

A Wilson 3637



Environment Jan 9 & 10, 2008



EN 3, EN11


LDF

ENVIRONMENT – A view from Overstrand  
Dec 2007

The Core Strategy is unsound when tested by its inflexibility to deal with the impact of coastal erosion under a still evolving Shoreline Management Plan – Test of Soundness 7 and 9
Overstrand has strongly challenged the Draft SMP (see reference 1, 2 and 3 below) on the basis of:
1. The scientific case for not renewing coastal protection of Overstrand is weak and subject to expert challenge. 
2. Overstrand can show economic justification for continued protection meeting Treasury guidelines, but not sufficiently good enough under the budget constrained DEFRA economic guidelines. Lack of support for protection of some coastal villages, and especially Overstrand is thus simply a current political judgement issue; and politics do change with time. 
3. An amended SMP (SMP II) has been conditionally approved by NNDC Cabinet this week. This SMP II acknowledges many of Overstrand’s comments on the SMP and allows economic reviews at key stages with inclusion of many more economic factors than originally included. Furthermore it requires the inclusion of the costs of acceptable ‘Adaption Measures’ in the economic studies which will further enhance the case for continued protection of Overstrand.

Thus NNDC should reflect the uncertainty of the future with respect to Overstrand, and possibly other coastal service villages, and allow for flexibility within the LDF.
Given the general assessment by the experts of  warmer and dryer summers in the future, for East Anglia, NNDC is lacking in ambition in constraining itself from potentially gaining real growth in the economy of this area, and thus again fails the test of soundness. The LDF lacks ambition; and is simply inflexible and constraining as it is: It should allow developments within the 100 year ‘erosion line’, albeit at owners’ risk; it should support the creation of a framework for the more substantial development of villages such as Overstrand with developers funding shoreline protection. Examples of shoreline protection which would also create jobs and a boost to the area’s tourism include the provision of a harbour at Overstrand (a harbour would be not only a much needed refuge for the leisure sailing fraternity, but would also support the much needed fishing industry in Overstrand). No commitment is even hinted at to explore funding options from external sources for such development.
Furthermore, I believe the principle attraction of North Norfolk is the access to the coastline and particularly the beach itself, by foot (also by boat). The LDF should stress the maintenance of; or even expand access to the beaches as erosion occurs. Beaches such as that at Overstrand, in an idyllic environment, accessible by all including the disabled, is being assumed as lost without any sign of support or effort from the Environmental Strategy. Access to the beach at regular intervals is essential to sustain and expand tourism attracted by the coastal amenity, and while this is expensive to create and maintain; it has not been considered in the economics of abandoning the coastal protection in the SMP; but is available automatically from the coastal protection of the sort currently at Overstrand. 
The LDF is too restrictive in banning development on properties within the 100 year line, which simply accelerates and accentuates the blight effect of coastline protection abandonment. Surely it is better to allow property owners the right to conclude on the merits of further investment in this 100 year line area. After all 100 year is an exceedingly long period over which to judge an investment decision, and the vast majority of businesses would be looking to judge investment decisions over a lifetime of under 20 years. Surely it should be possible to find the means to permit owners to take these decisions themselves (thus aiding in villages economy) while ensuring the public purse is not threatened in the future by suitable legal caveats in the planning approval.
This LDF has been created by a department convinced that Overstrand does not deserve to be protected. The political process to fight against the Defra mission to abandon England’s coastline is in its infancy; and while the amended SMP II tentatively reflects some progress, the LDF does not at all, and must be adapted.

I would therefore recommend that the essence of the following wording should appear in the Environmental section of the LDF.
While the future of some otherwise sustainable Coastal Service villages is uncertain given the threat of erosion; it is clear that as well as supporting the main towns in the area, they also represent a major tourist attraction in their own right; as well as providing access to the beautiful beaches of the area – a key factor in the success of tourism in the area now and increasingly in the future. The Core Strategy will therefore seek to provide the opportunities to explore and support means by which such sustainable Coastal Service villages can justifiably be expanded and developed to enhance the contribution of the Coastal Service village to the overall regions performance. Securing sustainable, convenient and continuous access to these natural resources must be a key strategy of this region.

Developments within the 100 year line will be permitted, subject to normal planning requirements, provided that acceptable means can be found to eliminate future liability claims for such developments. These allowed developments would slow down potential blight effects of an abandonment of sea defences, while being a ‘no regrets’ policy in the event that future erosion less onerous than current estimates.

A study will be initiated to examine the eventual outcome of coastline protection abandonment on the road and rail transportation amenities currently enjoyed and essential to the Coastal Service Villages and other coastal communities. This will consider possible solutions and include an allowance for these solutions in the economics relating to decisions on abandonment of coastal protection.
Reference: 1] Overstrand Response to Draft SMP3b dated April 2005 2] Lawton (St La Haye) review of Overstrand response dated February 2007 but not received until May 3] OS response to Lawton report dated June 5 2007. 
NOTE all these reference documents are on file with NNDC and can be provided from NNDC resources and have not therefore been included with this statement.
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