HFAG January 2021 
As the project is 100% funded by EU LIFE and National Heritage Lottery Funds, with 
Natural England as the legally named beneficiary of their funding, NE is legally 
bound under the terms of the funding agreements to maintain overall control of the 
project and maintains the responsibility for meeting its primary objectives. 
The terms of reference to any monitoring and advisory group currently are not 
acceptable. 
 
It is very clear that the facts are that the EA have not completed any successful 
catchment wide fish survey since 2016 in the Northern Broads. It’s management do 
not recognise it’s of any importance, which just aids Natural England in their 
endeavours to reduced Bream numbers overall, without any form of management or 
assessment and contrasting starkly against their statutory fishery management 
duties. 
 
NE state in section 5 & 6 that once deployed the barriers will not be removed and will 
become subject to the constraints impowered by the Habitat’s Directive. 
 
So you have to ask what is the point of any extensive monitoring and advisory 
group, if the findings are completely overruled by the overriding outcomes and 
commitments of the project, however, damaging to the wider Broads ecosystem? 
 
WFD Compliance Assessment_January 2021 
Fish – not assessed 
No tool is currently available to assess the WFD status of the fish communities in 
lakes, therefore the Environment Agency have not assessed the fish element for 
HGB. Given concerns about the impact of the proposed works on the fish 
community an assessment of the likely impact of the project on the WFD status of 
the fish has been completed by Natural England using the best available evidence 
and is included in 
appendix 1 of this assessment. Below provides a brief summary and those looking 
for further information should consult the appendix With regards to HGB the 
assessment concludes that the current fish status is poor. Monitoring data shows a 
fish community within HGB is dominated by roach in number and bream by biomass 
 
Appendix 1 
UK TAG states Eurytopic group ‘a’ (roach, pike, perch, bream) Lowland floodplain 
eurytopic species are intrinsically associated with wetland areas and floodplain 
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habitats and may require connectivity between the river channel and floodplain 
environment for breeding and feeding purposes. 
 
If this is not the Northern Broads, then what is it? It certainly is not a Stillwater with 
the mixed species that NE seem to want to create. Species such as Rudd, Tench 
have never been associated in significant numbers within the Northern Broads. 
 
How can you assess something with a long history associated with eurytopic habitat 
and by installing a barrier, classify it as something it has never been? 
We have explored the historic context of the Bure Catchment and found that in the 
19th century tonnes of bream were removed commercially for food. This was at a 
time when recent core samples have shown the broad full of weeds. The 1877 
Norfolk and Suffolk Fisheries Act gave protection to these fish from man’s 
interference and is something we whish to see in the 21st century also. 
 
Barrier Design and Hydrogeology Impact 
The plans to install semi permanent barriers to fish to a height of 0.76 AOD by your 
own flood risk assessment shows that the river levels will breach this level at an 
ever increasing rate with the forecast changes to river levels. Indeed the last 
breaches were in the past two winters. This makes the barriers ineffective without a 
huge commitment to manually remove fish ingress after each flood event. 
 

 
Phosphate Load and Management 
It is very clear that the IFM state that removal of fish alone will not support the 
restoration of HGB, as the fish do not themselves cause eutrophication. Historically, 
the cause of phosphate levels for instance has been agriculture and sewage. The 
project has undertaken the removal of sediment through dredging. Yet the project 
seeks to deal with the symptoms of the phosphate levels without examining or even 
making plans to deal with the future influx of phosphates and other nutrients into 
HGB and the Bure.  
Clearly there is still work to do here let alone the significant housing growth planned 
in the Bure catchment. Which again BASG has challenged on its impact. 
Figures from the Broads Research Progress Report 1991 show an average 
Phosphate load of 8.64 kg/day between 1987-1991, whilst today’s own figures from 
the EA state 9.79 kg/day across all sewage treatment works upstream of HGB. With 
plants like Belaugh and Rackheath at their capacity limits. 
Geese and gulls continue to roost on HGB in vast numbers, which as previously 
evidenced on Hickling Broads was a cause of eutrophication and loss of stoneworts 
species in the mid-eighties. 
This just demonstrates again that fish aren’t the single issue. 
 
Fish Stock Modelling and Assessment: 
We have modelled the impact and shared this with the project team, which has been 
accepted. This uses the following parameters and constraints to build a model on 
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future fish stocks. Profiled against evidence from Synopsis of biological data from 
the bream Abramis brama (Linnaeus, 1758) 
Average Life cycle 14 years 
Average 100% Spawning success from years 4 -13 
Spawning Productivity Average number of eggs per kg a ratio of circa 1 : 90,000 
Average number succeed to year 1 = a ratio of 1:2.5 
Average Annual Mortality Rates as show below (But can be between 13% to 26% 
annually) 

 
 
As example here In their 4th year 
20 Fish 100% Spawning Success 
Circa 90,000 eggs each, results in 50 Juveniles 
Which 80% are lost in the 1st year = 10 
Which 44% are lost in the 2nd year = 6 
Which 16% are lost in the 3rd year = 5 
In the 4th year the resultant 4 fish restarts the cycle 
In the 5th year the resultant 3 fish restarts the cycle Etc etc 
By the 13th year mortality has taken all 20 fish 
The graph below takes the proposals from Natural England to isolate HGB for 10 years 
2021-2031 and sets a spawning success achievement of 20% from outside HGB . 
Something the last 3 years has been recorded at around 1%. 
 

 
 
We believe that only a 20% reduction in total Bream stock over the 10-15 years should 
be the maximum impact to the wider Northern Broads Catchment, as the forecast for 
increased salinity as shown in your own flood assessment is quite significant. Let 
alone the potential increased risk from prymnesium this brings with more brackish 
water. 
 
How this can be achieved is what we want to discuss through mitigation or through 
partial manipulation measures, as implemented elsewhere across the broads. 
We are not against the restoration, indeed it very welcome. It’s just how it’s 
implemented led through science and evidence. 
 
REDACTED Chairman BASG CIC 25th March 2021 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Name of individual 
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Environment Agency response 
 
Issue 1.  
The document Northern Broads Bream Spawning Assessment 2019 Interim Summary 
V1.4 is a basic summary of observations made during the 2019 fish spawning survey. The 
document was written by the EA fisheries lead for an internal EA meeting to aid the fisheries 
team’s assessment of the potential impact of the project. The outcome of this meeting helped 
inform the Fisheries Biodiversity and Geomorphology team consultation response to the first 
permit application. This consultation response summarises the FBG team’s response to the 
application. This response is publicly available and the report highlighted above in bold was 
also provided to the BASG in August 2019, in advance of the first FRAP consultation. It was 
also made publicly available on the BASG website. The findings of this document are also 
provided by NE in their document Updated WFD Compliance Assessment_January 2021 
submitted as part of the permit application supporting documents (please see documents 
numbers 23, 23.2, 25 and 26 in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 
The previous permit was not quashed as a result of the document highlighted in this 
response. 
 
We will make the document “Northern Broads Bream Spawning Assessment 2019 Interim 
Summary V1.4” available to the public through the minded to consultation (document 
numbered 27 in annex 3 – table 1). 
 
Issue 2.  
Not relevant to application. 
 
Issue 3.  
This is a matter for the applicant and the planning authority.  
 
Within our permitting decision-making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Issue 4.  
The application is for temporary barriers and the applicant’s supporting information is that 
these barriers will be removed after 10 years. This would form a condition of a permit, if the 
decision is taken to grant the current application. If such a condition were breached by the 
applicant the Environment Agency could undertake appropriate enforcement action. 
 
Issue 5.  
It appears that the opinion of the IFM has not changed since it was commissioned to 
undertake a review by BASG in 2019. This is a BASG document and not Natural England’s.  
The document is publicly available from the BASG website. Natural England have provided 
a public consultation response to the IFM report. The IFM have also provided a public 
consultation response and have submitted their report as part of their response. We will 
assess these responses. 
 
Issue 6.  
The IFM opinion is stated. This opinion is countered in some detail in the Hoveton Project: 
creating a sustainable future for the Bure system (February 2021) application document, 
as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) 
and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1) and response ANON-5BNZ-3J5S-4. It is clear that there are 
two very different views which the Environment Agency must consider. 
 
Issue 7.  
This issue is partly answered by point 4 above. 
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In the event of the Agency concluding that the closed barriers are causing significant 
environmental harm to the fish populations in the River Bure system, the operator will be 
required, by a condition on the permit, to open the barriers. Natural England has suggested 
that this might be unacceptable if there is a risk that it would undo any progress made, while 
the barriers were closed, towards achieving the conservation objectives for the SAC. The 
Environment Agency is satisfied that any reopening of the barriers would not be likely to have 
a significant effect on the SAC in the sense of putting the SAC in a worse position, by 
reference to its conservation objectives, than exists at the point of granting this permit. The 
project is one that is directly connected with and/or necessary to the management of the 
SAC and is expected to make significant progress towards meeting the conservation 
objectives of the SAC, whether or not the barriers will need to be opened. 
 
Issue 8.  
The Environment Agency has received an independent academic opinion (document 
numbered 33 in Annex 3 – Table 1) on what would have been the likely composition of the 
Hoveton fish community (and ecosystem) prior to cultural eutrophication. This concludes 
that the broads would have been clear water, macrophyte-rich habitats supporting a more 
diverse fish assemblage than seen today. This would have included bream and roach in 
large numbers but more perch, rudd, tench, pike and eel. The current low abundance of 
these other species is linked to a near complete absence of a structured plant habitat in the 
broads. The report goes on to state that “It is clear that, as for macrophytes, the current fish 
fauna of the broads is a long way away from the ancestral communities that anglers 
encountered in the past. To return the Broads to its angling and ecological heyday, lake 
restoration is urgently needed”. BASG state that rudd have never been a significant part of 
the northern broads fishery whereas Professor Carl Sayer states that “Catches of fish in 
the Broads were very clearly immense in the late nineteenth century and Dutt (1903) noted 
that “bushels of roach, bream and rudd were left to rot on the riverbanks”. 
 
Issue 9.  
The fish barriers have been designed to be a similar height to the top of the river bank, to 
help ensure their impacts on flood risk are minimised. The applicant is aware from their 
flood modelling that flood water overtops the river banks and enters Hoveton Great Broad 
and that this will bring fish with it. Any reintroduction of fish will be monitored and may lead 
to further removals. This is a natural system and the applicant’s aim is not to remove all 
fish, but over 75% of the fish, with further interventions possibly needed and planned. 
Natural England have never stated that all fish will be removed and the broad will remain 
fish-free for 10 years. It aims to reduce fish density and maintain it sufficiently low to reduce 
grazer pressure on zooplankton through repeat monitoring and removal over the 10 year 
period. This is highlighted in response ANON-5BNZ-3J5S-4. 
 
Issue 10.  
Annual average P data is provided in the document Hoveton Project: creating a 
sustainable future for the Bure system (February 2021) section 3.6, as amended by 
the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in 
Annex 3 – Table 1). The BASG challenge regarding waste water treatment is not directly 
relevant to this application and is part of the Diffuse Water Pollution Plan which is separate 
matter. The issue of catchment sources of pollutants is relevant and the Hoveton Project 
document covers this in some detail with references cited regarding current water quality in 
the river and Broad and likely chances of success. BASG are aware of the work being 
undertaken to address nutrient pollution in the Bure with the Diffuse Water Pollution Plan 
work, Catchment Sensitive Farming Initiative work, Water Industry National Environment 
Programme work and the work of the Broadland Catchment Partnership. 
 
Issue 11.  
Natural England has been clear that they are not anti-fish and that bream and roach will 
make up a natural part of an improved fish community: see response ANON-5BNZ-3J54-5 
and Updated WFD Compliance Assessment_January 2021 (please see documents 
numbers 23, 23.2, 25 and 26 in Annex 3 – Table 1). They have provided an explanation of 
biomanipulation and the need for such action to improve the ecological status of HGB and 
Hudsons Bay (see Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system 
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(February 2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents 
numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1)). They argue that the fish are not 
primarily responsible for eutrophication, but the fish community structure is impacted by 
eutrophication and is helping to maintain the impacted status and therefore temporary 
removal of this influence is required to improve the overall ecology of the broads. The 
nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 Hoveton Project: 
creating a sustainable future for the Bure system (February 2021) (Documents 
numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 
Issue 12.  
This is a welcome and useful approach. It is stated that this model has been accepted, but 
it does not state by whom and how. The model findings were presented to Environment 
Agency management in February 2020 but it was not formally agreed at this meeting. 
There remains some concern over what the agreed parameters used in the model are, and 
who agreed them. This is not immediately obvious and therefore we should treat the output 
with interest but also a degree of caution. One example of this is the assumption that 
spawning success is set at 20% outside of HGB with no quantitative or referenced 
evidence to back this figure (reliant on limited observational data). This is based on a 
conservative estimate following a single year’s observational study in spring 2019 when 
limited spawning was observed and this was primarily on Hudsons Bay and not in any 
other observed sites. These are the findings mentioned in the Northern Broads Bream 
Spawning Assessment 2019 Interim Summary V1 referred to in point 1 above. This was 
a useful but single and limited survey and cannot be quoted as conclusive evidence of 
spawning efficiency. As such, this is a useful model but without further critique, its findings 
should be treated with full understanding of the limitations regarding the assumptions used 
in its formation. 
 
Following this public consultation the Environment Agency contacted this respondent and 
requested some further clarity on their comments around the fish stock model. We have 
received comments that confirm that neither the Environment Agency nor Natural England 
have formally reviewed this model. They have agreed for the presentations given to the 
Environment Agency and Natural England on the model conclusions to be considered as 
part of the determination of this application. However the respondent has declined our 
request for disclosure of the fish stock model, as such we cannot formally review it. The 
respondent states that the assumptions of the model “have since been peer reviewed by 
both the PhD and by the IFM”. We have not found a formal review of the model or its 
assumptions within the PhD research papers.  We have not found a formal review of the 
model or its assumptions within the Institute of Fisheries Management (IFM) public 
consultation response to this application. 
 
Issue 13.  
This is a significant point and one that is raised by a number of other responders. Were 
there to be a catastrophic crash in bream numbers there may be a decline in food stocks 
for the wider ecology. This is a concern, but it should be viewed in light of the fact that the 
system is currently highly productive as a result of eutrophication, and so some ecological 
changes will be inevitable as the system rebalances to a less polluted status. There are 
statutory targets for environmental improvement at Water Framework Directive water 
bodies and protected sites which preclude maintaining them in a degraded state to provide 
a food source for other species. Natural England argue that a crash in the bream is unlikely 
given their generalist nature and the fact that other populations appear to perpetuate in 
other parts of Broadland without utilising Hoveton Great Broad, but there is no direct 
evidence to support this in broadland, so the impacts to fish of closing off the broad are 
unknown. Natural England have proposed setting up the HFAG to monitor the situation and 
undertake fisheries improvements elsewhere in recognition of the angler concerns. 
 
The PhD has indicated the importance of Hoveton and Hudsons Bay for bream as there 
have been repeated annual migrations at spawning time from several tagged fish, but not 
all. This information is reviewed in detail within the document entitled Updated WFD 
Compliance Assessment_January 2021 (please see documents numbers 23, 23.2, 25 
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and 26 in Annex 3 – Table 1). The density of fish experienced in the Environment Agency 
surveys and PASE surveys also indicate the value of the broads for bream, especially 
when compared to surrounding broads. The use of terms such as 100% accurate in terms 
of the Northern Broads Bream Spawning Assessment 2019 Interim Summary V1 is, 
however, misleading as this was a single survey rather than a scientific study. There is an 
unquantified risk to the fishery as the outcome of isolating the broads is unknown. We do 
know that many fish migrate naturally between the broad and the river, and some fish 
undertake long migrations around broadland and NE maintain that this ubiquitous nature 
should reduce the risk, allowing them to thrive in alternative available habitats. This again 
is untested but is backed by literature references in their documentation. The IFM do resist 
this assumption as do BASG and AT stating that this experimental approach involves too 
great a risk to the bream fishery primarily. It should be noted that the fishery (including 
recreational angling interest) is different to the WFD fish status. 
 
Environment Agency response to Contents of letter 
 
Application Submission letter 26/01/2021 – Section 3 
The purpose of Section 6 of application form part B10 is to ensure that the permitting 
officer that picks up this application is made aware of any relevant previous public 
consultation on environmental issues. As such the applicant has provided sufficient 
information, especially as the permitting officer undertook the previous Environment 
Agency public consultation. 
 
The internal consultation process was ongoing during the public consultation process in 
March 2021, and all information available to the permitting officer at the start of this public 
consultation was included within the public consultation documents. The internal 
consultation process commenced on 10 March and ran concurrently with the public 
consultation, save it did not close until 19 April 2021 after the public consultation was 
finished. We uploaded all the previous permit application consultation responses to the 
online page for the previous application and linked it to the current public consultation to 
provide as much information to the public as possible to ensure that we are open and 
transparent.  
 
As the Environment Agency is minded to grant a permit for this application, it is undertaking 
a ‘minded-to’ public consultation. At the ‘minded-to’ public consultation stage the 
Environment Agency will provide all internal and public consultation responses, any 
additional evidence that has been highlighted, any additional assessments undertaken as 
part of the internal consultation (Stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment and CRoW 
Appendix 4 assessment) and a draft decision on the application. 
 
Gravel Dyke & Hoveton Marshes Documents 
Unpermitted Barriers – Two barriers have been installed without a flood risk activity 
permit. The two installed barriers are not included in this permit application, but were the 
subject of a separate enforcement case that has been undertaken and concluded.  
 
Application Submission letter 26/01/2021 – Section 7 
The applicant had concerns around the intellectual property rights on the PhD and 
associated research papers at the time they submitted this application. As such the 
applicant submitted an assessment of the PhD findings in section 4.2 of the Hoveton 
Project document and in Appendix 1 of the Updated WFD assessment. We made a request 
to Bournemouth University to get access to these papers on 8 June 2021 to confirm what 
information we can provide to the public. Following Bournemouth University and the PhD 
author’s response we are able to make this information available to the public and will do 
so through the ‘minded-to’ public consultation. 
 
We are unsure what “associated response from EA fisheries based on this PhD data” 
refers to, but would highlight that the internal consultation, including of the FBG team, was 
ongoing during this public consultation. 
 
Content 15 Environmental Statement Vol 1… 
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Please see our response to “Issue 3” of this consultation response, which considers this 
issue. 
 
Application Submission letter 26/01/2021 – Section 13 
It is understood that the HFAG would have the remit to suggest where more research or 
fisheries improvements may be made in the wider broads system. The issue of any 
requirement to re-open the barriers will be a decision for NE based on sound evidence. 
The HFAG has been proposed to help develop and steer the collection and understanding 
of this evidence. It is therefore too early to prejudge any outcomes. 
 
Temporary or Permanent Barriers – The application is for temporary barriers and the 
applicant’s supporting information is that these barriers will be removed after 10 years. This 
will form a condition of a permit. If such a condition were breached by the applicant the 
Environment Agency could undertake appropriate enforcement action. 
 
Point 20 of response (HMAG, or HMG) 
As far as we are aware the HFAG has not been instigated so the comment relating to it 
having its first meeting is incorrect and the Environment Agency has not been involved in 
any way. 
 
The response mentions the lack of any Environment Agency assessment of the impact of 
the barriers. This assessment is undertaken by the applicant in the documents supporting 
their application, including the WFD assessment. Through the consultation exercise we 
have received various comments, including those from our internal consultees assessing 
the impact on the fishery, Within our permitting decision-making we must ensure we have 
considered all the available evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit 
application and as a result of the consultation. The evidence must be assessed as a whole.     
 
Point 20 of response (conclusion) 
The IFM document was commissioned by BASG so its recommendations are unlikely to 
have been implemented by anyone other than BASG. NE’s views of the recommendations 
are provided in response ANON-5BNZ-3J5S-4. 
 
Application Submission letter 04/02/2021 
Application Submission letter 04/02/2021 updates the “contents of application” table from 
Application Submission letter 26/01/2021. This change was undertaken to remove 
documents in relation to Gravel Dyke and Hoveton Marshes. Both application submission 
letters were provided as part of the public consultation. 
 
Part B10 - application form 27/01/2021 
The applicant proposed start and end dates on this application form. They assist the 
Environment Agency on any relevant conditions that apply at certain times of the year. 
 
Alternatives to Full Lake Biomanipulation_04.02.2021 
The responder’s statement in this section in red is factually incorrect. The Environment 
Agency conceded the previous legal challenge as one significant document, “Hoveton 
Project creating a sustainable future for the Bure system”, was not submitted with the 
application and so was missing from the public consultation associated with that 
application. This document was highlighted to the permitting officer through that public 
consultation. To ensure that this kind of issue does not arise again the Environment 
Agency is undertaking a ‘minded-to’ consultation as explained above. 
 
This respondent has referred to an “Axford and Knights (2019)” document, which is the 
IFM’s report. The IFM have submitted this report as part of their public consultation 
response. 
 
This respondent has made a comment referring to application document “Hoveton Project 
creating a sustainable future for the Bure system updated Feb 2021” (Document numbered 
6 (a) in Annex 3 – Table 1) and I confirm that this document forms part of the application 
documents made available to the public as part of this public consultation. Please note that 
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the document stated above has been amended by the July 2021 version of this document 
(Documents numbered 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). The current Flood Risk Activity 
Permit (FRAP) application is ongoing and no FOI request has been made. The applicant 
may be referring to a different FRAP application, which would be a separate matter.  
 
Annex 1 - Fish assemblages in the broads 
The Annex 1 section comment points out that typical riverine species rely on good 
connectivity. This is very valid. They also rely on good quality habitat, so having access to 
connected high-quality habitat is vital. NE argue that Hoveton is not good quality and this is 
borne out by the WFD classification and the SSSI status. These classifications are based 
on internationally agreed monitoring standards. The independent academic analysis of pre-
eutrophication status by Professor Carl Sayer also indicates that Hoveton is in a degraded 
state along with its fish community. 
 
Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group - HFAG January 2021 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. At the same time, the Environment 
Agency must have due regard to the interests of fisheries, which it is satisfied it has done in 
this case.  
 
WFD Compliance Assessment_January 2021 
The Environment Agency has assessed all the evidence and consultation comments and 
concluded that the proposal would not cause a deterioration in the fish element of WFD. 
Please see WFD Assessment section of 1 Annex of this document, which provides the 
details on how we have reached this conclusion. 
 
Barrier Design and Hydrogeology Impact 
Flood Risk – Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton 
_Restoration _Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in 
Annex 3 – Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood 
level for the communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the 
tidal flood level for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the 
tidal or fluvial flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the river bank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 
Fish Access – The applicant is aware from their flood modelling that flood water overtops 
the river banks and enters Hoveton Great Broad and that this will bring fish with it. The 
applicant may undertake fish removal after a flood event to maintain a low density of fish in 
the broad. 
 
Monitoring work on fish movement on Hoveton Great Broad has identified that fish move in 
and out of the broad at certain times of day. It would be advisable to close the barriers when 
most of the fish are in the River Bure.  
 
Some fish would need to be removed from Hoveton Great Broad and a fish equipment 
permit would need to be obtained by the applicant for this. The applicant is not proposing to 
remove all the fish but to reduce the number of fish by 75%. 
 
Phosphate Load and Management 
See our comments further up in this response under “Issue 10” and “Issue 11”. 
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Fish Stock Modelling and Assessment: 
See comments further up in this response under “Issue 13”. 

 
119. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JX5-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
To go against all other professional and experienced views must not happen 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. New evidence sources presented. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 

 
120. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXF-T) 
Key extracts from the response 
I strongly disagree with Natural England’s plans to attempt bio manipulation on 
Hoveton Great Broad. There is a wealth of scientific evidence that HGB is a primary 
spawning site for bream and other coarse fishing species. The closure of this broad 
may have severe effects on fish populations. This scientific evidence is seemly being 
ignored! The EA’s own fishery’s team have objections to this project but still Natural 
England are allowed to ride roughshod! 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
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The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
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states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
121. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXZ-E) 
Key extracts from the response 
For this project to even be reconsidered is ridiculous. This has already been refused. 
The reapplication has just removed the spawning/fish surveys and other information 
that caused the first application to be refused.  
Staff at the E.A. have already voted against these barriers and the Institute for 
Fisheries Management agree that the project should not go ahead. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. Some of the statements in this response 
are factually incorrect. The previous permit application was granted by the Environment 
Agency, but was judicially reviewed and subsequently quashed by consent on a procedural 
issue. The current application includes some of the same supporting documentation as the 
previous application with some documents being updated along with additional documents.  
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 

 
122. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXP-4) 
Key extracts from the response 
This will cause unnecessary damage to future fish and wildlife populations . The fish 
need the sanctuary of these areas away from the excessive Broadland motorised craft 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented.  
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
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all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
123. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXB-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
I believe you have not considered all information or listened to third parties, I oppose 
the installation of these fish barriers. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. The Environment Agency must consider all those responses and any 
evidence provided in ensuring we appropriately discharge our duties under various 
legislation. We have to comply with all our various duties in making our decision. As such 
receiving objections from an internal consultee or members of the public does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. 
 

 
124. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXU-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
It seems that the proposal swops one habitat with a rich fish fauna and a  vital 
spawning site for a very large area of surrounding waterways , for a different habitat 
that may or may not arise from placing the barrier to exclude fish.  At present Hoverton 
Broad holds a high biomass of fish at vital stages of their reproductive life and to 
exclude  them would reduce the productivity of several species important to the area. 
Over several years this in tern is likely to reduce the biomass of species such as 
bream and roach , plus possibly pike . All species that are under pressure from an 
increase on predators ( otters , seals and cormorants ) across a wide area of the 
northern Broads waterways network. It is likely to take years for the fish to develop 
new spawning grounds and they are likely to be less productive or they would be used 
already. The present success of the fish breeding at Hoverton Broad is likely to be 
due to the present environment being ideal for the fish. It is unlikely the clear water 
project if it succeeds will be as productive as the present water conditions.   So we 
are swopping fish populations that provide sport and enjoyment for thousands of 
fishermen every year who pump huge amounts of cash into the local economy for 
boat hire, holiday home lettings and other tourist attractions as the non fishing 
members of an anglers family need holiday recourses. And what are we swopping this 
vital fish resource for? Clear water that will enable a limited  range of plants and 
insects that do not thrive , but are still present in the broad a better habitat at the 
expensive of other species. This latter group of aquatic life is likely to be seen to a 
very few number of people  even fewer who will know what they are looking at.  While 
the clearwater project may have some merits it is not ensured that it will , but to 
destroy a major fish spawning ground is something that we know will have a negative 
impact on the present fish stocks and possibly the local economy.  Apart from the fish 
barrier there appears to a flood barrier being put around the Broad. Again this would 
impede many species of animals such as water voles entering the site.                                                                                                                                                 
Would not a better choice and perhaps cheaper answer be to create new habitat as 
Natural England already have on the Bure Marshes NNR to provide almost instant 
clear water conditions. This would enable clear water species a chance to thrive at a 
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fraction of the management costs as any sediment pollution problems would be 
minimal and it would add to the wetland habitat of the broads something that has 
become very rare since the decline of peat digging that formed the Broads in the first 
place. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The reasoning stated is somewhat 
confused in that the project aims to decrease the high productivity associated with a polluted 
system and will deliver higher diversity (not reduced as stated). Biodiversity is essential for 
healthy environments and these environments provide a vast array of ecosystem services. 
This response appears to favour sport fishing above environmental quality. We must make 
a balanced judgement of the risks and benefits of the project taking all risks and benefits into 
consideration. 
 
This respondent has suggested that as an alternative to this proposal the applicant should 
create new habitat on the Bure Marshes NNR. This would not enable compliance with the 
statutory duties to improve the condition of the SAC, SPA, RAMSAR, SSSI and WFD water 
body, which the project aims to achieve. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
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states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
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states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 
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• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
125. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXA-N) 
Key extracts from the response 
It is unbelievably irresponsible that Natural England are trying to ignore the scientific 
advice already given, to avoid losing face after already wasting so much money on 
the project 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
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The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
 
126. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JX7-B) 
Key extracts from the response 
This decade seems to be setting a theme for governing bodies ignoring experts. 
EA's own staff on the ground are against this folly, as are the IFM.  Closing off a 
spawning habitat is potentially catastrophic to fish species. 
As a Broads Authority toll payer and frequent visitor to the area I am totally opposed 
to this poiuntless scheme. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 

 
127. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3JXW-B) 
Key extracts from the response 
Removing the fish from Hoveton Great Broad is likely to have a severe effect on fish 
populations all over the northern rivers. The fish migrate to spawn and many species 
spawn in Hoveton Great Broad/Hudson's Bay.  Whilst this proposal is potentially 
disastrous for fish, the local economy benefits greatly from expenditure on angling 
and by anglers whilst visiting. Angling remains the largest participant sport in the UK. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
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withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
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broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
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foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
128. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5X-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
I believe it is totally unacceptable for organisations such as EA and NE to carry out 
such works. The consent was withdrawn once, and there is no justification in trying 
to skate around the genuine concerns of anglers, fishery staff and others who have 
worked long and hard to examine the situation on the ground, and found a whole 
range of objections which are being summarily ignored by the EA and NE. Said bodies 
apparently being only interested in running a vanity project which will not achieve its 
stated aims, as eutrophication is caused by far more factors than simply fish 
population. Clearly neither organisation has the stomach to tackle the root causes, 
which in truth lie in the upper rivers which feed into the Broads System. 
This is “schoolboy science”, and there is really no excuse for public bodies to ignore 
the published facts and opinions of bodies such as the Institute of Fisheries 
Management, the scientists of the EA themselves and other extremely knowledgeable 
and respected people. Under the Environment Permit Regulations, all material should 
be presented to the public as part of its consultation. 
The previous permit was quashed last year for this very reason. 
However this applications still doesn’t provide any evidence on the agreed fisheries 
science, without having to search back through the previous permit register and even 
then the primary document showing the impact of the barrier is still missing from both 
this and previous data. 
This report produced by the EA Northern Broads Bream Spawning Assessment 2019 
Interim Summary V1.4 must be included as it clearly shows the impact the barrier 
would have on fish. But is available on the above link to view. 
Issue 2 
We should also point out in the strongest terms the attitude from Natural England 
against EA staff who undertook their statutory fishery duties in challenging the 
evidence with clear fishery science. This attitude, together with the actions and 
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conduct of the Environment Agency Management led to the resignation of senior 
fisheries staff. This puts the whole ambition and leadership of the project into 
question, the lengths they will go to protect their position and project outcomes. 
Issue 3 
The submitted Environment Statement Vol 1 formed part of the projects planning 
conditions. In the current submitted papers Natural England wishes to clarify 
paragraph 8.5.24 of the Environmental Statement of July 2014. The third sentence of 
this paragraph ought to read as follows: “If these impacts are assessed by the 
Environment Agency as being significant, bio-manipulation will not proceed.” 
We cannot have any applicant of a planning application changing agreed and 
accepted conditions, without following the due legal process. The current valid 
environment statement reads “If these impacts are assessed by Environment Agency 
fisheries specialists as being significant, bio-manipulation will not proceed” 
Issue 4 
The whole concept of any form of advisory group with seemingly a confirmed fund of 
over £170k, seems like box ticking when viewed against the TOR of such advisory 
group and its findings. NE have made it very clear that even with evidence of 
significant impact to cyprinid fish and ecological damage this would cause the 
objectives of the project still stand and the barriers would be legally defended. Under 
these terms, it is unacceptable for fishery interests to be treated so shamefully. 
Issue 5 
Natural England has directly approached the Institute Fishery Management (IFM) for 
they views on the current proposals and the IFM response is very clear. That isolation 
and removal of fish alone will NOT restore HGB to favorable conditions for 
macrophytes.  Again, this information is again NOT in the public domain. 
Issue 6 
The IFM has concluded  “it is not clear that exclusion of spawning bream from 
entering HGB will be sufficient to reduce phytoplankton densities, increase water 
clarity and ensure macrophyte recovery.” 
It has made a number of recommendations which should ensure a precautionary 
approach is adopted, rather than the policy of install the barriers and the fish don’t 
matter. 
 
Issue 7 
NE state quite clearly that once deployed the barriers will not be removed and will 
become subject to the constraints impowered by the Habitat’s Directive. Do you have 
to ask what is the point of any extensive monitoring and advisory group, if the findings 
are completely overruled by the overriding outcomes and commitments of the project, 
however, damaging to the wider Broads ecosystem? 
Issue 8 
How can you assess something with a long history associated with eurytopic habitat 
and by installing a barrier, classify it as something it has never been? 
We have explored the historic context of the Bure Catchment and found that in the 
19th century tonnes of bream were removed commercially for food. This was at a time 
when recent core samples have shown the broad full of weeds. The 1877 Norfolk and 
Suffolk Fisheries Act gave protection to these fish from man’s interference and is 
something we wish to see in the 21st century also. 
Issue 9 
The plans to install semi permanent barriers to fish to a height of 0.76 AOD by your 
own flood risk assessment shows that the river levels will breach this level at an ever 
increasing rate with the forecast changes to river levels. Indeed they were breached 
in the past two winters. 
Issue 10 
BASG has challenged the lack of forward planning on waste water treatment in 
supporting the growth planned around Norwich as defined within the GNDP, today the 
overall River Bure Phosphate load remains no different than 30 years ago. So 
eutrophication pressures will continue, without this being addressed. 
Issue 11 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 257 of 412 
 



Geese and gulls continue to roost on HGB in vast numbers, which as previously 
evidenced on Hickling Broad was a cause of eutrophication and loss of stonewort 
species in the mid-eighties. 
Look at this image right of gulls within Hoveton Great Broad. 
This just demonstrates again that fish aren’t the single issue. 
 
 
Black-headed Gulls (Larus ridibundus). In winter plumage. Leaving from roost, River 
Bure, Licenced from Alamy Stock CW4HY7 
Issue 12 
We have modelled the life cycle of Broads Bream and shared this with the project 
team. 
This uses the agreed parameters and constraints to build a model on future fish 
stocks. 
This clearly shows a 80% decline in Bream stock if the spawning success if limited to 
20% for 10 years. 
Issue 13 
What does a 80% decline in Bream stock mean to the wildlife and birds that feed off 
them and could potentially change the whole ecology of the Broads wildlife. 
Broads Angling Strategy Group. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. This response has included an almost identical wording of Issues 1 to 13 as 
stated on the BASG website. Please see our responses to Issues 1 to 13 within the BASG 
public consultation response numbered 118 and referenced ANON-5BNZ-3JXK-Y. The 
comments related to catchment nutrient sources were addressed in some detail in NE’s 
application documentation. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
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129. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5H-S) 
Key extracts from the response 
Surely this project is working towards the long term benefit of both water quality and 
biodiversity within the Bure river catchment. Any short-term negative effects will 
clearly be outweighed by the longer term improvements. 
 
It is disappointing that the fishing lobby are too short-sighted to see that any short 
term losses will be outweighed by the longer term benefits to their members, in the 
form of cleaner water and a more diverse range of fish that can be caught in the future. 
 
It is also disappointing that the EA have not been supportive of this project, despite 
originally signing up as a partner. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
130. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Institute of Fisheries Management)   
(response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5N-Y) 
Key extracts from the response 
The Institute of Fisheries Management carried out a review of the Hoveton Great Broad 
and Hudsons Bay (HGB/HB) bioremediation scheme involving fish exclusion in 2019 for 
the Broads Angling Services Group (BASG). This review, authored by Axford and 
Knights (2019) was cited by BASG in their Response 323101782 to the previous 2019 
FRAP from English Nature. It expressed particular concerns that exclusion of bream 
would likely not achieve the bioremediation outcomes predicted and would impact local 
stocks and the fundamental ecology of the broads and rivers. The scheme also entails 
conflicts for the Environment Agency and English Nature regarding the importance of 
fish as integral components of freshwater ecosystems under the WFD, Habitats 
Directive and statutory duties in relation to fish and fisheries. It also conflicts with 
current emphases on the importance of connectivity and removal of barriers in 
promoting the sustainability and resilience of aquatic ecosystems and fish populations.  
 
The specific Conclusions and Recommendations of the IFM review for BASG were as 
follows;- 
 
EXTRACTS FROM IFM 2019 REPORT TO BASG (Axford & Knights, 2019):-  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
1. It appears unlikely that exclusion of spawning bream from entering HGB will be 
sufficient biomanipulation to reduce phytoplankton densities, increase water clarity and 
ensure macrophyte recovery. 
2. Biomanipulation in HGB by excluding spawning bream could have severe impacts on 
local stocks in both HGB and the River Bure, affecting fish community structures, 
aquatic ecology and angling. It also produces a dilemma for the Environment Agency 
with its duties to ‘maintain, improve and develop fisheries in a way that, amongst other 
things, enhances the socio-economic contribution of fisheries and puts people at the 
centre’, and as a competent authority for the Water Framework Directive charged with 
maintaining or improving the ecological status of water bodies.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS  
1. Discussions should be held with Natural England to clarify the points raised in the 
Problem Analysis above.  
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2. The targets for fish exclusion by the fish barriers need to be quantified and overtly 
stated. Likely impacts of the biomanipulation of fish on the WFD ecological status of 
both HGB and the River Bure should be modelled.  
3. The age and size structures and diets of relevant fish species in the communities of 
HGB and the River Bure should be monitored and related to the need, if any, to remove 
fish of particular species and sizes in order to achieve project objectives.  
4. The roles of fish and other organisms in phosphate recycling and control of 
zooplankton that in turn control phytoplankton, water clarity and macrophyte recovery 
should be regularly monitored and modelled against project objectives.  
5. End points for fish removal and fish exclusion operations should be pre-determined 
for various scenarios.  
6. A preliminary study should be carried out (possibly in Hudson’s Bay alone) to assess 
the efficacy of excluding bream spawners, effects on recruitment, potential impacts on 
catchment stocks and to inform future approaches.  
7. Mitigation measures for effects on angling during the fish exclusions should be 
discussed, as well as establishment of a new fishery adapted to a restored environment. 
 
CRITICISMS OF THE 2021 FRAP 
In the context of the above, specific criticisms of the latest FRAP are as follows;- 
 
Biomanipulation of Bream 
Addendum 4 to HGB Restoration Project Monitoring Plan (HGBRP Monitoring Plan 
Addendum 4, 2021) comprises a literature review that supports biomanipulation of 
bream and roach in HGB and HB but it presents no new evidence to support this view. 
It states ‘biomanipulation including the removal of roach and bream has consistently 
produced clear water conditions in the Broads’ but this is not supported by evidence. It 
also quotes from Phillips et al (2015) that ‘a large reduction in chlorophyll a and 
corresponding increase in Secchi depth (often to the lake bed) providing ‘gin-clear’ 
conditions appears to be guaranteed in biomanipulated lakes and exclosures in the 
Broads’ [p. 101] and then that ‘An increase in macrophyte cover will almost invariably 
follow’ [p.103]. These quotations are not however supported by studies of 
biomanipulation of fish stocks or post-fish-kills in, for example Alderfen and Cocksfoot 
and Ormesby Broads, reviewed in Section 4.3.2 of Phillips et al (2015). These quotations 
are also at odds with statements in the same review that ‘In the Broads, although there 
has been considerable research into the fish > zooplankton > phytoplankton interaction, 
particularly in relation to roach, there is virtually no knowledge of the effects of 
benthivorous bream’ [p. 99]. It later cautions that  ‘biomanipulation will therefore be 
most sustainable over the long term once external nutrient loading has been 
significantly reduced [p. 120] 
 
Bream spawning migrations and the importance of HGB/HB for spawning 
Recent acoustic telemetry studies have demonstrated the importance of HGB/HB as a 
spawning area for bream for the resident stock but especially for those in other broads 
and rivers. These have shown that bream in the HGB/HB area of broads and rivers 
comprise a single metapopulation but with a number of distinct, semi-independent 
subpopulations that utilise spatially distinct resources in non-spawning periods but 
share space resources during spawning, e.g. HGB and HB. This emphasises the 
importance of maintaining connectivity in such a lowland freshwater system for 
managing of this important wetland resource, helping to maintaining high phenotypic 
diversity in migration behaviours (Winter et al, 2021a,b). Such connectivity will be lost if 
migrant spawning bream are excluded from HBG/HB by barriers. 
 
Lack of pre-project studies and monitoring 
The IFM welcomes commitments in the new FRAP Application to (a) form a Hoveton 
Fisheries Advisory Group and (b) survey fish stocks by PASE and to institute tracking 
and eDNA studies DURING and AFTER biomanipulation. However, the efficacy of fish 
exclusion in biomanipulation of HGB/HB and the wider impacts on broads and river fish 
and fisheries are still in great doubt without the sorts of PRE-PROJECT studies 
recommended in the IFM Report.  
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Lack of any mitigation 
The IFM is also concerned that the FRAP application states categorically that no 
mitigation is proposed in relation to installation of fish barriers. The project is said to be 
required to deliver favourable condition and good ecological status under the Habitats 
Directive and Water Framework Directive respectively and that the project has no other 
purpose and will have no adverse effects on the Natura 2000 site. The effectiveness of 
the biomanipulations planned in delivering such outcomes is questioned in the IFM 
Report and further preliminary studies need to be carried out. 
 
The IFM notes the statement that angling amenity is not a consideration under the 
Habitats Directive or Water Framework Directive and therefore this is not a legislative 
driver for Natural England to deliver mitigations as part of the FRAP application and 
permit. However, this ignores the importance of fish as fundamental components of 
broads and rivers ecosystems and their vital importance as components of these 
Directives.  
 
REFERENCES 
Axford, S. & Knights, B (2019) Report on bioremediation of Hoveton Great Broad by 
exclusion of bream (Abramis brama L.) Prepared by the Institute of Fisheries 
Management for the Broads Angling Services Group (BASG)  
https://basg.online/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Report-on-bioremediation-of-Hoveton-
Great-Broad-by-exclusion-of-bream-Abramis-brama-L..pdf. 
Phillips, G., Bennion, H., Perrow, M.R., Sayer, C.D., Spears, B.M., Willby, N. (2015) A 
review of lake restoration practices and their performance in the Broads National Park, 
1980-2013. Report for Broads Authority, Norwich and Natural England. 
https://www.broads-authority.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0025/205855/Broads-Lake-
Review.pdf 
HGBRP Monitoring Plan Addendum 4 (2021)The effect of eutrophication on fish 
assemblages and the role of fish in reinforcing the turbid, algal dominated state with 
particular reference to the Norfolk Broads and the current situation in Hoveton Broad 
[Author: Ruth Hall] Addendum 4 to Hoveton Great Broad Restoration Project Monitoring 
Plan February 2021 
https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/east-anglia-c-e/hoveton-great-broad-fra-
permit/supporting_documents/21.%20HWRP%20%20Monitoring%20Plan%20addendu
m_04.02.21.pdf 
Winter, E., Hindes, A.M., Lane, S. and Britton, J.R. (2021a). Movements of common bream 
Abramis brama in a highly-connected, lowland wetland reveal spatially discrete sub-
populations with diverse migration strategies. Freshwater Biology (Submitted) 
http://eprints.bournemouth.ac.uk/35079/ 
Winter, E.R., Hindes, A.M., Lane, S. and Britton, J.R, (2021b). Acoustic telemetry reveals 
strong spatial preferences and mixing during successive spawning periods in a partially 
migratory common bream population. Springer Nature (Submitted) 
https://eprints.bournemouth.ac.uk/35080/ 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Please note that the two additional documents highlighted below were submitted with this 
response. These two documents total to 148 pages, so haven’t been copied verbatim into the 
“Key extracts from the response” section of response 130.   

1. A review of lake restoration practices and their performance in the Broads National 
Park 1980-2013 and (dated 2015). 

2. IFM report on bioremediation of Hoveton Great Broad by exclusion of bream (Abramis 
brama L.) and (dated 2019). 

 
The IFM review was based on limited information about the project at the time. The report lists 
a limited number of information sources including presentations given at meetings. The authors 
did not approach NE to discuss the aims of the project or the methods likely to be employed 
and as a result appeared to have an incomplete understanding of the project. This IFM 
submission refers to conclusions drawn from a limited evidence base (specifically about this 
project) and has apparently not been updated with a review of the documentation that was 
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submitted as part of the application. The comments should be reviewed in full knowledge that 
the initial report was commissioned without reference to much of the current information 
including the Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system 
(February 2021) (Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). Response 
reference ANON-5BNZ-3J5S-4 details NE’s comments in relation to the IFM report. 
 
Conclusions 

1. This conclusion appears to be based on a misunderstanding by the Institute of 
Fisheries Management (IFM) that bream are the only fish to be excluded. This is not 
the case as has been highlighted in response reference ANON-5BNZ-3J5S-4. At no 
point have Natural England (NE) stated that only bream will be excluded, therefore 
IFM’s assertion that this will not be sufficient action to achieve project aims appears to 
be based on a misunderstanding. 
 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those 
under the Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and 
Introduction of Fish Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the 
requirements of the WFD.  Attaining WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. 
The WFD Environmental Objectives for this site include achieving Good Ecological 
Status for macrophytes and algae which this project is designed to deliver. We also 
follow clear procedural guidance regarding how to undertake our permitting duties 
relevant to this project. 
 

2. At the same time, the Environment Agency must have due regard to the interests of 
fisheries (i.e. a duty of consideration), which it is satisfied it has done in this case.  

 
Recommendations 

1. EA has been a member of the project steering board since its inception and have been 
in ongoing discussion with NE regarding the fish impact. These discussions have at 
times involved Broads Angling Services Group (BASG) and local anglers. The interests 
of fisheries have not been ignored and this led to the significant survey effort to 
understand the fishery along with NE / EA / the Bournemouth University PhD on fish 
movement and usage of the broad. 

2. The biomanipulation targets have been stated and the potential WFD implications 
discussed in detail in the document Updated WFD Compliance 
Assessment_January 2021. NE has provided extensive literature references 
indicating the successful employment of biomanipulation in lake restoration. The IFM 
makes no clear argument for requiring more information on how to target 
biomanipulation. The impact of the biomanipulation has been reviewed in the 
applicant’s WFD assessment documents which have been submitted as part of this 
application for wider review. 

3. We are not aware of any biomanipulation of specific age classes of certain species and 
IFM have not provided this information. Published evidence has led NE to require 
>75% of fish to be removed to increase the chances of a successful outcome. This is 
detailed in the documents submitted in support of the application. Phillips et al 2014 
states in the absence of a thorough understanding of exactly which components of the 
fish stock are responsible for undesirable conditions and accepting that fish readily 
shift diet and foraging strategy, potentially creating a problem where they did not 
previously, the aim of removal has been to remove the entire population of all species 
and age groups that conceivably contribute to the undesirable algal dominated state. 

4. The monitoring strategy has been submitted with the application. This is primarily a 
restoration project and not a scientific study to understand the detailed dynamics of 
HGB. NE argue that there is sufficient evidence in the scientific literature to state that 
biomanipulation will achieve the desired outcomes. The project will be reported under 
the LIFE funding rules to ensure continued learning, but this is not designed as a 
detailed scientific study. 

5. The permit is sought for the project for a maximum of 10 years. The project will have 
achieved success when the macrophyte diversity and coverage meet the standards 
set out in the favourable condition tables, as mentioned in the the Hoveton Project: 
creating a sustainable future for the Bure system (February 2021) document 
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(Documents numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). Various scenarios 
are not elaborated on by the IFM. 

6. This is a scenario that we have explored with NE as part of the notice requiring further 
information during the first FRAP submission. NE’s response to this was made 
available with this application. It is unclear whether IFM have reviewed this information. 

7. This is one of the reasons for NE’s suggested HFAG, the details of which were made 
available with this application. It is unclear whether IFM has reviewed this information. 

 
Biomanipulation of Bream 
IFM states that NE’s assertion that biomanipulation consistently produces clear water 
condition is not backed by evidence and then in the next sentence provides that evidence 
with reference to Phillips et al 2014. IFM also appears to state that the quotations provided in 
the NE document Addendum 4 to HGB Restoration Project Monitoring Plan (HGBRP 
Monitoring Plan Addendum 4, 2021) are not supported by information in section 4.3.2 of 
Phillips et al (2015). It appears that NE was quoting from Phillips et al (2015) section 4.3.2 in 
which Alderfen, Cockshoot and Cromes case studies are discussed. 
 
The IFM provides another quote from Phillips et al (2015) in support of their points which 
states that “In the Broads, although there has been considerable research into the fish > 
zooplankton > phytoplankton interaction, particularly in relation to roach, there is virtually no 
knowledge of the effects of benthivorous bream”. As stated above, IFM appear to have an 
incomplete understanding of the biomanipulation proposed at HGB and appear to believe  
that bream are the only species that are being targeted. The next sentence from Phillips et al 
(2015) states “Data from both the Broads and structurally and functionally similar estate lakes 
(n=28 lakes) does show however that benthivorous fish including bream and Common carp 
Cyprinus carpio form a distinct fish trophic guild end group associated with turbid systems 
without macrophytes and high nutrient concentrations especially nitrate-N (Zambrano et al., 
2006)”. This statement appears to indicate that bream are well adapted and associated with 
the kind of conditions akin to poor ecological status which are found in HGB. When taken 
together these references from Phillips et al (2015) give a more rounded picture of bream 
dynamics than the single point quoted by IFM.  
 
The point about biomanipulation being most successful over the longer term when nutrient 
loading has reduced has been covered by NE’s approach in that they are proposing to install 
fish barriers for up to 10 years with continued biomanipulation effort if required and following 
extensive review of current nutrient levels in the river and broad: see Hoveton Project: 
creating a sustainable future for the Bure system (February 2021) (Documents 
numbered 6 (a), 6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 
Below is some text from A review of lake restoration practices and their performance in 
the Broads National Park 1980-2013, Phillips et al (2015), cited in response to IFM’s 
concern that NE has been quoting from this document selectively. In general, the text 
appears to be supportive of the technique of biomanipulation for lake restoration. 
 

• In shallow systems particularly, zooplanktivorous/benthivorous fish may prevent the 
beneficial effects of any nutrient reduction being expressed, especially where nutrient 
levels remain at a level at which clear macrophyte-dominated or turbid 
phytoplankton-dominated states exist as alternative stable alternatives. Thus, the 
manipulation of fish communities, typically termed biomanipulation (although this 
term originally encompassed a wider range of biological techniques) has been widely 
used as a restoration tool over the last 30 years (section 4.3.1). 

 
• Although often used as a supportive technique to nutrient control of one form or 

another, such is the pervasive power of well-performed biomanipulation, that 
Jeppesen & Sammalkorpi (2002) regarded it as the principal and most cost-effective 
means of shallow lake restoration (section 4.3.1). 

 
• A common misconception of biomanipulation is that fish are simply removed, 

preferably to extinction and are thus perceived as the ‘enemy’. In fact, the aim is 
generally to precipitate a shift to a desirable state, typically one dominated by 
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submerged macrophytes that supports an alternative fish community, that may reach 
equivalent or higher numerical or biomass density than that originally present. This is 
theoretically possible as a result of the wider range of available ecological niches in a 
structured system that may also support higher biomass of a wider range of 
invertebrates consumed by fish (section 4.3.1). 
 

• A large reduction in chlorophyll and corresponding increase in Secchi depth (often to 
the lake bed) providing ‘gin-clear’ conditions appears to be guaranteed in 
biomanipulated lakes and exclosures in the Broads. This is the commonly observed 
response to major (>75%) reductions in fish stocks reported elsewhere (Søndergaard 
102 et al., 2007) (section 4.3.2.2) 
 

• Following a reduction in chlorophyll concentration via biomanipulation, an increase in 
macrophyte cover will almost invariably follow, although the extent of cover and the 
timescale over which this occurs is likely to be variable depending on other factors 
(e.g. propagule bank, source of colonists, climatic conditions, herbivory by 
waterbirds; Bakker et al., 2013) 4.3.2.3). 

 
Bream spawning migrations and the importance of HGB/HB for spawning 
This does remain a concern for the fishery, but not possibly for the WFD fish community. The 
management of risk and reputation regarding fisheries is difficult given the known risks to the 
wider bream population. We need to weigh the benefits and risk of the project in terms of risk 
to fishery and delivery of WFD / protected site improvements. 
 
Lack of pre-project studies and monitoring 
As mentioned above, further pre-decision monitoring could be considered excessive and would 
not necessarily provide a clearer pathway to decision-making. We do not have a WFD fish tool 
with which to assess improvements but hopefully the proposed eDNA tool will help to fill this 
gap. We are not convinced that the extra studies identified would give us anything better with 
which to assess the impact of the project. 
 
Lack of any mitigation 
The lack of proposed mitigation mentioned by IFM is based on the wording in the HWRP 
Monitoring Plan Addendum document. The IFM quote from section 4 in this document: 
“angling amenity is not a consideration under the Habitats Directive or Water Framework  
Directive and therefore this is not a legislative driver for Natural England to deliver mitigations 
as part of the FRAP application and permit” whereas in the same section NE have also stated 
that “Whilst the project does not offer any mitigation related to the FRAP application, the project 
has committed to the formation of the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group. Following the 'terms 
of Reference' (TOR) as stipulated in the HWRP Fisheries Advisory Group document submitted 
as part of the FRAP application, this advisory group will have £25,000 of project budget 
reserved for works which will help understand the fishery or help deliver a diverse and resilient 
fish community within the wider Broads system. This budget can be increased through 
approaching the Project Steering Group for additional funds. For more details please consult 
the ‘HWRP Fisheries Advisory Group. January 2021’ document as submitted as part of the 
FRAP application”.  
 
It is evident that although NE do not agree that mitigation is required, they have put in place 
plans to work with anglers to develop the fishery interests as part of this project.  
 
WFD deterioration 
The IFM report (2019) states that “Unfortunately, the fish element of ecological classification 
for lakes is still under development, so the effects of fish removal and exclusion from HGB 
cannot be assessed for the WFD”. It then goes on to state that “The Water Framework  
Directive gives ecological status for fish as Good for both rivers and lakes, when: ‘numbers 
and species of fish present show only slight changes due to human impacts on water and 
habitat quality or when age structures of fish communities show some disturbance due to 
human impacts and may even have age classes missing’. Without having data on age 
structures of fish communities, it is not possible to show the degree of compliance with Good 
ecological status for the fish element”. 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 264 of 412 
 



Both statements indicate that the lack of a classification tool and appropriate data (particularly 
size structure in the river) hamper the ability to assess whether there is a deterioration risk. The 
IFM provides no evidence to back its argument that there may be a deterioration in the WFD 
status either in the broad or connected waters. 
 
Our own technical fisheries view is that the lack of a classification tool should not stop us 
making an assessment of the project’s impacts. We have therefore sought an independent 
academic view on the baseline (high status) broadland fishery composition.  
 
Barrier argument 
IFM point out the conflicts with current emphases on the importance of connectivity and 
removal of barriers in promoting the sustainability and resilience of aquatic ecosystems 
and fish populations. This is a useful observation if you consider that physical barrier in 
isolation and ignore the main aims of the project. The project aims to promote ecological 
improvement, sustainability and resilience to a known degraded system (WFD poor status and 
unfavourable status). We need to be careful not to apply a simplistic view of the physical 
structure itself, as in this case the barrier is not only temporary, but it is for the benefit of the 
ecology, albeit with a risk to fish as a result of blocking spawning and feeding grounds. 
References 
With regards to references ‘Winter et al, 2021a’ and ‘Winter et al, 2021b’ it must be noted 
that these research papers are “Restricted to Repository staff only until 1 February 2022”, 
according to the web links provided by the respondent. These research papers are the 
intellectual property of Bournemouth University. 
 
If the Environment Agency were to use these research papers in our decision making of the 
application, we would have to make them available to the public to be open and transparent in 
our decision making. 
 
Point 7 of Natural England’s “FRAP Submission Letter 26.02.21” confirms that their application 
has incorporated an assessment of these findings. 
 
Following this response we asked Bournemouth University on 8 June 2021 what information 
we can provide to the public. Bournemouth University and the author of the PhD has since 
confirmed that we are able to make this information available to the public and are doing so 
through the ‘minded to’ public consultation. 
 

 
131. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5R-3) 
Key extracts from the response 
Preventing natural habitat 
Stops fish from entering a shelter away from dense salt tides 
Will encourage vast weed growth to which aids flooding  
Prevents fish from natural spawning ground 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
132. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J56-7) 
Key extracts from the response 
We have protection for waterfowl, birds, otter, water voles and other mammals  of 
which disturbing them during breeding is illegal. Fish should also have that protection 
and not be prevented from their breeding areas. I live in Hoveton and see a beautiful 
clear river and backwaters in the village that has fish and weeds growing.  I think your 
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actions will be detrimental to fish populations in our river and other species in the 
food chain. I consider you have no right to manipulate nature in this way. Mother 
nature has this right and the Broads should be left alone. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
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between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
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133. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J51-2) 
Key extracts from the response 
Installing the fish barriers at Hoveton Great Broad is a vital part of the project to 
restore the Broad to the water quality of many years ago, which will support a diverse 
and healthy fish population.  Indeed, the project cannot be completed without it and 
the water quality will not improve, since the actions of the fish species to be excluded 
are a serious impediment to achieving clear water. Creating a healthy Broad will then 
provide a fantastic environment for future generations of fish to spawn and grow in, 
to connect with the rest of the Broads and Broadland rivers and support the fishing 
industry as well as the wildlife food network.  
The position and type of barriers is such that I do not believe they pose a flood risk. 
They are permeable to water, and the flow of water in the proposed locations is tiny.  
By allowing the barriers to be installed, both the EA and Natural England will fulfil their 
statutory duties, of working to improve the status of a SSSI and by maintaining 
fisheries (improving the environment for a diverse and healthy fish population). 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
134. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Angling Trust) (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5Y-A) 
Key extracts from the response 
Please see attached letter which details our response 
 
Contents of Letter: 
Angling Trust response to Natural England’s application to install fish barriers at 
Hoveton Great Broad  
 
The Angling Trust has been working in conjunction with its member organisation the 
Broads Angling Services Group (BASG) to ensure that fish stocks in the Northern 
Broads are not damaged by proposals coming forward for Hoveton Great Broad and 
Hudson’s Bay in the catchment of the River Bure. 
 
We share the concerns put forward by BASG at the impact of the proposed fish 
barriers (https://basg.online/hoveton-great-broad-consultation-our-response-to-epr-
permit-epr3557sw/ ). 
 
Formal response 
 
The Angling Trust (AT) hereby responds to the consultation on FRAP application by 
Natural England for the installation of three fish barriers at the entrances to Hoveton 
Great Broad (‘HGB’) and Hudson’s Bay (‘HB’).. 
 
We successfully challenged the EA’s decision to grant Natural England a FRAP permit 
dated 23 July 2020 for the same three barriers, and the FRAP was subsequently 
quashed by the High Court.  
 
The present application does not differ from the previous one and the project therefore 
includes the complete removal of fish from HGB and the prevention of fish from 
entering for a minimum of 10 years with no clear understanding of how long the 
fishery would take to recover. 
 
AT is supportive of moves to restore fisheries and aquatic habitats. However, fish do 
not themselves cause eutrophication. Historically, the cause of phosphate levels for 
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instance has been agriculture and sewage. NE has already undertaken removal of 
sediment through dredging. Yet the project seeks to deal with the symptoms of the 
phosphate levels without examining or even making plans to deal with the future influx 
of phosphates and other nutrients into HGB and the Bure. It is notable that there is no 
Diffuse Water Pollution Plan (DWPP) for the Bure despite the EA having agreed to 
publish the DWPP following a judicial review in 2015. 
 
 
Support for thesis that the biomanipulation will cause deterioration 
 
A PhD thesis by Emily Winter and indeed the EA’s own recent data, conclude that high 
numbers of majority bream from the Bure spawn in HGB. The project would, therefore, 
prima facie, cause the deterioration of the fish element for WFD purposes of the river 
Bure and the HGB.  
 
NE’s project documents, as submitted, have been reviewed by the Institute of 
Fisheries Management (IFM). The IFM review says that: 
 
“The additional reports supplied by Natural England do not provide any new or 
significant evidence to support the case that biomanipulation of roach and bream 
stocks by introduction of a barrier to fish migration will result in clear water conditions 
and consequent regrowth of macrophytes. 
 
As was concluded by Axford and Knights (2019), it is not clear that exclusion of 
spawning bream from entering HGB will be sufficient to reduce phytoplankton 
densities, increase water clarity and ensure macrophyte recovery. . .” 
  
After pointing out that none of the recommendations have been carried out, they 
conclude: 
 
“Any reductions in bream and roach populations in both HGB and the River Bure as 
a result of the block to fish movements must represent a deterioration in both the 
fishery and ecological statuses in the short term. The likelihood and timescale of any 
subsequent improvements in ecological status for fish in both HGB and the River Bure 
as a result of this measure remain almost entirely unknown.”  
 
AT’s view remains that the scheme will cause lasting damage to the fishery and should 
not be approved.  
 
Environmental Statement (ES) 
 
The development including the erection of the barriers must be carried out in 
accordance with the Environmental Statement 2014 which forms the basis of the 
environmental impact assessment included within the conditions for planning 
permission. It is also now relied on with the FRAP application. Notably, the ES is silent 
on the question of the impact on the fishery as this is left to the view of the EA fisheries 
team for a later date: 
 
 “Fish 
8.5.24 While fish are considered to be of low ecological value (there are no protected 
or designated species present), recreational angling is of significant economic 
importance within the middle Bure. The impacts on fish are being assessed as part of 
on-going work to inform the project. If these impacts are assessed by Environment 
Agency fisheries specialists as being significant, biomanipulation will not proceed.” 
 
The meaning, in brief, is that the project will not proceed if the EA fisheries team 
conclude that it will have a significant impact on fish. As we are aware, the EA fisheries 
team did conclude that it would have a significant impact on the fishery. Documents 
relating to fisheries team’s concerns were not made public until a late disclosure by 
the EA last year after the first application.  
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The NE covering letter dated 26 January 2021 and the subsequent letter dated 4 
February 2021 now attempt to create a different spin on the clear wording of the ES 
statement: 
 
“Natural England wishes to clarify paragraph 8.5.24 of the Environmental Statement 
of July 2014. The third sentence of this paragraph ought to read as follows: “If these 
impacts are assessed by the Environment Agency as being significant, 
biomanipulation will not proceed.”  
 
But this sentence is misleading. It is not possible to retrospectively reword the ES. 
The purpose of this reinterpretation is clearly to get around the binding nature of the 
ES.  
 
We note that, once more, the Fisheries team’s reaction to the project has been missed 
from the consultation documents. We understand that that is likely to be as a result 
of NE’s objections to the evidence of the EA which led to the suspension of an EA 
fisheries officer.  
 
For the avoidance of doubt, in order to change or remove the paragraph from the ES, 
NE would need to apply to the Broads Authority (BA). That has not been done, and as 
far as we are aware, the EA fisheries team maintains its objections.  
 
We note that the NE document entitled, “The Hoveton Project: Creating a Sustainable 
Future for the Bure System” (updated February 20201) promises that the report has 
been “circulated for comment to those officers within NE and the EA with an interest, 
relevant specialism or historic involvement in the project” and that their comments 
“are appended to the document to aid transparency.”  But comments from the EA are 
nowhere to be seen.  
 
Draft Diffuse Water Pollution Plan 
 
The Draft Diffuse Water Pollution Plan (DWPP) has modelled the current sources of 
phosphate (P) in the river Bure. This shows that the major contributors are Sewage 
Treatment Works (STWs), livestock, and urban run-off. In order to achieve the target 
of 0.03mg/l in the Bure, the DWPP has modelled that 12 STWs will need further P 
stripping up to the technical achievable limit, and 100% uptake of P reduction methods 
across agriculture. 
Whilst Anglian Water have committed to delivering their fair share reduction in P by 
2030 this would only deliver a P concentration within the River Bure of 0.052mg/l. The 
Catchment Sensitive Farming review 2006 -2018 shows that since 2006, 34% of the 
farmed area in England is managed by CSF engaged farmers with an uptake of 59.6% 
uptake of advised measures. This has seen a modelled decrease of 2.4% for total P in 
rivers from farm sources within target areas up to January 2018 (EA2019). It is evident 
from this data that there is limited uptake of advised measures on agricultural land. 
That means that little is being done to prevent agricultural pollution within the Bure 
catchment. 
There are severable inescapable conclusions from these figures: 
- Sewage and agriculture run off are the main problem sources of phosphates; 
Bream are not the prime cause of the eutrophication of HGB 
- Additional effort will be required to ensure that Anglian Water complies earlier 
via the WINEP; 
- A WPZ should be introduced to force compliance for agriculture or at least the 
EA should  begin at the very least to enforce the Reduction and Prevention of 
Agricultural Diffuse Pollution Regulations 2018. 
 
 
WFD 
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The apparent reasoning of the NE documents is as follows: as HGB is a lake, there are 
no standards for the WFD fish element; in any event, large numbers of bream within 
HGB are not a good thing as they are a reaction to an unnatural situation; their removal 
will allow the achievement of GES.  
 
Firstly, fish are an element for the assessment for WFD purposes for HGB and the 
Bure. Secondly the impact is not only on HGB (which will effectively become devoid 
of fish) but also on the Bure (from where the bream migrate to spawn in HGB). the 
interconnectivity of the HGB and the Bure for WFD purposes is clear and, as conceded 
by NE, there are “high levels of site fidelity” with the bream migratory habits. 
 
But NE have been led to some very muddled thinking. The document “Hoveton Great 
Broad Restoration Project – alternative options considered” acknowledges “there is 
evidence to suggest HGB and HB are important spawning areas for bream”  But then 
it is argued that as bream “are a very common species” and are “likely to be adaptable 
in its habits” , they will “simply spawn elsewhere”. 
 
But what is the evidence for this? None; but then, they argue, “there is no evidence 
available to suggest the opposite” – i.e. that they would not spawn elsewhere. This 
draws into question the rigour of the NE conclusions. 
 
Yet despite the lack of evidence of the benefit to the fishery or the counter-intuitive 
conclusion that it will not cause deterioration, this does not deter NE from stating in 
their updated WFD assessment without any evidence that, “it is anticipated the fish 
will quickly access the other off channel habitats available to them”. And so, on this 
unfounded basis, the proposed works will not “cause a deterioration in the fish 
element” 
 
This is, of course, counter to the evidence, the view of the fisheries team, IFM and 
common sense. 
 
 
Amenity v “natural community” value 
 
The NE WFD update seeks to distinguish between surveys undertaken for WFD 
purposes and those which relate to amenity only. Apart from being completely wrong 
in essence, there is no such distinction in WFD; the key question is whether the works 
will cause a deterioration in fish. Bream are not an invasive species which can be 
ignored; they are a natural part of the whole ecosystem and their removal will cause 
an obvious deterioration in HGB and the Bure.  
 
EA decision on the application 
 
Clearly, the project will cause the deterioration of the fish element for WFD purposes. 
Furthermore, this is not temporary. The effect will be for at least 10 years. 
Furthermore, the fishery may take decades to recover.  
 
The EA will therefore need to consider the following: 
 
i. As the current fisheries team view is that the barriers will cause a deterioration 
in the fish element of the WFD status of the waterbody, the EA will need to be sure 
that it complies with Article 4(7) of the Directive;    
ii. That the EA fisheries team is fully engaged and that its advice is made publicly 
available in the process of consultation; 
iii. That the EA fisheries team’s views are treated as determinative of the issues 
and not substituted with the non-expert and poorly supported views of the  applicant; 
iv. That the EA takes into account that NE has undertaken not to proceed with the 
biomanipulation should the fisheries team believe that the development will damage 
the fishery (see Environmental Statement 2014);  
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Summary 
 
The scheme is not intended to deal with the source of the pollution.  The 
eutrophication is ultimately caused by pollution from, among other things, STWs, and 
agriculture. Investment in dealing fully with these causes would be more effective. 
 
The barriers will not alter the eutrophic nature of the water entering the Broads from 
the Bure.  
 
The evidence is clear that the barriers will damage fish stocks and cause a 
deterioration of Hoveton and the Bure for WFD purposes; this deterioration will not be 
“temporary” and there is no indication about how much damage or how long it would 
take to recover as a fishery – if at all. This view is supported by the EA fisheries team. 
 
The ES is clear that if the barriers will damage fish stocks they will not be installed. 
 
The application should therefore be rejected. 
 
REDACTED 
Head of Freshwater 
Angling Trust 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Name of Individual 
 
Environment Agency response 
The previous permit was quashed by consent as a result of a procedural issue with the 
external consultation, not on the basis of the technical decision or scientific basis for the 
decision. 
 
The statement that all fish will be excluded is wrong. This is not stated anywhere in the 
application documents. The biomanipulation aims to reduce a minimum of 75% of fish, not 
the total stock. 
 
The applicant has not stated that bream cause eutrophication. They have provided detailed 
argument around the relationship between fish and turbid lakes. This is detailed by the 
applicant in the Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system 
(February 2021), as are the ways in which catchment nutrient issues have been tackled. 
This Angling Trust (AT) comment therefore appears to be based on inaccurate information. 
 
Support for thesis that the biomanipulation will cause deterioration 
The density of fish found on, and the migration patterns of bream towards, HGB is not 
disputed. The collection of fishery information over the last five years has shown this. The 
impact on the WFD fish element is not measured in terms of single species, rather the whole 
fish community. These observations and data are therefore not providing prima facie proof 
of a deterioration given the arguments covered in the applicant’s supporting document 
entitled Updated WFD Compliance Assessment_January 2021 appendix 1. The 
Environment Agency’s comments on the opinion provided by the Institute of Fisheries 
Management (IFM) opinion are set out in the response to ANON-5BNZ-3J5N-Y (response 
numbered 130). 
 
Environmental Statement (ES) 
This is a matter for the applicant and the planning authority.  
 
Within our permitting decision-making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation.  
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The previous FBG objection was made available through this current consultation on the 
Citizen Space facility. No officers faced disciplinary action with regard to undertaking their 
professional duties. 
 
The internal consultation process was ongoing during the public consultation process in 
March 2021, and we provided all information available to us at the start of this public 
consultation. The current internal consultation process was ongoing and didn’t finish until 
19 April 2021 after the public consultation was finished. We uploaded all the previous 
permit application consultation responses to the online page for the previous consultation 
and linked it to the current public consultation, so as to provide as much information to the 
public as possible to ensure that we are open and transparent.  
 
As the Environment Agency is minded to grant a permit for this application, it is undertaking 
a ‘minded-to’ public consultation. At the ‘minded-to’ public consultation stage the 
Environment Agency is providing all internal and public consultation responses, any 
additional evidence that has been highlighted, any additional assessments undertaken as 
part of the internal consultation (Stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment and CRoW 
Appendix 4 assessment) and a draft decision on the application. 
 
It would appear that an appendix mentioned relating to the consultation process, in the 
Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system (February 2021) 
(document numbered 6 (a) in Annex 3 table 1), was not included in the permit application 
by Natural England. Following these comments we sought clarification on why this document 
was not included by the applicant and asked them to submit it as part of the application if it 
is still relevant. 
 
Natural England has clarified that there is no updated version of this appendix and they do 
not include or rely on it as part of the current FRAP application. Natural England confirm that 
as part of updating the Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure 
system (February 2021) document they removed section 7, which included the appendix 
document. 
 
We accept Natural England’s response that they have not submitted the appendix document 
detailed above and that it should not form part of this application or our determination of this 
application.  
 
Unfortunately the Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system 
(February 2021) document does make reference to this appendix elsewhere within the 
document. Natural England have provided an updated version of the Hoveton Project: 
creating a sustainable future for the Bure system (February 2021) document, to remove 
any risk of confusing the public on whether the appendix document does or does not form 
part of the application.  
 
The updated version of the Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure 
system (July 2021) document (document numbered 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1), and a cover 
note (document numbered 6 (b) in Annex 3 – Table 1) explaining the changes made and 
why, is being made available to the public through the ‘minded-to’ public consultation. 
 
Draft Diffuse Water Pollution Plan 
The statement “that little is being done to prevent agricultural pollution within the Bure 
catchment” relating to Catchment Sensitive Farming (CSF) uptake is inaccurate. There have 
been, and continue to be, actions undertaken to reduce the nutrient load from the catchment.  
 
Natural England make the point that the lack of uptake of CSF options means that the 
0.03mg/l P target will not be reached for many years and therefore that bio-manipulation is 
required to drive the required environmental improvements under Water Framework 
Directive and Habitats Directive. Angling Trust appear to have missed the points made by 
Natural England (NE) that the nutrient concentrations in the Bure are now at a level where it 
is likely that bio-manipulation will succeed. It is also worth noting that, although the Diffuse 
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Water Pollution Plan comments are not relevant to this application, the DWPP requires 
action, one of which is the delivery of the Hoveton Great Broad bio-manipulation. 
 
Water Framework Directive (WFD) 
The WFD deterioration argument is covered in some detail in NE’s submission Updated 
WFD Compliance Assessment_January 2021 appendix 1 with a number of references to 
scientific literature. This Angling Trust (AT) response provides little evidenced argument for 
their statement that the project will cause a WFD deterioration. AT suggest that NE has no 
direct evidence to assume that fish will spawn elsewhere. However, NE does refer to some 
published literature on the general ecology and behaviour of bream – in particular, the ability 
of bream to breed in a wide range of conditions that are available outside of HGB – to which 
the Agency gives weight. 
 
The document provided by an independent academic expert indicates that the project will be 
beneficial to the fishery in moving towards the baseline fish community prior to manmade 
eutrophication. In this sense, the project will likely deliver a WFD improvement. It should be 
noted however, that there is an unquantified risk to the current bream-dominated fishery if 
the overall environment, including fish community, improves ecologically as a result of this 
project. 
 
Amenity v “natural community” value 
A generic comment is made that bream removal will cause a “deterioration in fish” in the 
HGB and the Bure. The possible reduction in bream density is, a risk posed to the fishery, 
and those anglers that value this species, hence the monitoring and mitigation measures that 
will be required. However, as explained above, impact on the WFD fish element is not 
measured in terms of single species, rather the whole fish community. This project is 
intended to deliver an improvement in the biodiversity of the fish communities within the HGB 
and the Bure. 
 
EA decision on the application 
The fisheries team’s views (including the views of national fisheries experts) have been taken 
into account following the latest consultation and the previous consultation. They form part 
of the material considered by the EA as decision-maker. The EA will make the final decision. 
NE does not dictate the regulatory and governance procedures of the EA. An article 4.7 
assessment is only required if a WFD deterioration is likely. 
 

 
135. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5M-X) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am concerned that the installation of temporary fish barriers will prevent the natural 
migration of the fish populations from the river Bure and surrounding Broads and that 
this will have an impact on the spawning success of the natural fish populations as 
well as reducing the seasonal migration off And on the broads from the adjoining 
waterways. 
‘Biomanipulation’ seems to be a coverall phrase designed to act as a reason for the 
enactment of the current proposal. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
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staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
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Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
136. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5T-5) 
Key extracts from the response 
I work as a volunteer for NE, and over the last ten years have spent a lot of time 
working at the 'Nature Trail' at HGB. Sometimes that work involves being in a boat on 
the broad so I have seen the condition of the water and plant life there at first hand 
(something very few people have seen because there is no public access to HGB). 
 
The water in the River Bure is not crystal clear but when you travel along it (as I have 
to do the get access to the Nature Trail) you can see some objects below the surface.  
When on the water inside HGB there is a noticeable difference in the clarity of the 
water. There the water is very turgid, which manifests itself in the wake of the boat. 
The turbulence created by the boats propeller is a darker colour than that seen on the 
river, which demonstrates the level of the poor water quality.  
 
Around the edges of the broad there is very little vegetation other than the trees and 
shrubs which overhang the banks. There is in a few places where  some reed is 
growing but that is mostly on the marshy shores (which we refer to  as ''hover'').  Away 
from these areas the bottom of the broad is covered in a deep layer of sludge and 
sediment which does not allow aquatic plants to root, apart from one shallow bay 
where Water Lillies have managed to grow and here the water is considerably more  
clear. Something which is not observed in other shallow areas of HGB. 
 
So I think that a managed restoration of the water quality is desirable and essential 
for the life of the broad. 
 
I find it hard to accept that excluding bream and roach from HGB would seriously 
affect the breading success of these two species when there are a large number of 
alternative broads in which these fish can spawn.  Even if there were a slight reduction 
in the number of bream and roach spawning in the greater broads area, a rejuvenated 
HGB with a much wider variety of fish and plant life would be of far more importance. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. Personal observations provided. 
 
Public Access 
As part of the wider scheme at Hoveton Great Broad, there have been several works 
undertaken, or planned, to increase the public’s access to the broad via a canoe, walkway 
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and bird hides. As such the wider scheme is improving the public’s access to Hoveton 
Great Broad. There is no public fishing (estate permission required). 
 

 
137. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5G-R) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am totally against the biomanipulation of hgb and the placing of the barriers.I have 
read the EAs fisheries reports and agree with there findings that the project should 
not go ahead.The main reasons are the negative impact it will have on  bream and 
what it will do to spawning success for several years.No one has given any firm proof  
that the bream will manage to sussessfully spawn elsewhere or an accurate 
accessment on losses.I am also aware that this season the pike seem to have used 
Hudson Bay as a spawning area.This adds to any concerns I already have in closing 
off the  broad. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented but a personal observation made on pike 
seeming to spawn this year on Hudsons Bay. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
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healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 

 
138. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5V-7) 
Key extracts from the response 
I believe the permit should be granted and the project allowed to continue. 
Biodiversity is key to species survival, avoiding the domination of individual species. 
Human impact and neglect has caused a lot of problems in the Broads (phosphates 
and nitrates causing eutrophication), with lots of effort put into rectifying this - 
hopefully the HGB project will be able to continuing being a big part of this important 
Broads restoration. We need to look to the future of the Broads as a whole, and not 
just the present situation and its individual successes, which may not be sustainable. 
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Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
139. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5C-M) 
Key extracts from the response 
Point 1.  
 
The previous permit was quashed last year due to important information being left off 
the presented information meaning a considered opinion could not be made by fair 
minded readers.   
 
This second application again leaves out important info which would give an 
opposition view to the applicant strangely!  The evidence that has been collected 
regarding fish and agreed fisheries science. Any reader has to go to extreme lengths 
and review the previous permit register and even then the primary document showing 
the impact of the proposed barrier is still missing from both application registers!   
 
The report produced by the EA named “The Norfolk Broads Bream spawning 
assessment 2019 interim summary V1.4 is missing even though a lot of work was put 
into it and data collected was an invaluable resource. The collected information within 
this report clearly shows the impact the barrier would have on fish. This has been left 
out even though the applicant is fully aware and has it at their disposal.  
 
Point 2  
 
Natural England acted appallingly towards the EA staff who undertook their fishery 
duties in providing evidence with clear fishery science. This and the actions of the 
Environment Agency Management led to the resignation of senior fisheries staff.   
 
This in itself shows the lengths Natural England will go to protect their position and 
keep the project on course whatever the environmental and human cost. Fishery 
science and data did not fit the project leader’s opinions and targets which have been 
seen to be a priority over science and fact!  
 
Point 3  
 
Natural England has changed the agreed and accepted conditions for the project to 
go ahead to fit their own agenda.   
 
The current valid environment statement reads “If these impacts are assessed by 
Environment Agency fisheries specialists as being significant, bio-manipulation will 
not proceed”  
 
The EA fisheries specialists did find significant impacts however the applicant 
dismissed them and further has sought to leave the reports off the application as they 
would prove to have opposition to the project.  
 
 Point 4  
 
The NA is riding rough shod over the fish / fishery interests and interested parties. 
The advisory group set up with a cost of £170000 seems to be a waste of time as NE 
ignore the interests, science, data and concerns put forward by interested parties. NE 
have made it clear that even with a significant impact to cyprinid fish and the 
ecological damage that will be caused the project objectives stand and the barriers 
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would be legally defended. Under these terms, it is obvious fish and fishery interests 
are of little interest to NE.  
 
Point 5  
 
Natural England approached the Institute Fishery Management (IFM) for they their 
considered and learned opinions on the current proposals and the IFM response is 
very clear in that the isolation and removal of fish alone will NOT restore HGB to a 
favourable conditions for macrophytes.  Once again as this information is in 
contradiction to the NE plans the information is missing from the application and not  
in the public domain for considered opinion.  
 
Point 6  
 
The Institute Fishery Management has said  “it is not clear that exclusion of spawning 
bream from entering HGB will be sufficient to reduce phytoplankton densities, 
increase water clarity and ensure macrophyte recovery.”  
 
The IFM made a number of recommendations which should ensure a precautionary 
approach is adopted, rather than ignore the welfare of the fish and fishery. The current 
NE  policy of installing fish barriers shows to them the fish don’t matter.  
 
 Point 7  
 
Natural England clearly advises that once in place the fish barriers will not be removed 
and will become subject to the constraints impowered by the Habitat’s Directive. This 
raises questions regarding the effectiveness of any extensive monitoring and 
advisory group as currently their findings are completely overruled by NE in favour of 
their own agenda however damaging to the wider Broads ecosystem that will / may 
be?  
 
Point 8  
 
The NA is trying to turn the area in question into something it has never been and 
masking this by calling it “restoration”!  
 
The Broads Angling Services Group have researched the historic context of the Bure 
Catchment and found that,  
 
“In the 19th century tonnes of bream were removed commercially for food. This was 
at a time when recent core samples have shown the broad full of weeds. The 1877 
Norfolk and Suffolk Fisheries Act gave protection to these fish from man’s 
interference” .  
 
This protection should continue in the modern day.  
 
Point 9  
 
The flood risk assessments of the area in question show that the proposed barriers 
will be overcome with increasing regularity as the river height increases. Even at 
current levels they would have been breached in recent times.   
 
Point10  
 
With the growth planned in the area around Norwich you would expect some future 
planning on waste water treatment to be under way but there seemingly is none! The 
overall River Bure Phosphate load is still no different than 30 years ago. So 
eutrophication pressures will continue, without this being addressed.  
 
Point 11  
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Birds in large numbers are roosting on Hoveton Great Broad (HGB). Date previously 
gathered on Hickling Broad showed that such roosts cause eutrophication and further 
the caused the loss of stonewort species in the mid-eighties.   
 
Point 12  
 
The BASG has provided a model of the life cycle of Broads Bream and shared this 
with the NE project team. They commented,  
 
“This used the agreed parameters and constraints to build a model on future fish 
stocks.  
 
This clearly shows a 80% decline in Bream stock if the spawning success if limited to 
20% for 10 years.”  
 
This effect on the Bream stocks is unacceptable and should in itself halt the project.  
 
This huge change in fish stocks will have a huge effect on the local environment and 
ecology. It will change the food chain and the impact could be huge 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. This response has raised very similar points to those raised as Issues 1 to 
13 on the BASG website. Whilst these 13 issues have been slightly reworded into 12 points, 
the issues raised have been answered in our responses to Issues 1 to 13 within the BASG 
public consultation response numbered 118 and referenced ANON-5BNZ-3JXK-Y. 
 

 
140. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J58-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
I would like to add my support to this project as it is the next logical step in the 
restoration process.    
 
The possible disruption by wildfowl of aquatic macrophyte reestablishment may need 
to be monitored if clear water is achieved through fish exclusion.  
 
It may also be neccessary to assess the effects of wind on macrophyte re-
establishment in whatever floculent sediment has been left behind in the dredging 
process. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
141. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5K-V) 
Key extracts from the response 
The temporary installation of fish barriers will benefit the whole ecosystem, fish 
included in the long term. I therefore support this proposal. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
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142. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J53-4) 
Key extracts from the response 
I understand that this will result in better water clarity and improve the ecology, so I 
support the action. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
143. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5E-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
This project is designed to provide or improve the habitats for a wider range of species 
than currently occupy this pair of Broads, and the biomanipulation part of the project 
is essential to complete the  cycle of improvement.  Increasing the opportunities for 
water plants to grow in these broads will improve the water quality within this section 
of the Bure valley, holding onto mobile sediments which will in turn reduce the opacity 
of the water and allow for more light, benefitting the plants and the increased number 
and range of species of invertebrates.  This greater diversity of structure and shelter 
and the microclimates provided by these water plants will ultimately support a greater 
range of fish species, where there is cover, food and protection from strong winds 
and other unfavourable weather.  Currently the almost bare sediment which forms the 
floor of both lakes supports a very limited range of species, with only the reeds and 
other plants around the perimeter supporting many invertebrates and young fish. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
144. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Natural England) (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5Q-2) 
Key extracts from the response 
SUMMARY 
 
The view taken here is that there are no valid reasons not to grant the flood risk activity 
permit, either on flood risk grounds or any impacts on fish populations.  
 
I am replying on my own behalf and on behalf of the Natural England’s Broads National 
Nature Reserves (NNR) Team (REDACTED, REDACTED, REDACTED, REDACTED). 
 
In addition, comments from visitors to the Hoveton Great Broad Nature Trail (c 7,000 
pa, from all over the UK) when made aware of the Project have been enthusiastic, 
excited and very supportive of the potential to improve biodiversity in the system. 
 
This submission is recognising the formal process, although the Environment Agency 
has already had a very detailed and forensic set of documents to date from the project. 
I trust that all existing documentation will be taken into account in the due process 
and deliberations the agency will make following this public consultation. I refer in 
particular to documents: 
 
(a) Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system 
(b) Fisheries Improvement Plan 
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(c) Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay biomanipulation – Macrophyte 
recovery and requirement for a diverse stable macrophyte community 
(d) The effect of eutrophication on fish assemblage and the role of fish in 
reinforcing the turbid algal dominated state.  
(e) Comments on EA Fisheries responses to Meeting of Area Directors.  
 
The Environment Agency is a project partner, was involved from the start, and has 
consequently always been aware and supportive of the key importance of this part of 
the restoration. 
 
As the Senior Reserves Manager for Natural England’s Broads NNR’s, I have the 
responsibility of achieving and maintaining Favourable Condition on them, including 
Bure Marshes NNR, of which Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay (HGB/Hudsons) 
are part. I have worked on these sites since 1978, and have closely observed their 
condition over the past 40 years. 
 
BACKGROUND 
During that time, HGB/Hudsons have been in Unfavourable No Change condition due 
to the eutrophication which has affected nearly all of the Broads waterbodies. 
Resultant high algal concentrations gave rise to extreme turbidity, leading to a near-
total absence of aquatic plants, while sediment deposition from algal blooms resulted 
in depth reduction to approx. 10cm in places (at low tides). This combination of soft 
sediment and shallow water meant that any aquatic plants that did establish failed to 
overwinter due to a combination of wind-driven turbulence and uprooting by wildfowl. 
The lack of structure in the water column meant a consequent lack of the expected 
aquatic invertebrate fauna, while the fish community lacked diversity and was 
dominated by roach and large bream, both of which served to perpetuate the situation, 
small fish grazing on the zooplankton which would otherwise have removed the 
floating algae, while bream, being benthic feeders, released more phosphate into the 
water through disturbance of the sediment. Such fish communities are known to be 
characteristic of eutrophic waterbodies. 
 
In other words, two desolate muddy holes. Sadly, not an uncommon situation, either 
in the Broads or worldwide. 
 
HOVETON WETLAND RESTORATION PROJECT (HWRP) 
The need for restoration has long been recognised, both through targets for SSSI, 
SAC and SPA/Ramsar objectives and latterly to achieve WFD objectives. Several 
attempts have been made to restore such waterbodies, through sediment removal, 
isolation and biomanipulation, both here and elsewhere in Europe. Where success 
has been poor, it is generally due to external factors (such as nutrient inputs) which 
have not been fully addressed. 
By 2011/12 it was felt that phosphate levels in the River Bure (which links to 
HGB/Hudsons) had reduced to the extent that a major restoration project was viable. 
I was then closely involved in successfully bidding for funds to EU LIFE and the UK 
HLF, and the HWRP consequently started work in 2014-15. While there are many 
aspect to the Project, the two main areas of work are: 
 
Restoration of HGB/Hudsons. 
Improvements to public access leading to increased awareness of and better 
connection to the natural environment – not dealt with in this consultation 
 
Broad Restoration 
 
To be achieved in two phases: 
 
1. Removal of approx. 55,000 cu m of sediment, to give an average depth of 1.1m 
across the waterbodies and therefore provide a more suitable environment for 
restored aquatic communities. This has now been successfully completed, the 
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removed sediment having been placed in three areas at the eastern end of HGB where 
it will be allowed to vegetate with typical fen vegetation communities. 
 
2. Biomanipulation of the waterbodies. The most vital part of the Project, without 
which the restoration cannot be accomplished, and the subject of this consultation. 
 
Rationale for Biomanipulation 
 
Phosphate levels are now such that the system can exist as either algal-dominated 
turbid water (its present state) or macrophyte-dominated clear water. In order to shift 
from one to the other a “kick” is needed, and many studies (including several in the 
Broads) have shown that biomanipulation by fish removal is the most effective way to 
do this. 
There are two main effects; 
 
a. Removal of small fish removes the grazing pressure on zooplankton, which 
otherwise have very low survival rates due to the lack of structure (plants) in the water 
column, meaning that there is little or no shelter from predatory fish. This allows 
zooplankton population to increase to the point where there grazing pressure is such 
that the water becomes clear of algal blooms and light penetration is sufficient to allow 
aquatic plant growth.  
b. Removal of large benthic-feeding fish, particularly bream, prevents the 
constant disturbance of the remaining sediment, which is still rich in phosphates, and 
hence reduces the nutrient inputs which stimulate algal growth. 
 
It is important to remember that not all the fish will be removed, even if this were 
possible, which it almost certainly is not - pike, for example, will certainly be retained. 
A figure of 70 - 80 % is often quoted in the literature as one to aim for, and one of the 
results of monitoring should be to get a good assessment of what needs to be 
removed for effective biomanipulation.  
 
Benefits 
 
A clear-water aquatic macrophyte-dominated system will be able to support a rich and 
valuable series of aquatic communities, necessary to achieve Favourable Condition. 
Increased numbers of invertebrate species and biomass are not only valuable in their 
own right but will also be capable of supporting a diverse and valuable fish 
community, with the full range of species expected for this type of waterbody, 
including greater proportions of tench, rudd, perch, gudgeon as well as healthier 
populations of pike, roach and bream – the latter two still being present, but not so 
dominant compared to the other species as they are at the moment. Better age 
structures would also be anticipated – there is anecdotal evidence that bream 
populations, in particular, are unbalanced, with small (0+) fish and not much else 
intermediate to the large, fully/over-mature fish seen today. 
 
Since the barriers will be removed when a good aquatic plant community is achieved, 
it is expected that fish will rapidly recolonise, supplementing those still within the 
system. 
 
It is also hoped that such a balanced community might have a knock-on effect in the 
middle Bure system generally, with benefits to all, not least the angling community. 
 
Waterbird interest (and SPA feature) will also be enhanced, with sustainable food 
supplies available for both breeding and wintering birds. 
 
An extensive system of monitoring is already in place, which will continue throughout 
and beyond the biomanipulation phase. This will lead to increased understanding of 
how to restore damaged, nutrient-enriched eutrophic lakes, with potential global 
benefits. 
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Suh a restored Broad will be more resilient in the face of anticipated climate change 
impacts – diverse plant and animal communities stand a better chance of changing 
due to their very diversity, whereas depauperate communities with few species, such 
as the present system, are at correspondingly greater risk of total catastrophe. 
 
Public enjoyment and reconnection with nature will both be enhanced – the Project 
aims to get more visitors on site (up from the present c 7,000 pa) and will be able to 
use technology such as underwater cameras to show the underwater communities, 
as well as the greater diversity of species such as dragonflies and waterfowl. Website 
and social media are also in use and will spread news of the outcomes. In these days 
of environmental apprehension and stress, perhaps news of a successful restoration 
project might be considered another public good. 
 
POSSIBLE OBJECTIONS TO GRANTING OF THE FLOOD RISK PERMIT 
 
Flood Risk 
 
The submitted Jacobs Flood Risk Assessment concludes that installation of the 
barriers poses no additional flood risk, due to likely overtopping of the banks during 
flood events. Indeed, since there is no need for the barriers to be any higher than the 
adjacent banks, they themselves will overtop during flood event/exceptionally high 
tides. Furthermore, the modelling assumes that the barriers completely block the 
channels, while the actual design is for permeable barriers, to maintain as much flow 
as possible while excluding fish, therefore further reducing an already negligible risk. 
 
There therefore seems to be no reason not to grant a flood risk permit to install the 
barriers, on flood risk grounds. 
 
 
Other permissions, consents etc 
 
SSSI consent, and Habs Regs Assessment have been dealt with through the Bure 
Marshes NNR Management Plan, and I am content that all the activities involved 
(principally installation of the fish barriers and associated fish removal) are both 
necessary for the nature conservation of the site and will have no significant effect on 
site features. 
 
I understand that Planning Permission is in place, and that any impacts on landscape, 
archaeology and cultural heritage and other relevant factors have been assessed and 
found to be non-existent or negligible (see Environmental Statement). 
  
Please note that references in this and other document to works involving Wroxham 
Island are no longer relevant, since these works were ruled out at a early stage of the 
Project. 
 
All other relevant permissions having already been granted, there seems to be no 
good reason not to grant a flood risk permit to install the barriers, on these grounds. 
 
 
Effects on Fish Populations 
 
Issues have been raised regarding the effect of removal and exclusion of fish from 
HGB/Hudsons, particularly bream. 
 
1. Lack of access to HGB/Hudsons for bream. 
Numbers of large bream are present in HGB/Hudsons, generally during the day, going 
out into the River Bure at night. No causal explanation of this has been put forward, 
as far as I am aware.  
While bream have been observed spawning in HGB, I have seen no evidence that 
proves that they do not or cannot spawn in other areas. 
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Bream are one of the commonest fish in the UK and western Europe, renowned for 
their ability to spawn in poor-quality waters and are known to be very mobile – recent 
tagging experiments have shown that they move considerable distances within the 
Bure, Ant and Thurne systems. It is unlikely, to say the least, that excluding them from 
HGB/Hudsons would result in no spawning and their inability to find other quiet areas 
to spend time in (for example in the middle Bure Hoveton Little Broad in winter 
months, Pound End, Salhouse Little Broad, Decoy Broad and Ranworth Broad are all 
boat-free). 
The assertion that HGB/Hudsons is somehow “special” for bream seem to be based 
on partial survey which does not adequately cover the whole Broads system, a flaw 
in decision-making about such a mobile species. 
 
2. Lack of access to Hoveton Marshes dykes. 
 
While large numbers of small fish have been seen in the dyke system of Hoveton 
Marshes, adjacent to HGB and intended to be barriered off, it should be noted that 
most of the dyke system is currently extremely shallow (10cm or less) and filled with 
large quantities of soft sediment, making it less than ideal fish habitat. At present, 
only about 600m is around 60cm depth. Plans for dredging to allow controlled boat 
trail access for the public would make a further 1.6km suitable, while access would be 
available by linking the marsh dykes into Pound End, a considerable improvement in 
the amount of available habitat for small fish (and possibly spawning areas). 
 
3. Lack of access to refuge area in the event of a salt incursion. 
 
There is no shortage of alternative refuge areas nearby – just downstream is Decoy 
Broad) and Blackhorse Broad/Pound End), while upstream Salhouse Broad, Salhouse 
Little Broad and Wroxham Broad are all a short swim away. 
 
4. Collapse of Broads angling. 
 
This has been publicised in a somewhat alarmist fashion in local media. For the 
reasons stated above, I think it highly unlikely that excluding some (not all) of the 
bream and roach from HGB/Hudsons will result in the collapse of those populations 
or the fishery overall, and the idea that anglers (many of whom are holidaymakers) 
will no longer wish to fish in the Broads and hence EA will lose rod licence income is 
similarly unlikely. 
It has been argued by some that in any case the Broads fishery is not in the best 
condition due to the damage to the system caused by years of nutrient enrichment 
(for example the dominance of roach and bream characteristic of such degraded 
conditions, unbalanced age structures, poor conditions for pike due to lack of aquatic 
vegetation for ambush predation) caused by the type of eutrophic damage that this 
project is expressly designed to help overcome. If this is so, completion of the 
restoration will go some way towards alleviating this sad condition, to the benefit of 
all. 
 
Given the additional comments from Natural England’s fisheries and lake restoration 
experts, there seems to be no good reason not to grant a flood risk permit to install 
the barriers, on fisheries grounds. 
 
 
 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Should this permit not be granted, the Project fails, and a huge opportunity to carry 
out a major piece of lake restoration work with local, national and international 
benefits will have been lost. Financial and reputational damage to the Environment 
Agency and Natural England are likely to result. 
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However, I conclude that are no good reasons of  flood defence or biodiversity why 
this permit should not be granted – it aligns with both Natural England’s and the 
Environment Agency’s statutory duties and promotes considerable public good. 
 
Furthermore, Environment Agency should be actively supporting this restoration of 
an SSSI, SAC, SPA and Ramsar waterbody, as clearly stated in the latest DEFRA 
guidance for S28(g) bodies. Currently it is giving the impression that it is trying to 
make the Project fail by continuous delaying tactics - while this may or may not be 
true, its actions are very much not in line with DEFRA guidance on its statutory duties. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Names of individuals at Natural England’s Broads National Nature 
Reserves (NNR) Team.   
 
Environment Agency response 
 
This response highlights a number of documents, as relevant to this application. Please see 
our responses to the documents highlighted below: 

- Document (a) has been submitted as supporting application document 6 “Hoveton 
Project creating a sustainable future for the Bure system updated Feb 2021”. 

- Document (b) has been superseded by supporting application document 17 
“Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group. HFAG January 2021 PDF”. 

- Document (c) has been submitted as supporting application document 6 Annex 2 
“Annex 2 - Macrophyte recovery in HGB post biomanipulation”. 

- Document (d) has been submitted as supporting application document 6 Annex 1 
“Annex 1 - Fish assemblages in the broads”. 

- Document (e) has not been submitted by the applicant and this has since been 
requested. The Applicant has clarified that there is no updated version of the 
consultation appendix and they do not include or rely on it as part of the current 
FRAP application. 

 
The EA is a project partner and are supportive of the project, but it has also been made very 
clear to NE that the Environment Agency is acting in its independent role as regulator in 
determination of this FRAP application and that it must consider all evidence and consultation 
responses in determining this application. There have been fisheries concerns since the start 
of the project, hence the reason for the extensive fisheries officer involvement. 
 
The stated benefits in this submission follow closely the explanation provided by Professor 
Carl Sayer, as a result of the Environment Agency’s request for an independent academic 
opinion (document numbered 33 in Annex 3 – Table 1) of the historic reference conditions 
for broadland fish communities. There is also mention of the benefits to water bird 
communities with a more diverse food source based around a restored and improved 
ecology. Natural England state that a restored ecology with greater diversity will be more 
resilient to climate change, a known risk in this lowland area although no evidence of this is 
provided. The potential benefits to the wider community in terms of visitor experience is 
noted. 
 
The Hoveton Marsh Dyke improvements for boat access will hopefully provide an opportunity 
for improved fish habitat as long as Natural England are willing to design these with fish use 
in mind. This is expected to be a topic for the HFAG if the permit is granted. 
 
Natural England makes comments about the current health of the fish community. It is clear 
from the data provided in the PASE surveys that bream and roach dominate the community. 
We are currently looking in to the size structure data as Natural England have suggested 
that there may be some issues with this associated with eutrophication impacts. 
 
Natural England has not mentioned that our statutory duties include fisheries responsibilities 
in this response. 
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145. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5D-N) 
Key extracts from the response 
I attended several of the early presentations where the project was outlined by both 
NE, Broads Authority and EA staff. From this a partnership was formed with broads 
anglers whose efforts involved in the fish tagging and surveying went on to produce 
some ground-breaking results. From this positive start the project has become mired 
in misinformation and malpractice.  
In their summary Broads Angling Strategy Group sight 13 issues. In this response I 
would draw attention to some of those.  
• The primary document showing the impact of the barrier is still missing from 
both this and previous data. 
• It is unacceptable for any applicant of a planning application to change agreed 
and accepted conditions, without following the due legal process. 
• Natural England has directly approached the Institute Fishery Management 
(IFM) for their views on the current proposals and the IFM response is very clear. That 
isolation and removal of fish alone will NOT restore HGB to favourable conditions for 
macrophytes.  Again, this information is again NOT in the public domain. 
• IFM has made a number of recommendations which should ensure a 
precautionary approach is adopted, rather than the policy of install the barriers and 
the fish don’t matter. 
• Geese and gulls continue to roost on HGB in vast numbers, which as 
previously evidenced on Hickling Broad was a cause of eutrophication and loss of 
stonewort species in the mid-eighties. This demonstrates again that fish are not the 
single issue. 
• Modelling indicates an 80% decline in Bream stock if the spawning success is 
limited to 20% for 10 years. This should prompt the question what does an 80% decline 
in Bream stock mean to the wildlife and birds that feed off them and could potentially 
change the whole ecology of the Broads wildlife. 
 
Further to these points I would add the following.  
The assertion that bio-manipulation is a proven technique for restoring broadland is 
not universally shared in the scientific community. I would like to see more post 
project evidence to support this claim. For example, Barton Broad (clearwater 2000) 
remains turbid whilst the river feeding into it can be observed to be high clarity 
(September 2020).  
Anecdotal evidence, both historic and contemporary, suggests that abundant fish 
stocks, diverse and abundant higher macrophytes, clear water can exist at the same 
time without expensive artificial manipulation.  
The last reliable fish survey of the broads fishery was carried out in 2016. Since then 
a shortfall in appropriate level of experience and technical error has resulted in a 
failure to produce any meaningful data to inform projects such as this.    
The increase in restoration and re-wilding projects seem to focus on high profile 
singular outcomes rather than consider wider issues with the habitat as a whole.  
The common bream Abramis brama has been native to the broadland system 
throughout its history. It seems disproportionate to discriminate against this species 
and create a scapegoat for perceived problems in one broad. Wider issues such as 
sewage discharge, diffuse pollution from agriculture and saline incursion have much 
greater detrimental impact on the broads ecosystem.  
Species selection. Who decides which species are “more equal than others”? 
Overall I am saddened by the way this project has evolved and the manner in which 
scientific data and concerns by the wider community are being ignored. For close to 
fifty years I have appreciated that my love of the environment and the gentle pursuit 
of angling are intertwined. As such I have devoted time and enthusiasm into many 
joint partnership projects seeking to maintain and improve the natural environment. 
We now seem to be reaching a situation where our statutory bodies feel they can act 
without check or consideration driven by grant funding and not principles. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
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Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. This response has raised very similar points to those raised in Issues 1 to 13 
as set out on the BASG website. Whilst these 13 issues have been reworded in this 
response, our response to them is covered by our responses to Issues 1 to 13 within the 
BASG public consultation response numbered 118 and referenced ANON-5BNZ-3JXK-Y. 
 
Barton Broad project did not undertake biomanipulation in the main body of the lake as the 
broad is open to navigation. Any direct comparison is therefore questionable. Anecdotal 
evidence has not been provided. The applicant’s response indicates that fish, macrophytes 
and clear water can co-exist in a natural shallow lake. This is one of the project aims. Natural 
England stress that the project is not anti-fish or anti-bream. It is a lake restoration project. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
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2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 

 
146. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J52-3) 
Key extracts from the response 
There is strong evidence to show that unless positive action is taken to restore 
conditions for greater biodiversity at Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson's Bay there is 
little chance of improvement in the future. These areas may be unseen or 
unacknowledged by many visitors to the Broads - but not by the narrow group of users 
who benefit disproportionately from this ignorance - the fishing fraternity. 
 
Natural England and the Environment Agency have a duty both to protect and to 
cherish these precious plants and animals, and to raise awareness of the 
interconnection between species - not instead to allow a lack of understanding on the 
public's part (who only see this landscape's beauty above water) to be exploited for 
short-term gain by a single-issue group. 
 
I  strongly support the need to install these temporary barriers for the long-term well-
being of the Broads for all visitors to enjoy in the future. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response  
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
147. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Natural England) (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J54-5) 
Key extracts from the response 
This response is on behalf of the Hoveton Great Broad Restoration Project. The 
project has already submitted as part of this Flood Risk Activity Permit (FRAP) 
application a set of documents which clearly highlight our stance on the project, why 
we believe the evidence means this is a sound ecological, environmental and 
scientific way to proceed. This response does not add to this evidence but highlights 
the key rationale behind our commitment to restore these broads to favourable 
condition for the benefit of people and nature. 
We share the Angling Trust’s ambitions for clean, clear, and healthy lakes and rivers, 
with suitable fish populations as an indicator of a healthy ecosystem.  Currently open 
water habitats are some of our poorest performing protected sites, with Hoveton Great 
Broad and Hudson’s Bay in unfavourable condition. As part of the Broads SAC, 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay are classified for: 
• H3140 - Hard oligo-mesotrophic waters with benthic veg of Chara spp  
• H3150 -Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition.  
In England there are approx. 20,351 ha of H3150 classified. NE know about the 
condition of approx. 7261ha of this (41%) and only about 382 ha are in good condition. 
That is only 5% of the habitat NE know about. There are only 3 SACs classified for this 
habitat in England, of which The Broads SAC is one, and so it is a key location for this 
habitat. Looking at the Broads SAC, out of approx. 573.5 ha of lake only 41.1 ha, that’s 
7.2%, is in favourable condition. If we restore Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay 
that would take us up to about 13.6% in favourable condition. 
Both Natural England and the Environment Agency have a statutory duty to restore 
these sites. The ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system 
(February 2021)’ submitted with this FRAP application provides a detailed precis of 
the relevant laws governing these statutory duties. However, it is worth highlighting 
the recent government guidance for competent authorities 
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(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/duty-to-protect-conserve-and-restore-european-sites), 
which states:  
‘As a competent authority, you have a duty to help protect, conserve and restore 
European sites. The duty applies when you: 
• manage a site that you own or occupy 
• take decisions that might affect a site 
• get asked by a third party to use your powers to protect a site 
• carry out your statutory work affecting a site 
If you can take action but you decide not to, you should be able to give clear and 
proper reasons why you have made that decision.’ 
And; 
‘You have a duty to consider how you can help to: 
• protect, conserve or restore the designated features of the site to meet their 
conservation objectives  
• prevent the deterioration of the site’s habitats from human activity or natural 
changes, including habitats that support designated species 
• prevent significant disturbance of the site’s designated species from human 
activity or natural changes’ 
And; 
‘You are expected to help achieve a European site’s conservation objectives. 
The conservation status of a natural habitat is favourable when: 
• its natural range and area are stable or increasing 
• the processes that maintain the structure and function of the habitat are likely 
to continue on a long-term basis 
• its typical species are stable or improving’ 
High nutrient inputs from sewage treatment works (STWs) and agricultural run-off 
have left Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay in unfavourable condition, with algal 
dominated turbid water and low diversity and abundance of macrophytes (water 
plants). Nutrient levels have been improving in the River Bure since the 1980s due to 
reductions in nutrients from STWs and agriculture, but this is not enough to restore 
the site naturally.  
NE and EA continue to work with water companies, local Authorities, and land 
owners/mangers to reduce these nutrients further, and achieve our targets for 
phosphorus (P – 0.03mg/l) and nitrogen (N – 1.07mg/l) within the River Bure and 
connected broads. Whilst Natural England are committed to meeting these targets, we 
are aware of the challenges and time it will take to reach them. It will take decades to 
secure the level of landscape and urban infrastructure change required to deliver 
these target nutrient levels, and the potentially lower levels, required to restore 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay without intervention. 
Biomanipulation is a proven restoration tool to restore algal dominated lakes, and 
whilst nutrient levels are too high to allow natural recovery of these sites, they are 
now low enough (total Phosphorus concentration is now < 100 µg/l) for 
biomanipulation to be effective and stable. In the Broads biomanipulation has always 
resulted in a period of clear water, we are confident this will happen in Hoveton, 
allowing light to reach the lakebed and macrophytes to recover. 
We know from paleoecological records that all the broads were dominated by 
macrophytes before widespread eutrophication. We also know that fish species such 
as bream and roach reinforce the algal-dominated state and when they are removed 
through biomanipulation the plant dominated state can recover. We know this from 
the scientific literature, and through watching it happen in The Broads. However, an 
absence of fish is far from the objective of this project. Fish are not excluded from 
good ecological condition, they are a fundamental part of the ecosystem, as is 
connectivity. Once a stable macrophyte assemblage has been established the barriers 
will open and a fish assemblage which is compatible with the habitat in good condition 
can develop. The scientific literature and observations of UK lakes show that this is 
likely to be dominated by piscivores such as pike and perch, species which are known 
to have been present in The Broads in greater numbers in the past. However, bream 
and roach will not be eliminated from the system. 
NE are not anti-angling. We recognise and value the wellbeing, social and economic 
benefits it provides and know that anglers feel a real sense of connection with the 
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environment and are often the first to spot and report local pollution incidents. NE 
believe that within the protected sites anglers can enjoy the unique and diverse 
experience of a more balanced and self-sustaining fish community that in the future 
at Hoveton would include more pike, perch, tench, rudd and eel. 
Without biomanipulation of Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay it will not be 
possible for NE or EA to meet their statutory duties to ‘protect, conserve and restore 
European sites’. Our goal is simple, to meet our statutory duty and restore the habitat 
for the benefit of all by restoring the broad to clear water, with diverse and abundant 
aquatic life. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency Response 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Natural England’s comments around the reference condition of these lakes being 
macrophyte-dominated with a diverse fish assemblage are in agreement with the comments 
made by Professor Carl Sayer, who provided an independent academic view (document 
numbered 33 in Annex 3 – Table 1) of the Broads’ reference condition prior to eutrophication, 
following a request from the Environment Agency. 

 
148. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Natural England) (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5S-4) 
Key extracts from the response 
The current design and rationale for the Hoveton Great Broad Restoration Project has 
been challenged by angling bodies. 
 
In June 2019 Natural England (NE) were provided with a report by the Institute of 
Fisheries Management (IFM), commissioned by Broads Angling Services Group 
(BASG), which reviewed the biomanipulation approach to restoring Hoveton Great 
Broad and Hudson’s Bay. The conclusions of this report have been quoted by angling 
bodies in their objections to the project. 
 
In March 2019, following engagement from NE, the IFM wrote a letter to NE confirming 
they stood by the conclusions in their 2019 report: ‘Report on bioremediation of 
Hoveton Great Broad by exclusion of bream (Abramis brama L.)' 
 
The uploaded document is NE's consultation response addressing concerns raised in 
the IFM report. 
 
Contents of Letter: 
Natural England Flood risk activity permit (EPR/RB3557SW) consultation response - 
addressing IFM concerns. 
 
The current design and rationale for the Hoveton Great Broad Restoration Project has 
been challenged by angling bodies. 
 
In June 2019 Natural England were provided with a report by the Institute of Fisheries 
Management (IFM), commissioned by Broads Angling Services Group (BASG), which 
reviewed the biomanipulation approach to restoring Hoveton Great Broad (HGB) and 
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Hudson’s Bay (HB). The conclusions of this report have been quoted by angling 
bodies in their objections to the project. 
 
Natural England have identified apparent misunderstandings in the IFM report about 
the project’s approach to the biomanipulation and what we believe to be a 
misinterpretation of an unimpacted fish assemblage which is the objective of both 
WFD and Habitats Directive. In addition, we do not feel the report adequately 
considers the evidence demonstrating biomanipulation as a successful restoration 
technique. We are therefore concerned about its use as evidence in consultation 
responses objecting to the project. This consultation response outlines Natural 
England’s concerns about the IFM report and the weight that such evidence should 
be given in determining the effectiveness and impact of the Hoveton Great Broad 
Restoration Project. 
 
Neither Natural England nor the Hoveton Great Broad Restoration Project team were 
contacted by IFM during the collation of the ‘Report on bioremediation of Hoveton 
Great Broad by exclusion of bream (Abramis brama L.)’. NE felt the report had been 
compiled using incomplete information about the project, therefore, in February 2021 
Natural England provided IFM with further information about the project. 
Unfortunately, having supplied this information IFM concluded ‘The additional reports 
supplied by Natural England do not provide any new or significant evidence to support 
the case that biomanipulation [will be successful]’, however, the apparent 
misunderstanding about the project appear to be present in the IFM’s response. 
 
We are disappointed we have not been able to work with the IFM to better understand 
why the apparent confusion about the projects approach has occurred, and to better 
understand their concerns. However, Natural England provide a response below to 
some of the points and conclusions raised in the IFM report. 
 
Approach to biomanipulation 
The IFM report, and following February 2021 response to NE, state ‘it is not clear that 
exclusion of spawning bream from entering HGB will be sufficient to reduce 
phytoplankton densities, increase water clarity and ensure macrophyte recovery.’ 
The title of the report and the assertion above suggests a fundamental 
misinterpretation of the project’s approach. The biomanipulation of HGB and HB will 
not be limited to the exclusion of bream alone. Biomanipulation will remove > 75% of 
fish biomass. Due to the current fish assemblage at HGB and HB this will mostly be 
bream and roach. Equally it was never the intention of the project to just prevent 
bream access to the broad. Whilst this is one strategy that will be employed to reduce 
fish biomass and prevent consequent increases, active measures will also be 
undertaken to capture and remove fish from the lake to ensure sufficient reductions 
in fish biomass. Such active measures have successfully reduced fish biomass 
sufficiently in previous biomanipulations of The Broads. 
 
Artificial spawning substrates will also be used to reduce successful recruitment in 
HGB and HB. Additional fish removals will also be undertaken, minimum of every 3 
years, throughout the duration of the biomanipulation. This will also be informed by 
monitoring of environmental variables and hopefully by work with anglers on HGB to 
help understand how the fish assemblage has responded to our efforts. 
Consequently, the conclusion about the effectiveness of biomanipulation by the 
exclusion of bream alone does not fairly represent the projects approach, as this is 
not, nor has it ever been, the plan for HGB and HB. Natural England are confident that 
biomanipulation including removal of > 75% of the fish from HGB and HB is achievable 
and will bring about clear water. The reason for this confidence comes from both many 
international studies and studies within the broads which have found this to be the 
case. A range of academics and practitioners reviewed the past lake restoration 
activities on the Broads in 2015. They found that biomanipulation including the 
removal of roach and bream has consistently produced clear water conditions in the 
Broads. The Broads review (Phillips et.al., 2015) states that a large reduction in 
chlorophyll a and corresponding increase in Secchi depth (often to the lake bed) 
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providing ‘gin-clear’ conditions appears to be guaranteed in biomanipulated lakes and 
exclosures in the Broads. Consequently, the IFM review misrepresents the techniques 
that will be used for biomanipulation, but also appears to place low value to an 
evidence base that illustrates biomanipulation works in The Broads. 
 
Water Framework Directive and ecological status of fish 
IFM report response states ‘Any reductions in bream and roach populations in both 
HGB and the River Bure as a result of the block to fish movements must represent a 
deterioration in both the fishery and ecological statuses in the short term.’ 
This statement is supposition as there have been no WFD fish assessments for the 
lake or the river on which to base this assertion. It is important to understand the 
objective of WFD is for the habitat and assemblage not to be overly altered by 
anthropogenic impacts. 
 
Whilst fish clearly currently utilise both lake and river habitat in the Bure system and 
regularly move between them, it is important to realise that WFD objectives for good 
ecological status do not necessarily reflect maintaining the status quo, but aim for 
minimal departure from reference conditions ,which equates to minimal 
anthropogenic influence. Therefore, it would be counterintuitive to assume the 
ecological status of the river was reliant on the connection of a man-made lake 
adjacent to it, especially one in such poor condition as this does not reflect reference 
conditions. The IFM report does not provide any reason why this should be the case. 
 
It is correct that bream and roach are a natural part of the fish assemblage of the 
Broads and this is not disputed by NE. However, what it is essential to understand, 
and is part of the whole rationale of the project, is that their current abundance and 
dominance of the fish assemblage does not reflect the natural assemblage. Bream 
and Roach combined represent between 76%-97% of the fish biomass within HGB and 
HB throughout the year, and between 80-97% of the individuals (data from Hindes 
2017). In their natural state the broads would support a fish assemblage where bream 
and roach are less dominant and the fish assemblage would instead be dominated by 
piscivores (particularly perch and pike), with greater abundance of other species such 
as rudd and tench. 
 
This view is reflected in the new WFD eDNA fish tool for lakes that has been developed 
by UK fisheries scientists and has been approved by UKTAG after wider consultation. 
This tool ascribes negative scores to the increased frequency of roach and bream, so 
reducing their abundance, as will be the case through biomanipulation, would lead 
the tool to suggest an improvement in ecological status. This is the opposite of IFMs 
supposition. 
 
As outlined in the ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ 
the current fish assemblage is a result of past nutrient enrichment. In WFD terms and 
Habitats Directive terms the aim is to restore a more natural fish assemblage. By 
restoring the lake habitat including increasing water clarity and the abundance of 
macrophytes, which can then support all the species that rely on them including fish, 
the project will improve WFD status not lead to its deterioration. It is of note that HGB 
is currently in poor ecological status already so action should be taken to improve it. 
Unreliability of biomanipulation 
 
The IFM report states ‘[Biomanipulation] has been achieved most reliably (but not 
very!) in other lake restoration projects by removing, fish that feed on zooplankton 
that, in turn, were feeding on phytoplankton.’ 
 
This relates to the earlier point that the IFM have apparently not recognised the 
planned biomanipulation will remove fish that feed on zooplankton as well as 
benthivores. Roach are the most frequently found zooplanktivore in HGB and HB and 
they will be removed as well as bream. This assertion also suggests that it is more 
important to reduce zooplankton eating fish than benthivores, the scientific literature 
does not support this claim. In 2015 a systematic review of biomanipulation was 
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published it found that the removal of planktivorous (such as roach) and benthivorous 
(such as bream) fish is a useful means to improve water quality in eutrophic lakes and 
more specifically this led to increases in secchi depth (water clarity) and decreases in 
chlorophyll a concentration (algae) (Bernes et al., 2015). 
 
Natural England have no reason to believe the biomanipulation will not be successful. 
In the Broads biomanipulation has always resulted in a period of clear water (Phillips 
et.al., 2015), we are confident this will happen in HGB and HB. Because we know these 
removals produce clear water in the broads there is no need for a diet study. We 
acknowledge that there is often an initial increase in phosphorus possibly due to the 
chironomids. Regardless of the increase in phosphorus, because clear water is 
obtained, macrophytes have a chance to grow. Whether they will or not is largely down 
to the suitability of the substrate and the availability of propagules. If plants become 
established they should reduce phosphorous concentrations further. The sediment 
removal prior to biomanipulation should have increased the suitability of the sediment 
and resulted in a propagule bank closer to the sediment surface, increasing the 
chances of macrophyte growth. 
 
In some situations the effects of biomanipulation have not been long lasting and the 
previous fish assemblage has returned once efforts to control the fish assemblage 
have ceased. This is linked to water quality, as well as connectivity, as it is the 
eutrophic conditions that have led to the fish assemblage incompatible with clear-
water and macrophytes. Hence, at high nutrient conditions the change in habitat 
condition and fish assemblage is unstable. The water quality in HGB has improved 
over the preceding decades and the Total Phosphorus concentration is now < 100 
μg/l. At these nutrient levels biomanipulation is expected to work. Further nutrient 
level reductions that are planned over the life of the project are projected to reduce 
Total Phosphorus levels further down to 55 μg/l. This further reduces the likelihood of 
any reversion to the current poor habitat condition. 
 
To allow the restored habitat conditions to become established it is important to keep 
the barriers in place and continue measures to control the fish assemblage 
throughout the project and in response to monitoring data. See previous advice on 
time the barriers need to be in place for. 
 
In the Broads biomanipulation has been used to restore Cockshoot Broad, resulting 
in a sustainable restored lake with stable fish assemblage once macrophyte 
assemblages were suitably abundant and diverse. 
 
Bream as a natural component of the fish assemblage 
The IFM report states ‘Bream angling is of economic importance to the local economy 
but they are also intrinsic components of the fish fauna and overall ecology of the 
broads and associated rivers’. 
 
It is not the presence of bream and roach within the overall fish assemblage of the 
Broads that is in question. We know from paleoecological records that all the broads 
were dominated by macrophytes before widespread eutrophication. We also know 
that fish species such as bream and roach reinforce the algal-dominated state and 
when they are removed through biomanipulation the plant dominated state can 
recover. We know this from the scientific literature, and through watching it happen 
in the broads. However, an absence of fish is far from the objective of this project, 
once a stable macrophyte assemblage has been established the barriers will open and 
a fish assemblage which is compatible with the habitat in good condition can develop. 
The scientific literature and observations of UK lakes show that this is likely to be 
dominated by piscivores such as pike and perch, species which are known to have 
been present in greater numbers in the past. However, bream and roach will not be 
eliminated from the system. 
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The type of fish assemblage that is compatible with a macrophyte dominated state 
compared to the fish assemblage associated with a turbid state can be seen in figure 
1. 
 

 
 
Figure 1. Relative biomass and number of fish in the Broads in macrophyte dominated 
and turbid conditions. Presented in Kelly (2008). Data from selected Environment 
Agency (National Rivers Authority) fisheries surveys and surveys conducted for the 
Broads Authority. 
 
Project milestones and adaptive management 
The IFM report references the requirement for clear endpoints and more precise 
details of when certain things will happen. 
 
As the Hoveton project is dealing with a complex environmental system the project is 
being refined as it progresses, being informed by monitoring. This results in adaptive 
management which is the most appropriate way to manage this project. 
 
The monitoring we are using to inform the project has been highlighted as part of the 
FRAP application and includes: 
• Monthly water quality monitoring 
• Zooplankton and phytoplankton monitoring 
• Bream and pike tracking PhD and post biomanipulation continuation 
• Baseline surveys of fish assemblage 
• Fish eDNA monitoring 
• Age, size, and species data on fish removed during biomanipulation. 
• Every 3 years, additional fish surveys post biomanipulation, to inform the need for 
additional removals 
• Sediment sampling 
• Macrophyte monitoring (undertaken by the Broads Authority) 
 
Ultimately, the successful restoration will be judged by the targets outlined in the 
Favourable Condition Tables for the Bure Broads and Marshes SSSI. Macrophyte 
monitoring will provide us with accurate data on how the broad is recovering, the 
stability of the macrophyte population, and if any additional intervention is required. 
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Restoring more than 10 species of macrophyte has been shown to be key to 
maintaining stability within biomanipulated systems. 
 
Risk to bream and fishery 
The IFM report states ‘Biomanipulation in HGB by excluding spawning bream could 
have severe impacts on local stocks in both HGB and the River Bure, affecting fish 
community structures, aquatic ecology and angling’. 
 
The PhD tracking study funded by the project, with significant logistical support from 
EA fisheries and Fishtrack, identified that several sub-populations of bream have high 
site fidelity to HGB/HB during spawning season. Natural England acknowledge that 
there is a level of uncertainty in how these sub-populations of bream will be impacted 
by temporary (10 year) exclusion from these spawning sites. The presumption that 
bream that usually spawn in HGB or HB will fail to find alternative spawning habitat 
resulting in a reduction in recruitment and survival of fish as a result is unsupported 
by evidence. Until such time as the barrier is put in place nobody knows what those 
fish will do. What we do know is that there are large areas of interconnected broads 
and rivers that contain suitable habitat to support the broadland fishery during the 
period that HGB/HB may be unavailable to fish. It should also be noted that the PhD 
tracking studies, which focused tagging on those fish utilising HGB/HB, also 
identified sub-populations of bream not using HGB and HB during spawning season. 
The study by Hindes (2017) also found bream in Bure broads other than HGB and HB 
during spring and summer, although they were found in greater number in HGB and 
HB. This suggests that the other broads are not hostile habitats for bream. 
 
Closing off HGB and HB will only have an impact on broadland fisheries if those bream 
which would normally spawn, feed, rest on HGB and HB fail to find alternative sites 
during the period the barriers are in situ. Bream are a very common species across 
England (and indeed northern Europe), found in a wide variety of waters from ponds 
and canals to large lakes and slow-to-moderate flowing rivers (Maitland, 1972). This 
suggests they are able to spawn successfully in a broad range of environments. 
Indeed, locally bream will attempt to spawn on a wide variety of substrates including 
lilies, sedge roots and tree roots. Bream numbers have been successfully managed 
in the Ormesby Broad by allowing them to spawn on fishing nets which are then 
removed before hatching. It is therefore highly unlikely that within the wider broadland 
catchment that HGB offers the only suitable spawning habitat for bream. It is also very 
unlikely – given that bream have already been recorded covering large distances and 
wide areas - that bream would not be able to access such suitable spawning / feeding 
/ loafing habitat elsewhere, even if it does not occur local to HGB. 
 
NE are not anti-angling. We recognise and value the wellbeing, social and economic 
benefits it provides. Within the protected site network is should be conducted in a 
responsible manner that allows the environment to function naturally. This would 
include a balanced and self-sustaining fish community that anglers could enjoy with 
more pike, perch. tench rudd and eel. The effects on angling are not an implicit 
consideration of the Habs Regs, rather socio-economic considerations are explicitly 
excluded (unless IROPE is invoked). However, the restoration of a high-quality 
freshwater environment may, by its very nature, offer a high-quality angling 
experience as a by-product. 
 
As outlined in the FRAP application, we will be continuing fish tracking studies to 
understand how exclusion of bream from HGB/HB affects the movements of bream in 
The Broads. We have also outlined the formation of the ‘Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group’ to engage with angling groups and fisheries specialists. This group has a ring-
fenced budget to implement additional fish monitoring. 
 
IFM recommended monitoring 
IFM report recommends that: 
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1. ‘The age and size structures and diets of relevant fish species in the communities 
of HGB and the River Bure should be monitored and related to the need, if any, to 
remove fish of particular species and sizes in order to achieve project objectives. 
2. The roles of fish and other organisms in phosphate recycling and control of 
zooplankton that in turn control phytoplankton, water clarity and macrophyte recovery 
should be regularly monitored and modelled against project objectives. 
3. End points for fish removal and fish exclusion operations should be pre-determined 
for various scenarios. 
4. A preliminary study should be carried out (possibly in Hudson’s Bay alone) to 
assess the efficacy of excluding bream spawners, effects on recruitment, potential 
impacts on catchment stocks and to inform future approaches.’ 
 
The additional monitoring recommend by the IFM appears to be based on the 
conclusion that we do not adequately understand the role bream and roach play in 
maintaining algal-dominated waters, and therefore the likely success of 
biomanipulation. Whilst Natural England do not disagree that the proposed 
monitoring would be of academic interest, we do not consider it necessary to inform 
our approach to the biomanipulation and restoration of HGB/HB. This is due to the 
clear scientific evidence that biomanipulation is demonstrably a successful approach 
in The Broads and elsewhere. 
 
The role of zooplanktivores and benthivores in maintaining algal dominated 
conditions is well understood. Studies in the broads and elsewhere have 
demonstrated that removing a significant proportion of zooplanktivores and 
benthivores will provide clear water conditions. Where it has failed this has been due 
to failure to maintain suitable nutrient levels and/or failure to maintain a suitable fish 
community. The project approach to biomanipulation with regular (minimum of every 
3 years) monitoring and fish removals will adequately manage to fish community in 
HGB and HB. Adaptive management informed by the projects monitoring will be 
required to manage fish populations appropriately, providing a series of end-points is 
not necessary or an effective use of project time. In addition, modelling of the water 
quality in the River Bure, as shared in the ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable 
future for the Bure system’ indicates nutrient levels will be within a suitable range. 
 
We acknowledge that there is a potential risk to several sub populations of bream who 
favour HGB & HB as spawning ground if they fail to find alternative spawning sites. 
Bream are resilient fish species that persist in some of the worst freshwater 
environments, so their inability to spawn anywhere else in the entirety of the Bure 
system is far from certain. 
 
However, the current fish assemblage needs to be balanced against the long term 
improved ecological conditions and the wider benefits to the environment: this 
includes a resilient natural fishery. Continued fish tracking and the formation of the 
‘Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group’ will provide anglers a forum to discuss any 
impacts on the fishery, and to use ring fenced budget to understand and address any 
issues of concern. 
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Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency Response 
The Applicant has explained its concerns regarding the IFM report. It is for the Environment 
Agency (EA) now to consider its merits or otherwise based on the contents of the document 
and these comments made through the external consultation exercise. 

 
149. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J59-A) 
Key extracts from the response 
The installation of temporary fish barriers is a necessary step for Hoveton Great 
Broads to achieve good ecological status - currently demanded under the Water 
Framework Directive and also for the nature conservation interest to be restored to 
favourable condition. 
 
It is clear that external nutrient load reduction is insufficient on its own to switch the 
system back to its historical clear-water, plant-dominated state. A return to clear water 
is needed not just for ecological recovery (and for conservation status), but the clear-
water state will greatly enhance the value of the Broads for recreation and tourism. 
This is compared with the current algal-dominated state where there is a much higher 
risk of harmful algal blooms of toxic cyanobacteria, threatening leisure and tourism. 
 
The installation of the three fish barriers to enable effective biomanipulation is a 
sensible, cost-effective nature-based solution to restore the clear water and healthy 
ecosystem. This is much more preferable than adding chemical treatments or 
modified clays to "lock-up" internal nutrient loading. These geo-engineering 
approaches are much more expensive and evidence for their long-term effectiveness 
is lacking - they typically require further expensive dosing.  A nature-based solution, 
such as biomanipulation is much more cost-effective and sustainable in the longer-
term.  
 
For effective biomanipulation, several years are needed to maintain low fish densities 
to keep zooplankton grazer densities as high as possible to support the establishment 
and growth of plant beds. This current proposal is following external nutrient loading 
reductions, so sediment removal and biomanipulation are the appropriate next steps. 
 
As fish are kept at low densities or slowly re-introduced, I would recommend 
maintaining a healthy piscivorous fish community of pike (and adult perch).  These 
will not only help to maintain a healthy age structure of the fish community in general, 
but they can be beneficial to angling interests for two reasons: 
1) A specialist pike fishery can develop 
2) Pike tend to hunt in plant beds and so their prey fish tend to avoid plant beds and 
will be more available to anglers in open water.   
This is a strategy now used at several renowned fisheries in Scotland (Loch Leven, 
Lake of Menteith, Butterstone Loch). 
In terms of bream and other benthivorous fish, in such shallow systems, evidence 
from the Netherlands suggest maintaining relatively low stocking densities: a few 
specimen fish (for angling interest) being better than lots of smaller fish. 
 
In summary, the plans look appropriate and are adopting a cost-effective, sustainable, 
nature-based solution approach. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. Useful information on fishery management techniques employed but no 
references provided. 
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150. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5J-U) 
Key extracts from the response 
It would appear that there has been years of polluting practices that have negatively 
impacted upon the water quality and overall biodiversity in the HGB and HB water 
systems. For their long term sustainability in terms of what should be their natural 
biodiversity, and appeal to both anglers and tourists, the proposed Flood Activity Risk 
Permit should be granted. As a frequent user of the larger Broads water system, I 
would forgo a few years of potential exclusion from a relatively small area for the 
overall betterment of the entire waterway. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
151. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J55-6) 
Key extracts from the response 
I find it hard to believe that the Environment Agencies Fisherys Dept have identified 
these 2 Broads as an "important" area away from the boats and people for fish in 
particular the bream to breed 
and this removal and prevention of entry is under consideration. 
Fishing is a major part of the Norfolk Broads economy. The fish are also a major food 
source to the numerous predators that feed on them.  
I also envisage the probability of another problem. I am assuming 
that the nuthar lutea lily is present on these waters. The larger fish 
in these waters play an important roll in keeping these plants in check whether it is by 
eating the seeds or young growth. I know from experience that when an otter killed 
the larger fish in my own 
natural pond my brandy bottle lilly which was growing slowly was suddenly joined by 
hundreds of self seeding plants from the parent which in 3 years gave me a new 
problem requiring mechanical removal or chemical treatment as the pond today is 
overrun with 
this plant. I was unaware of how good a job the fish were doing because acres of this 
plant will add to the silting problem in my 
opinion. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. We are not aware of the relationship 
between lilies and fish mentioned. No evidence provided. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
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These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
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Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
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3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
152. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-5BNZ-3J5F-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am writing in support of the Hoveton Project and feel strongly that the EA should 
grant permission for the fish barriers to be installed.  
 
The project seeks to improve the ecological condition of an SAC/SPA/SSSI/NNR lake. 
The EA has a duty to support such projects. Improving the ecological condition of the 
lake would also improve its WFD status – again this fits directly with the EA’s purpose.  
I am aware that a number of objections have been raised against the installation of the 
fish barriers, including from fisheries scientists, who fear that closing off the Broad 
threatens the bream population of the system. Whilst I agree that the weight of 
evidence shows that the majority of bream in the Bure/Ant/Thurne system currently 
use the Broad for spawning, I think it is highly unlikely that they will not be able to 
successfully spawn elsewhere if temporarily excluded from the lake whilst the fish 
barriers are in place. Bream are a common species across northern Europe and are 
found in a wide variety of still and slow-moving water bodies, including lowland rivers, 
lakes, ponds, canals, dykes and reservoirs. To suggest that within this system they 
are entirely dependent on one Broad to spawn successfully seems quite incredibly 
and ignores the biology of this highly adaptable species.  
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A number of criticisms of the project have also been raised which I hope the EA will 
disregard. These include: 
1. “That the project seeks to close off the Broad permanently”. This is clearly not 
true – the barriers are specifically designed to be temporary in nature and only have 
planning permission to be in place for 10 years. It has always been an aim of the 
project to re-connect the Broad to the river system. 
2. “Biomanipultation seeks to remove bream from the Broad as they are 
perceived to be a problem”. This is not accurate. Biomanipulation is a technique that 
seeks to alter the ecological functioning of the lake by altering the fish population. 
The bream are not what is causing the high nutrient status of the lake but they are 
perpetuating it. Removing them will allow the lake to ‘flip’ back to a low nutrient state 
and allow plants to dominate over algae. Biomanipulation is a tool to restore the 
ecological condition of the lake – it does not seek to cure the root problem.  
3. “It is not possible to restore the Broad without first addressing the nutrient 
loading within the catchment”. Again, this is incorrect. Long term monitoring data 
show that the nutrient status of the river Bure has improved significantly over the last 
30+ years, principally due to phosphate stripping measures implemented at waste 
water treatment plants. The nutrient status of Hoveton Great Broad is being driven by 
nutrient release from the sediment. If the lake can be restored to a low nutrient state, 
the lower nutrient water of the Bure will help to maintain it in that condition.  
4. “The Broad should be restored by reducing the nutrient loading of the 
catchment”. This would be technically very difficult to achieve. Turbid, algae-
dominated lakes exist in a stable state, resistant to change. Reverting the lake back 
to a plant-dominated state simply by reducing the nutrient loading would require the 
nutrient concentrations to be significantly reduced. This would require massive land 
use change within the catchment and realistically is not feasible. Biomanipulation 
allows a plant-dominated state to be achieved at higher nutrient concentrations.  
 
A number of objections have also been raised by those who oppose the project on the 
incorrect assumption that it will permanently prevent them from navigating the Broad. 
Such views are not relevant to this consultation and I hope they will not be taken into 
account.  
 
Overall this project seeks to significantly improve the ecological condition of Hoveton 
Great Broad, including its fish population. This in turn is likely to have knock-on 
benefits for the wider system. The EA should therefore permit the installation of the 
fish barriers and allow the project to meet its objectives. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
153. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3J5Z-Bv) 
Key extracts from the response 
This is a terrible idea and in my opinion will have a knock on effect throught the 
surrounding eco system.   
I am strongly opposed to this plan of a fish barrier .  
There are many more obstacles the fish face with more predation than they have ever 
experienced. Not just birds and mammals but also humans and now there is a prposal 
to prevent cyprinids from using their spawning/ feeding grounds. This will 100% have 
a negative knock on effect throught the food chain in the area, not just for fish but all 
the other species that rely on them.  
When will nature be left alone ?  
This is a very worrying sign of things to come. I am strongly opposed to any plans to 
prevent bream from spawning or feeding on inhabiting Hoveton Broad  
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 304 of 412 
 



Redacted 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
Redacted – Name of Individual 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 

 
154. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3J5P-1) 
Key extracts from the response 
I should like to object to this proposal. I believe that exclusion of fish/cutting off fish 
from their spawning grounds, must be potentially disastrous for the fish population 
on the upper Bure as a whole. Given the importance of Hoveton Great Broad to the 
fish population, I cannot believe that this was not assessed before the whole scheme 
was planned. Fish migrate around the Broads network - they don't just stay in Hoveton 
Great Broad all year round. Cutting off this movement is a mistake.  
 
The coarse fishing industry adds considerable value to the Broads area in terms of 
visitors, boat hire, fishing guides etc., etc.  This proposal puts this element of local 
prosperity and employment at risk. 
 
Redacted. Redacted, Redacted, Redacted, Redacted, Redacted. Redacted 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
Redacted – Name of Individual and address 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
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bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
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Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
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1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). Measures 
have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish, that was not reasonably 
foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a result of the 
monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the Environment 
Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
155. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3J5B-K) 
Key extracts from the response 
Yes temp fish barrier but it’s time Hoveton broad and Ranworth were opened back up 
to boats ! Sort the bridges and stop advertising over 200 miles of waterway when all 
you can do is potter from Wroxham to Potter in most hire crafts!  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Not relevant to this application. 
 
Navigation 
This response has raised concerns about navigation. 
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Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
the Broads, to have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the public; and protecting the 
interests of navigation. 
 
Concerns have been raised about the legality of Hoveton Great Broad being currently closed 
to navigation. Matters regarding navigation on the broads are in the remit of the Broads 
Authority. We note that navigation issues were raised during the planning application for 
these proposals and so would have formed part of their considerations before they granted 
planning permission. 
 
We are satisfied that the project will protect the interests of navigation, as the project will not 
materially change the current navigation arrangement from the locked metal gates across 
Foxborrow dyke and the dam locations. 
 

 
156. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3J5U-6) 
Key extracts from the response 
What a daft idea Redacted 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
Redacted – Name of Individual 
 
Environment Agency Response 
No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
 
157. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3J5A-J) 
Key extracts from the response 
Hi I previously disagreed with the biomass experiment with Hoveton broad you need 
to cease and desist from these biomass experiments destroying the environment of 
the broad and it’s fish stocks and invertebrates if you want to know about they way to 
manage rivers as the true environmentalists are the anglers who pay an E A licence 
to fish and have restored rivers and the surrounding  environment for the good of all 
people    Redacted. N.A.D.P.C 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
Redacted – Name of Individual 
 
Environment Agency Response 
No new data or evidence presented. 
 

 
158. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3J57-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
Dear Sir/Madam 
I am not sure if this is correct address to send my objection to the above proposal.  
The broad has been in private ownership for many years and public access was 
denied early in the 20th century.  
The broad was colonised by thousands of black cap gulls which was encouraged 
which no doubt lead to natural pollution.  
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The site is well known  as a breading spawning site for bread and roach and these 
populations of fish are important for the whole eco structure of the river Bure 
catchment. 
It seems unbelievable that the Environment agency can disregard all the scientific 
evidence that the implementation of these barriers will substantially or destroy these 
eco balances. 
Therefore I object to the barrier proposals. 
Models can be produced , estimated projections made, but there is enough pressure 
on our broads rivers without knowingly adding to environmental damage . 
Yours sincerely 
Redacted. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
Redacted – Name of individual 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment are detailed in the WFD assessment provided 
with the application documents and made available by the public register. 
 
The impact on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a food chain in place. The aim is to improve 
all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should not treat 
HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the general 
ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the appropriate 
population density. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
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automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 
Public Access 
As part of the wider scheme at Hoveton Great Broad, there have been several works 
undertaken, or planned, to increase the public’s access to the broad via a canoe, walkway 
and bird hides. As such the wider scheme is improving the public’s access to Hoveton 
Great Broad. There is no public fishing (estate permission required). 
 

 
159. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3J5W-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
Dear EA, 
 
I am writing to you about your proposal for Hoveton Great Broad ( HB ). 
 
HB is significant for the broads and rivers whole ecosystem as it widely understood 
to be a spawning ground for in particular bream, as well as other fish.  
 
If this spawning ground is not accessible then there is a huge unknown domino effect 
that is highly likely to happen to other species. The idea that they will spawn elsewhere 
without a detrimental effect is fantastical in its expectation. They have made this 
choice without help of us but by their own freedom.  
 
In terms of the fish dam, there has been another put in place which has now been 
there for two decades on another broad, which is also the a period of time that has 
seen changes in populations of many species on the broads. There is no doubt that 
there maybe some known success stories associated with it. However, with this one 
and the proposed one there must be in directly un-attributable negative effects that 
have either not been investigated or ones that on their own do not provide enough 
evidence for it to be a proven negative effect. Although, their unmeasured cumulative 
effect is truly detrimental to the whole eco system. Moreover, where is the evidence 
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that this strategy is or will be successful in this situation, at this time and by doing it 
this way. 
 
Therefore, there are too many unknowns and high significant risks for this to go ahead 
in the way it is proposed. My feelings are that this is not the time or the way to try to 
achieve the arguable benefit you are trying to achieve at the expense of the bream, 
other spawning fish and the ecosystem domino effect that you are about to cause. 
 
I urge you to review this situation looking at the actual desired benefit and review it 
against the ‘ unexplained ‘ collapse in part or all of the local and linked ecosystems. 
 
I thank you for your due diligence and risk adverse decision. 
 
Redacted 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
Redacted – Name of individual 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. This response appears to rely on on 
possible outcomes that may occur but cannot yet be predicted or determined. The evidence 
for the project has been presented by the applicant in the application documents. 
 

 
160. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3JHX-V) 
Key extracts from the response 
Please see my statement below regarding the Hoveton Great Broad consultation; 
 
Although I am not qualified from an environmental perspective to offer a direct counter 
argument to the barrier’s I feel I must raise my concerns in regard to the handling of 
the project and the behaviour of Natural England and the EA through this process. 
 
Its has become clear that the information released by the EA for the consultation has 
been edited and in some cases withheld to try and show the benefits of the proposed 
barrier and has not been a full declaration of facts.  The mis management by the EA 
of the first stage consultation and now the withholding of data pertinent to the 
discussion (spawning surveys as one example) does not present the public with a fair 
and balanced view to make an informed choice regarding the proposal. 
 
Those that are qualified as experts in this field (Environmental Agency staff and 
Institute of Fisheries Management) have voted against this proposal and my 
understanding that the EA staff that have voted against include those that have 
worked on the project for a number of years.  If those views and expert advice are not 
offered to the public for the consultation then the process is floored and should be 
stopped.   
 
The overall acceptance to go against the expert advice and scientific facts presented 
seems foolhardy and dangerous – both behaviours best avoided when dealing with 
environmental matters.  I appreciate that this project has already seen high levels of 
financial investment and time but I can’t find one factual argument that suggests that 
these barriers are going to result in the expected outcomes, lots of speculation and 
expectation of success, however the groups that can provide factual concerns against 
the foundations of the programme are ignored and removed from the consultation. 
 
Taking into account the above and the facts presented I have no choice to add my 
voice to requesting the end to the consultation and the Hoveton Great Broad fish 
barrier project. 
 
Regards 
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Redacted  
 
Redacted  
Redacted (Redacted) | Redacted | Redacted | Redacted 
 
T:  Redacted   Ext:  Redacted 
M:  Redacted   
E: Redacted 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
Redacted – Name of individual, address, email address and phone numbers 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. The allegations made in this response 
are not supported by evidence. No information has been edited or intentionally withheld from 
the public. 
 
The internal consultation process was ongoing during the public consultation process in 
March 2021, and we provided all information available to us at the start of this public 
consultation. The current internal consultation process ran concurrently with the public 
consultation and closed on 19 April 2021 after the public consultation was finished. All the 
previous permit application consultation responses were made available and uploaded to the 
online page for the current public consultation, to provide as much information to the public 
as possible to ensure that we are open and transparent.  
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a minded to public consultation. The Environment 
Agency is providing all internal and public consultation responses, and all additional evidence 
that has been highlighted, any additional assessments undertaken as part of the internal 
consultation (Stage 1 Habitats Risk Assessment and CRoW Appendix 4 assessment) and a 
draft decision on the application. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
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161. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Freshwater Habitats Trust)  
(response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3JHH-C) 
Key extracts from the response 
Freshwater Habitats Trust is a national NGO that works to protect freshwater 
biodiversity for people to enjoy. We have an international reputation for high quality 
freshwater science. We deliver our conservation aims through our expert staff, 
practical conservation, community-outreach, research and policy work.  
 
Freshwater Habitats Trust strongly supports the objective of restoring Hoveton Great 
Broad to a clear water, diverse aquatic community, and the use of temporary fish 
barriers to achieve this objective. 
 
This work is essential to fulfil the statutory SAC objective of ensuring that Hoveton 
Broad is in favourable condition.  
 
Many millions of pounds have already been invested to improve the Broads by 
reducing the impact of sewage works inputs. However, this investment will essentially 
be wasted unless there is biomanipulation to restore a more natural and balanced fish 
population, enabling clear water conditions to return. 
 
Essentially, this is the layman's equivalent of cutting back aggressive plants that are 
ruining a garden, so that the garden can be properly restored and enjoyed. 
 
Bream, the main species of contention, is a common and robust fish, for which there 
is no evidence of serious national declines.  
 
Their control on the other hand, opens the way for major conservation and public 
benefit.  
 
It will restore a rare and vulnerable freshwater environment and the species that 
depend on it. Additionally it will create a more attractive environment (clearer, cleaner, 
water) providing a major public benefit to the many thousands of visitors to Hoveton 
Great Broad and its trail. 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. 
 
This response goes some way to balancing the risks and benefits of the project. It makes the 
point that bream are not a species in decline in the UK and are a common and robust species. 
The point about wasted effort without biomanipulation could be challenged. The work to 
reduce nutrients from the catchment is ongoing and needed. Biomanipulation should reduce 
the time taken to achieve ecological improvements (there are time limited targets in the River 
Basin Management Plan) as natural improvements without biomanipulation are not likely to 
be significant nor sustained until nutrient levels in the river are much reduced. 
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162. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Angling Trust)  
(response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3JHN-J) 
Key extracts from the response 
Hi There  
Please find the Angling Trust comments on the flood risk activity permit application 
received from Natural England for temporary fish barriers at the entrances between 
Hoveton Great Broad and the Main River Bure. 
We may have submitted the same online by the deadline of April 6 but my colleague 
REDACTED is off work due to a REDACTED. Therefore I’m taken the precaution of 
writing in as well.  
Please confirm receipt  
Many thanks  
REDACTED, Head of Policy, Angling Trust 
Office: REDACTED | Mobile: REDACTED 
 
Contents of Letter: 
Angling Trust response to Natural England’s application to install fish barriers at 
Hoveton Great Broad  
 
The Angling Trust has been working in conjunction with its member organisation the 
Broads Angling Services Group (BASG) to ensure that fish stocks in the Northern 
Broads are not damaged by proposals coming forward for Hoveton Great Broad and 
Hudson’s Bay in the catchment of the River Bure. 
 
We share the concerns put forward by BASG at the impact of the proposed fish 
barriers (https://basg.online/hoveton-great-broad-consultation-our-response-to-epr-
permit-epr3557sw/ ). 
 
Formal response 
 
The Angling Trust (AT) hereby responds to the consultation on FRAP application by 
Natural England for the installation of three fish barriers at the entrances to Hoveton 
Great Broad (‘HGB’) and Hudson’s Bay (‘HB’).. 
 
We successfully challenged the EA’s decision to grant Natural England a FRAP permit 
dated 23 July 2020 for the same three barriers, and the FRAP was subsequently 
quashed by the High Court.  
 
The present application does not differ from the previous one and the project therefore 
includes the complete removal of fish from HGB and the prevention of fish from 
entering for a minimum of 10 years with no clear understanding of how long the 
fishery would take to recover. 
 
AT is supportive of moves to restore fisheries and aquatic habitats. However, fish do 
not themselves cause eutrophication. Historically, the cause of phosphate levels for 
instance has been agriculture and sewage. NE has already undertaken removal of 
sediment through dredging. Yet the project seeks to deal with the symptoms of the 
phosphate levels without examining or even making plans to deal with the future influx 
of phosphates and other nutrients into HGB and the Bure. It is notable that there is no 
Diffuse Water Pollution Plan (DWPP) for the Bure despite the EA having agreed to 
publish the DWPP following a judicial review in 2015. 
 
 
Support for thesis that the biomanipulation will cause deterioration 
 
A PhD thesis by Emily Winter and indeed the EA’s own recent data, conclude that high 
numbers of majority bream from the Bure spawn in HGB. The project would, therefore, 
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prima facie, cause the deterioration of the fish element for WFD purposes of the river 
Bure and the HGB.  
 
NE’s project documents, as submitted, have been reviewed by the Institute of 
Fisheries Management (IFM). The IFM review says that: 
 
“The additional reports supplied by Natural England do not provide any new or 
significant evidence to support the case that biomanipulation of roach and bream 
stocks by introduction of a barrier to fish migration will result in clear water conditions 
and consequent regrowth of macrophytes. 
 
As was concluded by Axford and Knights (2019), it is not clear that exclusion of 
spawning bream from entering HGB will be sufficient to reduce phytoplankton 
densities, increase water clarity and ensure macrophyte recovery. . .” 
  
After pointing out that none of the recommendations have been carried out, they 
conclude: 
 
“Any reductions in bream and roach populations in both HGB and the River Bure as 
a result of the block to fish movements must represent a deterioration in both the 
fishery and ecological statuses in the short term. The likelihood and timescale of any 
subsequent improvements in ecological status for fish in both HGB and the River Bure 
as a result of this measure remain almost entirely unknown.”  
 
AT’s view remains that the scheme will cause lasting damage to the fishery and should 
not be approved.  
 
Environmental Statement (ES) 
 
The development including the erection of the barriers must be carried out in 
accordance with the Environmental Statement 2014 which forms the basis of the 
environmental impact assessment included within the conditions for planning 
permission. It is also now relied on with the FRAP application. Notably, the ES is silent 
on the question of the impact on the fishery as this is left to the view of the EA fisheries 
team for a later date: 
 
 “Fish 
8.5.24 While fish are considered to be of low ecological value (there are no protected 
or designated species present), recreational angling is of significant economic 
importance within the middle Bure. The impacts on fish are being assessed as part of 
on-going work to inform the project. If these impacts are assessed by Environment 
Agency fisheries specialists as being significant, biomanipulation will not proceed.” 
 
The meaning, in brief, is that the project will not proceed if the EA fisheries team 
conclude that it will have a significant impact on fish. As we are aware, the EA fisheries 
team did conclude that it would have a significant impact on the fishery. Documents 
relating to fisheries team’s concerns were not made public until a late disclosure by 
the EA last year after the first application.  
 
The NE covering letter dated 26 January 2021 and the subsequent letter dated 4 
February 2021 now attempt to create a different spin on the clear wording of the ES 
statement: 
 
“Natural England wishes to clarify paragraph 8.5.24 of the Environmental Statement 
of July 2014. The third sentence of this paragraph ought to read as follows: “If these 
impacts are assessed by the Environment Agency as being significant, 
biomanipulation will not proceed.”  
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But this sentence is misleading. It is not possible to retrospectively reword the ES. 
The purpose of this reinterpretation is clearly to get around the binding nature of the 
ES.  
 
We note that, once more, the Fisheries team’s reaction to the project has been missed 
from the consultation documents. We understand that that is likely to be as a result 
of NE’s objections to the evidence of the EA which led to the suspension of an EA 
fisheries officer.  
 
For the avoidance of doubt, in order to change or remove the paragraph from the ES, 
NE would need to apply to the Broads Authority (BA). That has not been done, and as 
far as we are aware, the EA fisheries team maintains its objections.  
 
We note that the NE document entitled, “The Hoveton Project: Creating a Sustainable 
Future for the Bure System” (updated February 20201) promises that the report has 
been “circulated for comment to those officers within NE and the EA with an interest, 
relevant specialism or historic involvement in the project” and that their comments 
“are appended to the document to aid transparency.”  But comments from the EA are 
nowhere to be seen.  
 
Draft Diffuse Water Pollution Plan 
 
The Draft Diffuse Water Pollution Plan (DWPP) has modelled the current sources of 
phosphate (P) in the river Bure. This shows that the major contributors are Sewage 
Treatment Works (STWs), livestock, and urban run-off. In order to achieve the target 
of 0.03mg/l in the Bure, the DWPP has modelled that 12 STWs will need further P 
stripping up to the technical achievable limit, and 100% uptake of P reduction methods 
across agriculture. 
Whilst Anglian Water have committed to delivering their fair share reduction in P by 
2030 this would only deliver a P concentration within the River Bure of 0.052mg/l. The 
Catchment Sensitive Farming review 2006 -2018 shows that since 2006, 34% of the 
farmed area in England is managed by CSF engaged farmers with an uptake of 59.6% 
uptake of advised measures. This has seen a modelled decrease of 2.4% for total P in 
rivers from farm sources within target areas up to January 2018 (EA2019). It is evident 
from this data that there is limited uptake of advised measures on agricultural land. 
That means that little is being done to prevent agricultural pollution within the Bure 
catchment. 
There are severable inescapable conclusions from these figures: 
- Sewage and agriculture run off are the main problem sources of phosphates; 
Bream are not the prime cause of the eutrophication of HGB 
- Additional effort will be required to ensure that Anglian Water complies earlier 
via the WINEP; 
- A WPZ should be introduced to force compliance for agriculture or at least the 
EA should  begin at the very least to enforce the Reduction and Prevention of 
Agricultural Diffuse Pollution Regulations 2018. 
 
 
WFD 
 
The apparent reasoning of the NE documents is as follows: as HGB is a lake, there are 
no standards for the WFD fish element; in any event, large numbers of bream within 
HGB are not a good thing as they are a reaction to an unnatural situation; their removal 
will allow the achievement of GES.  
 
Firstly, fish are an element for the assessment for WFD purposes for HGB and the 
Bure. Secondly the impact is not only on HGB (which will effectively become devoid 
of fish) but also on the Bure (from where the bream migrate to spawn in HGB). the 
interconnectivity of the HGB and the Bure for WFD purposes is clear and, as conceded 
by NE, there are “high levels of site fidelity” with the bream migratory habits. 
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But NE have been led to some very muddled thinking. The document “Hoveton Great 
Broad Restoration Project – alternative options considered” acknowledges “there is 
evidence to suggest HGB and HB are important spawning areas for bream”  But then 
it is argued that as bream “are a very common species” and are “likely to be adaptable 
in its habits” , they will “simply spawn elsewhere”. 
 
But what is the evidence for this? None; but then, they argue, “there is no evidence 
available to suggest the opposite” – i.e. that they would not spawn elsewhere. This 
draws into question the rigour of the NE conclusions. 
 
Yet despite the lack of evidence of the benefit to the fishery or the counter-intuitive 
conclusion that it will not cause deterioration, this does not deter NE from stating in 
their updated WFD assessment without any evidence that, “it is anticipated the fish 
will quickly access the other off channel habitats available to them”. And so, on this 
unfounded basis, the proposed works will not “cause a deterioration in the fish 
element” 
 
This is, of course, counter to the evidence, the view of the fisheries team, IFM and 
common sense. 
 
 
Amenity v “natural community” value 
 
The NE WFD update seeks to distinguish between surveys undertaken for WFD 
purposes and those which relate to amenity only. Apart from being completely wrong 
in essence, there is no such distinction in WFD; the key question is whether the works 
will cause a deterioration in fish. Bream are not an invasive species which can be 
ignored; they are a natural part of the whole ecosystem and their removal will cause 
an obvious deterioration in HGB and the Bure.  
 
EA decision on the application 
 
Clearly, the project will cause the deterioration of the fish element for WFD purposes. 
Furthermore, this is not temporary. The effect will be for at least 10 years. 
Furthermore, the fishery may take decades to recover.  
 
The EA will therefore need to consider the following: 
 
i. As the current fisheries team view is that the barriers will cause a deterioration 
in the fish element of the WFD status of the waterbody, the EA will need to be sure 
that it complies with Article 4(7) of the Directive;    
ii. That the EA fisheries team is fully engaged and that its advice is made publicly 
available in the process of consultation; 
iii. That the EA fisheries team’s views are treated as determinative of the issues 
and not substituted with the non-expert and poorly supported views of the  applicant; 
iv. That the EA takes into account that NE has undertaken not to proceed with the 
biomanipulation should the fisheries team believe that the development will damage 
the fishery (see Environmental Statement 2014);  
 
Summary 
 
The scheme is not intended to deal with the source of the pollution.  The 
eutrophication is ultimately caused by pollution from, among other things, STWs, and 
agriculture. Investment in dealing fully with these causes would be more effective. 
 
The barriers will not alter the eutrophic nature of the water entering the Broads from 
the Bure.  
 
The evidence is clear that the barriers will damage fish stocks and cause a 
deterioration of Hoveton and the Bure for WFD purposes; this deterioration will not be 
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“temporary” and there is no indication about how much damage or how long it would 
take to recover as a fishery – if at all. This view is supported by the EA fisheries team. 
 
The ES is clear that if the barriers will damage fish stocks they will not be installed. 
 
The application should therefore be rejected. 
 
REDACTED 
Head of Freshwater 
Angling Trust 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Names of individuals and their phone numbers, as well as personal data 
 
Environment Agency Response 
This response refers to the same Angling Trust letter submitted in response numbered 134 
and referenced ANON-5BNZ-3J5Y-A. Please see our response to this letter public 
consultation response numbered 134 and referenced ANON-5BNZ-3J5Y-A. 
 

  
163. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-5BNZ-3JHR-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
Good morning 
 
I wish to object in the strongest possible terms about the installation of fish barriers 
at the above, on the following grounds: 
 
• You have pressed ahead with this plan against the advice of your own, 
specialist Broads fisheries advisers, one of whom I understand has resigned over the 
matter 
• You have defied a Judicial Review by installing barriers elsewhere anyway, 
which begs the question why you are holding a consultation at all.  
• NE received planning permission for the scheme in 2016 but with the proviso 
in the project’s Environmental Statement that it would not proceed if it caused a 
significant impact to the fishery. 
• The impact that it will have is obvious because it will stop fish getting access 
to their spawning grounds. 
• NE applied for a Flood Risk Activity (FRAP) Permit in 2020 and were granted it 
despite the EA unlawfully withholding information from the public including the EA 
fisheries teams objections on the basis that it would cause a significant impact on the 
fishery. 
• BASG, AT and FL then successfully challenged the decision by way of judicial 
review and the FRAP permit decision was quashed. 
• Meanwhile, two barriers were erected in the broads without a FRAP permit. 
The EA said that they would send their file to the enforcement team. 
• The EA lead Broads fisheries specialist resigns from the agency as his 
position had become untenable. 
• Then the Broads Authority confirmed that these barriers required planning 
permission but did not have it. 
• NE are therefore in breach of both permitting and planning control. 
• NE have put in another application for a permit and, again, the EA consultation 
website is incomplete and misses out the EA fisheries teams views, as in 2020. In 
addition, the ‘Give Your Views’ link is missing from your website, meaning I’m forced 
to trust my email is included in the responses. In light of the above history, I have low 
confidence in that. 
• Redacted said, “it is extraordinary that the body responsible for the protection 
of sensitive sites has been caught putting in fish barriers without permits and 
planning permission. When will NE begin to use its position and budget in a sensible 
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way by concentrating on stopping the causes of pollution, rather than chasing an 
unproved and damaging project?” 
 
With best regards 
 
Redacted  
 
Redacted 
Mob. Redacted 
Eml.   Redacted  
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
Redacted – Name of Individual, address, mobile phone number and email address. 
 
Environment Agency Response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented. This consultation response was received 
on 25 May 2021, after the public consultation closed on 7 April 2021.  
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that we are not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of our internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. We 
have undertaken significant internal consultation and received and taken account of these 
opinions which feature within our evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure that we were as open and transparent as possible we uploaded all 
the internal consultation responses from the previous permit application to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
The Environment Agency is undertaking a “minded-to” public consultation and is providing 
the internal and public consultation responses, along with any additional information 
gathered and our draft decision documentation, so that we are being completely 
transparent with the public.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee does not 
automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be assessed as a 
whole. 
 
Unpermitted Barriers 
Two barriers have been installed without a flood risk activity permit. The two installed 
barriers are not included in this permit application, but were the subject of a separate 
enforcement case that has been undertaken and concluded.  
 
Planning permission 
This respondent raises a number of matters for the applicant and the planning authority.  
 
Within our permitting decision making we must ensure we have considered all the available 
evidence and advice that we receive as part of a permit application and as a result of the 
consultation. The Environment Agency must consider all those responses and any evidence 
provided in ensuring we appropriately discharge our duties under various legislation. We 
have to comply with all our various duties in making our decision. As such receiving 
objections from an internal consultee does not automatically result in an application being 
refused. 
 
 
 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 320 of 412 
 



Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Action Group, but it is important to acknowledge 
the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads which are currently in poor 
ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project aims to provide the 
ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries management and WFD delivery. It should be noted that 
Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few water 
plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which comprise 
between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the conditions 
for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also the result of the poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The end point of the restoration should be a more 
diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as rudd, 
pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (WFD) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017) 
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The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and The Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available by the public register. 
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Annex 2.1 Minded-to Consultation / web publicising 
 
Assessment of the ‘Minded-to’ public consultation  
We have received a total of 40 external public consultation responses to the 
online public consultation. Of these responses 6 are in favour of the works 
proposed in the permit application, 1 response is neutral and 33 of the 
responses have concerns with the works proposed in the permit application, as 
shown on the figure below: 
 

 
 
These 40 responses have provided comments on a range of issues, which 
are summarised in the ‘Issues raised’ table below: 
 
Annex 2 – Table 3 
Issues raised Number of 

responses 
Concerns about impact to fish 28 
Concerns about the impact to angling tourism 8 
Concerns that the Environment Agency FBG Team objections 
ignored 

7 

Concerns that the fish barriers will increase flood risk 6 
Supporting the environmental benefits of the project 5 
Concerns about the use of public funds 3 
Concerns that the proposed works would not deal with the 
root causes of diffuse pollution of phosphate 

3 

Concerns about whether the permit conditions are strong 
enough   

3 

Questions WFD Status / classification 3 
Concerns regarding condition on Eel Passage 2 
Concerns about impacts on otters 2 
Concerns about the installed, unpermitted fish exclusion 
barriers 

2 

Concerns that relevant information is missing from the 
application 

1 

Concerns about navigation rights and public access 1 
Concerns that excluding fish from HGB will impact on bird 
species 

1 

Highlights concerns that the proposals are close to others’ 
land ownership 

1 
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Additional Evidence: 
A number of the responses provide more extensive additional evidence and 
are listed in Table 4 below. A number of the responses are many pages long 
and so have been summarised below. The full responses are saved with the 
permit record and can be made available. 
 
Annex 2 – Table 4 
Consultation 
Summary ref: 

Additional evidence 
provided in the following 
responses: 

Response 26 ANON-YVAB-GT1C-1 
Response 31 ANON-YVAB-GT18-P 
Response 32 BHLF-YVAB-GTJZ-H 
Response 37 ANON-YVAB-GTJ4-B 
Response 39 ANON-YVAB-GTJA-R 
Response 40 ANON-YVAB-GTJB-S 

 
1. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1V-M) 
Key extracts from the response 
I do not agree with the installation of fish barriers. I have this opinion based on data I 
have viewed with regards to the Bream movement proving that this is an obvious 
spawning area and as such making it an important part of the Broads network. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
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aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
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The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
 

 
2. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1Z-R) 
Key extracts from the response 
I find that the decision to allow barriers to be put in place to prevent the migration of 
fish to their natural spawning grounds absolutely abhorrent. If this was any other 
animal then then the whole wildlife community would be "up-in-arms" to prevent this. 
How can an agency who has a stated purpose "to protect and enhance the 
environment, taken as a whole" agree to stop the migration of fish. I find the this 
decision goes totally against the remit of the Environment Agency. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
The Environment Agency’s draft decision to grant the permit is in line with its duties to protect 
and enhance the environment, which includes fish.  
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
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unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
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Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
 

 
3. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1S-H) 
Key extracts from the response 
By putting in these barriers they will upset a balance and do more harm than good. 
Fish and much more use it a breeding aswell as refuge, by putting in the barriers they 
will prevent all of them utilizing the broad.  
If the barriers are flooding all that will do is push extra water elsewhere 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
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Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
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this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
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The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the riverbank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 

 
4. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT11-F) 
Key extracts from the response 
The proposed blocking off of Hoveton borad seems short sighted and will no doubt 
cause ireversable damange to both the broad the river Bure its attached too. Little 
Ormsby broad is a case in point of how trying to manipulate an eco-system can cause 
damage that will last for decades. I've fished for pike and still do on the Norfolk broads 
a rivers for over 20 years, and the Little Ormsby broad stands out as its full of stunted 
small pike, with few over 8lb- 9lb, while the broads attached to it and other Norfolk 
rivers produce healthy pike of over 15lb-20lb each year. No account has been made 
for how Bream and other fish species move on and off Hoveton Broad seasonally 
throughout the year. In summary it's short-sighted and the long term objective 
questionable as is the crude approach of simply blocking off the broad. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. Some useful local insight to the Trinity Broads. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
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The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
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5. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1E-3) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am a keen local angler and taken an interest in developments on this matter. I don't 
have scientific evidence or facts to support my claim, however, there people in a far 
more informed position than me, and also with greater authority, that are outraged at 
even this potential permit to be granted. There have been a variety of fish studies 
undertaken that follow the migratory route of coarse fish and in particular our renown 
bream shoals that travel miles to this breeding site. Blocking access to this broad will 
have disastrous consequences on these fish and their already dwindling numbers. 
We should be going out of our way to help and protect and rejuvenate fish stocks, not 
harming them. There is enough preditation from Cormorants, Otters and Seals in our 
broads system without humans adding to their woes. 
From an economic perspective, a major pull for out local economy is our boating 
holidays on the broads, many of which fish. If the fishing is non existent, then the 
tourists will go elsewhere to where the fishing is better, taking vital funds out of our 
local economy. 
For this to even be granted on a 10 year temporary basis is a disaster. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
The respondent refers to a “variety of fish studies undertaken that follow the migratory route 
of coarse fish and in particular our renown [sic] bream shoals that travel miles to this breeding 
site”. We believe that this respondent is referring to the research papers “Movements of 
common bream Abramis brama in a highly connected, lowland wetland reveal sub-
populations with diverse migration strategies (2020)” and “Acoustic telemetry reveals strong 
spatial preferences and mixing during successive spawning periods in a partially migratory 
common bream population (2021)”, which have been considered in this decision document 
and have been made available to the public as part of this minded-to public consultation. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
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It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
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The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). It is 
proposed that the permit is granted with conditions to manage such risks.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish populations. 
The Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish populations, that was not 
reasonably foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a 
result of the monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the 
Environment Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
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5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 

of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
6. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1M-B) 
Key extracts from the response 
Please drop this absurd proposal! 
 
You have repeatedly ignored your own experts and ecologists on this proposal. Going 
ahead will have negligable positive impact and huge negative impact to natural fish 
stocks and affect the entire food web of the broads due to you greatly limiting 
spawning sites for native fish, most notably bream. 
 
If so much taxpayers mo ey had not already been wasted on this crackpot idea I dare 
say you eould have already scrapped it in favour or reasoned science. 
 
To ignore this evidence and go ahead with this proposal will simply be viewed as 
illegal, imoral and a complete waste of taxpayers funds. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that the EA is not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of the internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. The EA 
has undertaken internal consultation and received and taken account of all responses 
received, which feature within the evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
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for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure openness and transparency all the internal consultation responses 
from the previous permit application were uploaded and made available to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
As a part of the “minded-to” public consultation process, in order to be open and 
transparent, the Environment Agency provided the internal and public consultation 
responses, along with additional information gathered and the draft decision 
documentation.   
 
Within the permitting decision making process the EA must ensure that it has considered 
all the available evidence and advice that the EA received as part of a permit application 
and as a result of the consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee 
does not automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be 
assessed as a whole. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
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one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
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improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish populations, that was not 
reasonably foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a 
result of the monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the 
Environment Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact upon fish. 
The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised monitoring and mitigation 
plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be managed and mitigated where 
necessary. This monitoring would help manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence 
to minimise the potential risk of impact upon fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on 
spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will be advised on by the 
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Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on 
the measures. The monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

 
7. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT14-J) 
Key extracts from the response 
You cannot serious in going ahead with this program of wanted disruption and 
distruction of fishing and tourism in Norfolk against all the scientific evidence and 
information gained over products from local fishing clubs I can only believe there is 
large amounts of cash being handed out for personal gain and this needs looking at 
and culpability found out as it must be illegal to destroy fishing grounds and the only 
broad in Norfolk that has huge spawning grounds that supply all the broads rivers 
with there fish All the evidence that is needed has already been seen and locked away 
with all the cash  
This will remove any confidence the public and any one dealing with the EA had in 
there competence and ability to deal with our countryside it is obvious that the current 
staffing of the EA do not understand fishing and do not have any interest beyond 
personal gain or any ability in doing ther job 
As I believe the previous staff had 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
It is unclear what “scientific evidence and information” this respondent is referring to that 
supports the opinion expressed. It is possible that this respondent is referring to the research 
papers “Movements of common bream Abramis brama in a highly connected, lowland 
wetland reveal sub-populations with diverse migration strategies (2020)” and “Acoustic 
telemetry reveals strong spatial preferences and mixing during successive spawning periods 
in a partially migratory common bream population (2021)”, which have been considered in 
this draft decision document and have been made available to the public as part of this 
minded-to public consultation. 
 
As part of the ‘minded-to’ public consultation the Environment Agency has made available 
all scientific evidence and consultation responses that have been received and considered 
in determining the application. As such it is unclear what the following statement is referring 
to: “All the evidence that is needed has already been seen and locked away”. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that the EA is not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of the internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. The EA 
has undertaken internal consultation and received and taken account of all responses 
received, which feature within the evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure openness and transparency all the internal consultation responses 
from the previous permit application were uploaded and made available to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
As a part of the “minded-to” public consultation process, in order to be open and 
transparent, the Environment Agency provided the internal and public consultation 
responses, along with additional information gathered and the draft decision 
documentation.   
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Within the permitting decision making process the EA must ensure that it has considered 
all the available evidence and advice that the EA received as part of a permit application 
and as a result of the consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee 
does not automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be 
assessed as a whole. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
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1. maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
2. exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
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Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
 

2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish populations, that was not 
reasonably foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a 
result of the monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the 
Environment Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
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8. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1B-Z) 
Key extracts from the response 
Man made Broad naturally flooded years ago, known spawning ground for fish. The 
Broads relies on holidaymakers who also comes to fish. We all know the E.A . and 
N.E. cannot be trusted. Your own fisheries department have said it would be 
detrimental to the fish stock, but let’s face it you will do as you please. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that the EA is not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of the internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. The EA 
has undertaken internal consultation and received and taken account of all responses 
received, which feature within the evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure openness and transparency all the internal consultation responses 
from the previous permit application were uploaded and made available to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
As a part of the “minded-to” public consultation process, in order to be open and 
transparent, the Environment Agency provided the internal and public consultation 
responses, along with additional information gathered and the draft decision 
documentation.   
 
Within the permitting decision making process the EA must ensure that it has considered 
all the available evidence and advice that the EA received as part of a permit application 
and as a result of the consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee 
does not automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be 
assessed as a whole. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
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acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
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connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
 

 
9. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1A-Y) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am a member of the NADPC these fish barriers you are proposing for a duration of 
10yrs will totally decimate the fish stocks on Hoveton broad and the micro climate for 
invertebrates in the broad and it's natural eco system will be destroyed by these fish 
barriers another spate of thoughtless behaviour interfering with nature without a lot 
of thought you need to get advice of anglers who are true conservationists no just 
blindly follow your agenda 
 
As per normal the anglers views are ignored because what you forget we pay EA 
licences for the privilege of using the broads and rivers and know a lot more about 
the natural systems of the broads and rivers than most clubs that use the broads and 
river systems anglers are brought up to conserve the places they fish and follow the 
country code which is take home your rubbish and leave the environment clean so 
that you wouldn't realise some one has been fishing there a code that is not followed 
by most individuals respect nature. 
I personally don't understand why you have to erect fish barriers to starve the broad 
of fish stocks I don't see the need to do so any measures you are proposing need to 
be done in a more conservational approach to work with nature instead of against it 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
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Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 
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The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
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10. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1U-K) 
Key extracts from the response 
The introduction of fish barriers at the named location will destroy their natural 
breading grounds, it prevents access for fish for shelter from salt tides.  
A better way to control flooding would be to remove the tons of weed through out the 
Bure that causes water dispersement and allows silt build up 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
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one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Flood Risk  
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the riverbank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
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11. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1P-E) 
Key extracts from the response 
It appears the majority are against the fish barriers, please respect their wishes.   
Another response pointed out the following - "Hoveton Great Broad was illegally 
closed to navigation in the nineteenth century and it is iniquitous that large amounts 
of public money will be spent on this project while continuing to deny public access. 
" 
 
No one seems to be addressing this rather important issue? 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Navigation 
This response has raised concerns about navigation. 
 
Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
the Broads, to have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the public; and protecting the 
interests of navigation. 
 
Concerns have been raised about the legality of Hoveton Great Broad being currently closed 
to navigation. Matters regarding navigation on the broads are in the remit of the Broads 
Authority. We note that navigation issues were raised during the planning application for 
these proposals and so would have formed part of their considerations before they granted 
planning permission. 
 
We are satisfied that the project will protect the interests of navigation, as the project will not 
materially change the current navigation arrangement from the locked metal gates across 
Foxborrow dyke and the dam locations. 
 
Funding 
This response has raised concerns about the spending of public money. How proposed 
works are funded is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk activity permit 
and the considerations that we must address as per paragraph 5 of part 1 of Schedule 25 to 
the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016. 
 
However section 39 of the Environment Act 1995 (Costs and Benefits) places a duty on us 
to take into account the likely costs and benefits of our decision on the application (‘costs’ 
being defined as including costs to the environment as well as any person). We consider 
that the costs that the permit may impose on the applicant are reasonable and 
proportionate in the context of the benefits it provides. 
 
The Environment Agency has considered the costs and benefits of the scheme, including 
the economic and social wellbeing impacts of the scheme and has concluded that the 
scheme is likely to provide economic, social and environmental benefits. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on costs and benefits we have assessed the following: 

1. The project is primarily funded by grants from HLF and LIFE, so is not public 
money. 
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2. These works form an integral part of a £4.5 million scheme to deliver 
environmental benefit to both the ecological and water quality elements of the 
Water Framework Directive that are required to be delivered by 2027. In addition, it 
will deliver environmental benefit to the designated sites (Bure Broads and 
Marshes SSSI, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA & Broadland Ramsar). 
 

3. These works are likely to bring jobs / money into the area while the works are 
undertaken, thereby being of economic benefit to the local economy. 
 

4. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal would have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

5. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of detrimental impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be 
found in Annex 1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)”). Measures have been included within the permit to minimise this risk.   
 

6. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 
unknowns have the potential to result in a risk of negative impact upon fish. The 
Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish populations, that was not 
reasonably foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a 
result of the monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the 
Environment Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

7. The uncertainty within the scientific evidence does leave a potential risk of impact 
upon fish. The Environment Agency would require a condition, on finalised 
monitoring and mitigation plans, to ensure that any unforeseen impact may be 
managed and mitigated where necessary. This monitoring would help manage the 
uncertainty within the scientific evidence to minimise the potential risk of impact upon 
fish. The mitigation plan includes actions on spawning / surveying / improvement 
works, which Natural England will be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory 
Group, before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 

 
 
 
12. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1D-2) 
Key extracts from the response 
Yet again we see "conservation minded' bodies going against their own research..... 
The fish barrier construction is nothing more than a pipe dream into manipulating the 
eco system of the broads in an attempt to rectify man made problems in so far as to 
pollution/nitrates entering the broads. More work should be done on rectifying the 
problem instead of experimenting on the broad which will have direct consequences 
on bream entering the broad to spawn... It is fact as proven by your own research that 
the broad is an important spawning area for the bream population of the River Bure. 
I would suggest that this 2nd application has come to light as the first was squashed 
and there was talk of compensation to NE... NE having constructed fish barriers 
without lawful authority and without consultation... 
EA and NE need to get their house in order... Conduct proper research, tackle the 
polluters and pollution and stop trying to manipulate the ecosystem by removal of 
wild fish that have inhabited the broads for centuries. 
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Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
It is unclear whether this respondent saw the research papers “Movements of common 
bream Abramis brama in a highly connected, lowland wetland reveal sub-populations with 
diverse migration strategies (2020)” and “Acoustic telemetry reveals strong spatial 
preferences and mixing during successive spawning periods in a partially migratory common 
bream population (2021)”, which have been considered in this draft decision document and 
have been made available to the public as part of this minded-to public consultation. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
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identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 

 
13. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT15-K) 
Key extracts from the response 
I object to the installation of these fish barriers 
 
Hoveton great broad is a major breeding ground for bream, one of the major species 
on the broads river systems. Each year thousands of anglers, both local and tourists 
are attracted to the area to fish for this species. I myself have fished the broads for 
bream for over 42 years 
 
I fear a serious decline in the stock levels of this Species if the barriers are installed 
 
Fish stocks and angling in general are under enormous pressure at the moment. The 
reintroduction of otters has been extremely successful, to the point that otters now 
patrol the majority of the broadland system, and are reaching the point of decimating 
some areas of fish stocks 
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Comorants regularly take roost to feed on the broads, and seals are regularly seen 
inland at Martham on the thurne, irstead shoals on the ant, the river yare, waveney, 
bure and even Norwich City centre. Pike are regularly vidioed in the jaws of otters and 
seals. All these are having a major degregation of fish stocks 
 
Water extraction on the wensum has made some areas devoid of fish, with areas that 
were previously well stocked with species such as barbel, now all but devoid. 
 
Also, unfortunately there is a core group of Eastern European anglers who also take 
large numbers of fish for the pot, regularly camping out at locations such as Postwick 
and creating Health hazard such as human waste littering footpaths 
 
All these factors put pressure on fish stocks 
 
Bream are now the last of the bigger species, in any number that anglers can attempt 
to catch. Fish barriers could totally decimate the stock levels. 
 
I plead with the relevant bodies to seriously reconsider this plan. In the past, for 
example with the reintroduction of otters, anglers were assured that fish stocks would 
not be effected to any great degree. 
 
Having fished on numerous occasions, to then have an otter pop it's head up in front 
of me, and on one occasion have it attack my keep net to try to get to the fish, they 
are of such numbers that culling must be something that will be considered and 
necessary in the coming years,in order to avoid a further fall in fish stocks. 
 
My point is that introducing measures, such as fish barriers, brings with it 
uncertainties, yes it can be argued the bream may breed elsewhere, but what if they 
don't, once the stocks have declined below a tipping point, it will be very difficult, and 
take a very long time to re-establish their numbers with all the other pressures that 
the species face. Pike are also reliant on bream as a major food source 
 
It should be remembered that it is not just boats that attract tourists to the broads, 
with anglers bringing in substantial income to guest houses, local shops and 
restaurants, fishing tackle stores etc. If the fish stocks decline too much, the 
reputation of the broads as a good location to catch bream, will be ruined, and anglers 
will travel elsewhere for their sport. 
 
I do hope that the future of the species is considered carefully in this decision 
 
Regards 
REDACTED 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Individual’s name 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
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therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
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Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
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1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). It is 
proposed that the permit is granted with conditions to manage such risks.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish populations. 
The Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish populations, that was not 
reasonably foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a 
result of the monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the 
Environment Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
14. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1N-C) 
Key extracts from the response 
Even if the flood risk has been modelled it is seen by some as safe. The risk to the 
aquatic ecosystem is too great to go ahead. Similar situation to the council fencing 
off cliffs to stop sandmartins nesting to protect the cliffs. This broad has been proved 
without doubt to be the most important spawning area for fish in the whole of the 
north broads system. Please do not restrict free movement of wild animals by 
installing these barriers. 
Biomanipulation fails repeatedly in the broadband area, ormesby although seen as a 
success is a boom and bust of a monoculture of vegetation. Cockshoot broad has 
failed too. 
The hgb project failed by not pumping silt to expose the seed and, it was dredged with 
long reach diggers pulling the harder material from the bottom and leaving the surface 
silt. Nutrient ingress from rafts of overnighting gulls was not known about let alone 
taken Into consideration. The Ea's own technical fishery specialist tasked with 
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researching the impact of these barriers (plus all involved in the tagging project) 
advise not to go ahead. 
I run the local fishing tackle shop in wroxham and I fear for my livelyhood and that of 
my staff if this important spawning site is barred from spawning fish as the fish stocks 
will definitely vastly deminish and directly affect the fishing tourism in the area. 
So please I implore you to not install these barriers 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
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identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
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The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that the EA is not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of the internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. The EA 
has undertaken internal consultation and received and taken account of all responses 
received, which feature within the evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure openness and transparency all the internal consultation responses 
from the previous permit application were uploaded and made available to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
As a part of the “minded-to” public consultation process, in order to be open and 
transparent, the Environment Agency provided the internal and public consultation 
responses, along with additional information gathered and the draft decision 
documentation.   
 
Within the permitting decision making process the EA must ensure that it has considered 
all the available evidence and advice that the EA received as part of a permit application 
and as a result of the consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee 
does not automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be 
assessed as a whole. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
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In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). It is 
proposed that the permit is granted with conditions to manage such risks.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish populations. 
The Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish populations, that was not 
reasonably foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a 
result of the monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the 
Environment Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 362 of 412 
 



15. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1G-5) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am still appalled at your lack on consideration for the impact on the indigenous fish 
stock  by contemplating  putting in the fish barriers, to cut off species from their 
breeding grounds is terrible thoughtless behaviour 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 

 
16. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1J-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am appalled at your proposal to cut off fish from their natural spawning areas, terrible 
selfish behaviour to damage a natural resource with unknown consequences ! 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 

 
17. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT12-G) 
Key extracts from the response 
Natural England really do not have any idea on how water systems work. The Hoveton 
Broads themselves are part of a greater river system, that is within the Norfolk Broads. 
 
The Hoveton Broads have for years been part of the spawning areas for various fish 
species, including roach, bream and pike. To prevent fish access with barriers will 
reduce already decreased spawning within the Broads range.  
Fish within the system are an important part of the ecology of the waters they inhabit. 
Preventing fish from spawning, will reduce numbers of an important part of the 
ecology, reduce younger fish reaching adulthood. These fish are a food for grebes, 
and other birdlife, other fish species, even otters. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
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this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
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Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
 

 
18. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1K-9) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am convinced by the extensive science you have presented, that fish barriers are the 
best solution to this man-made but historical problem.  It is ultimately a problem of 
nutrition and the food chain, so a solution that intelligently adjusts the food chain 
recommends itself.  
 
For me, I would prefer the objective to be exclusively the natural health of the Broads 
and river,  and its wildlife, rather than angling and money.  Fish are wildlife, and the 
practice of sticking hooks into them as a pastime is one that I believe will gradually 
lose popularity, as sensitivity and empathy continue to grow in the modern world. 
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Therefore I would urge you to discount vested interests in angling, and concentrate 
on the broad and river as an environment for wildlife and nature.  I commend the 
project, and wish you every success with it. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 

 
19. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1R-G) 
Key extracts from the response 
i object to blocking access to fish on the broad as its unnatural , wildlife of all sorts 
give a balance , fish go there to spawn for a reason !!! 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 

 
20. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1W-N) 
Key extracts from the response 
The barriers are not a natural part of the existing eco system and based upon the 
research available will present a significant risk t existing fish population as the 
barriers will prevent substantial existing fish population reaching natural spawning 
grounds and relief away from substantial human and boating traffic.  
 
I find the concept of reestablishment of a habitat at the expense of existing habitat 
somewhat perverse. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
It is unclear what “evidence” this respondent is referring to that supports the opinion 
expressed. It is possible that this respondent is referring to the research papers “Movements 
of common bream Abramis brama in a highly connected, lowland wetland reveal sub-
populations with diverse migration strategies (2020)” and “Acoustic telemetry reveals strong 
spatial preferences and mixing during successive spawning periods in a partially migratory 
common bream population (2021)”, which have been considered in the draft decision 
document and have been made available to the public as part of the minded-to public 
consultation. 
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21. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1X-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
Hoveton Great Broad is a proven exceedingly important and strategic Broad for the 
whole of the Northern Broads bream population, providing the key spawning site for 
these fish. To block it off will damage, possibly irreversibly, the broads as a nationally 
famous fishery and impact on the number of tourists visiting and therefore the Norfolk 
economy. The environment agency fishery advises are against the barriers for this 
important reason and Natural England had  originally agreed not to proceed in such 
circumstances   
 
From a flood perspective, the broad acts as a flood alleviation area absorbing excess 
water that would otherwise lead to flooding of properties in villages such as Horning 
or Wroxham depending on whether it’s a salt surge or rainwater flood. 
 
I have personally witness this on the broad on a number of occasions over the last 
few decades, both with saline and water flooding on to the broad not just through the 
entrances but also  over the banks where the current barriers ( installed without 
permission) are situated. 
 
If the barriers are put in place this will create a definite increased flooding issue 
particularly as we get wetter winters though climate change and higher sea levels and 
surges. 
 
The barriers need to be prohibited to avoid loss of the famous Bream shoals, 
deterioration  of the famous pike fishing (resulting from their predation on the  bream) 
and  also the potential damage to flooded property and possible loss of human life. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 367 of 412 
 



 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
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The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). It is 
proposed that the permit is granted with conditions to manage such risks.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish populations. 
The Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish populations, that was not 
reasonably foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a 
result of the monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the 
Environment Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
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5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 

of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
Navigation 
This response has raised concerns about navigation. 
 
Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 imposes a duty on the Environment 
Agency when exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
the Broads, to have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Broads; promoting opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Broads by the public; and protecting the 
interests of navigation. 
 
Concerns have been raised about the legality of Hoveton Great Broad being currently closed 
to navigation. Matters regarding navigation on the broads are in the remit of the Broads 
Authority. We note that navigation issues were raised during the planning application for 
these proposals and so would have formed part of their considerations before they granted 
planning permission. 
 
We are satisfied that the project will protect the interests of navigation, as the project will not 
materially change the current navigation arrangement from the locked metal gates across 
Foxborrow dyke and the dam locations. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that the EA is not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of the internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. The EA 
has undertaken internal consultation and received and taken account of all responses 
received, which feature within the evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure openness and transparency all the internal consultation responses 
from the previous permit application were uploaded and made available to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
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As a part of the “minded-to” public consultation process, in order to be open and 
transparent, the Environment Agency provided the internal and public consultation 
responses, along with additional information gathered and the draft decision 
documentation.   
 
Within the permitting decision making process the EA must ensure that it has considered 
all the available evidence and advice that the EA received as part of a permit application 
and as a result of the consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee 
does not automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be 
assessed as a whole. 
 

 
22. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (RSPB) (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT16-M) 
Key extracts from the response 
RSPB supports the minded-to decision to install fish barriers to complete the process 
of restoration of Hoveton Great Broad following removal of nutrient-rich silt. 
It is noted that the fish barriers will not be permanent but will be in situ for a period of 
up to 10 years, to allow aquatic macrophytes to re-establish. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 

 
23. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1Y-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
I think its ridiculous you are now minded to granting this after the results of the most 
recent consultations and scientific views and data which suggests these are vital 
spawning grounds for Bream and other fish species in the broads. 
 
An impact on fish stocks would directly affect other wildlife within the ecosystem. 
Such measures are not natural and aren’t necessary. There will be uproar if these are 
granted. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
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24. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1F-4) 
Key extracts from the response 
The flood risk from the proposal is minimal and the applicant has provided sufficient 
information to draw this conclusion. 
As for the wider merits of the restoration project, I am fully supportive. Without 
interventions of this kind, the decades of eutrophication and species loss far less 
likely to be reversed. The temporary displacement of bream is balanced by the far 
greater opportunity given to rudd, perch, pike etc from the restoration work in Hoveton 
Great Broad. Once the barriers are removed, the improvements in water quality, fish 
species diversity and overall increase resilience of the aquatic ecosystem of the River 
Bure will be a fantastic achievement. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 

 
25. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT17-N) 
Key extracts from the response 
I believe that the proposed works by Natural England are a necessary part of an 
important project that is vital to the improvement of an internationally important area 
for wildlife. There seems every reason why it should go ahead, and no reason why it 
shouldn’t. Improving the quality of Hoveton great broad will provide a better 
environment for fish to breed in, boosting the ecosystem and allowing the fish 
population to thrive. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 

 
26. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Environment Agency – A&R team) (response reference: 
ANON-YVAB-GT1C-1) 
Key extracts from the response 
Qualified support for the decision with some caveats and recommendations for 
mitigating actions. 
Some corrections to errors in the documents originally submitted (not sure if these 
have subsequently been corrected). 
The document attached was originally submitted during the first consultation. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Comments noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
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The corrections to errors in the application supporting documents highlighted in the A&R 
team internal consultation response in April, have been addressed by Natural England. The 
updated documents have been made available through the ‘minded-to’ public consultation. 
See the following documents: 
 

1. HWRP Monitoring Plan addendum_updated 07.06.2021 (document numbered 21 (b) 
in Annex 3 – Table 1). 

2. Schedule 5 Response 18.06.21 (document numbered 25 in Annex 3 – Table 1). 
3. ERPPRB3557SW_WFD reassessment paper_schedule 5 (document numbered 26 in 

Annex 3 – Table 1). 
 

 
27. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT13-H) 
Key extracts from the response 
I find it unbelievable and unacceptable that even after your own advisors were against 
the project, you are still “ minded to” go ahead with it anyway. To prevent fish from 
using their natural spawning/feeding areas for 10 years is just immoral, there will be 
reduced numbers of fish which in turn will impact on all Broadland wildlife. Also 
affected will be the local tourist business which rely on visitors who come to fish these 
prolific waters, also the many visitors that come for the varied wildlife. To meddle with 
the natural balance of nature has never worked out for the best but still we never seem 
to learn the lessons from the past. Just because Natural England are a large and 
visible organisation does not make them right, previous projects of theirs prove this. 
Please don’t let them just ride roughshod over our beautiful Broadland, please heed 
you experts advice and refuse permission to this ill advised plan. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Internal fishery expert opinion 
A number of consultation responses refer to the assumption that the EA is not listening to 
expert advice, especially that of the internal fisheries officers. This is not the case. The EA 
has undertaken internal consultation and received and taken account of all responses 
received, which feature within the evidence review and decision making process. 
 
The internal consultation process for the current permit application started on 10 March 
2021 and was not completed until the 19 April 2021. It is not possible to provide information 
for a public consultation that did not exist at the time the consultation exercise was 
undertaken. To ensure openness and transparency all the internal consultation responses 
from the previous permit application were uploaded and made available to the Citizen 
Space portal. 
 
As a part of the “minded-to” public consultation process, in order to be open and 
transparent, the Environment Agency provided the internal and public consultation 
responses, along with additional information gathered and the draft decision 
documentation.   
 
Within the permitting decision making process the EA must ensure that it has considered 
all the available evidence and advice that the EA received as part of a permit application 
and as a result of the consultation. As such receiving objections from an internal consultee 
does not automatically result in an application being refused. The evidence must be 
assessed as a whole. 
 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 373 of 412 
 



Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 
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The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
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There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). It is 
proposed that the permit is granted with conditions to manage such risks.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish populations. 
The Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish populations, that was not 
reasonably foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a 
result of the monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the 
Environment Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 
be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
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6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
28. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT19-Q) 
Key extracts from the response 
This is an absolute disgrace, the so called environment agency should be ashamed 
of themselves.  I pay a licence fee for them to protect our fisheries and the fish within 
especially breeding grounds. If the fish barriers go up then the bream and other 
species will lose that. They have been breeding there for years and years and a study 
that tagged bream showed they migrate there every year travelling miles .if the 
barriers go ahead the bream may be decimated and we will lose that precious fish. 
This is not about flooding. The broad will flood even if the barriers go up.  Please re 
think this decision and the environment agency to show some grit and say no to this 
ludicrous idea. I for one always pay my licence and thought the environment agency 
looked after the environment but if this goes ahead then I will not give the time of day 
to this organisation ever again 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
This respondent appear to be referring to the research papers “Movements of common 
bream Abramis brama in a highly connected, lowland wetland reveal sub-populations with 
diverse migration strategies (2020)” and “Acoustic telemetry reveals strong spatial 
preferences and mixing during successive spawning periods in a partially migratory common 
bream population (2021)”, which have been considered in this draft decision document and 
have been made available to the public as part of the minded-to public consultation. 
 

 
29. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1Q-F) 
Key extracts from the response 
It is clear that this decision has been made and the documents attached and 
information used are selected to back that decision rather than give an overview of 
the current situation. I am very concerned that the impact on the bream population 
has largely been dismissed  as "angling interest". This is a disgraceful simplification 
of the argument and that phrase is apparently being used to discredit the legitimate 
concern about the impact of this work on a native vertebrate species. This population 
of bream has been identified as spawning specifically in Hoveton Broad and Hudsons 
Bay, it has been identified as making meaningful and deliberate spawning migrations 
to this specific site.  This behaviour suggests an evolutionary advantage to this site 
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specific spawning and the development of an unusual sub population of bream. This 
is an exciting wildlife discovery and you are intending to destroy that population. I 
object most strongly to this proposal on that ground specifically.  
Further objections arise from:  
There is no monitoring plan is in place and the amount of money set aside for the 
monitoring, when it is finally decided on a protocol, is obviously far to small.  
There is no mitigation plan 
There is no finalised plan to allow eel passage through any fish barrier. 
There are several families of otters on Hoveton broad and Hudsons Bay. There are 
mentions of surveys and mitigation for this species, but no details.  
How can you grant a licence when so many aspects of the work are not finalised? 
Finally the removal of so many fish from this area will be a complicated and difficult 
operation and will require the release of those fish directly into the river Bure. This 
sudden translocation of this biomass of fish will obviously have a dramatic impact on 
the ecology of that environment. There is no mention of how this will be managed to 
reduce the inevitable fish kill that will result from this activity.  
Obviously I have no expectations that my comments will make any difference but I 
urge you to consider the potential consequences of your actions. This project could 
result in the extermination of a population of bream, a native species, that has 
developed in a fascinating and previously unrecorded manner, making dedicated, 
long distance spawning migrations year after year to this location. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
There is a monitoring plan and it has been made available to the public through this ‘minded-
to’ public consultation. There is also proposed to be a condition on the permit to provide a 
finalised monitoring plan, which takes account of additional requirements detailed in Annex 
1  under the heading “Monitoring and Mitigation”. 
 
The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group (“HFAG”) will be set up to oversee and advise on the 
implementation of the monitoring plan and mitigation, as detailed in document numbered 17 
in Annex 3 – Table 1. The data gathered through the monitoring plan will inform whether 
mitigation measures are needed and how much is required. The HFAG will also oversee and 
advise on proposed habitat mitigation measures that will deliver fishery-related habitat 
improvement works.  
 
As regulator and the responsible authority, the Environment Agency will determine what 
monitoring and mitigation measures will be required. 
 
The applicant submitted their draft eel passage plans with the application, which were subject 
to the public consultation earlier this year (March 2021). The EA has had discussions on 
what is necessary to get these eel passage plans finalised. There is a condition on the permit 
requiring the finalised eel passage plans to be approved by the EA before the works can 
commence. 
 
The applicant submitted surveys on water voles and otter with the application, which were 
subject to the public consultation earlier this year (March 2021). These ecological surveys 
will need to be repeated as they do not provide an assessment of the current risks. As such 
there is a condition on the permit requiring additional surveys on water vole and otter. 
 
The fish naturally move between the River Bure and HGB and HB, at certain times of day 
and the applicant intends to use this natural movement of fish to move as many fish off HGB 
and HB as possible.  
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30. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GT1T-J) 
Key extracts from the response 
The installation of the barriers will prevent many fish entering their natural spawning 
grounds and ultimately lead to fish stock decline . These fish also enter Hoveton broad 
as sanctuary from the excessive river boat traffic and salt surges . 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 

 
31. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Norwich and District Anglers Assn and Consultative) (response 
reference: ANON-YVAB-GT18-P) 
Key extracts from the response 
As this project has been in existence for the last 4 plus  years and a final decision as 
to the continuation still has to be finalised,it is obvious that there are continuing 
concerns as to the outcome. Primarily the first consideration should be the effect this 
will have on wildlife,especially fish .as HGB  is known and proved to be a valuable 
spawning ground for Bream and other species. As the remit of both the Wild Life Trust 
and the relevant Broads Authority,who as Managers of the Broads National Park,have 
a commitment to protect all wild life ..????? when was the last times any areas on the 
Broads where breeding locations for wild life were identified ,were closed or 
decimated due to progress???????? perhaps due consideration should be given as 
to the definition of  the word WILDLIFE as it would appear Fish are not included?? The 
NDAA has valuable fishing available for ALL  in the surrounding Rivers and to think 
that the closure of the HGB  spawning would not have drastic consequences is 
inconceivable.The other area of concern must be the flooding that could take place 
upstream of HGB  ie. Wroxham etc should the water flowing into the broad be 
restricted ,as we all know that river levels are increasing year on year.Angling has a 
massive value both socially and economically to the area.We must retain this 
asset???? 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
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not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
 
It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
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Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
Impacts on nature 
The possible impacts on the environment is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with 
the application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
 
The impacts on wider nature as a result of the potential reduction in fish fry availability have 
been raised by a number of responses. It is possible that the level of productivity on 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay will decrease, but this is to be expected as a 
system suffering the impacts of nutrient enrichment is cleaned. It is equivalent to a river 
becoming less productive once discharges of sewage effluent have been cleaned. The 
overall productivity of the river may reduce but this is beneficial as you will get a wider 
diversity of plants and animals at lower density coexisting in a more diverse habitat. 
Hoveton Great Broad, and possibly wider as a result of reduced spawning rates, may see 
lower numbers of young fish, but this is by no means guaranteed given that a single adult 
female fish may produce between 90,000 and 240,000 eggs. Most of the animals that rely 
on fish spawn for food are mobile and can equally take advantage of the vast area of 
Broadland. Biomanipulation is not an exact operation and there will likely be up to 25% of 
the fish remaining in HGB, so there will still be a reduced food chain in place. The aim is to 
improve all of our waters and reduce the impact of pollution, and this means that we should 
not treat HGB as a nursery site producing food for other animals at the expense of the 
general ecology. An improved system will support a wider diversity of all species at the 
appropriate population density. 
 
Flood Risk 
Flood risk concerns are covered in the FRAP documentation (Hoveton _Restoration 
_Modelling _Investigations _JACOBS _April2019) (Document numbered 18 in Annex 3 – 
Table 1), which confirms that the proposals would not increase the fluvial flood level for the 
communities of Wroxham or Horning. The proposals would not increase the tidal flood level 
for the community of Wroxham either. There would be no increase in the tidal or fluvial 
flood level at Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
There would be a 0.01m (1cm) increase in the tidal flood level for the community of 
Horning only in the 0.5% (1 in 200) annual exceedance probability flood event, plus climate 
change and the 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual exceedance probability flood event. The model 
report states that “These minor differences (< 0.01 m) are considered well within modelling 
tolerances”.  
 
The fish barriers have been designed to be similar in height to the top of the riverbank, in 
order to minimise flood risk impacts.   
 
Angling Tourism 
A number of the responses have raised concerns that the proposed works will negatively 
impact on angling tourism to the broads, if fish stocks are detrimentally impacted by these 
proposals. Angling tourism is not directly relevant to the determination of a flood risk 
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activity permit and the considerations that we have to address as per paragraph 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 25 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  
 
However, it has been argued that angling tourism could be impacted if the project is 
perceived to reduce the density of bream currently found in the whole of Broadland fishery. 
There appears to be little direct evidence that this will occur but it has been taken into 
consideration. 
 
The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment may bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
We have carefully assessed all the information provided with regards to impacts on fish. We 
have determined that the proposed works will result in no deterioration to the WFD fish 
element. There may be impacts to the fishery in the short to medium term, but the 
significance of these impacts is uncertain. In the longer term, there may be improvements to 
the fishery. 
 
In coming to this conclusion on angling tourism we note the following: 

1. The principal aim of the proposed works is to create a better aquatic environment in 
Hoveton Great Broad by creating clear water habitat that favours a wider variety of 
fish species. It is not proven that this temporary project will have long-term 
widespread impacts on angling tourism in the connected wider Broadland system. 
 

2. We acknowledge concerns from the public consultation that the proposal could have 
a negative impact on angling tourism, which brings in a claimed £100 million to the 
local economy. The evidence on impact to fish element status of WFD has concluded 
that there will be no deterioration (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD”). We do not consider that the evidence demonstrates that the 
proposal will have an unacceptable impact on fish. 
 

3. Our assessment of the evidence on impact to the fishery has concluded that there 
is a risk of impacts to the fishery (more detail on our reasons can be found in Annex 
1 section on “WFD” and Annex 1 section on “(iv) Section 6(6) (Fisheries)”). It is 
proposed that the permit is granted with conditions to manage such risks.   

 
4. There is a degree of uncertainty relating to the outcomes of the works. These 

unknowns have the potential to result in risks of negative impact to fish populations. 
The Environment Agency would require a condition that, in circumstances where 
significant environmental harm, including harm to fish populations, that was not 
reasonably foreseeable during the determination process, has been identified as a 
result of the monitoring and in circumstances where it is deemed necessary by the 
Environment Agency as regulator, the fish barriers may need to be opened. 
 

5. We accept that uncertainty within the scientific evidence means that a potential risk 
of impacts upon fish cannot be eliminated. This is why the Environment Agency will 
impose a condition, requiring a finalised monitoring and mitigation plan to ensure 
that any unforeseen impacts may be managed and mitigated where necessary. This 
monitoring would help to manage the uncertainty within the scientific evidence to 
minimise the potential risk of impacts to fish. The mitigation plan would include 
actions on spawning / surveying / improvement works, which Natural England will 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 382 of 412 
 



be advised on by the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group discussed further below, 
before seeking the Environment Agency’s approval on the measures. The 
monitoring and mitigation plans will help maintain and improve the fishery. 
 

6. The Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group is proposed by Natural England. This group’s 
membership is proposed to be made up of members of relevant organisations and 
includes representation from the angling community.  
 
The aims of this group are to offer advice to the Project Steering Group on actions 
and plans relating to: 

• Contracted survey work, (data collection, analysis and future recommendations) 
related to fisheries issues in the Upper Bure. 

• Additional fish monitoring undertaken to better understand the workings of the 
fisheries. 

• Advising on actions for fisheries improvement – spending ring-fenced money for 
spawning / surveying / improvement works ensuring value for money with 
responsibility for public money expenditure and EU LIFE / NHLF guidelines. 

 
 
32. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Morley Riches & Ablewhite LLP) (response reference: BHLF-
YVAB-GTJZ-H) 
Key extracts from the response 
Re your proposed fish barriers at Hoveton Broad – the plan below shows the 
ownership of The Crown Estate.  We have no observations other than to say that any 
works on Crown land will require a licence. I suspect we are not affected but 
Foxburrow Dyke looks close.   
 
Your response would be welcome. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
For Foxborrow dyke location, the existing gate is the tidal limit and therefore the extent of the 
Crown ownership. The new barrier is proposed to be sited approximately 6m away from this 
point. This seems to indicate it will be located outside of the Crown holding. 
 
Similarly at The Dam location, the existing gate is the tidal limit and therefore the extent of 
the Crown ownership. The new barrier is proposed to be sited approximately 10m away from 
this point. This seems to indicate it will be located outside of the Crown holding. 
 

 
33. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-YVAB-GTJV-D) 
Key extracts from the response 
What's the point in asking for our opinions when you intend to do anyway.Surely the 
fact that it got rejected in 2020 should tell you all you need to know. Why interfere with 
nature? We already have problems with climate change. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
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The previous permit application for these proposals was granted by the Environment Agency 
on 23 July 2020 and was then quashed by the High Court by the agreement of the parties, 
due to a point of process related to the associated public consultation.  
 

 
34. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: BHLF-YVAB-GTJS-A) 
Key extracts from the response 
I am absolutely against the proposed fish barriers being positioned at the entrances 
to Hoveton Great Broad, As a regular fisherman in the area I can assure you that the 
fish stocks in the area are already plumiting, what with otters gorging on the fish 
shoals that are over wintering in the wroxham boat yards. 
Thus to have a large area of open water where the fish may just stand a chance of 
survival being closed off will be a disaster for the fish stocks in the area. 
The fish need that broad as a safe quiet area to spawn and will suffer greatly if this 
goes ahead. 
To try and dress this mad cap project up as flood relief is an absolute joke. 
Maybe your time would be better spent try to increase the fish stocks in the area as 
opposed to distroying them. 
I really do hope this proposal does not go ahead. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 

 
35. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Natural England) (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GTJE-V) 
Key extracts from the response 
We welcome the draft decision by the Environment Agency to be ‘minded to’ grant the 
permit. This is a very positive step forward in realising joint ambition to restore 
Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay, creating a more diverse and sustainable 
habitat for nature in this important protected site.  
The decision documents are a thorough explanation of the rationale taken to reach 
this decision and we respect the Agency’s regulatory role in determining this 
application to date and the steps they have taken in arriving at their ‘minded to’ 
decision.  
We will work closely with the agency to discharge the conditions as swiftly as possible 
should the final determination be to grant this permit. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
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36. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GTJ1-8) 
Key extracts from the response 
Scientific research has shown that Hoveton Great Broad is an important spawning 
area for Bream on the northern broads rivers. Research has shown that fish move 
from Hickling and Barton Broad to Hoveton Great Broad to spawn. There appears to 
be no information available to suggest that these fish will move spawning 
successfully to other areas. The proposed fish barriers could therefore have a 
catastrophic effect on the fish population on the Northern Broads system. Indeed the 
Institute of Fisheries Management have advised against this action. 
Also this is the third public consultation on this subject which suggests the EA is 
trying to bully the public into not protesting against this project. In my view the EA is 
going against it own expert advice and the advice of National and International 
experts. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
The Environment Agency has undertaken two public consultations for the current permit 
application. The third public consultation being referred to was for a previous permit 
application for these works, which was undertaken between the 20 January 2020 to 17 
February 2020. The Environment Agency guidance for High Public Interest permit 
applications requires us to undertake public consultation. It was considered that due to the 
level of interest from the public and other interested parties, a second public consultation, 
the “minded-to” consultation would ensure openness and transparency. Inviting public 
comments, allowing individuals and interested parties to provide evidence, data and to raise 
concerns, and taking those comments and responses into consideration, ensures openness, 
transparency and fairness in the decision making process. 
 
Stock concerns, migration, spawning grounds 
The EA data that has been gathered along with that commissioned by NE and the 
Bournemouth University PhD indicates that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay appear 
important for bream and roach. Both species are found in the broads in high density. 
Bream, particularly, appear to be more abundant in these broads than in neighbouring 
broads. The fish migration data also show that certain fish make repeated movements to 
this area of the Bure around spawning time. The observation of spawning bream by EA 
staff in 2019 and by anglers previously indicates that the broads are utilised by spawning 
bream, and some fish possibly travel significant distances to utilise these broads. There is 
therefore a risk that isolating the broads may have an impact on fish behaviour, may 
change spawning patterns and feeding patterns of certain fish. The project poses an 
unquantified risk to the recruitment and development of the bream and roach populations 
not only in Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay, but also the wider system given the 
observed migration behaviour of bream. 
 
These risks are primarily to the fish, the fishery and angling, the latter two of which provide 
significant revenue to the local area. Many responses to this consultation cite risks to fish 
stocks, lack of access to spawning grounds and fish welfare concerns as a reason to 
withhold permission for the barriers. This is understandable and is partly addressed by 
NE’s offer to set up the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, but it is important to 
acknowledge the wider aims of the project which are to improve the broads that are 
currently in poor ecological state as a result of decades of nutrient pollution. The project 
aims to provide the ecological conditions to allow an improvement in the overall fish 
community structure.  
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It is also important to understand that the fishery is not the same as the WFD fish status 
which identifies how impacted the current fish community is by nutrient pollution. The EA 
has duties relating to both fisheries’ management and WFD delivery. It should be noted 
that Hoveton Great Broad is in poor ecological status, primarily because it has very few 
water plants and a species-poor fish community dominated by bream and roach which 
comprise between 80 and 97% of all fish. This therefore requires attention to provide the 
conditions for other species to thrive in the broads alongside roach and bream.  
 
The large bream stocks, whilst valued by many anglers, are also an indicator of poor 
ecological conditions in Broadland. The one of the aims of the restoration is to achieve a 
more diverse and resilient fishery with an increase in numbers of other species such as 
rudd, pike, tench, eel and perch. The Environment Agency’s role is to balance the risks and 
benefits of improving the ecology with the risks and benefits of impacting an established 
fishery. The impact on tourism and ecology is unknown as a more diverse, and potentially 
healthier, fishery and general environment would bring other benefits to anglers and wider 
tourism. The Broads Authority’s Sustainable Tourism in the Broads 2016-2020 strategy 
states that angling is the seventh most popular activity for tourists visiting the broads based 
on their stakeholder survey of 2015. Whilst angling is important for Broadland tourism, it is 
one of many other activities that are reliant on a high-quality environment. The Broads is 
one of the most important freshwater wetlands in Europe and is home to over 11,000 
species, accounting for 25% of the UK’s biodiversity. Water management has been 
identified as a priority topic for the Broads Authority within the strategy which recognises 
that threats to the area’s fragile environment should also be seen as threats to the future of 
tourism. Ongoing eutrophication is a threat to the ecological value of the Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads’ lakes and rivers.  
 
The EA has to comply with its duties to:  
 

• maintain, improve and develop fisheries (section 6(6), Environment Act 1995) 
• exercise its relevant functions, including the determination of permits, to prevent 

deterioration of the status of a water body and otherwise support the achievement 
of the environmental objectives set for the water body (Regulation 3, Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive)(England and Wales) Regulations 2017) 

 
The Environment Agency must exercise all its powers and duties, including those under the 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975 and the Keeping and Introduction of Fish 
Regulations 2015, so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the WFD.  Attaining 
WFD environmental objectives is an absolute duty. The WFD Environmental Objectives for 
this site include achieving Good Ecological Status for macrophytes and algae which this 
project is designed to deliver. 
 
Fish stocks, angling interests and potential damage to fish migration and spawning, whilst 
important, cannot be viewed in isolation, not least when one of the effects of the proposal 
will be to improve the diversity of fish populations in the water body.  
 
Spawning Grounds 
It is acknowledged that Hoveton Great Broad and Hudsons Bay represent important 
spawning habitat for bream. It is also acknowledged that the dominance of bream and 
roach is indicative of an ecological system impacted by eutrophication. The current WFD 
ecological status is poor. The Environment Agency has a statutory duty to support 
improvement at these sites, and the evidence provided indicates that biomanipulation could 
deliver this improvement. A reduction in the dominance of bream in terms of number and 
biomass, whilst concerning to some anglers, is required to allow the improvement of these 
broads. The risk to the overall bream stocks in Broadland is somewhat reduced by the 
connected nature of the hundreds of kilometres of Broadland waters that will still be 
available for displaced fish to utilise.  
 
The possible impact on fish is detailed in the WFD assessment provided with the 
application documents and made available as part of the public consultation and is 
available on the public register. 
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37. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Broads Angling Services Group)  
(response reference: ANON-YVAB-GTJ4-B) 
Key extracts from the response 
Please see attached document. 
 
Contents of document: 
 
BASG response on the Minded to Consultation. EPRRB3557SW 
Following last year’s successful challenge of the EA’s decision to grant Natural 
England a FRAP permit dated 23 July 2020 for the same three barriers the FRAP was 
subsequently quashed by the High Court. We continue to work with and consult with 
both AT, Fish Legal and the IFM in this response, with the more detailed technical 
references contained within the IFM’s own submission response paper. 
 
We believe that despite our overwhelming opposition we must find a way of moving 
forwards and resolving this position, giving the acceptance of the applicants views 
and dismissing its precautionary principle normally applied to such science and 
risks. We also note that the projects bio-manipulation objective has significantly 
changed to only 75% of the stock, without defining what is the standing crop 
baseline and how it would be assessed. 
 
The Agency has understood the risks to the wider catchment fish stocks by 
introducing permit defined conditions, but we feel the whole future management 
requires stronger robust conditions and governance with legal endorsement. This 
should also apply ongoing nutrient load and any future policy surrounding such 
adventurous projects and their impacts. This should include the following: 
• The statutory fisheries duty of the Agency seems to have been overruled by 
management policy rather than science. Where does this leave its fisheries statutory 
duties? 
• The Bure Catchment DWPP should look at long term nutrient load and secure 
measures to limit P to below 50 μg/L, enforceable by the HRA. 
• The wider Broads waterbodies need to have a WFD classification that reflects their 
true nature as an interconnected set of lowland rivers and lakes. 
• We cannot accept the applicants view that fish assemblage outside HGB do not 
form part of its project. Clearly the barriers directly impact fish, else why are the 
barriers needed? 
• The permit needs a formal. legally binding governance structure, with clearly 
defined, robust measures, milestones and funding to any monitoring plan for the 
wider catchment. 
 
EA’s Statutory Fishery Duty 
It’s very evident from responses now available that the overwhelming Fisheries 
stance within the EA , at Area, National and Specialist level has been overruled by 
what seems unsubstantiated claims from the applicant and their associates. This is 
further inflamed by the world leading IFM (Institute of Fisheries Management) views 
also being ignored. It’s very strange that the applicant went directly to the IFM for an 
independent assessment of the evidence in February prior to the FRAP consultation. 
It’s response, which we have received a copy, again demonstrated that little new 
scientific material was available to prove their case. 
This independent evidence should have been made available to the EA let alone part 
of the FRAP consultations, but instead a further non fisheries specialist academic 
opinion was sort which supports the applicant’s views. This places the whole 
process into contempt and the claimed supporting science. 
 
There also seems outstanding for what fish do have legal protection, is any form of 
eel passage implementation or design. The IFM provides the specific detail on this. 
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The EA spent much time and effort back in 2015 defining and publishing the social 
economic value associated with Broads Angling Tourism. This doesn’t seem to have 
any weight in the decision and risks. 
 
Long Term Phosphate Load 
All of the science is stating that to restore any eutrophic lake to GES requires a 
multiple approach in both changing fish densities and decreasing nutrient 
concentrations to below 50 μg/L. 
 
BASG has been working via the Broads Catchment Partnership with both the EA and 
AWS on the current and future plans of Phosphate loads from upstream treatment 
works on the River Bure , both in the PR19 and PR24 (via the DWMP) and there 
appears no specific requirements currently listed to ensure nutrient load can meet 
50 μg/L today and over the next 15 years planned water company investments. 
 
Latest 2021 sampling records shows 53 μg/L in HGB and 99 μg/L in HB, with all the 
focus on cyprinid fish being the root cause. The River Bure DWMP does not seem to 
provide the necessary measures currently let alone account for the future population 
growth in the catchment. 
 
No measures take account of the vast gull population roosting on HGB/HB 
overnight, which was found to be a significant source of high nutrient loads leading 
loss of macrophytes (Stonewort) in Hickling Broad in the early 2000’s. 
 
It seems that now new academic research, Jilbert et al (2020) is challenging the 
whole basis of this projects ambition, in that eutrophic lake restoration using bio-
manipulation is not always the answer. This is covered in more detail by the IFM. 
 
Is it also the case that previous costly bio-manipulation attempts across the Broads, 
haven’t actually achieved a great set successful set of outcomes, after in some 
cases decades of repeated activity. 
 
WFD What is its Classification ? 
Why isn’t any reference made to UKTAG Dec 2013 which defines an area like the 
Northern Broads as: FCS2a connected Lakeland river? 
 
Page 234, infers that HGB did have a mixed fish community in the past. Prof Sayer 
(Geography academic) is not highlighting the whole story from the 19th Century, 
indeed why is this singleton, non fisheries expert opinion been taken as independent 
evidence by the EA , when the world leading independent IFM views are ignored? 
This is highly irregular. 
 
Consideration of the historical evidence of substantial Roach and Bream densities 
and commercial netting in the mid 19th century and formation of Bye Laws in the 
1877 Norfolk and Suffolk Fisheries Act, which offered protection to such species 
needs to be considered. It was also a disastrous custom in those days to net the 
spawning fish when they congregated in the shallows on the backwaters and Broads 
and to such an extent was this practice carried out that in the year 1857 to the 
indignation of Norwich angler’s concerns were aroused. 
 
You could call this an ancient form of bio-manipulation, which was blocked by legal 
statue. This was long before phosphates and records show the Broads was full of 
both weeds and fish, mainly Roach, Bream and Pike. So today's attack on cyprinid 
fish under the name of conservation seems highly irregular to say the least. This 
directly links into the WFD fishery classification FCS2a and not that of an enclosed 
Stillwater. 
 
The applicant, Natural England are using selective assumptions that Bream and other 
cyprinid fish are ‘bad’ and associated with ‘polluted water’, yet the Broads has a long 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 388 of 412 
 



history associated with its eurytopic waters and are seemingly wanting to make the 
Broads something it’s never been. 
 
The applicant and landowner seem to believe that by having an enclosure order on 
the Broad, it somehow changes it’s function and connectivity to the River Bure. It 
doesn’t. 
 
Much reference is made to the Dutch model for WFD classification and comparison 
with HGB. Given experience in fishing in the Netherlands with its connected 
waterbodies and spawning Bream and Roach taking place in connected lakes, akin to 
that of the River Bure and Hoveton Great Broad. We are seeking to establish how the 
Dutch classify such water bodies, as it clearly recognised that spawning takes place 
in connected waterbodies within the Netherlands. At the time of writing this response 
we haven’t heard back from the Dutch. 
 
Wider Project definition and fish assembles 
The applicant states quite clearly, in its HWRP Monitoring Plan addendum updated 
07.06.2021. Whilst this addendum is submitted for the discharge of condition 6 of the 
FRAP, there are no legislative drivers obligating Natural England to deliver monitoring 
outside of HGB and HB related to the installation of the barriers. 
 
We do not understand the logic here. Clearly, it’s the barriers being deployed under 
this permit that is causing the potential damage and must form part of any 
Environmental Assessment placing a clear obligation on the applicant deploying such 
barriers to both measure and manage their impact. Whilst its unclear in the Decision 
Document to which water body is any deterioration being measured against. 
 
Permit Conditions 
Epr fra decision document bespoke and variation Page 27 
Nevertheless, the Environment Agency sets out below requirements to monitor, and 
where necessary, mitigate impacts on fisheries while the proposal is operational. 
6. There are inherent unknowns due to the novel nature of the proposed works and 
the uniqueness of the highly interconnected lowland river network. These 
uncertainties cannot be fully answered with the scientific evidence available. As such 
there are potential risks to bream spawning success. 
That is why operational controls have been placed on the permit to mitigate against 
these potential impacts. Specifically, a condition will require a monitoring and 
mitigation plan to be approved and implemented. A condition that can require the 
barriers to be opened, if significant environmental harm to fish occurs. The permit 
explicitly acknowledges the function of the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group (Annex 
3 – Table 1 – document 17), which will oversee and advise on proposed habitat 
mitigation measures that will deliver fishery related habitat improvement works. This 
will help to mitigate some of the risks due to the uncertainties. 
 
The EA states that it believes these measures would be legal and not subject to legal 
challenge from the HRA. Clearly this is still an open issue and needs clarity. 
 
We firmly believe the following needs to be actioned within a stronger defined set of 
permit conditions. 
 
The Fisheries Advisory Group terms of reference needs to reflect conditions placed 
on the permit and as such it cannot be an advisory group if its role is to action 
conditions placed on the permit, rather than any alignment to the project objectives. 
 
The representation of such group must include both sides of the scientific opinion, 
which is clearly stated by both the EA experts and the Applicant. The position clearly 
stated by the applicant in their submission on any reopening the barrier and its 10 
year tenure, we feel any management group should have an independent chair, 
perhaps a role for the Broads Authority, as previously discussed with Simon Hawkins 
back in 2019 or the IFM Fish Specialist Group. 
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It requires fully defined clear set of robust objectives, measures and milestones that 
have been legally tested for the impact the barriers will have on migration, spawning 
and recruitment, not just within the enclosed HGB/HB, but more importantly the wider 
Bure Catchment. As now accepted following the 2017/20 PhD study. 
 
Statutory Monitoring and Modelling 
Any monitoring plan would require a clearly defined stock density and biomass of fish 
assemblages which are the principles of the BASG stock model. We would be happy 
to provide this model to aid and develop this process and future modelling against 
any annual monitoring scheme output. 
 
Yes the 2017 PASE study gave a single year snapshot of fish communities within 
HGB/HB, but not on the wider catchment. This has not been followed up in subsequent 
years, so the confidence is low that any form of catchment community assembly and 
biomass is known today. This isn’t helped by the inability of the EA to provide any 
form of successful hydroacoustic survey for the Bure Catchment since 2016. (the 2017 
& 2018 had corrupted data and the 2019 was undertaken directly after a tidal surge) 
 
Having explored with the EA Area Management team their fisheries budget, it is very 
evident that any specific analysis and reporting needs for the Broads fishery isn’t 
achievable within the existing budget framework. Previous detailed survey reports 
from 2004 – 2011, recently made available are now not produced. So year class 
distribution and species makeup are not available. 
 
It was previously suggested by Natural England that a further PhD could provide the 
scientific rigour for such monitoring and is something BASG supports as a 
stakeholder with its linkages to citizen science resources, as with the previous PhD. 
It remains unclear however in the funding available to support such activities as costly 
acoustic tracking given the unknown volume of previously PIT tagged fish surviving 
in the Bure 
Catchment and the radio tagged fish now expired their battery life cycle. 
 
We therefore request that this proposed monitoring plan be reassessed with the IFM 
guidance and aligned to meet the FRAP conditions. 
 
Previously Natural England had a budget of £170k for such activities, including 
additional mitigation measures. But we challenge the now £25k for the monitoring 
across the wider Bure Catchment which over 10 years is clearly not sufficient. 
 
We believe therefore the permit must state quite clearly the governance, robust 
measures , thresholds and timespan of any monitoring plan, along with what 
constitutes significant deuteriation (something it currently fails to set out) and an 
agreement to fund all such measures . 
 
REDACTED BASG Chair 
REDACTED 
REDACTED 
12th Sep 2021 Issue Final 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Name of Individuals, email address and phone number. 
 
Environment Agency response 
We are not aware of any formally submitted plans to remove all fish from the broad. The NE 
document entitled ‘Updated Hoveton Wetlands Restoration WFD Compliance Assessment 
January 2021’ states that biomanipulation will consist of the removal of more than 75% of 
the fish biomass from Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay. This document formed part 
of the application document bundle made publicly available for the first public consultation. 
 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 390 of 412 
 



Conditions 
 

• The Diffuse Water Pollution Plan (DWPP) is a separate matter from this permit 
application.  

• We can only assess the applicant’s WFD assessment against the current WFD 
classification and water body designations. Re-classifying the WFD water bodies of 
the Norfolk Broads is a separate matter from this permit application. The WFD 
assessment considered project impacts on HGB and connected water bodies. 

• The permit is a legally binding document along with the conditions and must be 
relevant to the scope of the project. It should not contain conditions relating to issues 
outside the context of the project such as wider catchment nutrient management and 
unassociated monitoring. 

• The assessment of compliance with the permit is a role for the EA which is covered 
by detailed internal guidance and procedure. 

 
Environment Agency’s Statutory Fishery Duty 
The EA has undertaken a thorough review of the evidence submitted as part of the 
application and consultation (both internal and external). It has sought the views of internal 
experts from several fields of expertise when making its minded to decision. One further 
source of evidence was the independent academic opinion that was sought, as there is not 
a tool to classify WFD fish element status in shallow Broadland lakes. The independent 
academic opinion provides an independent view on what a baseline fish community (pre 
cultural biomanipulation) may have consisted. The academic was suggested by the EA’s 
Fishery Manager as someone with expert knowledge in Broadland ecology and a knowledge 
of fisheries. The EA considered that it was important to have a comprehensive view of 
shallow lake ecology in connected systems, and that it was achieved with the addition of the 
independent academic opinion. 
 
The social economic value was considered in the Environment Act 1995 (vi) Section 39 
(Costs and Benefits) section of Annex 1 of the Draft Decision Document. 
 
Long Term Phosphate Load 
The Diffuse Water Pollution Plan (DWPP) is a separate matter from this permit application. 
 
De-silting and catchment nutrient sources 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
 
Dredging on its own is not a viable route to sustained ecological improvement. It is often 
required to remove some of the internal nutrient source, remove the fluid upper sediment 
layers and expose the historic plant seed bank. Only then will plants stand a good chance 
of germination. These plants still require light to reach the bottom of the broad, and 
biomanipulation provides these conditions. Sediment removal followed by biomanipulation 
are therefore recognised as key joint steps to allow ecological restoration. 
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1).  
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This section quotes Phillips et al (2015) who states that annual mean total phosphorus 
concentrations of <55ug/l are likely to be required to create a light climate that supports long 
term stability of macrophyte cover. The use of one sample from 2021 does not represent the 
long-term nutrient position adequately, particularly as an annual average cannot be 
calculated until the end of the year when targets are expressed as an annual average. 
 
See reply to IFM submission (ref no 40) for comment on Jilbert et al (2020). 
 
WFD What is its classification? 
All appropriate WFD water body designation guidance was followed during the initial 
designation of the broads for the first Anglian River Basin Management Plan. We are in the 
process of developing the third plan, all previous versions of which have been subject to 
public consultation and there has been no challenge to the designation of these water bodies 
to date. 
 
Wider Project definition and fish assembles 
In Annex 1 of the decision document the Environment Agency is clear that there are 
legislative drivers for monitoring within the ‘Environment Act 1995 (iv) Section 6(6) 
(Fisheries)’ section and in the ‘Monitoring and Mitigation plan’ section. The monitoring plan 
which is a condition of the permit will include aspects of monitoring both within the broad and 
in the wider Bure system, where any fishery impact may be realised. 
 
Permit Conditions 
A Flood Risk Activity Permit is a legal document granted by the Environment Agency (EA), 
as the regulator and appropriate authority that determines such applications, to Natural 
England as the applicant, known as the operator in terms of the permit application process. 
No permit conditions have been placed on the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, which 
remains an advisory group. The conditions must be legally enforceable against the operator 
and will be enforced by the EA and not the HFAG. The EA will determine if the project is 
causing significant environmental harm to the fish populations of the Bure system. 
 
Statutory Monitoring and Modelling 
We note this respondent’s concerns that the ring-fenced budget proposed for monitoring and 
mitigation “is clearly not sufficient”. Some of the Environment Agency internal consultees 
have also expressed similar concerns. We understand that the £170,000 quoted is for the 
commission of a further PhD. NE have committed to fund this as part of their monitoring plan. 
They have also committed a further £25,000 to provide a working fund for the HFAG. As 
regulator the EA will require necessary monitoring and mitigation. The proposed budget is 
not a factor in determining what is necessary. 
 
Detailed comments on the IFM report by Axford and Knights were made as part of the 
previous IFM submission to the first consultation process for this FRAP. The monitoring plan 
will be required to deliver the information required for the EA to assess compliance with the 
permit conditions. 
 

 
38. 
Response received from 
An Individual (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GTJM-4) 
Key extracts from the response 
Response to Environment Agency Hoveton Great Broad – Minded to Consultation- 3 
Temporary Fish Barriers, EPR/RB355&SW: Flood risk activity permit. 
Further to my previous response (ID: ANON-5BNZ-3JXV-A your section 107) to this 
matter I would add:- 
1) The documentation for the project includes an EA flood modelling report 
(Jacobs). It refers: “The modelling investigation has been undertaken using the 
Broadlands Environmental Services Limited (BESL) model.” How can the public have 
confidence in that model when there was significant flooding of land and properties 
in Beccles and that this occurred after the Broadland Flood Alleviation Project works 
had been implemented?  
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2) No evidence is given as to what the EA would do if there is a flooding issue 
following the installation of the barriers. No evidence is given as to whether the 
barriers will be built and installed to specification (I understand two previous ones 
were built WITHOUT permission). Will the EA provide this evidence and when and if 
they will act upon it? See next note 3 in this respect. 
3) A housing estate, Brook Park, in Hoveton was built with plans presented to 
the public that included TWO infiltration basins for SUDS to prevent surface water 
flooding. The Environment Agency were consulted on the planning application as part 
of the Flood Risk Assessment and provided a written response with detailed 
comments to North Norfolk District Council on 25th July 2011 Ref AE/2011/112991/01-
L01. That FRA response included an EA request for infiltration testing. The testing 
was NOT carried out to BRE365 specification and only ONE infiltration basin was 
installed.  I find no evidence by the EA that there was any follow up regarding this 
matter. I live adjacent to this new development and surface water flooding in our roads 
has been worse since the estate was built.  
4) The restoration of HGB is beyond just a flooding matter as is reflected in the 
various responses in your Draft Decision Document. 
5) Evidence: The boat dyke between Marsh road and Brimbelow Road has had 
very clear water throughout 2021. Slight algae bloom and slight coloration after rain 
were evident. These events were minimal and natural. Again at least four varieties of 
macrophytes and lots of fish of many year classes clearly visible in the dyke and it 
remains a haven for fish fry. And it is the SAME water that comes in from the river 
Bure as does that into HGB. 
6) Your comment to me “No new data or evidence presented”. The algae bloom 
and turbidity (eutrophic) in that dyke in 2020 had some cause and I maintain it was 
because of raw sewage containing nutrients. This could have been supported by 
evidence if the EA had acted on my report to the EA hotline (of it being pollution) and 
collected water samples. The FAILURE of the EA to do its job is inexcusable. This is 
reflected in one comment made to me by our local MP, Duncan Baker, when I attended 
his surgery in Hoveton on 30th July this year. His words were “The Environment 
Agency is NOT FIT FOR PURPOSE”! 
7) Environment Agency and Natural England are both leading bodies in the UK 
regarding concern of climate change and ways to offset it. Peat Bogs store carbon 
(https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-49074872.) and protect the ENVIRONMENT. Perhaps 
if HGB had a true restoration project and return it to a NATURAL state it should be 
filled with peat! 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
Opinion noted. No new data or evidence presented that alters consideration and 
determination of the key issues and matters that arise in determination of this application as 
set out in Annex 1. 
 
Point 1 
There appears to be a misinterpretation of the flood risk evidence in this point. The BESL 
flood model is not the Broadland Flood Alleviation Project, they are two separate things. The 
BESL flood model is the best available tidal and fluvial flood data for the broads.  Flood risk 
investigations into the flooding at Beccles in December 2020 are ongoing and is a separate 
matter.  
 
Point 2 
There isn’t a flooding issue with the installation of the barriers. This is clearly addressed by 
the applicant’s submitted flood modelling report. The three fish barriers that are part of this 
permit application must be built to the specifications detailed by the design drawings and 
method statements submitted by the applicant in their application documents.  
 
This is clearly detailed in the draft permit made available during the ‘minded-to’ public 
consultation. Please see table S1.1 – Activity reference T1 – Limit of the activities in the 
permit, which states the following “The works shall be carried out in accordance with the 

EPR/RB3557SW Version 1 Issued 25/02/2019 Page 393 of 412 
 



permit application and the plans and drawings which accompany it, as follows:” and goes on 
to state “8. Design drawings showing the schematic plan of the proposed three fish barrier 
structures, including eel trap and fyke (referenced: Hoveton Screens_02595_001-011_P04 
Hoveton Fish Barriers and dated: 13/01/2021)”. Table S1.2 of the permit incorporates the 
method statement, requiring the barriers to be installed according to this method of works. 
 
The application documents have been provided as part of the public consultation undertaken 
in March 2021, which has been directly linked to the minded to public consultation 
undertaken in August 2021. 
 
Point 3 
This is a separate planning matter from this permit application. The Flood and Water 
Management Act 2010 transferred responsibility for surface water flooding from the 
Environment Agency to the local authorities. The Environment Agency continued to respond 
on surface water flooding (SUDS schemes) to assist local authorities while they established 
their own teams to provide planning comments on surface water issues. 
 
Point 4 
The Environment Agency’s Draft Decision document details that flood risk is not an issue 
with these proposals. 
 
Point 5 
These are interesting observations. 
 
Point 6 
This is a separate matter from this permit application. The EA acknowledges the frustration 
of this respondent upon reporting an incident to the EA incident hotline and the EA being 
unable to attend and collect water samples, for which there could be any number of reasons. 
 
Point 7 
This is an interesting opinion. Considering all the designations on HGB and HB for the wide 
biodiversity that they support, along with the various concerns raised by the public about a 
number of human interests on the broads, it would be an unviable proposal.   
 

 
39. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (Angling Trust) (response reference: ANON-YVAB-GTJA-R) 
Key extracts from the response 
Angling Trust response to the Environment Agency’s  “Minded to” Consultation for 
the granting of a FRAP permit at Hoveton Great Broad 
 
The Angling Trust successfully challenged the EA’s decision to grant Natural England 
a FRAP permit dated 23 July 2020 for the same three barriers, and the FRAP was 
subsequently quashed by the High Court.  
 
Given the continued strong opposition from the EA’s own fisheries experts we are 
disappointed that the Agency has issued this ‘minded to’ consultation on a project 
which includes the complete of fish from HGB and the prevention of fish from entering 
for a minimum of 10 years with no clear understanding of how long the fishery would 
take to recover. 
 
We are once again joined in our opposition to this proposal by our colleagues at the 
Institute of Fisheries Management (IFM) and our member organisation, the Broads 
Angling Services group (BASG). 
 
As stated previously we are supportive of moves to restore fisheries and aquatic 
habitats. However, fish do not themselves cause eutrophication. Historically, the 
cause of phosphate levels for instance has been agriculture and sewage. Natural 
England has already undertaken removal of sediment through dredging. Yet the 
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project seeks to deal with the symptoms of the phosphate levels without examining 
or even making plans to deal with the future influx of phosphates and other nutrients 
into HGB and the Bure. 
WFD Status 

There is no obvious reason for the EA’s 'minded-to' support for biomanipulation on 
the basis of the additional information provided. We can only see a deterioration of 
both the environment, and the WFD status of the broad and River Bure, should it be 
allowed to go ahead without stringent conditions. Furthermore, the impact on eel 
populations calls into question the EA’s permitting team’s claims that the scheme 
will not cause any WFD deterioration when it clearly will. 

The EA state that “we consider that the application will not have a detrimental effect 
on meeting the objectives for the waterbody” in their Decision Document but which 
“waterbody” they are now referring to is unclear. It if this is HGB alone then 
removing 75% of all fish will clearly cause a deterioration in the fish element and 
therefore the WFD status.  
 
Objectives 
 

The project has now been altered to include a different objective - to remove 75% of 
the fish standing crop in HGB and HB. This raises several questions as set out in the 
IFM response and we endorse their concerns and their call for independent 
verification of the figures used.  
 
Scientific View 
 
The EA are claiming that there are “fundamental differences in opinion” scientifically 
although we struggle to see any credible scientific case for what is being proposed. 
 
Beginning with the EA’s own Principal Fisheries Scientist who states: 
 

•              The sustainability of the northern broad’s bream population, like most other 
fish populations, depends on successful recruitment at intervals. For a relatively 
long-lived and fecund species, these intervals can be quite widely spaced as 
compared to a small, short- lived species such as grayling or bleak; however, ten 
years of no or very low recruitment clearly presents a big risk not only to population 
sustainability but also to the viability of a valuable and popular fishery.  

•              An increasing body of evidence is suggesting that HGB is of fundamental 
importance for spawning of the bream population of the wider Bure / Northern 
Broads system. Whilst the argument that bream will spawn elsewhere seems at first 
sight valid, there is a lack of evidence as to how quickly and successfully this 
happens especially in systems where fish populations have adapted over hundreds 
of years and have developed “learned” behaviour patterns. Hence to deprive the 
bream of such a fundamental part of their habitat, without provision of a proven 
substitute site, carries a high risk.  

Then we have the clear view of the IFM Report, Review of Evidence, Hoveton Great 
Broad Project, March 2021 which is clearly an independent scientific opinion but 
which has been summarily dismissed without justification. 

 Environment Agency commissioned a Scientific Opinion from Professor Carl Sayer 
of University College London. However, this appears to have been little more than a 
desk study which revealed a lack of local knowledge resulting in some highly 
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questionable contentions. In particular Professor Sayer’s claims about fish 
populations.  

He states: "The current low abundance of perch, rudd and tench in the Broads, 
including in HGB, is very clearly linked to a near complete absence of the structured 
plant habitat which these species favour and which tends to impair the foraging 
efficiency of species such as roach and common bream (Winfield, 1986; Diehl, 1988). 
Indeed, common bream have a strong association with plant-free and turbid waters 
in European shallow lakes (Meijer et al., 1990; Hansen et al., 2019). It may well be 
that, in the past, the plant-dominated waters of the Broads were dominated (at least 
in terms of larger species) by pike, tench, roach, rudd, perch and eel, whereas 
common bream may have been more dominant in the Broads rivers, thus allowing all 
of the aforementioned species to co-exist in large numbers". 

These are completely unsubstantiated statements and all the fish species he 
mentioned were represented in samples taken from Hudsons Bay during the pre-
project surveys. There is also a lack of clarity as to the basis for Professor Sayer’s 
conclusion that perch, rudd and tench are at low abundance and to what he is 
comparing the current status of the fishery. This calls into question how much 
weight can be given to his conclusions  
 
Eels 
 
The European eel is in trouble and has been listed in the IUCN Red List as Critically 
Endangered since 2008. Eels are present in HGB and the project will undoubtedly 
hinder their ability to migrate in contravention of the Eels (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2009. 
The law is quite clear that if the passage of eels is impeded or likely to be impeded, 
then various offences are committed.  

Part 4 of the Eels Regulations, Regulation 12, (1) (c) states, ‘..This regulation applies 
to—the construction or maintenance of a structure in or near waters that amounts 
to, or is likely to amount to, an obstruction…’ 

Regulation 14 (2) states ‘..The Agency may, by service of a notice, require a 
responsible person, at their own cost, 
to— 
(a) construct an eel pass; 
(b) make alterations to an existing eel or fish pass; 

(c) operate an existing eel pass in accordance with any conditions stated in the 
notice; 
(d) remove an obstruction; or 
(e) take any other action specified in the notice…..’ 
 

Further, Regulation 15.—(1) requires that, ‘… A responsible person must, at their 
own cost, maintain an eel pass in an efficient state. 
(2) Failure to comply with paragraph (1) is an offence…’ 
 

Efficient state is recognized as being able to fulfil the function for which the 
apparatus is designed, in good repair and working order. 
 
Regulations 18 and 19 cover the use of screens and by-washes: 
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‘..18 (2) A responsible person must provide a continuous by-wash immediately 
upstream from the eel screen which allows eels to return by as direct route as 
practicable to the waters from which they entered the diversion structure. 
(3) Failure to comply with paragraph (2) is an offence…’ 
 
‘..19.—(1) A responsible person must ensure that an eel screen or by-wash— 

 (b) is constructed and located, so far as reasonably practicable, so that eels are not 
injured or damaged by it; 
(c) is maintained in an efficient state…’ 
 

The Eel Regulations make clear that where barriers are installed then other 
measures will be required to allow eel migration to continue.  

The EA concede that eels present a serious problem to project gaining consent. The 
proposed solutions are barely credible. They state: 
 

Objection – eel regulations - the project aims to exclude fish and eels from Hoveton 
Great Broad by installing 2mm screens across the entrances to the waterbody. From 
the designs it appears that these screens will prevent any eel present in the Broad 
from being able to migrate downstream. We understand that the Broad will be 
electro-fished in order to remove as many fish as possible. Eels, especially small 
eels, are very difficult to catch by electrofishing as they tend to lie in the silt and are 
not stunned. It is highly likely, therefore, that potentially high numbers of eels of all 
age ranges will remain in the Broad and be unable to migrate. To comply with the 
Eels (England and Wales) Regulations 2009 the operator will have to demonstrate 
that reasonable measures are being taken to enable silver eels to escape from the 
isolated Broad to continue their downstream migration. Please liaise with the 
Fisheries Team for confirmation of acceptance of the methodology that will be 
used."  
They have placed the following condition as a way forward but we have little 
confidence that there is any serious intent to mitigate the damage the barriers will 
cause to Eel migration. 
 

 "As such we have conditioned that finalised eel passage designs must be submitted 
and approved by the Environment Agency before works can commence".  

The Angling Trust supports the IFM proposal that -  “ as a bare minimum, that 
approval of the proposed passage mitigations by the EA’s appropriately skilled 
technical experts must happen before any permit is issued to allow the creation of 
these barriers to the ecodynamics of this natural system”. 

We also agree that suggestion that electric fishing and fyke netting would form the 
basis of the passage reconnection strategy is fundamentally flawed. 
 
Further Conditions and monitoring  

Whilst we maintain our strong objections to the granting of this permit as set out 
above we note that the EA are attempting to get this over the line by imposing some 
rather ill defined conditions. These include monitoring and mitigation measures for 
eels, water vole and otter. However, the conditions give no meaningful protection 
other than requiring surveys. These is a theme running throughout the conditioning 
which really on the EA satisfying itself without external or stakeholder input.  
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The tiny amount of money set aside for monitoring indicated that it will be weak and 
ineffective. There should be clear objectives established against which the project 
can be judged and if damage is shown to be occurring to fish stocks in the system 
as a whole with the bream failing to find alternative spawning sites then the barriers 
must be reopened and eventually dismantled. 
Conclusion  

It is a matter of regret that Angling Trust and Fish Legal had to use Freedom of 
Information legislation to force the EA to make public the views of their own 
Fisheries, Biodiversity and Geomorphology team (FBG) in East Anglia during the 
initial consultation. This team spent seven years on fish surveys, studies and 
tagging at a cost of more than £250,000 of rod licence and taxpayers’ money. Their 
evidence showed that the proposed barriers would be harmful to the recruitment of 
bream stocks in the Northern Broads. Bream are one of the iconic species upon 
which the £100 million angling economy of the  
 
Norfolk Broads depends. 
 The original EA Fisheries Team objection stated: 

“It follows that the proposed biomanipulation methodology, involving the installation 
of fish proof barriers to prevent fish accessing the habitats currently found within 
HGB carries a high risk of detrimental impacts to the fish populations of both HGB 
and the Northern Broads system.” 

There is nothing we can see in the revised proposal that changes our view that this 
application should be rejected.  
 
REDACTED 
Head of Policy 
Angling Trust 
12.09.21  
 

Sent from my iPad 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
REDACTED – Individuals name 

 
Environment Agency response 
Please see application supporting document “Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.2021”, in which the applicant details that over the last four decades 
all relevant authorities (Broads Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, Rural 
Payments Agency, Anglian Water etc) have worked to reduce the sources of phosphate 
pollution. 
 
Phosphate concentrations have sufficiently lowered as a result of the works done to date to 
allow biomanipulation techniques to alter the water body from a eutrophic state to a clear 
water state within the next 10 years. Phosphate concentrations would have to be 
significantly lower to undertake this change naturally and so is unlikely to happen in the 
medium to short term.  
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WFD status 
The WFD assessment considered project impacts on HGB and connected water bodies. We 
have explained our decision in some detail in the decision document Annex 1 – Water 
Framework Directive section in points entitled “Conclusions in relation to the WFD fish 
element”. We have taken all opinion (internal and external) into account during our decision 
making process. 
 
Objectives 
We are not aware of any formally submitted plans to remove all fish from the broad. The NE 
document entitled “Updated Hoveton Wetlands Restoration WFD Compliance Assessment 
January 2021” states that biomanipulation will consist of the removal of more than 75% of 
the fish biomass from Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay. This document formed part 
of the application document bundle made publicly available for the first consultation in March 
2021. 
 
Scientific view 
The document entitled “Hoveton Great Broad fish biomanipulation – Independent Scientific 
Opinion” was commissioned due to the lack of a WFD fish element classification tool and 
agreement on a suitable baseline fish community structure. This independent scientific 
opinion was supported by references where appropriate and available. The opinion 
comments on the likely fish community composition pre-eutrophication conditions as 
opposed to single species focus such as eel, pike or perch. The EA has not ignored the IFM 
consultation responses as they been reviewed alongside all other responses and used in our 
decision making. 
 
Eels 
The potential impact of the barriers has been considered as part of the permit decision 
making process and measures to ensure eel passage have been considered with the EA’s 
local eel specialist and the eel permitting team. Necessary arrangements for eel passage 
are the subject of a proposed condition of the permit. The EA denies any allegations 
regarding foregone conclusions in the permitting process. 
 
Further conditions and monitoring 
A Flood Risk Activity Permit is a legal document granted by the Environment Agency (EA), 
as the regulator and appropriate authority that determines such applications, to Natural 
England as the applicant, known as the operator in terms of the permit application process. 
No permit conditions have been placed on the Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, which 
remains an advisory group. The conditions must be legally enforceable against the operator 
and will be enforced by the EA and not the HFAG. The EA will determine if the project is 
causing significant environmental harm to the fish populations of the Bure system. 
 
We note this respondent’s concerns that the ring-fenced budget proposed for monitoring and 
mitigation “is clearly not sufficient”. Some of the Environment Agency internal consultees 
have also expressed similar concerns. We understand that the £170,000 quoted is for the 
commission of a further PhD. NE have committed to fund this as part of their monitoring plan. 
They have also committed a further £25,000 to provide a working fund for the HFAG. As 
regulator the EA will require necessary monitoring and mitigation. The proposed budget is 
not a factor in determining what is necessary. 
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40. 
Response received from 
On behalf of an organisation (The Institute of Fisheries Management)  
(response reference: ANON-YVAB-GTJB-S) 
Key extracts from the response 
The  Institute of Fisheries Management would like to submit the attached document in 
response to the Minded to Consultation for Hoveton Great Broad. 
 
Contents of document: 
IFM response to “Minded to” Consultation for the granting of a FRAP permit at 

Hoveton Great Broad 
 
We have reviewed the submission provided by NE, and the additional evidence from 
the EA, and have identified the following points that raise concerns or require further 
investigation or clarification.  
 
Overall, we are very surprised about the EA 'minded-to' support for biomanipulation 
given the cautionary views and advice given by its own internal teams, let alone 
external bodies/consultees. We are strongly against the project and can only see a 
deterioration of both the environment, and the WFD status of the broad and River 
Bure, should it be allowed to go ahead without stringent conditions.  
 
NE are in the embarrassing position of having decided on a solution before 
adequately analysing the problem and now have the money to implement. 
Their experimental designs and monitoring are deeply flawed, but hastily modified: 
inadequately, in our opinion. 
 
New objective 
 
It appears that the project has now been amended with a different objective: instead 
of removing all fish from HGB, the new objective is to remove 75% of the fish 
standing crop in HGB and HB. This raises several questions. How have they 
assessed the standing crop? When did they take this measurement? - standing crop 
changes daily and seasonally. We assume they mean 75% of the biomass, but it may 
mean 75% of the numbers. These two metrics would be very different and should be 
spelt out. We need to see the figures they are going to use, and this SHOULD be 
independently verified and agreed.  
 
 
Certainty 
 
The EA now say in their “justification” for the approval that “we consider that the 
application will not have a detrimental effect on meeting the objectives for the 
waterbody” (p7 Decision Document). 
 
It is not entirely clear from the material provided by the EA to which “waterbody” 
they are now referring in the “justification”. Is this HGB alone? If so, removing 75% 
of all fish will obviously cause a deterioration in the fish element and therefore the 
WFD status. Additionally, if the minority scientific opinion from NE is found to be 
incorrect and bream will not find alternatives for spawning, then this will cause a 
deterioration in the WFD status of connected waterbodies. 
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We are surprised that the EA, despite the categorical view of its own fisheries team 
that the project will cause WFD deterioration of the HGB and the other connected 
waterbodies, is now concluding in absolute terms that there will be no deterioration. 
Even on the basis of the EA’s more optimistic views provided with the consultation 
documents, it is difficult to follow this conclusion. Additionally, the EA say that there 
are “fundamental differences in opinion” scientifically – which means that at the 
very least, the outcome is not agreed and therefore is uncertain 
 
 
The EA’s own Principal Fisheries Scientist (name redacted) states in his internal 
email response 
 

• The sustainability of the northern broad’s bream population, like most other 
fish populations, depends on successful recruitment at intervals. For a 
relatively long-lived and fecund species, these intervals can be quite widely 
spaced as compared to a small, short- lived species such as grayling or 
bleak; however, ten years of no or very low recruitment clearly presents a big 
risk not only to population sustainability but also to the viability of a valuable 
and popular fishery.  

• An increasing body of evidence is suggesting that HGB is of fundamental 
importance for spawning of the bream population of the wider Bure / 
Northern Broads system. Whilst the argument that bream will spawn 
elsewhere seems at first sight valid, there is a lack of evidence as to how 
quickly and successfully this happens especially in systems where fish 
populations have adapted over hundreds of years and have developed 
“learned” behaviour patterns. Hence to deprive the bream of such a 
fundamental part of their habitat, without provision of a proven substitute 
site, carries a high risk.  

The Alternative view 
 
In the "evidence" provided with the decision document, the Agency make reference 
in summary to a document which we have not yet seen. Despite there being a 
consensus among most fisheries scientist that the project will cause deterioration,  
" to assist in our considerations, due to these divided expert opinions, the 
Environment Agency commissioned an Independent Scientific Opinion. Professor 
Carl Sayer of University College London provided his assessment of the reference 
fish community of the broads. The key points of this assessment are summarised 
below:" 

  
Two things are odd about this. Firstly, and most obvious is that the IFM Report, 
Review of Evidence, Hoveton Great Broad Project, March 2021 provided for the 
original application for the FRAP is an independent scientific opinion but this 
appears to have been ignored. 

  
Secondly, the summary from the unseen Sayer report includes many sweeping and 
unsupported statements. For example, Professor Sayer states, "The current low 
abundance of perch, rudd and tench in the Broads, including in HGB, is very clearly 
linked to a near complete absence of the structured plant habitat which these 
species favour and which tends to impair the foraging efficiency of species such as 
roach and common bream (Winfield, 1986; Diehl, 1988). Indeed, common bream have 
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a strong association with plant-free and turbid waters in European shallow lakes 
(Meijer et al., 1990; Hansen et al., 2019). It may well be that, in the past, the plant-
dominated waters of the Broads were dominated (at least in terms of larger species) 
by pike, tench, roach, rudd, perch and eel, whereas common bream may have been 
more dominant in the Broads rivers, thus allowing all of the aforementioned species 
to co-exist in large numbers". 
 
However, the natural state to which Sayer appears to appeal is unsubstantiated and 
all the species mentioned were represented in samples from Hudsons Bay during 
pre-project surveys. There is also a lack of clarity as to the basis for Professor 
Sayer’s conclusion that perch, rudd and tench are at low abundance and to what he 
is comparing the current status of the fishery.  

 
Even so, Professor Sayer still maintains a relatively precautionary approach, 
pointing to the requirement for reductions in phosphate input: - 
 
- many multi-decadal studies suggest that positive lake recovery only 
occurs where nutrient concentrations have been appropriately reduced (below 
around 50 μg/L for total phosphorus), or where fish manipulations are regularly 
repeated, 
 
- It is clear, therefore, that the key to sustainable restoration success in nutrient-
enriched shallow lakes, alongside biomanipulation, is effective accompanying 
external nutrient reduction.  
 
- sediments have been removed from the lake, which may have reduced sediment-
release of phosphorus to the lake water. HGB is therefore in the kind of situation 
where biomanipulation has a high chance of being effective  
 
Sampling of total phosphorous carried out this year shows that levels are still way 
above the 50 μg/L mentioned by Prof Sayer, with 53 μg/L recorded in HGB and 99 
μg/L in HB respectively and this is following sediment removal. There appears to be 
no recognition of the levels of phosphorous in the River Bure that will continue to 
keep the levels above the 50 μg/L threshold unless substantial work is done to 
remove the inputs at water treatment works.  
 
There is also no mention of other potential nutrient inputs such as wildfowl and 
gulls. The population of gulls on Hickling Broad in the early 2000’s was found to be 
one of the contributing factors to the loss of sensitive macrophytes there.  
 
The EA appears to give considerable weight to this so-called "independent Scientific 
Opinion" – but the summary of that opinion leaves assumptions which have not 
been backed up by evidence:  

For instance, the summary indicates that: “the Independent Scientific Opinion 
provides additional evidence on the reference fish community that would be 
associated with a high ecological status under the WFD fish element. This concludes 
that historically there were high numbers of rudd, perch, tench, pike and eel in the 
water body, all of which are now less common". 

However, there is no clarity as to the data upon which this assumption is based and 
the dates the expert has in mind. The comparative historical periods need to be 
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clarified and more elucidation is required: which point in the past is he referencing? 
How does that compare to the broads as they are now?  Eels are less common 
across Europe so the reference to eels does not support the point being made (i.e. 
the numbers of eels have fallen in almost every waterbody, but that does not mean 
that biomanipulation is required).  There are still good numbers of pike present as 
the pike angler study shows. They will thrive where there is adequate food and 
suitable spawning and nursery habitat which the broad has in abundance in its 
current state, without biomanipulation.  

The summary adds that “these fish species thrive better in the clear water habitat 
than the proposed works intend to create.”  However, even if that were true, it does 
not mean such conditions are the only water conditions they do well in. For 
instance, there are a many heavily-modified and sheet-piled canals with thick 
sediment, divest of any macrophytes, including the large industrial canals of 
Yorkshire, which contain high numbers of perch. 

The Opinion is said to state that, historically, bream and roach have been present 
and abundant in a clear water environment. Of course, bream and roach are still 
present in high numbers but are also, apparently, to blame for the poor state of the 
broad. 

Overall, the opinion appears to provide little assistance in the current debate. 

 
Eels 
 
The Critically Endangered European eel is present in this Broad.  
 
The European eel has been listed in the IUCN Red List as Critically Endangered 
since 2008. 
 
The pre-adults of this species must have access to the sea in order to complete its 
life cycle. There must also be access for the juveniles passing from the marine side 
to the freshwater side including across any freshwater obstructions.  
 
In 2007 the EU Council created Regulation 1100/2007 ‘establishing measures for the 
recovery of the stock of European eel’ following scientific advice from the 
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES). ICES stated that stock of 
the European eel was outside safe biological limits. 
The EU Directive caused the formation of Eel Management Plans for reach Member 
State, the target of which is to increase escapement of the pre-adult ‘silver eel’ 
phase to at least 40% of pre-anthropogenic levels. 
 
In 2010 domestic legislation, The Eels (England and Wales) Regulations 2009, were 
enacted to provide a Statutory Instrument to further protect European eels in our 
waters in order to help achieve these escapement goals. 
 
In 2020 ICES advised that when the precautionary approach is applied for European 
eel, all anthropogenic impacts that decrease production and escapement of silver 
eels should be reduced to, or kept as close as possible to, zero in 2021. 
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Connectivity for eels within freshwater habitats and between freshwater and the sea 
and back again is crucial. The mechanisms and solutions for each migration are 
very different and quite complex. The law is quite clear that if the passage of eels is 
impeded or likely to be impeded, then various offences are committed.  
 
 
Part 4 of the Eels Regulations, Regulation 12, (1) (c) states, ‘..This regulation applies 
to—the construction or maintenance of a structure in or near waters that amounts 
to, or is likely to amount to, an obstruction…’ 
Regulation 14 (2) states ‘..The Agency may, by service of a notice, require a 
responsible person, at their own cost, 
to— 
(a) construct an eel pass; 
(b) make alterations to an existing eel or fish pass; 
(c) operate an existing eel pass in accordance with any conditions stated in the 
notice; 
(d) remove an obstruction; or 
(e) take any other action specified in the notice…..’ 
 
Further, Regulation 15.—(1) requires that, ‘… A responsible person must, at their 
own cost, maintain an eel pass in an efficient state. 
(2) Failure to comply with paragraph (1) is an offence…’ 
 
Efficient state is recognized as being able to fulfil the function for which the 
apparatus is designed, in good repair and working order. 
 
Regulations 18 and 19 cover the use of screens and by-washes: 
 
‘..18 (2) A responsible person must provide a continuous by-wash immediately 
upstream from the eel screen which allows eels to return by as direct route as 
practicable to the waters from which they entered the diversion structure. 
(3) Failure to comply with paragraph (2) is an offence…’ 
 
 
‘..19.—(1) A responsible person must ensure that an eel screen or by-wash— 
 (b) is constructed and located, so far as reasonably practicable, so that eels are not 
injured or damaged by it; 
(c) is maintained in an efficient state…’ 
 
 
There is limited reference to eels even though numerous other fish species were 
caught during the fish surveys, especially from Hoveton Great Broad. The Eel 
Regulations are clear that where barriers are created then consideration will be 
required to allow eel migration both upstream and downstream. It appears from one 
of the attached documents that the Agency are aware of this:  
 
"E) Objection – eel regulations - the project aims to exclude fish and eels from 
Hoveton Great Broad by installing 2mm screens across the entrances to the 
waterbody. From the designs it appears that these screens will prevent any eel 
present in the Broad from being able to migrate downstream. We understand that the 
Broad will be electro-fished in order to remove as many fish as possible. Eels, 
especially small eels, are very difficult to catch by electrofishing as they tend to lie 
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in the silt and are not stunned. It is highly likely, therefore, that potentially high 
numbers of eels of all age ranges will remain in the Broad and be unable to migrate. 
To comply with the Eels (England and Wales) Regulations 2009 the operator will 
have to demonstrate that reasonable measures are being taken to enable silver eels 
to escape from the isolated Broad to continue their downstream migration. Please 
liaise with the Fisheries Team for confirmation of acceptance of the methodology 
that will be used." 
  
This is mentioned in the Draft decision document but only: 
 
 "As such we have conditioned that finalised eel passage designs must be submitted 
and approved by the Environment Agency before works can commence".  
 
Given the complex nature of these types of solution and the complexities of 
seasonal variations in eel recruitment and escapement it would seem imperative to 
have sight of, and approve, any such passage designs before the permit is issued 
rather than before work can commence. The EA’s apparent administrative logic 
seems to infer that this scheme is a foregone conclusion, and specifically it draws 
into question the EA’s permitting team’s certainty that the scheme will not cause 
WFD deterioration. 
 
The IFM considers, as a bare minimum, that approval of the proposed passage 
mitigations by the EA’s appropriately skilled technical experts must happen before 
any permit is issued to allow the creation of these barriers to the ecodynamics of 
this natural system.  
 
The suggestion that electric fishing and fyke netting would form the basis of the 
passage reconnection strategy is fundamentally flawed at a range of levels 
including: capture efficiencies being extremely low in a ‘Broads’ system, especially 
for small eels; this invasive strategy has a high potential to damage the eels; the 
cost in time and man-power in conducting the suite of surveys that would be 
required to move any significant amount of the ‘upstream’ population would be 
unsupportable.  
 
 
Recent evidence on biomanipulation 
 
A recent review of eutrophic lake restoration – that NE and EA seem to have 
overlooked – makes some pertinent points  
 
Jilbert et al (2020), in reviewing lake restoration techniques in a special edition of 
Hydrobiologia, state that the uses of biomanipulation appear to be in decline, whilst 
in-lake nutrient inactivation and removal are expanding. Although biomanipulation is 
beneficial in theory, the success rate in published cases is only ~60%, especially in 
the long-term, and this does not account for unsuccessful biomanipulations that 
may have not been reported. Variability in success can arise from stochastic 
changes in hydrodynamics or in community composition, as well as the ontogeny 
and size distribution of species. Differences between lakes in hydrography and 
nutrient supply and sediment storage-release also have a strong influence on food 
chains and the mechanisms of nutrient regeneration from sediments.  
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Successful biomanipulations are typically associated with combined reductions of 
external nutrient loading. 
 
(Jilbert, T., Couture, RM., Huser, B.J. et al. (2020)  
Preface: Restoration of eutrophic lakes: current practices and future challenges. 
Hydrobiologia 847: 4343–4357). 
  
This therefore indicates that the current experience of biomanipulation is that it has 
a far lower chance of success than described in the application documents, It also 
suggest that the certainty which the EA ascribes to the outcome for WFD purposes 
is questionable and left to chance.  
 
 
 
Conditioning 
 
We note that the permission if granted will apparently be conditional on receipt of 
acceptable plans for monitoring and mitigation measures (including re. eels, water 
vole and otter). However, the conditions give little protection other than requiring 
surveys. Furthermore, can these conditions be met, and who would decide if the 
plans were adequate? 

In particular, we are concerned at the following conditions as we believe they do not 
go far enough: 

p. 35 To ensure that the monitoring plan is sufficiently robust, the condition 
requires that the permitted activities cannot commence unless and until an 
appropriate monitoring plan has been submitted to and approved by the 
Environment Agency.  
 
p. 36 we have conditioned that the permitted activities cannot be commenced until a 
finalised mitigation plan is submitted and approved by the Environment Agency. 
 
p. 41 The mitigation plan includes proposals for fisheries-related habitat 
improvement works which, subject to the results of the monitoring process, will 
either assist in maintaining these fisheries or possibly contribute towards improving 
these fisheries. It isn’t clear which fishery they are referring to: is it the river? 
 
p. 31 we have conditioned that finalised eel passage designs must be submitted and 
approved by the Environment Agency before works can commence. 
 
p. 32 We have conditioned that the operator must undertake and submit for review 
up to date (within the last year) ecological surveys for water vole and otter prior to 
the commencement of work and works cannot start until we have approved the 
updated surveys and any mitigation measures required. 
 
HGB and HB have otters on them all the time. From sightings collated by monitoring 
teams and anglers we suspect at least 2 families.  
 
Monitoring 
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The amount of money set aside for monitoring is derisory and there is insufficient 
detail on what monitoring will occur. How robust is it going to be? Can we see a 
plan? For example, whilst it is true that bream may spawn elsewhere it is likely that 
different bream will be evolutionarily successful than if the bream were allowed to 
spawn in HGB and HB. With evidence to strongly suggest a population of bream that 
has evolved to include a meaningful spawning migration to this site, it is likely that 
there will be a dramatic change in the genetics of the bream population which will 
take a long time to play out. 
 
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered 
 
Environment Agency response 
 
New Objective 
We are not aware of any formally submitted plans to remove all fish from the broad. The NE 
document entitled Updated Hoveton Wetlands Restoration WFD Compliance Assessment 
January 2021 states that biomanipulation will consist of the removal of more than 75% of the 
fish biomass from Hoveton Great Broad and Hudson’s Bay. This document formed part of 
the application document bundle made publicly available for the first consultation in March 
2021. 
 
NE have appointed a biomanipulation contractor that is in the process of applying for the 
authorisation to fish using instruments (other than rod and line) under s27A Salmon and 
Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975. The EA will determine this permit application in compliance 
with its guidance and procedures. The contractor has indicated that they are aiming for a 
target removal figure which is based on previous stock surveys in spring of 2014 and 2017. 
It is acknowledged that it will not be possible to quantify the roach and bream removed 
(based on density and biomass estimates), given the timing of the isolation, so as to 
maximise diurnal patterns of fish migration out of the broad. Further sampling and stock 
assessment will be taken following the isolation which will provide an estimate of the degree 
of fish removal to the river Bure system. 
 
Certainty 
The WFD assessment considered project impacts on HGB and connected water bodies. The 
proposed decision has been detailed in the decision document section entitled “Conclusions 
in relation to the WFD fish element”. All opinions, internal and external, including that of the 
Environment Agency’s Principal Fisheries Scientist, have been taken into account during the 
decision making process. 
 
The Alternative View 
The document entitled “Hoveton Great Broad fish biomanipulation – Independent Scientific 
Opinion” was made available as part of the ‘minded-to’ consultation. It was commissioned 
due to the lack of a WFD fish element classification tool and agreement on a suitable baseline 
fish community structure. This independent scientific opinion was supported by references 
where appropriate and available. The opinion comments on the likely pre-eutrophication 
conditions of the likely fish community as a whole, as opposed to a focus on a single species 
such as eel, pike or perch. We are not aware of the pike angler study, the density reported 
or the geographical cover age of this study. The Fishtrac 2017 PASE surveys found that 
HGB does not appear to be unique for pike in comparison to other broads surveyed. The 
IFM consultation responses have been reviewed and considered alongside all other 
responses in the decision making. Comments in reply have been included where appropriate 
within the decision document.  
 
The nutrient status, whether impacted by bird guanotrophy or not, is within the range that 
biomanipulation is expected to yield positive results: see section 3.6 of the application 
document ‘Hoveton Project: creating a sustainable future for the Bure system’ (February 
2021), as amended by the July 2021 version of this document (Documents numbered 6 (a), 
6(b) and 6 (c) in Annex 3 – Table 1). This section quotes Phillips et al (2015) who states that 
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annual mean total phosphorus concentrations of <55ug/l are likely to be required to create a 
light climate that supports long term stability of macrophyte cover. 
 
The nutrient levels quoted are from a single sample taken in 2021. They cannot be viewed 
as statistically representative, especially when compared to annual average targets in 
shallow lake systems which are known to undergo annual nutrient cycles. The evidence 
regarding nutrient concentrations in the wider system has been extensively reviewed. 
 
Eels 
The potential impact of the barriers has been considered as part of the permit decision-
making process and measures to ensure eel passage have been extensively discussed with 
our local eel specialist and the eel permitting team. We are confident that a requirement for 
plans to be agreed before construction (rather than before a FRAP permit decision) does not 
pose any further risk of non-compliance with the regulations and deny any allegations 
regarding foregone conclusions in the permitting process. 
 
Recent evidence on biomanipulation 
Thank you for the reference (Jilbert et al, 2020). The point made regarding success rate is 
recognised. A well-designed biomanipulation project targeting the species with the greatest 
potential impact on zooplankton grazers and embracing the knowledge that ontogenic 
changes occur with life stage is expected to yield a higher percentage chance of success. 
The article also notes that in large, stratified lakes, positive results of biomanipulation are 
often only temporary thus necessitating repetition, but in shallow lakes, and alternative stable 
state may be reached through a single correctly planned treatment. HGB is a shallow lake 
and the scheme has been proposed after significant and extended works within the 
catchment to reduce nutrient levels in the river. It should be noted that this was a review of 
cases from around the globe and many of the techniques described as expanding refer to 
deep lakes where thermal stratification occurs. This is not the case in the majority of 
Broadland shallow lakes. In our determination we have considered the findings of the 
document entitled “A review of lake restoration practices and their performance in the Broads 
National Park 1980-2013” (Phillips et al 2015) which are specific to Broadland lakes and 
Hoveton Great Broad in particular. 
 
Conditioning 
A Flood Risk Activity Permit is a legal document granted by the Environment Agency 
(regulator) to Natural England (operator). No permit conditions have been placed on the 
Hoveton Fisheries Advisory Group, which remains an advisory group. The conditions must 
be legally enforceable against the operator and will be enforced by the EA. The EA will 
determine if the project is causing significant environmental harm to the fish populations of 
the Bure system. The improvement activities are expected to be influenced by the HFAG and 
relate to the broadland fishery, not just HGB.  
 
Monitoring 
NE provided a monitoring document as part of the application process that provides some 
detail on the expected monitoring. We note this respondent’s concerns that the ring-fenced 
budget proposed for monitoring and mitigation “is clearly not sufficient”. Some of the 
Environment Agency internal consultees have also expressed similar concerns. We 
understand that the £170,000 quoted is for the commission of a further PhD. NE have 
committed to fund this as part of their monitoring plan. They have also committed a further 
£25,000 to provide a working fund for the HFAG. Ultimately what matters is that the proposed 
measures for monitoring and mitigation are necessary and sufficient. The proposed budget 
does not constrain the Environment Agency in making this assessment. 
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Annex 3: Documentation used in determination process  
 
All the documents submitted through the application process, including 
supporting evidence documents, are listed below. Where appropriate the 
documents listed below have been referred to in the annexes above.  
 
All of these documents are available on the public register for the Flood Risk 
Activity Permits (FRAPs) under the permit reference (EPR/RB3557SW) and 
can be requested by the public.  
 
Annex 3 – Table 1 
Document 
Number  

Reference Date Description  

1 FRAP Submission Letter 
26.01.21 26/01/2021 Letter accompanying the  

application forms 
1.2 B10 covering letter 

27.01.21 27/01/2021 Letter accompanying the amended 
application forms 

1.3 FRAP Submission Letter 
04.02.21 04/02/2021 Letter accompanying the amended 

application 
2 Alternative contact for 

Hoveton Restoration 
Project_27.01.2021 

27/01/2021 
Letter accompanying the amended 
application forms with additional 
contact  

2.2 environmental-permit-
part-a-Hoveton 
Restortaion Project 
27.01.21 

27/01/2021 
Application form (part A) 

3 F3 - Hoveton Great 
Broad_27.01.20 27/01/2021 Application form (part F3) 

4 B10 - Hoveton 
Restoration 
Project_27.1.20 

27/01/2021 
Application form (part B10) 

5 Alternatives to Full Lake 
Biomanipulation_04.02.20
21 

04/02/2021 
Information on alternative options 

6 (a) Hoveton Project creating 
a sustainable future for 
the Bure system updated 
Feb 2021 Feb 2021 

Natural England’s evidence on 
Hoveton Great Broad fishery. This 
document has since been 
amended into document 6 (c) with 
document 6 (b) explaining the 
changes made. 

6 (b) Cover note 
16.07.21_Hoveton Project 
creating a sustainable 
future for the Bure system 

16/07/2021 Cover note explaining the 
changes made to document 
number 6 (c). 

6 (c) Hoveton Project creating 
a sustainable future for 
the Bure system_updated 
July 2021 

July 2021 Document amended to remove 
reference to an appendix not 
being relied upon in the 
application. See documents 
numbered 6 (b) and 25, for 
applicants explanation on 
changes. 

6.2 Annex 1 - Fish 
assemblages in the 
broads 

26/01/2021 
Annex 1 of Natural England’s 
evidence on Hoveton Great Broad 
fishery 

6.3 Annex 2 - Macrophyte 
recovery in HGB post 
biomanipulation 

26/01/2021 
Annex 2 of Natural England’s 
evidence on Hoveton Great Broad 
fishery 
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7 (a) 01533 Hoveton Fish 
Barrier Method statement 
Risk assessment  18/11/2019                                            

Method statement Risk 
assessment. This document has 
since been amended into 
document 7 (c) with document 7 
(b) explaining the changes made. 

7 (b) RE: FRAP ref 
EPR/RB3557SW - Letter 
requesting piling material 
clarification 

06/08/2021 

Email cover note explaining the 
changes made to document 
number 7 (c). 

7 (c) 01533 Hoveton Fish 
Barrier Method statement 
Risk assessment 06/08/2021 

Document amended to refer to the 
correct piling material (steel). See 
documents numbered 7 (b), for 
applicants explanation on 
changes. 

8 (a) 01533 Hoveton Great 
Broad Fish Barrier Outline 
Construction Methodology  26/01/2021                                          

Outline Construction Methodology. 
This document has since been 
amended into document 8 (b) with 
document 7 (b) explaining the 
changes made. 

8 (b) 01533 Hoveton Great 
Broad Fish Barrier Outline 
Construction Methodology 06/08/2021 

Document amended to refer to the 
correct piling material (steel). See 
documents numbered 7 (b), for 
applicants explanation on 
changes. 

9 01533 Hoveton Great 
Broad Proposed Vessel 
Route 

26/01/2021    
Proposed Vessel Route to access 
the site 

10 02595_P04_Hoveton 
Screens DRA 14/01/2021 Designers Risk Assessment for 

installation of fish barriers 
11 02595_Hoveton Screens - 

Design Report -v3 14/01/2021 Design report on fish barriers 

12 Hoveton 
Screens_02595_001-
011_P04 Hoveton Fish 
Barriers 13/01/2021 

Design drawing showing the 
schematic plans of proposed fish 
barriers at Hoveton Marshes, The 
Dam & Foxborrow Dyke locations. 
Also includes design drawings of 
Eel trap and Eel Fyke. 

13 Environmental Statement 
Volume III: Appendices 
 

07/07/2014 
Environmental Statement - Volume 
III Appendices 

14 Environmental Statement 
Volume IV: Non-Technical 
Summary 

07/07/2014 
Environmental Statement - Volume 
IV 

15 Environmental Statement 
Volume I: Environmental 
Statement 

07/07/2014 
Environmental Statement - 
Volume I 
 

16 Biomanipulation Barriers 5/11/2018 Structures location map 
17 Hoveton Fisheries 

Advisory Group. HFAG 
January 2021 PDF 

January 
2021 

Document setting out the role and 
responsibilities of the Hoveton 
Fisheries Advisory Group. 

18 Hoveton Great Broad 
Restoration, Modelling 
Report – Revision 1.0 

April 2019 
Hydraulic modelling report 

19 Flood risk modelling files 
and sensitivity tests 26/01/2021 Flood risk modelling files and 

sensitivity tests 
20 D2016 00163443  HWRP 

Appendix 4 Monitoring 
Plan v4_04102019 

26/01/2021 
Monitoring Plan 
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21 (a) HWRP  Monitoring Plan 
addendum_04.02.21 04/02/2021 

Addendum to Monitoring Plan. See 
document 21 (b) for an updated 
Addendum to Monitoring Plan. 

21 (b) HWRP  Monitoring Plan 
addendum_updated 
07.06.2021 07/06/2021 

Additional information updating the 
Monitoring plan addendum 
following our Schedule 5 Notice 
(document 25). 

22 HGB Fish Barriers water 
vole and otter 
survey_17.08.20 

17/08/2020 
Water vole and otter survey 

23 Hoveton Great Broad 
scheme - WFD 
assessment 2014 

June 2014 
WFD Assessment 

23.2 Updated  WFD 
Compliance 
Assessment_January 
2021 

January 
2021 

WFD Assessment Addendum 

24 EA Response to 
extension request 18/06/2021 Letter confirming permit 

determination extension request 
25 Schedule 5 Response 

18.06.21 18/06/2021 
Letter providing additional 
information following our Schedule 
5 Notice. 

26 ERPPRB3557SW_WFD 
reassessment 
paper_schedule 5 

June 2021 
Additional information on WFD 
assessment following our 
Schedule 5 Notice. 

27 Northern Broads Bream 
Spawning Assessment 
2019 Interim Summary 
V1.4 

10 June 
2019 

Summary of findings from bream 
spawning survey of the Northern 
Broads river systems. 

28 Stage 1 Habitats 
Regulations Assessment 
form 30/04/2021 

Environment Agency internal 
assessment of SPA, SAC and 
Ramsar sites through the Stage 1 
HRA 

29 SSSI Assessment 
Formal Notice of 
permissions (Appendix 
4) 

30/04/2021 

Environment Agency internal 
assessment of SSSI site through 
the Countryside & Rights of Way 
Act – Appendix 4 assessment  

30 FRAP Screening Report 09/07/2021 Bespoke permit screening tool 
assessment 

31 Movements of common 
bream Abramis brama in 
a highly connected, 
lowland wetland reveal 
sub-populations with 
diverse migration 
strategies (2020) 

09/06/2021 

Research Paper (Freshwater 
Biology) on Bream spawning 
preferences in the Northern 
Broads 

32 Acoustic telemetry 
reveals strong spatial 
preferences and mixing 
during successive 
spawning periods in a 
partially migratory 
common bream 
population (2021) 

09/06/2021 

Research Paper (Aquatic 
Sciences) on Bream spawning 
preferences in the Northern 
Broads 

33 Hoveton_Great_Broad_fi
sh_biomanipulation  

20/04/2021 Independent Scientific Opinion 
commissioned by Environment 
Agency on fish community 
reference conditions  
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34 Biomanipulation as a 
Restoration Tool to 
Combat Eutrophication: 
Recent Advances and 
Future Challenges 
(2012) 

20/04/2021 Research Paper provided along 
with the Independent Scientific 
Opinion 

35 Chapter 18 - Restoration 
of freshwaters: Principles 
and Practice (2019) 

20/04/2021 Research Paper provided along 
with the Independent Scientific 
Opinion 

36 Consequences of Fish 
Kills for Long-Term 
Trophic Structure in 
Shallow Lakes: 
Implications for Theory 
and Restoration (2016) 

20/04/2021 Research Paper provided along 
with the Independent Scientific 
Opinion 

37 BASG Presentation of 
their Fish Stock Model to 
EA 

02/06/2021 Information provided by BASG as 
part of information request on 
their Fish Stock Model  

38 BASG Presentation of 
their Fish Stock Model to 
NE 

02/06/2021 Information provided by BASG as 
part of information request on 
their Fish Stock Model 
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