Overstrand Village Workshop — Feedback Summar

We are grateful to all those who attended to the workshop held at The Belfry
School on 3" September 2007. This report, which summarises the
contributions of participants, has been sent to everyone who took part in the
workshop and has been posted on the Council's website
www.northnorfolk.org/ldf under the ‘latest news’ heading. The actual feedback
is attached as an appendix.

Outline of the workshop

The overall aim of the event was to provide an opportunity for key members of
the local community to highlight the specific issues that they feel should be
addressed in planning the future of Overstrand (including those resulting from
the Shoreline Management Plan) and to identify the places where new
development should be considered to meet the settlement’s needs. The
outputs from the workshop will be used to inform the Coastal Management
Plan and the Site Specific Proposals Document (part of the Local
Development Framework). PApp—— . B Easacay s

The Workshop was chaired by Clir
Angie  Tillett and participants |
included Members of the Parish
Council, members of the Overstrand
Shoreline Management Committee,
representatives from local
businesses, clubs and other
organisations. Altogether there were
twenty-seven people present.

The event included presentations on planning policy and coastal
management, followed by sessions enabling participants to highlight the
important issues for the village and to identify the possible development
options for its future. There were question and answer sessions and general
discussion and then feedback was gathered about the event.

What participants said

Overstrand now and in the future

Participants were asked, with Overstrand in mind, to list the things that made
them feel proud and sorry, and what they hoped and feared for its future. To
summarise, there is a great deal to be proud of about Overstrand but its
recent past and its future are so heavily influenced by the threat of erosion
resulting from the policies in the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) and by
the effects of cliffs slumping, that many participants found it difficult to be
hopeful about its future — beyond hoping that “it will survive”.

Aside from coastal issues, participants expressed concern that the price of
available housing by far outstripped the ability of those in need to afford it —
particularly young families. There was a hope that this can in part be
redressed by the provision of ‘affordable’ housing, without which the character
and vitality of the village will suffer. The feedback is summarised below.
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Proud
Overstrand is proud of its role as a tourist and visitor destination. The village
has excellent tourist facilities, attractions and accommodation. Tourists come
because they appreciate the quality of the area and they make a valuable
contribution to the local economy and keep village facilities and services
viable.

There is pride in the assets that enhance the quality of life of residents and
attract visitors to the village; these include its environment, its history and
architecture, the beach and foreshore.

Sorry

Many participants were sorry that the decision has been taken to change the
policy from defend to retreat and for all that stems from that, including: the
distress that has been caused; that the value (economic and cultural) of what
will be lost hasn't been recognised; that the consequences were not planned
in advance. They felt that the SMP will result in the loss of characteristics that
are crucial to the vitality and attractiveness of the village.

The lack of affordable housing opportunities, particularly for young families,
was a key concern as was the poor quality design of some development.

Hope

It was hoped that the coastal defences will continue to be maintained to
protect the village from coastal erosion (funded either from Government or
other means e.g. private-public partnership).

There was also a hope that the village will be as attractive to tourists, if not
more so in the future and that its heritage and character will be preserved.

Many hoped that there will be a mix of people living in the village having
access to affordable housing and employment opportunities.

Fear

There was fear that the SMP will be adopted and that the sea defences will
not be maintained, resulting in loss key facilities, important buildings, beach
access etc. and that the shoreline will be left to deteriorate

Similar fears were expressed that blight will grip the village - even the parts
not directly experiencing erosion - and lead to its eventual abandonment.

The loss of community cohesion was cited as a possible result of the blight
and anxiety caused by the predicted coastal change.

There were also fears that tourist facilities, accommodation and attractions
would be lost and therefore the visitors that are the lifeblood of the village.




Key Issues

People are reluctant to accept the obvious physical effects that will ultimately
result from SMP policy change towards managed realignment for the
Overstrand frontage. This makes it difficult to conceive of a future that is
anything other than as at present.

The SMP has undermined the confidence of the community. Confidence is
important not only for the peace of mind of local residents but it influences the
decisions of those seeking to move to or set up (or invest in) business in
Overstrand. In order to plan positively for Overstrand’s future, this confidence
needs to be restored, and with it investment should follow. Once there is a
greater degree of certainty about the nature of the changes that will take
place, their timescale and the effects on the community and the economy on
which it depends, then the process of adaptation can begin.

The economy of the village is heavily dependent upon income from tourists
and visitors, which helps to support local shops and services, as well as
providing employment. Visitors are attracted by a combination of the location
of the village, particularly its proximity to the beach, and the fine natural and
built environment. The high quality accommodation and the village facilities
also help draw and retain visitors. There is therefore a link between the vitality
of the community and the quality of the environment and that can easily be
severed by reduced investment in key facilities or the loss of characterful
landmark buildings and spaces.

Site-specific issues/ ideas comments and suggestions

The following summarises the site-specific issues identified by participants,
i.e. sites that have development potential; sites that are under threat; sites
that should be protected etc. These suggestions were made having regard to
the potential effects of coastal erosion on the village in the coming years. This
is notwithstanding the short-term maintenance that is taking place to extend
the life of the existing defences and the reluctance of many participants to
accept that their replacement may not be feasible once they begin to fail.

e The fact that the settlement is well-contained, with an accessible village
centre, was identified as a characteristic which should be exploited
when planning new development.

e There was a broad consensus that various parcels of land to the south
of the Coast Road had potential for housing development and
discussion took place around whether this should be in the form of
estates or linear development filling the gaps along the road frontage. It
was felt that the latter may be more in tune with the traditional form of
development in the village.

e [t was felt that the Caravan Park (lvy Farm) was essential to the vitality
of the village and that due to the erosion threat that it faced it would
seem reasonable for it to be relocated further in-land - even if that
meant encroaching into the designated Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. It was felt that other uses could occupy parts of the vy Farm
site.
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e The beach car park and public toilets were considered to be essential
facilities, the replacement of which should be planned for in the event
of their loss.

e The relocation of the sewerage transfer facility (beneath public toilets)
will be essential to the future of the village, and must be planned for
well in advance of its loss.

e The development of a ‘marina’ was put forward as one way of funding
future sea defences, whilst bringing more tourism potential to the
village.

Questions and general discussion points

Q.
A.

Will allocations be made to replace dwellings lost to erosion?

Allocations for new development (in the Site Specific Proposals document)
will be made to address local issues and meet the needs of the village, the
local area and, potentially, the District as a whole. Sites will not be found
exclusively to replace those likely to be lost through erosion; planning
applications for development of this nature will be considered against a
policy in the emerging ‘Core Strategy’ and need not be on allocated sites,
they could be beyond the village boundary on ‘off-plan’ sites.

. Cliff slumps are attributed to drainage issues, can bore holes be drilled to

remedy this?

A. Bore holes have been drilled in the past, but have not proved to be

successful. It is not known where the aquifers are and therefore the
exercise is somewhat haphazard. New development that exacerbates
drainage problems can be refused against the existing policy; the
emerging Core Strategy policy retains that provision.

Do the proposals to improve coastal access take account of coastal
change processes?

A. The Government's proposals to improve coastal access are currently draft,

but they do address the issue of erosion. It is hoped that the proposals will
help some areas to adapt to the changes, perhaps by maintaining a
‘buffer’ along eroding coastlines.

Do the latest climate change predictions alter the lines drawn for the
various erosion epochs?

A. The lines contained in the new SMP will not be amended, but future

reviews of the SMP will have to take account of the latest predictions.

“Overstrand is more than just a collection of buildings, it is impossible to plan
with the level of uncertainty brought about by the SMP.”

“Of course the shoreline is important, but there is a need to look at Overstrand
as a viable community for the future in a positive way — this is our opportunity
to do that.”

“The biggest danger is letting the SMP hijack all the issues.”
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Conclusion

Much of the community is unable to consider its future with the threat of
coastal change seeming to assume catastrophic proportions. The settlement
depends heavily on assets that may be at risk in the short to medium-term
and the community wellbeing depends on a reasonable level of certainty
about the future profile of the coastline. Spatial planning proposals, aimed at
safeguarding the future of the village, cannot therefore be made in isolation of
the shoreline management planning outcomes and have to be holistic in their
nature. These proposals should attempt to address the consequences of the
changing coastline, as well as plan to meet the wider needs of the settlement.

The resounding message was that every effort should be made to safeguard
the village from the physical effects of the changing coastline and to arrest the
blighting effects of policies that influence village’s vitality. New development
should seek to maintain a balanced population, providing affordable housing
opportunities and reinforcing the facilities of the village.

What participants thought about the workshop

Participants were asked to fill in a form in order to give feedback on their
impressions of the workshop and to gather further comments on the matters
covered.

Everyone agreed that the purpose of the event was made clear and eighty-
five percent felt that they had been given adequate opportunity to participate,
though only half felt that the workshop was the right length (a further 20%
wishing it was longer and 30% feeling it was too long). Eighty percent of
participants felt that this was an appropriate means of involving people in the
planning process.

Boring 0%—._ Chaotic 0% Informative 12%

Waste of time 0%
Enlightening 6%

Confusing 2%
Frustrating 6%
Complicated 6%
Helpful 8%

Challenging 9%

Educational 2%

Controversial 10% \
\ Good 2%

Well managed 6%

Enjoyable 4% /

Important 12% Sociable 6%




Comments from the feedback forms
“Further discussion re: ‘affordable housing' to encourage younger people.”

“It is not possible to separate development of village from consequences of SMP2.”
“Outcomes of the SMP should influence decisions greatly.”

“Too many assumptions were made about development land becoming available and
about likely loss of land to erosion.”

“The SMP dominated all discussion when perhaps the LDF could have been
focussed on more - but it is almost impossible to be impartial in ones judgement of
what the future will be for Overstrand when the future appears so doubtful.”

“You cannot ignore the SMP.”

“Let us hope that democracy has here displayed itself and that the dear hand of
central Government will not prevail.”

“A very difficult concept to get all the groups to participate in. The risk to the village of
the long-term SMP completely overshadows the shorter-term LDF issues (e.g.
proposals for 26 dwellings).”

“It is impossible to consider Overstrand without it's heart, and therefore the
promenade and beach needs to be maintained or indeed development encouraged
that would fund its maintenance. The SMP is flawed and too many important
decisions are being made on its merits. It has also blighted the village and coast and
should never have been released.”

“While | appreciate that this is about short-term planning it is impossible to isolate the
SMP from any decision about the future of the village. As such it was a discussion in
a vacuum. We would need far more time to discuss this properly as we need to
highlight development that changes character and whether the trade-off justifies this.”

What happens next?

The feedback generated at the workshop has been recorded, it will now be
analysed and fed into the preparation of the Site Specific Proposals (SSP)
document and the Coastal Management Plan (CMP) as appropriate.

Publication of the preferred SSP options will await the outcome of the
examination into the LDF Core Strategy, which will set the context and
determine, for example, the extent of the Coastal Erosion Risk Area and also
confirm whether or not Overstrand is to be identified as a location for further
development. It is hoped that this will be decided by June 2008. The SSP
document will then be submitted for examination in summer 2009.

The Coastal Management Plan is not part of the LDF and will follow a
separate process. This will involve developing issues, options and a vision for
the whole North Norfolk coastline over the coming year. A detailed timetable
for this will be published in due course.

Contact Rob Young (01263 516162) for further information.
robert.young@north-norfolk.gov.uk
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