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The RGCG Committee have ad-
opted their Strategy document 
for the period 2016-2020. This 

follows in a four year cycle which start-
ed in 2008, but this time has some il-
lustrations. It also differs in looking 
back to past activities and achieve-
ments, as well as looking forward. A 
strategy might sound rather grand for 
a local voluntary based group, but we 
feel it is important. It stimulates think-
ing on what next, particularly after a 
series of major restoration projects 
carried out in the Glaven catchment; it 
is also useful to inform other interest-
ed parties and more specifically should 
we wish to make any funding bids it 
shows how the bid project fits into to a 
wider picture.

This is a four page document which 
we do not plan to print. However we 
would send the electronic PDF ver-
sion to all members who would wish 
to have one; contact ian.shepherd03@

btinternet.com. You can also view on 
our web site. We would also be inter-
ested to hear on any feedback you may 
have, and answer any questions you 
may have.

The future of ‘our river’, countryside 
and natural environment is hugely 
dependent on Government decisions 
(or non-decisions) over the next four 
or five years. So for this Newsletter I 
ask for some editorial indulgence af-
ter 12 years in the role, and the theme 
throughout embraces two very divisive 
issues, albeit in a non-divisive way. 
Both are within the RGCG remit of 
the health of our rivers and other wa-
ter bodies, and the wildlife that is de-
pendent on them. In the shorter term 
there is wind energy, and in long term 
the implications of our departure from 
the European Union. It is vital that the 
UK retain the environmental legisla-
tion in place as regards water quality 
and quantity. The overlay to these two 

themes is the importance of the upper 
Glaven to the river and the catchment 
area as a whole. 

A majority may well be in favour of 
wind turbines in principle, but some 
fierce arguments can centre on the lo-
cation; turbines are not alone in this 
respect, but are in general the  most 
divisive of all planning applications.  
Leaving the EU opens opportunities as 
well as concerns. In particular to sup-
port farming in reducing pollution of 
our rivers and aquifers, to the benefit 
both of our wildlife and public water 
supply; but will we take it? There are 
of course many issues around Brexit 
and how it is implemented. In all likeli-
hood, the natural environment will be 
at the back of the queue. Some will see 
the Water Framework Directive and 
the Habitats Regulations, adopted EU 
environmental legislation, as costly red 
tape. In fact it is critical to the future of 
our wildlife; and people as well.

Setting the Scene
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Dong Energy is the global leader 
in the development, construc-
tion and operation of off-shore 

wind farms, with over 25 years of ex-
perience. The company is based in 
Denmark. It now proposes to develop 
a new offshore wind farm 120 km 
off the north Norfolk coast. The site 
will cover an area 17 times the size of 
Norwich, and provide enough electric-
ity to power the equivalent of all the 
homes in Norfolk 5 times over.

Like the existing Sheringham Shoal 
and Dudgeon off shore wind farms the 
cabling at sea to shore will be at Wey-
bourne. From there it will cross North 
Norfolk, Broadland and South Norfolk 
districts to a substation to the south 
and west of Norwich to make a con-
nection to the national grid; a distance 
of about 55 km. The substation would 
be within 3 km of Norwich Main, and 
would require an area of 100,000 sqm 
and up to 25 m in height. The cabling 
throughout will be under-grounded, 
in some places by a horizontal direct 
drill process, but mainly by an open-
cut trench up to 2 m deep and a back 
fill after the cabling is laid. The width 
of the open-cut operation can be 40 
m allowing for construction working 
area.

This is a massive project in terms of 
cost and complexity, with a number of 
steps in the planning process before 
construction begins, with completion 
and commissioning around 2025. The 
Dong consultation process has start-
ed with ‘drop-in’ events so the pub-
lic could be made aware of the pro-
cess and proposals and indications 
of the route and refinements. These 
were held firstly at  last November,  
and then 1st-10th March 2017, both 
times along  various settlements close 
to  the proposed route (we attended  
1st, 8th and 9th March at Weybourne, 
Corpusty and Holt). The alignment of 
the cabling at March had narrowed 
down from an initial area of search of 
some 5 km to about 200 m; at a later 
stage it will be taken down further to 
an 80 m. width.

From the outset we made clear and 
put in writing our two generic con-
cerns. Firstly that great care must 
be taken in both construction and 

operation that great care should be 
taken not let soil enter the Glaven, 
its tributaries and ditches which link 
to river; this is a major existing prob-
lem with run-off from arable fields 
and must not be made worse. Fur-
ther direct drilling under streams is 
necessary rather than the most used 
open-cut trench technique. Secondly 
the Glaven above Letheringsett Mill is 
one of a small and decreasing number 
of locations which harbour a healthy 
population of the native white-clawed 
crayfish. This could be wiped out by 
the disease carried by the non-native 
signal crayfish, and can be carried 
by contaminated heavy machinery as 
well as on an anglers’ boots or equip-
ment.

The cabling route shows two options 
on landing, one either side of Wey-
bourne village, which is understand-
able. However much less so was that 
the route divides into three options for 
the area between High Kelling and the 
Edgefield Street. The reason for this 
did not become clear until discussion 
at Holt. The scale of this project is 
such that if the land transmission is 
by High Voltage Alternating Current 
(HVAC) – the normal practice to date 
– a HVAC booster station is required 
to mitigate power losses between the 
wind farm and the national grid con-
nection point. The booster needs to be 
within some 10 km from the coastline 
to make it effective.

The booster station would require 
an area of up to 25,000 sqm (six 
acres), with a much greater construc-
tion working area, and up to 12.5 m 
in height.  While there is much to take 
into account in the cabling route, it is 
location of any booster stations which 
will be most controversial in the pub-
lic eye. They are large in the land-
scape, and unlike the cabling, they 
are permanently in view.  So for the 
three options route area, it is where a 
booster station is secured that is the 
critical issue. It is the selection of this 
site which dictates the cabling route 
in the area. The three booster sta-
tion options are each in a large arable 
field, and required any comments to 
be made by the 31st March. 

The field which would have the most 

direct impact on the upper Glaven lies 
just to the south west of Hempstead 
Mill (option B on map). It is bounded 
on the north and east by the Hemp-
stead Road and the public footpath 
track which leads through Hempstead 
Hall Farm and the village; on the west 
by Moorhouse Plantation; and the 
field southern boundary, which sits 
above the stream that flows into the 
Glaven opposite Holt Lowes.

To the south west of this upper 
Glaven option is another arable field 
option at Pond Hills, Coney Ground 
(option A). This pond is spring fed, 
with drainage entering the Glaven op-
posite Edgefield Wood, like Holt Lowes 
a Special Area of conservation. Like 
the upper Glaven, this is one of those 
Norfolk areas of old landscapes and 
narrow winding lanes, tranquil and 
little known other than by residents, 
and giving great pleasure to those that 
do come across it. The same applies to 
the third option.

The third and most southerly loca-
tion is field is just past Fuel Farm on 
the Edgefield to Little Barningham 
Road, where the road falls into a dip 
in the landform and rises again to 
Barningham Green Plantation. This 
forms the northern boundary of the 
field. The track from the road which 
runs alongside this woodland marks 
the eastern boundary of the field, and 
also would likely provide the access, 
although there are other options. 
The western side of the field follows 
the parish boundary between Little 
Barningham and Edgefield, and on 
the south side between Little Barn-
ingham  and Corpusty.  A booster sta-
tion on this site would likely straddle 
the southern boundary, and sit close 
to Barningham Green Plantation and 
New Covert woodland. The watershed 
lies to the east, and from Watery Lane 
ultimately reaches the River Bure at 
Itteringham. For all three booster sta-
tion options the cabling alignment 
would cross the Bure on the west side 
of Corpusty, and further south the 
Wensum, and finally Tud. 

While potential sites for booster 
station was not at all evident from 
the maps at the roadshow, the Dong 
staff were very helpful and receptive 

The Upper Glaven and Dong Energy: 
The Cabling Route and Booster Station Options.
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to views and local information on the 
cabling route throughout.  In conver-
sation it was said that there would be 
preference for a High Voltage Direct 
Current (HVDC) system, which would 
not require a booster station; but the 
technology for a project of his scale is 
not yet proven in practice for HVDC. 
Therefore the company will proceed 
with both options through the plan-
ning process before taking a decision. 
It would seem to us with so much at 
stake the company are likely to stay 
with HVAC and require a booster sta-
tion. On his assumption we needed to 

make an RGCG response to the com-
pany and have done. 

In essence we objected to both the 
upper Glaven and Pond Hill sites as 
having a potential for adverse impact 
on the Glaven, both in construction 
and when operational. Others may 

object on other grounds, in particu-
lar on landscape. All three sites are 
in very attractive rolling countryside, 
tranquil and relatively untouched, 
and that includes the narrow lanes 
with both aesthetic and access is-
sues. Little Barningham might have 
the most potential for tree screening, 
but hedge rows need to be deciduous 
(albeit can’t be effective in winter) and 
at night there will be a large area of 
lighting in truly dark skies locations. 
Faced with these issues, the RGCG 
would hope that Dong Energy could 
dispense with HVAC system and the 
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Top. Entrance to Upper Glaven site 
(option B) is from the Hempstead 
Road, at public footpath

Centre. The Upper Glaven site is 
of the highest concern due to the 
proximity of, and steep fall to, 
the river. At the southern end, the 
field looks across a stream and 
the river to Holt Lowes (front page 
photo).

Bottom. Entrance to Coney Ground 
site (option A) at Pond Hills is off 
the Edgefield to Plumstead road. 
The RGCG has also objected to this 
site.

booster stations,  and be successful in 
establishing the utilisation of HVDC 
instead.

The outcome of the November round 
of roadshow events, taken with exten-
sive further studies, resulted in the 
‘area of search’ of some 5 km in width 
being reduced to an indicative 200 m 
cable corridor, plus a 100 m buffer on 
either side. There will be a formal con-
sultation in July this summer on the 
Preliminary Environmental Informa-
tion Report. This will result in the 200 
m corridor being reduced to the final 
80 m cable route to be presented in 
an Environmental Statement. This ES 
will then support the Application for 
Consent and the work for this would 
come in the first half of 2018. The De-
velopment Consent Order will involve 
a public inquiry and the approximate 
date for Consent Decision would be 
late 2019. More approximate still, 
the onshore construction will come at 
2022, the offshore works in 2023; and 
as side commissioning in 2025. 

Meanwhile the Dudgeon offshore 
wind farm is approaching completion 
and national grid substation connec-
tion is on the edge of Necton village 
in Breckland, which had been met 
with local resistance. Norfolk Van-
guard is another offshore wind farm 
running in parallel with Dong in tim-
escale through the planning process. 
It is larger than Dudgeon, but smaller 
than Dong (1.3 million households 
served as opposed to over 2 million). 
Vanguard would land in the Bacton 
area and runs east to west across the 
county rather north to south, ‘criss-
crossing’ in the Aylsham/Reepham  
area. Vanguard are seeking a substa-
tion national grid connection within 
3 km of Necton, again causing some 
consternation in the village. The com-
panies need to establish both the on-
shore landing and national grid points 
to be able to establish with confidence 
the overall cabling route. 
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The Restoration of Selbrigg Pond

The RGCG Spring 2014 Newslet-
ter carried a very brief article 
on the restoration of Selbrigg 

Pond. This was a period of maximum 
activity for major projects on the 
Glaven financed by the Defra Catch-
ment Restoration Fund (CRF), and 
the one where we did not do justice 
to the work done and the reasons for 
doing, or the intrinsic value of the site 
and its importance as part the Glaven 
wildlife corridor. So we put that right 
now and at the same time include an 
up-date.

The Pond is a County Wildlife Site 
with an interesting history. It was 
originally dug as a ‘header’ reserve for 
the Hempstead Mill in 1810. The pres-
ent mill was built by Richard John 
Gurney around 1830. The local say-
ing was “Mr Gurney, he built a barn 
where there weren’t enough corn to 
put in it and a mill where there weren’t 
enough water to turn the wheel”. The 
earliest large scale map of the Pond is 
the Bodham Tithe Map of 1841. The 
shape is much as it is today, but ex-
tended further to the north east to 
abut the straight lane, and meet the 
stream coming past High Pine Farm, 
Stone Lodge and Hill House. The area 
of the Pond in 1841 was given as 3 
acres 3 rods 24 perch. The name is 
shown as Sill Bridge Pond, and the 
retaining brick wall with earth em-
bankment is shown as Sill Bridge. The 
elements of a duck decoy pond were 
added later.

About 1905 the Mill water wheel was 
removed and replaced and replaced 
by a turbine, being a more efficient 
way of using the water. There were 
several sources of water for it – the 
mill dam, upper part (swept away in 
the 26th August 1912 floods), Old De-
coy Pond (Selbrigg Pond), New Decoy 
and Horsepit Pond. The Mill stopped 
operating in the 1960s, the last use 
being for animal feed.

Top. Pond looking across to wet 
woodland (north) side. Also show-
ing pontoon and suction pump.

Centre. The rake. Looking across 
to south side of pond (where foot-
path) and new retaining wall.

Bottom. The new retaining wall.
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The first discussion between the 
Selbrigg Pond landowner and the 
RGCG was on 31st January 2012. 
There was water flow through the 
sluice system due to the state of dis-
repair, and worse the brick facing to 
the earth retaining embankment was 
crumbling; where willow had rooted in 
cracks there was a clear risk of failure 
and a major breach in the wall. The 
pond would have emptied with a tor-
rent of water running across the road 
and descending downstream and car-
rying soil and debris towards Hemp-
stead Mill. With it of course there 
would have been a loss of fish and 
other wildlife from an empty pond, 
and drying out of reed beds and wet 
woodland. While concerned over this 
looming disaster, RGCG had no fund-
ing resource to repair the wall, a dif-
ficult and expensive task. 

However with the formation of the 
Norfolk Rivers Trust and the award of 
the CRF funding the dialogue began 
anew at 30th October 2012, leading 
to a commitment to rebuild the wall, 
but also to remove much of the silt 
that had been deposited in the pond 
over many decades, and pin back 
the encroaching reed growth which 
was leaving little open water. Follow-
ing the Bayfield Lake restoration, the 
same contractor was engaged for the 
Selbrigg job, and again do so without 
affecting the water level at any stage. 
Prior to both the contractor had done 
much similar work on the Broads, 
and to do so had both designed new 
equipment and modified old: for ex-
ample a giant claw to fix to the head 
of a digger to ’comb’ out the reed and 
other vegetation before using suction 
dredging for the silt removal.

However before embarking on the 
pond work the retaining wall had to 
be repaired.  This was done by driv-
ing in interlocking steel sheeting 
which would form the face of a new 
wall. The brick and soil could then 
be excavated from behind the steel 
sheeting, and a backfill with concrete 
was put in place. At this stage a new 
sluice system was installed in the new 
wall, with piping under the road, so 

Top. Typical area of wet woodland 
on the northern side.

Centre. Fringe of reeds to the pond; 
beyond is the tree-line on the south-
ern side.

Bottom. An inlet about half way up. 
See reeds piled up on the opposite 
south bank. Likely created for duck 
decoy use; perhaps for boathouse 
and punt gun. All April 2014.
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any water released entered the Glaven 
downstream. As at Bayfield Lake (see 
Newsletter Autumn 2012, pages 4 and 
5) the pond is  marked out  areas, and 
the work on each area is done in two 
parts. Firstly to drag out submerged 
and surface vegetation by use of the 
special claw attachment to a mini-
digger, the digger being floated on a 
moveable platform; secondly to mount 
a suction pump on another floating 
platform, and take to a second pump 
onshore to arable field. Prior to this 
the field surface is remodelled so that 
the silty water flows into a series of 
lagoons. The clearance of all vegeta-
tion first prevents  constant blockages 
in the pumping system. Even then 
suction pumping may have some in-
cidents, such as picking up a stone or 
metal object if taking the section head 
too near to an uneven lake bottom, 
and clearance is time consuming. 

Although the pond had originally 
been ‘online, the river had been di-
verted to bypass  the pond early on,  
as silt deposition had soon depleted 
the water volume. Selbrigg Pond to-
day is fed by the many springs which 
arise within its area. The NWT citation 
for Selbrigg Pond states “the majority 
of the area as wet wood, merging into 
pure reed bed at the top of the Lake. 
There are very many pools and boggy 
areas; and a very rich and diverse flo-
ra” (there is long list of species). “Sel-
brigg Pond has very clear water”. 

A Full Ecology Report (dated Octo-
ber 2012, by a consultant) says of the 
Pond: “This area is clearly of consider-
able ecological value. The semi-natural 
wet scrub and woodland surrounding 
the Pond also has considerable eco-
logical value.  The Norfolk Biodiversity 
Information Service (NBIS) holds 1122 
records of 174 species of conservation 
concern within 2 km of the site”.  Rap-
tor records include red kite, black kite, 
honey buzzard, marsh harrier, spar-
rowhawk, hobby, osprey, rough-legged 
buzzard, goshawk and kestrel. More 
commonly seen are common buzzard, 
barn owl, woodcock and nightjar. Elev-
en species of bat are recorded within 
the area, of which eight species are 

Top. Also April 2014. View 
through to the south side.

Centre. View across open water to 
south side of pond, July 2016.

Bottom. Landscaped and matured 
embankment to the retaining wall, 
July 2016
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at Selbrigg Pond itself. The local vol-
unteer group Toad Watch in 2012 had 
a total count of 10040 toads and 38 
smooth newts.  

In discussing the NBIS of the 174 
species of concern the author of the 
report states that a great many of 
these would not be affected  (by a 78 m 
wind turbine 0.5 km from the Pond), 
any impact would be unlikely, or suf-
ficiently distant to not be affected, for 
example Holt Lowes which is nearly 
2 km away. We would disagree with 
this on both points. Electronic tagging 
of bats some years ago showed that 
they can travel considerable distances 
in their night foraging. Much is along 
hedgerows, one linked to the next as 
a wildlife corridor in which they can 
find insects. 

The supreme wildlife corridor 
is along a river valley such as the 
Glaven.  An authoritative scientific pa-
per published on 8th November 2016 
found that wildlife kills by wind tur-
bines was much higher than generally 
recognised. They did this by visiting 
sites where turbines were operating, 
and the earlier pre-operation ecology 
reports saw little problem. This time 
the scientists included tracker dogs in 
their multidisciplinary teams, and got 
more realistic data on the number of 
casualties.

Holt Lowes Special Area of Conser-
vation is home, resident or summer or 
winter  visitor, to a number of the bird 

species mentioned above, not just the 
raptors to which 2 km is not an ob-
stacle just by visual observation; but 
also night or dusk feeders  such as  
nightjars and woodcock. These spe-
cies are not just rooted to any single 
site on the most important wildlife 
corridor of them all, a river valley. The 
head waters of Glaven corridor is now 
more closely linked to that of the Bure 
by the restoration of farmland ponds 
which lie between the two, and act 
as stepping stones, see the article in 
the Autumn 2016 RGCG Newsletter 
about a local farmer who received a 
prestigious award for the inspiration 
he generated by his pioneering his 
work on ponds on his farm. So we 
now come to two wind turbine appli-
cations within 3.2 km of each other

In 2011 an application for a single 
wind turbine with base to blade tip 
height of 86.5 m was made by Pond 
Farm Bodham. The location was near 
the highest point in Norfolk, contour 
level at base 90 m. This was refused by 
the Council, as was another application 
on the same spot with a height of 66 m. 

At Selbrigg an application was made 
and withdrawn in 2013 following an 
objection by the MoD. However the 

MoD later withdrew their objection to 
the proposal, and the application was 
made again in early 2015. This was 
also refused by the Council. At this 
stage both applicants went to an ap-
peal the refusal by the Council and as 
such were destined to go to a public 
inquiry before a Planning Inspector 
(Bodham had been through this pro-
cess after failing with their first ap-
plication).  As the two turbine sites 
are only 3.2 km apart (see p.12), the 
cumulative effect comes into play as 
a landscape planning consideration. 
The Inspectorate took the view that 
the appeal for both turbines should 
run in parallel in single hearing. This 
took place on seven days between the 
22nd and 30th November 2016. The 
Inspector took a different view to the 
great number of objectors and the 
Council in his decision letters dated 
3rd March 2017, and allowed the ap-
peal of both applicants.  

He concluded that the environmen-
tal benefits from the savings on car-
bon dioxide emissions and electric-
ity generated, out- weighed the harm 
caused to the landscape character and 
its role in the setting of the churches 
and other historic buildings, and the 
visual amenity of local residents and 
those passing through the area.  One 
of these buildings is Baconsthorpe 
Castle, Grade I listed and a Scheduled 
Ancient Monument, which is about 
1.2 km from both turbines. This site 
is also one of the headwaters of the 
Glaven. On the issue closest to the 
RGCG remit was the statement that 
“All other matters raised, including 
ecological and ornithology issues, 
have been taken into account, but 
they do not, either individually or col-
lectively, affect the overall conclusions 
reached in this decision”.

Ironically a Dong cabling route 
would likely run between the Bod-
ham and Selbrigg turbines sites. Dong 
along with existing Sheringham Shoal 
and Dudgeon off shore wind farms will 
come ashore at Weybourne. In terms 
of households the Shoal would sup-
ply 210,000; Dudgeon about 400,000 
and Dong over 2 million. The two tur-
bines approved by the Inspector would 
serve combined less than a thousand 
homes. This five year saga is not yet 
finished. At a meeting of Full Council 
on the 22nd March 2017 it was an-
nounced that the Council will go to the 
High Court to challenge the Planning 
Inspectorate. This was met by a wave 
of tumultuous applause by the many 
residents present. The long saga has 
yet to run its full course.

 Ian Shepherd

The decoy inlet at July 2016. 
Compare with the April 2014 view 
before all reed debris cleared 
(page 6).
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On 21st November 2016, after 
some heavy rain, a riparian 
owner noticed that his on-line 

pond was filling with turbid silt laden 
water from the River. His prompt in-
vestigation revealed a  major run-off 
of silt about a mile upstream. This 
was coming from a harvested potato 
field in Lower Bodham. The field had 
a long slope down to a gate entrance 
that led onto a minor road. This road 
runs down parallel to one of the up-
per two streams that combine to from 
the Glaven, just above Selbrigg Pond. 
Because the field was still open from 
the harvest and as yet unprepared 
or sown for next years crop, the rain 
washed a lot of water and mud onto 
the road. This travelled about a hun-
dred yards before discharging into 
the upper Glaven at another field en-
trance. Thus a large amount of muddy 
water found its way into the river with 
relative ease.

The farmer and the Environment 
Agency were informed, as were our-
selves and the Norfolk River Trust. 
Prompt action by the farmer to cre-
ate an earth bund at the lower field 
entrance was useful. This is shown 
in the photograph a few hours later 
with water still pooling behind. Unfor-
tunately this was a bit like shutting 
the stable door after the horse has 
bolted, although it did prevent further 
loss of topsoil and mud into the river. 
Further photographs show where the 
water left the road to enter the river 
and the river crossing under the road 
at Lower Bodham before entering Sel-
brigg Woods. One view downstream 
and one up show the flooded stream 
with a silty load.

The problems such an event causes 
are several. Firstly the farmer is losing 
valuable topsoil that has taken thou-
sands of years to accumulate. The silt 
then deposits in  the river as the flow 
slows. In extreme cases it can de-ox-
ygenate the water and kill vulnerable 
river life. Trout are most susceptible 
to this. Silt deposition can coat the 
river bed and obscure  stony beds, 
gravel and sands that are habitats for 
various river creatures. For example 
White Clawed Crayfish might suffer 

but  Eels would not  be bothered. If the 
silt were washed out to the estuary at 
Blakeney in one great flood, then the 
river might escape damage, but the 
estuary would  silt up just that little 
bit more quickly. This is unlikely. As 

Major Silt run-off event into the Upper Glaven
Henry Crawley

Upper. Field entrance embanked 
after the rain event. 

Lower. Road acts as ‘carrier’ for 
arable run-off and water and silt.
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a general rule the silt moves down 
the river in phases, as further high 
flows occur. If the river runs through 
an on-line pond where flow decreas-
es significantly, the silt will deposit 
much more readily, and such ponds 
are vulnerable to silting up after such 
events. It is not possible in many cas-
es to take them off river as has been 
done at Bayfield Lake. The problem of 
Millpond silting at Glandford Mill  has  
been solved in recent years by doing 
away with the Mill pool altogether, 
lowering the sluice and re-creating a 
meadering river in place of the Mill-
pool. Such a solution isn’t possible if 
you need the Millpool to run a Corn 
Mill wheel- as at Letheringsett. If a 
Millpool fills up with silt, then it con-
tains much less water and then there 
is no head to drive the Millwheels.

Rivers carrying silt to the oceans is a 
natural process. This how mountains 
turn into plains over  millions of years.
However some of our activities hasten 
this process with deleterious effect.  
River Catchment Sensitive farming 
practices have been encouraged in 
recent years and we hope these will 
continue post Brexit. Farming is still 
dependant on CAP payments and the 
Rural Payments Agency can withhold 
funds if environmental standards 
aren’t upheld. 

This event just shows how it is pos-
sible for heavy rain to do great damage 
in a small river without many people 
noticing it. In comparison with recent 
floods in the Lake district and Somer-
set, it may seem insignificant, but not 
to the life and health of  the our  little 
river. It should be possible to prevent 
this happening but it does require 
some anticipation of  run-off risk and 
practices to mitigate it  at vulnerable 
times of the agricultural year.

Previous page. Refer to the map 
on page 12. Point A is the potato 
field and flow exit. The water 
and silt runs down the road from 
points B to C.

This page. The run-off leaves the 
road at point C, entering Selbrigg 
stream via another field entrance.

Photos show upstream (Upper) 
and downstream views (Lower) 
through Selbrigg Wood. The water 
is heavily polluted with silt. This 
stream flows into the Glaven and 
will carry much of the silt though 
some will remain until the next 
heavy rain event.
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Our start point for this article 
comes from a document pub-
lished on the 22nd February 

by the New Anglia Local Enterprise 
Partnership:” EU Investment in New 
Anglia –  An analysis of EU funding 
from 2007-2020”. This LEP for Nor-
folk and Suffolk, like all the others 
promoted by Government, has a focus 
on driving economic growth in their 
area. The Board of some dozen people 
is drawn from a selection of senior 
Councillors within the two Counties, 
and business interests – business 
meaning not just commercial, but 
some major institutions such as UEA.  
The LEP negotiates funding from the 
government and other sources, and 
uses in supporting a range of projects 
and organisations. 

One of the significant funding 
sources is the EU, both in granting 
money or a loan through the Euro-
pean Investment Bank. It is prudent 
that the LEP have carried out an 
analysis of what this income stream 
has meant for Norfolk and Suffolk, 
and sound out the Government on 
what happens after 2020. The answer 
so far is that things will not change 
between now and 2020, but no com-
mitments can be made beyond that. 
Farming is not considered by the LEP, 
as it is separate and self-standing, but 
the answer is it will certainly be less 
than that received under the Common 
Agricultural Policy. The LEP research 
shows that large sums of money are 
involved. For example: 

“Our  research has found out from 
the EU programmes  investigated, at 
least £1.9 billion worth of EU funding 
and finance has come to Norfolk/Suf-
folk is estimated to have been received 
to date by New Anglia since 2007, le-
veraging a total investment of £7.34 
billion”. What is striking within that 
is while the R&D category received 
£91.8 million, there was no support 
funding from any other source; com-
pare with TEN-T Transport with EU 
funding of £126 million in the total 
investment of £1.37 billion. We also 
have “The European  Investment Bank 
has also shown a significant interest 
in New Anglia and it is estimated that 
around £1.5 billion in projects such 

as procuring new rolling stock for 
Abellio Greater  Anglia and providing 
a significant part of Anglian Water’s 
capital expenditure programmes from 
2005 onwards”.  

Since 2009 Anglian Water has re-
ceived a series of finance packages 
from the European Investment Bank 
(EIB), used to help it update its sys-
tems, comply with both national and 
European legislation across its net-
work.” In 2009 the EIB signed an 
agreement to provide Anglian Water 
with over €117 million to support the 
end of the company’s 2005-10 capital 
expenditure programme. The entire 
investment package, entitled “Angli-
an Water & Wastewater (AMP4)” was 
worth around €241 million and was 
arranged in part to aid Anglian Water 
in complying with the European Ur-
ban Waste Water Treatment Directive 
and sludge management”. “Following 
on from this, Anglian Water contin-
ued to turn to the EIB as a source of 
investment as it received over €660 
million during the next five year reg-
ulatory and investment period from 
2010-15. The finance, complemented 
by around €40 million from Anglian 
Water, made up an investment total 
of around €700 million for the utility 
to upgrade the environmental perfor-
mance of its network and improve the 
quality of its fixed assets”.

The loss of EU long term loans pres-
ents significant issues for both water 
resource and waste water treatment 
(both part of the Water Cycle) and the 
interaction with Local Plans, which 
all Councils are engaged with at pres-
ent. These set the policies and site 
allocations for development for the 
period 2012 to 2036. The plans en-
visage massive housing and other de-
velopment growth. Water companies 
such as Anglian Water get squeezed 
between a statutory requirement to 
supply water to all new development, 
and OFWAT which has to approve fu-
ture investment over five year periods 
with a political imperative of keeping 
costs down, as these  costs are borne 
by the consumer. The squeeze comes 
on maintaining and expanding infra-
structure for waste water treatment of 
sewage and hard surface drainage. The 

Leaving the EU:
The Implications for our Water Environment

EIB has greatly alleviated the problem, 
but this raises the issue of what now?

There are already widespread foul 
water capacity problems, at the treat-
ment points and the incoming pipe 
network. In addition the Anglian Wa-
ter strategy for water supply, the Wa-
ter Resource Management Plan 2015-
2040, was clearly written before the 
June referendum, and most likely the 
business plan included the assump-
tion of future investment loans from 
the EU. This plan has a built-in re-
quirement to reduce abstraction levels 
from those aquifers and rivers where 
they have been adversely affecting 
highest designated sites of nature con-
servation. These sustainability reduc-
tions are an outcome of the EU derived 
Water Framework Directive and Habi-
tats Regulations, and are necessary 
to avoid degradation of our rivers and 
wetlands in Norfolk (and Suffolk). 

We live in a period where politics 
and business converge on an agenda 
of economic growth and deals, to which 
those with most at stake in losing fi-
nance through the EU departure are 
most exposed. Direct financial support 
from Government  favours a visible and 
certain outcome, preferably short term; 
this political imperative does not help 
farmers, high risk high gain research 
or our natural environment, but there 
can be a ‘buy-off’ for the first two. At 
least part of the Government response 
over the next two years will be an ac-
celeration of relaxing of constraints 
on development in the countryside. 
There will be a resurrection of the call 
for the farmers to seek diversification. 
UEA and Norwich Research Park lend 
support to a monstrosity Food Hub of 
sheds and HGVs. 

Our natural environment is at risk 
from those who look to ‘cut EU red tape’ 
and ‘throw regulations on the Brexit 
bonfire’, in Government and the press. 
There is however a common interest be-
tween voters and the wildlife dependent 
on rivers and wetlands. Both need wa-
ter quantity and quality in the aquifers 
and rivers. We should retain the Water 
Framework Directive and the Habitats 
Regulations in UK law.

 
 Ian Shepherd



We aim to work in 
friendly collaboration 
with landowners and 
farmers, conservation 
organisations and rel-
evant public bodies.

River Glaven Conservation Group
Henry Crawley  Chairman  01263 713306

Ian Shepherd  Secretary  01263 713370

Anne Rolfe  Treasurer & Membership Secretary

Web site www.riverglaven.co.uk

Map key:  A, B and C refer to sites mentioned in Henry Crawley’s article on Silt Run-off (pages 9-10).
WT marks to the sites of the proposed wind turbines at Bodham and Selbrigg (page 8).
BS-B is the proposed site of option B for the Dong Energy booster station (pages 2-4).

Annual General Meeting

Our AGM will be held at Natural Sur-
roundings Bayfield on Saturday the 
10th June at 3 pm, in the New Hide 
(viewed right) which overlooks the 
river, and well lit from the side fac-
ing the site as a whole. Parking is just 
beyond the cafe/entrance. Simon and 
Anne Harrap have made further wild-
life and other improvements to the 
site, including new board walks. You 
will hear about these after the formal 
AGM, which will take about half hour. 
The cafe serves a variety of drinks and 
light refreshments, and we particular-
ly recommend the cakes, and you may 
want to use it before or after the AGM.
 

Eel Project

The eel studies and surveys across 
the Glaven catchment continue and 
are producing interesting results. An 
interim review on the 20 February 
had presentations from Jonah Tosney 
of the NRT, Adam Piper of the Zoologi-
cal Society of London, Martin Perrow 
of the UEA and Carl Sayer, UCL and 
RGCG. 

There is a range of talks and walks 
from May to June 2017, following the 
great success of last year. Check out 
the Norfolk Coast Partnership web site 
at http://www.norfolkcoastaonb.org/
partnership/the-glaven-eel/1105 for 
the full programme.


