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Mr Mark Dykes 
East of England Heritage Lottery Fund 
Eastbrook 
Shaftesbury Road 
Cambridge 
CB2 8BF         12 May 2015 
 
 
Dear Mr Dykes 
 
Application for Funding for Hoveton Great Broad Project 
 
0.0 The Norfolk and Suffolk Boating Association (NSBA), founded in 1894, serves, protects and 
promotes the interests of private users of pleasure craft on the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads. The NSBA 
has some 1,000 individual members and 52 affiliated clubs and associations, altogether representing 
the majority of those who use the variety of private craft on the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads. 
 
1.0 NSBA understands that a funding application was submitted by Natural England for the 
Hoveton Great Broad restoration project in February and that a decision will be made by the Eastern 
Region Committee of the Heritage Lottery Fund early in June. This therefore seems an opportune time 
to remind you of NSBA’s observations on the proposed project and to ask you to bring our views to the 
attention of the members of the committee making the funding decision. 
 
2.0 Obviously NSBA has no detailed knowledge of the application itself. Our views are based on 
the planning applications made in connection with the project and the communications we have 
received from Natural England and their advisers since our concerns were made known. 
 
3.0 NSBA takes the view that it would be wrong to fund the project from public sources for the 
following reasons: 
 

 Hoveton Great Broad is tidal water which was illegally closed to the public at some time 
between 1883 and 1891 and public access to the Broad would not be significantly improved 
after completion of the proposed project. 

 The proposed fish barriers, as detailed in planning application BA/2014/0248/FUL, would be 
difficult to remove and would effectively prevent any possibility of the Broad being re-opened to 
navigation in the future. They also contravene the drainage requirements of the Hoveton 
Inclosure Act 1819. 

 The science of shallow lakes is by no means simple nor is there a consensus on the 
mechanisms at work nor the steps which lead to improved water quality. 

 The site has been under the management of the owner since the public were excluded in the 
late nineteenth century and in recent decades that management has been in partnership with 
Natural England. It is accepted that its current state is unacceptable, yet similar, previously 
unsuccessful, management arrangements will persist during and after the project. 

 The proposed canoe trail (detailed in planning application BA/2014/0407/FUL) which purports to 
improve public access does no such thing. It provides no canoe access to the Broad itself, and 
is essentially a means of using public funds to create an asset for private commercial 
exploitation by the landowner. 

 
 



We elaborate below on our thinking behind those objections. 
 
4.0 Public Access 
 
4.1 Hoveton Great Broad is a stretch of tidal water enclosed by a loop of the Bure between Horning 
and Wroxham. It was closed to the public at some point between 1883 and 1891. The closure seems to 
have been effected to prevent tourists fishing and shooting on the Broad. Research at the County 
Record Office provides no evidence of a legal instrument to effect the closure. Prior to the closure it 
was common for trading wherries to use the Broad as an alternative route to the river when wind 
conditions made it more favourable. It was also used by leisure craft as demonstrated in the 
photographs below. It is likely that wherrymen were instrumental in controlling the incursion of scrub 
and trees in the area. Photographs taken in the late nineteenth century demonstrate the open nature of 
the area with few trees and widespread reed marshes. They also demonstrate the open access to 
navigation. 

 
Salhouse Broad in the foreground, River Bure in middleground and Hoveton Great Broad in the 
background 



  
Salhouse Broad on right, River Bure in left centre and Hoveton Great Broad in background 
 
 

 
Salhouse Broad in right foreground, River Bure in left foreground, Hoveton Great Broad in distance. 
 



4.2 Since closure of the Broad in the late nineteenth century a small circular boardwalk was 
established in 1968, largely as a result of an initiative by Dr Martin George and the Broads Society, 
which allows those who can reach a mooring on the north bank of the Bure to take a short walk which 
gives part views of the Broad. This boardwalk is open on Sundays to Thursdays during the day from 
April to September. This is hardly public access to the Broad. 
 
4.3 The proposed canoe trail does little to improve matters. It proposes an access track of plastic 
netting laid across a field to a car park made of similar plastic netting allowing a few, pre-booked visitors 
to be guided in convoy on a canoe trail through a series of drainage dykes (dredged under the project) 
which have no wildlife designation to a point some 60 metres from Hoveton Great Broad. From there 
they will be able to disembark and walk along a short boardwalk to access a viewing platform 
overlooking the Broad. These canoe trails will be run on a profitable basis by the Hoveton Estate – 
already operators of the nearby BewilderWood theme park. Should the canoe trails fail to make a profit, 
the Estate will incur little cost in dismantling the limited infrastructure to terminate them. The canoe trails 
start from a slipway into Pound End, another tidal Broad closed to the public and owned by the Estate, 
which has a gated connection into Hoveton Little Broad, similarly owned by the Estate, but, since 1949 
and a public demonstration famously headed by Herbert Woods, open to the public over Easter and 
from June to November. The project makes no proposal to allow access from Hoveton Little Broad into 
Pound End and thus provide a connection to the canoe trail. This fails to comply with the objectives of 
the Broads Authority Integrated Access Strategy. 
 
4.4 Natural England maintain that the only way to restore Hoveton Great Broad, due to its wildlife 
designations, is to exclude the public or to severely restrict their access. NSBA contest this view. We 
pose two arguments. Firstly we compare Hoveton Great Broad with Hickling Broad, which has identical 
conservation designations, yet is open to navigation, has public access to various sections of its shore 
and has a long distance walking trail (The Weavers Way) along its southern shore. It is also true to say 
that the major landowners of its shores, despite being conservation organisations are much more open 
to public access. 
 
4.5 We also contrast the poor water quality of Hoveton Great Broad, which is closed to public 
access and navigation, with the immediately adjacent Wroxham and Salhouse Broads, which, despite 
being in private ownership, are open to navigation under conditions and are in better condition than 
Hoveton Great Broad. We suggest that the permission of navigation and passage of craft with the 
consequent mixing of water might well assist in improving water quality and we question the evidence 
for excluding craft. This is further substantiated by the relative conditions of Malthouse Broad (open to 
navigation) and the immediately adjacent Ranworth Broad (closed to navigation and managed by the 
Norfolk Wildlife Trust). Ranworth Broad has poorer water quality. 
 
4.6 At the time when this project was conceived, Natural England approached the Broads Authority 
to invite them to become partners in the project. The Authority’s officers declined because they were of 
the firm opinion that any expenditure of public money to improve the state of the Broad should be linked 
to restoration of public access. This stance was endorsed by the members of the Authority at their 
meetings on 21

st
 January 2015 when they resolved that any support for the project would be conditional 

on better public access to the project area. 
 
5.0 Fish Barriers 
 
5.1 NSBA understands that Natural England have revised their proposed designs for the fish 
barriers. However, under planning application BA/2014/0248/FUL they have permission for stone 
gabion barriers blocking off all entrances and exits to Hoveton Great Broad. NSBA considers that such 
barriers are totally unacceptable. NSBA questions the need for the barriers in the first place. The water 
quality of the River Bure outside the Broad is better than that the Broad and we consider that the 
project’s objectives would be better served by improving the flushing mechanism available by 
increasing the flow through the Broad from the river. 
 
5.2 The barriers, as shown in the planning application would be hard to construct to an accurate 
line and level, given the soft nature of the bed of the access channels and Broad bottom. They are 



heavy (more than 1000 tonnes of stone would be needed to construct them) and would inevitably distort 
and subside after installation. Natural England have no previous experience of using barriers of this 
nature – and they certainly have never removed any. We attach below photographs of stone gabions 
previously used on the Broads to support a railway embankment at Haddiscoe New Cut. 

 
 



 
 
Their tendency to distort and subside is clearly shown. Such barriers would fail to seal with the banks of 
the access channels at their ends, would not be constructed to an accurate line and level and would 
prove extremely difficult, if not impossible, to remove at the end of the project. This causes us to worry 
that the barriers will never be removed. We draw the Fund’s attention to the earlier project to restore 
Cockshoot Broad in 1982. A piled barrier was installed across the channel between the Broad and the 
River Bure prior to a mud-pumping restoration project. It remains to this day despite the expressed 
intention of the project’s proposers to remove the barrier and restore access. 
 
5.3 We also draw the Fund’s attention to the weaknesses of the strategy for fish exclusion. Fish fry 
can penetrate small apertures and we are advised that commercial fish farms use a 75micron mesh to 
prevent access or ingress to pens. It is not uncommon for avian predators to drop viable fish in flight 
and the proposed barriers take no account of the consequences of overtopping (which must be allowed 
to avoid the Environment Agency’s concerns about the effect on flood prevention). Similarly there are 
concerns about the ability to seal the ends of the proposed barriers. 
 
6.0 The Science 
 
6.1 The science of restoration of shallow lakes is not agreed. The Broads Authority has spent 
hundreds of thousands of pounds on supporting PhD students and research studies during its existence 
and the only common conclusion seems to be that the matter is extremely complex. Indeed, Natural 
England’s planning application is peppered with phrases such as “It is hoped that..”. NSBA believes that 
a simpler, less costly approach should be tried before major funds are expended. We would advocate 
that the landowner should cease to use chemical fertilisers on land draining into the Broad, and should 
clear the trees currently overshadowing the potential reedbeds fringing the Broad. Trees kill reeds by 
overshadowing them and this makes Broad and river banks less sustainable because they are then 
more prone to wash caused by boats and wind induced waves. Reeds absorb wave energy – a 
principle embodied in the strategy behind the Environment Agency’s recent Broads Flood Alleviation 
Project. 



 

 
River Bure – Hoveton Great Broad on Left – Salhouse Broad on Right 
 

 
One entrance to Hoveton Great Broad from the Bure 
 
6.2 The project proposes dredging phosphorous rich sediment from the Broad and then using it to 
create bagged bunds around the Broad to enclose areas of further dredged spoil. We fail to see how 
this phosphorous will fail to find its way back into the Broad. 
 
6.3 We refer back to item 4.5 and point out the potentially beneficial effects of water agitation by 
means of the passage of craft. 
 
7.0 Management of the Site 
 
7.1 Since the late nineteenth century the site has been managed by the landowner. In that time it 
has deteriorated from the views shown in 4.1 to those shown in 6.1. This period of decline has included 
recent decades when Natural England has partnered in its management. We are not impressed by that 
track record and have little faith that investing large amounts of public money with the current team will 
improve matters. 
 
8.0 The Canoe Trail 
 
8.1 We find the proposed canoe trail a cynical attempt to demonstrate improved public access while 
creating a commercial asset at public expense – moreover a commercial asset that can be removed at 
little cost should it prove unprofitable. 
 



9.0  Conclusion 
 
9.1 The NSBA calls upon the Heritage Lottery Fund to take a realistic view of this funding 
application. Public funds should not be expended to improve private assets unless there is a public 
benefit. In this case we believe it should involve greatly improved public access on land and by water 
coupled with a gradual approach to environmental improvement. We attach the following photograph to 
make HLF committee members aware that powered boat access is already available to guests of the 
estate who are given permission to fish. This photograph was taken on 29

th
 August 2014 when the 

Broads Authority Planning Committee carried out a site visit to the Broad in connection with the 
planning application. 
 

 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Richard Card 


