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IKEN PARISH COUNCIL 

 
Minutes of a Meeting of The Parish Council and Presentation on Iken’s Flood Defences held at 5pm on 

Friday 6th January 2017 at Hardy’s Barn, Iken Barns Complex, Iken 
 
Present  
Colin Chamberlain (Chairman), Loulou Cooke (Vice Chairman), Cllrs Richard Mann, Hugh Waterer and Norman 
Johnson.  Lorraine Lloyd (Clerk) 
 
In attendance 
Ray Herring (SCDC Leader and Ward Councillor), Lady Andrews (AOEP), Andrew Hawes (IDB’s  engineer),  
Charles Curry Hyde ( AOEP architectural adviser), Blue King (Assistant to Charles Curry Hyde),  Mandy 
Bettinson (AOEP),  Brian Johnson (AOEP) 
 
Members of the Public 
Simon and Sheena Barrow, Annabel Chamberlain, Paul and Annina Davis, Sir John and Lady Gieve, Robert 
Gillespie, Sir Thomas Hughes-Hallett, Jeremy Hinves, Neville and Clare Howe, Chris Keeble, Andrew and Judy 
King, Natasha Mann, Lynette Morton, Tony Pick, Jonathan and Audrey Rutherford, David and Susan Spindler, 
Paul and Judy Shipman. 

1. The Chairman welcomed all to the Meeting and dealt with the following parish council business: 

 Apologies received from John Hailes; 

 Declarations of interest were made in respect of the interest of all councillors in the improvement of 
the river walls 

 The Chairman announced that a casual vacancy had arisen (Alistair Winter) and explained the 
statutory and co-option procedures by which it may be filled. 

 The Minutes of the previous meeting held on 21st November 2016 which had been previously 
circulated and discussed were taken as read and unanimously approved. 
 

2. The Chairman explained the purpose of the Presentation was to brief residents on the planning for the 
improvement of the river defences. The guest speakers were introduced, namely, Alison Andrews, Andrew 
Hawes and Charles Curry Hyde.  The Chairman emphasised that Iken PC was committed to openness, 
consultation and discussion with residents and would continue in this manner in future consultations with 
residents.   
  

3. Alison Andrews explained the evolution of the AOEP’s Estuary Plan which had been drawn up on a 
partnership basis with local interested bodies such as the Environment Agency, SCDC, SCC, AONB, and the 
IDB and was approved by SCDC in 2015.  Iken was one of 10 flood cells on the estuary covered by the plan. 
The objective behind the plan was to achieve an appropriate level of ‘resilience’ in the river walls.  This was 
interpreted as the ability of the river walls in 2050 to withstand a 1 in 200 year surge event without entirely 
failing but allowing for overtopping. The upgrading programme would last 5 to 10 years and the aim was to 
achieve a height of about 3.3m along all the walls.  The first priority was the upper estuary which includes 
FC5 (Iken).  The plan would be reviewed after 10 years. 

 
4.  In response to questions, it was explained that the recent preliminary works at Snape had been funded by 

the EA, that the AOEP’s fundraising  efforts led by Richard Davey were focused upon raising funds on a 
”one estuary” basis and not on an individual flood cell basis.  
 

5. The Chairman explained that the AOEP’s approach to fundraising was to aim for £10m in total and for £5m 
of this to come from landowners and £5m from others namely householders, businesses and government 
bodies in particular the Environment Agency.  Landowners were currently discussing a proposal that the 
East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board (IDB) borrow £3m from the Public Loans Board for a period of 30 years 
which could be obtained at a more beneficial rate than on commercial markets.  The loan would be 
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repayable out of a trebling of the current IDB rate over the 30 year period of the loan.  For Iken’s largest 
landowner this represented an increase in IDB rates from £10,000 to £30,000 a year.  Many of the 
landowners felt this prejudiced the value of their farms.  In addition, the landowners had been asked to put 
forward possible sites which might be considered for development to be permitted on an exceptional basis 
(enabling development) on the basis that all the planning gain arising be applied in flood defences.  The 
AOEP was planning to realise a minimum of £2m from enabling development and hoped the ongoing 
programme might eventually realise more than £2m and, if so, the AOEP was thinking it would help reduce 
the £3m loan from the Public Loans Board which seemed only fair.   As far as the other £5m is concerned, 
the AOEP was hoping to raise about £3.5m from householders and businesses and other charities and 
statutory bodies (e.g. RFCC levy) but it is anticipated that only about £1.5m will be available from the EA in 
the form of Flood Defence Grant in Aid (FDGiA).  The Chairman said that the 1500 or so householders and 
businesses on the Estuary most directly affected by any potential surge, would be approached for 
contributions and if all were to respond then an average of just over £3000 would be required from all of 
them but obviously some will give more – Sir Thomas Hughes-Hallett promised very much more – and of 
course there are others who may only be able to give less.  Many others who are less directly affected will 
also be approached for funds including many above 5m and the AOEP’s chief fundraiser, Richard Davey, 
has a list of 200 wealthy individuals whom he plans to approach.  Sir Thomas Hughes–Hallett also thought 
that on the basis of his experience as a prominent fundraiser that donors much further afield should be 
approached.  
 

6. In response to questions, Alison Andrews explained that the recent preliminary works at Snape post the 
2013 surge (the wall was raised in 2015 to 2.9m) and the Aldeburgh works in 2016 had been funded by the 
EA and that the AOEP’s fundraising efforts led by Richard Davey were focused upon raising funds on a ”one 
estuary” basis and not on an individual flood cell basis. Norman Johnson raised the question whether it 
would be possible to ‘spread the load’ by SCDC imposing a tax charge on all properties in the district but 
Ray Herring indicated there were many demands on SCDC and there was insufficient funds for this.  It was 
also not legally possible to raise a partial charge on say those affected by a flood risk whilst exempting 
others.  On a question from Simon Barrow about the relationship of the sea defences to the river defences, 
Alison Andrews drew attention to the recharging of shingle and rocks deposited on the beach near the 
Martello Tower in Aldeburgh as examples of how the Estuary Plan took the sea into account. 

 
7. Andrew Hawes explained the hydrographical processes causing full and partial breaches of walls and how 

overtopping can be managed especially with modern techniques such as geotextile mats and heavily 
galvanised pvc wire anchors and the importance of maintaining the gentle backslopes of walls and 
preserving the grass on them.   The aim of the Estuary Plan which is to raise the river walls from their 
current levels (some of which are only 2.6m) to about 3.3m is no more than restoring them to their post 
1953 levels.  Andrew and the landowner, Richard Mann, pointed out on the fields pictured in an aerial map 
of the upper estuary, the extent of flooding following the 2013 surge, and also pointed to the location of 
the partial breaches of the Iken walls.  Andrew mentioned that cross walls were an option 
compartmentalising different areas behind the walls.  On a question about whether the £10m cost for the 
whole estuary was ‘solid’ Andrew said the estimate was based on experience to date. Whilst he was 
confident on private sector costs there are always contingencies especially ecological preservation.  In 
response to a question from Lynette Morton, Andrew explained that wire mesh can be best used on the 
‘blue’ graded walls on his map. 
 

8. Charles Curry Hyde explained the principles that were driving his approach to enabling development in 
Iken.  Funds were to be raised with as little change to the physical environment as possible.  Only a small 
number of high value single houses were to be put forward.  The support of the local residents was 
required.  Building should take place in existing clusters not open countryside.  The impact on views and 
light of existing houses should be taken into account.  Vernacular forms and materials to be used. Six sites 
had been offered by the landowners to date:  in John Hailes field on Sandy Lane opposite the Gillespie’s 
lower paddock (Sandy Lane), on Richard Mann’s bullock field in Iken Boot (Iken Boot), on John Hailes field 
adjacent to the Village Hall and the Village Hall itself  (Village Hall), in the south west corner of Richard 
Mann’s field overlooking the estuary next to Paul Cooke’s land (RM High Street) and one of three possible 
locations on Paul Cooke’s land - one on the opposite side of the road to Andrew Page or either to the left 
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or right of Andrew Page (PC High Street).  Charles Curry Hyde admitted that in the first wave of about 5 
sites he was instructed to make he was only inclined to select those above 5m and within clusters of other 
buildings.  This meant he was parking the four lower level sites for the time being and concentrating on the 
four possible High Street sites.  Of these, RM’s High Street site looked the most difficult as it was in far too 
open countryside outside any existing cluster of buildings.  The Vice Chairman, Loulou Cooke, asked 
whether other clusters had been looked at and indicated that she was concerned that the neighbours of 
any site must be comfortable with any proposed enabling development and if their site was the only one 
left then she felt it would represent an inequality of burden amongst the landowners and would call into 
question their offer.  The Chairman commented there was an onus on all landowners to look for other sites 
which fit the requirements but he also urged Charles Curry Hyde to explore the issue of the 5m principle 
with SCDC and it was pointed out that there had been a fair number of major refurbishments of Iken 
dwellings under 5m in recent years. The Chairman, in response to a question from Lynette Morton, 
commented that if the Village Hall were not used in enabling development it could be demolished and 
taken back into agricultural use and an alternative site offered by the landowner. 
 

9. The Chairman brought the meeting to a close at 7.35pm by saying the PC will go away and reflect on what 
people had said at the meeting and will pass on any thoughts to the AOEP and indeed will also pass on to 
the AOEP any comments received from residents .  The Chairman thanked the speakers for their excellent 
talks, Neville and Clare Howe for making Hardy’s Barn available and the residents who had contributed so 
fully to the discussions. 

  

Signed as a true record  
Colin Chamberlain,  

7th April 2017 


