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SUMMARY OF 4 PUBLIC MEETINGS HELD IN NORTH NORFOLK. ORGANISED BY CCAG IN CONJUNCTION WITH NORMAN LAMB MP TO TRY TO EXPLAIN THE DRAFT SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN & ITS IMPACT ON THE LOCAL AREA TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC IN LAYMAN'S TERMS

The meetings were organised following concerns from Norman Lamb MP & CCAG that the public consultation period for the draft SMP would pass by before the general public had a chance to see the SMP & take part in the consultation process.

Particular concerns were that although the SMP was available on the internet & in local libraries not enough people had access to either.

As yet, to our knowledge, no other general public meetings/roadshows had taken place.

Following several requests to Terry Oakes Associates Ltd., (consultants) outlining the lack of public participation, the consultation period had been extended from 31/03/05 to 29/04/05

1. Meetings

The meetings were chaired by Malcolm Kerby, CCAG & all were attended by Norman Lamb MP

	DATE
	8th February 2005
	10th February 2005
	11th February 2005
	14th February 2005

	VENUE
	St. Mary’s Church, Happisburgh
	Coronation Hall, Mundesley
	St Martin’s Church, Overstrand
	Village Church, Bacton

	START
	7:30pm
	7:30pm
	7:30pm
	7:30pm

	ATTENDANCE
	Approx. 200-250
	Approx. 100-150
	Approx 200-250
	Approx. 120-180

	FINISH
	9:20pm
	9:50pm
	9:50pm
	9:40pm


2. Thanks & Introductions

Thanks were given for use of venues & for public attendance.

Introductions were given to Norman Lamb, Malcolm Kerby & CCAG helpers.

3. Slide Presentations

Slide presentations were given at every meeting showing details relevant to the specific villages where the meetings were held:

The first slides shown were taken directly from the draft SMP & comprised:

	
	Happisburgh
	Mundesley
	Overstrand
	Bacton

	Policy Unit Ref:
	3b11

Bacton, Walcott & Ostend
	3b09
 Mundesley to Bacton Gas Terminal
	3b07 
Overstrand to Mundesley
	3b11

Bacton, Walcott & Ostend 

	Policy Unit Ref:
	3b12
Ostend to Eccles
	3b08
Mundesley
	3b06
Overstrand
	

	Policy Unit Ref:
	
	3b07 
Overstrand to Mundesley 
	3b05
Cromer to Overstrand
	9:40pm


For each policy unit reference no. the following were shown:

· SUMMARY OF PREFERRED PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATIONS

· PREFERRED POLICIES TO IMPLEMENT THE PLAN

· MAPS SHOWING INDICATIVE EROSION TIME ZONES: - 2025,2055,2105

· PREDICTED IMPLICATIONS OF THE PREFERRED PLAN FOR THIS LOCATION

· DRAFT SMP REVIEW - GIVING CONTACT DETAILS FOR TERRY OAKES ASSOCIATES LTD., MANAGERS OF THE CONSULTATION PROCESS

Other slides shown comprised:

· MAP OF NORTH NORFOLK COASTLINE & POSITIONS OF HUMBER & EAST COAST DREDGING FIELDS

· PARLIAMENTRY QUESTION PQ0514 04/05 FROM NORMAN LAMB M. P. TO ELLIOT MORLEY M. P.

· PARLIAMENTRY QUESTION PQ0515 04/05 FROM NORMAN LAMB M. P. TO ELLIOT MORLEY M. P.

· PARLIAMENTRY QUESTION PQ0516 04/05 FROM NORMAN LAMB M. P. TO ELLIOT MORLEY M. P.

· PARLIAMENTRY QUESTION PQ0517 04/05 FROM NORMAN LAMB M. P. TO ELLIOT MORLEY M. P.

· PAPER FROM SARAH NASON, HEAD OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT RE: MAINTENANCE OF UNECONOMIC SEA DEFENCES: A WAY FORWARD

· EXTRACT FROM THE ABOVE PAPER PARAGRAPHS 23 - 29, WITH SPECIAL ATTENTION TO PARAGRAPH 25 ON HUMAN RIGHTS

· TITLE PAGE OF TYNDALL WORKING PAPER "LIVING WITH A CHANGING COASTLINE: EXPLORING NEW FORMS OF GOVERNANCE FOR SUSTAINABLE COASTAL FUTURES, DECEMBER 04

· TITLE PAGE OF BACKGROUND PAPER TO "MAKING SPACE FOR WATER" DOCUMENT - PAYMENT OF COMPENSATION, RELOCATION AND OTHER ISSUES IN RELATION TO FLOOD AND COASTAL EROSION RISK MANAGEMENT

2 extra slides were shown at the Bacton meeting:

· BUSINESS RATES PAYABLE BY BACTON GAS SITES - relevant to Bacton area

· COPY OF E. D. P. NOTICE FOR RENEWAL OF EXTRACTION LICENCE, GREAT YARMOUTH AREA 401/2 AS ADVERTISED II TH FEBRUARY, 2005 This wasn't in the public domain in time for the other 3 meetings

4. Issues Raised

i) The draft SMP is based on predictions; can a decision of this magnitude be based on guess work? Similar studies carried out by the same consultants, Halcrow, in 1992 gave erosion line predictions for 60 years - some of these lines have already been crossed in 12 years!!

ii) There is still no evidence that offshore dredging does not interfere with sediment transfer, causing "beach steepening" & "coastal squeeze" exacerbating erosion problems. Offshore dredging & its impact on coastal erosion should be investigated further & the findings should be incorporated into the SMP

There is currently an annual deficit in our coastline's sediment budget of 300,00 - 450,000 cubic metres, dredging from the Humber & Great Yarmouth fields takes out 10,000,000 - 12,000,000 cubic metres per annum.

iii) The huge profit made from dredging by the Government is seen to be a factor for not including effects from offshore dredging in the SMP.
The state of the art "Eurosion" document produced for all Member States & Municipal Authorities is quite clear that dredging can cause or exacerbate coastal erosion.

iv) Insurance - Some people are still under the misapprehension that Insurance Companies will cover personal property losses - this is not the case. Why should a small minority of people who have the misfortune to be property owners in an area where the Government has suddenly changed the rules lose all they have without some form of compensation - they are being sacrificed to allow the sea access where it has been denied it's natural flood plain from years of excessive building on river & sea flood plains - If they are sacrificed for the good of the national interest, then it is incumbent on the nation to recompense those affected.

v) Social Justice - as above, if a form of compensation was introduced that paid 100% of market value, without the problem, on the day the property went over/was demolished, it would remove any blight & would bring back investors /insurers/mortgages/etc.

vi) Why has money been switched from coastal defences to fluvial flooding areas at a time when global warming, tectonic plate shift, etc. are all adding to sea level rising. From a total Flood & Coastal Defence Budget of £570 million only £47 million goes to maritime authorities, of which there are approx 75. It's not surprising that sea defences are crumbling from lack of maintenance, through lack of funds.

vii) Returning to Natural Processes – If we are to return to natural processes then all defences should be removed - it shouldn't be a "postcode lottery" as to whether you qualify for defences or not.

viii) The North Norfolk coast is rich in historical/cultural heritage can we really justify throwing all this away?

ix) The Bill of Human Rights came under discussion with particular reference to Article 8 of the 1st Protocol & Article 14

x) Property Blight - People are already experiencing property blight because of the time line maps published in the draft SMP, house prices are falling, house sales have fallen through following publication of draft SMP. Insurance companies are withdrawing house insurance, making mortgages difficult to obtain. (see attached)

xi) Planning - Why has planning been allowed on new properties along the coastal strip as recent as last year? Even when NNDC refused planning permission it has been over-ruled by the ODPM!

xii) With-holding Council Tax - This was mentioned at all meetings & although left to the individual, they were advised of the legality of this & it was suggested that some properties may be able to reduce the council tax band that they are in because of the change in circumstances, this had already been successfully tried at Beach Road, Happisburgh.

xiii) With a General Election coming up do the opposition parties have a different Coast Protection Policy? - This is a relatively new issue & neither the Lib-Dems nor the Conservatives have a relevant policy, to date. It was pointed out that the Conservative Government of the 1980's started the trend to do nothing which the present Government have continued.

xiv) What happens if the draft SMP is thrown out? - The old SMP still stands until a replacement is agreed. Although the old SMP has been found to be un-workable due to lack of resources, there would still be the possibility of getting something done under the old rules & perhaps a revised draft SMP could be put forward that would prove more acceptable.

xv) Alternative sea defence measures do not appear to have been explored in enough detail.

xvi) The formation of a Coastal Communities National Forum was being looked into & several coastal communities were already working together, sharing information, etc.

xvii) The "real" costs of the loss of these communities does not appear to have been fully taken into account. (see attached for examples of what isn't being included in costs)

5. The Vote

At each meeting the general public were asked to vote on whether they thought the draft SMP was acceptable or whether they objected to the draft SMP by a show of hands

	
	Happisburgh
	Mundesley
	Overstrand
	Bacton

	Acceptable
	None
	None
	None
	None

	Object
	Vast Majority
	Vast Majority
	Vast Majority
	Vast Majority

	Abstained
	Tiny Minority
	Tiny Minority
	Tiny Minority
	Tiny Minority


Norman Lamb MP & Malcolm Kerby (CCAG) were going to make a joint statement after the information gathered from all four meetings had been assessed.

The importance of taking part in the consultation process was stressed & it was hoped that as many people as possible would send their thoughts & views on the draft SMP to Terry Oakes Associates Ltd.

The over-riding view of the majority of those present at the meetings was that this draft SMP would be a disaster for North Norfolk.

n.b.

Terry Oakes has since informed Malcolm Kerby that he was present at the Mundesley meeting from approx. 7-40pm to 9-30pm.

Instances of blight already affecting areas on time line maps

Happisburgh Meeting

1 property in Happisburgh was sold subject to exchanging contracts. The exchange was scheduled to take place 2 days after publication of draft SMP. Following this publication the purchasers pulled out.

Another property in Happisburgh was also sold subject to exchanging of contracts & when the purchasers found out about the draft SMP they pulled out giving the reason that they couldn't risk investing in an area now blighted by the SMP with the threat of coastal erosion, even when that property was outside of the at risk area.

Another villager said that it's the uncertainty that affects you most - He wanted his future back!

Mundesley Meeting

In Trimingham 3 people had lost sales on their properties, one of these had 5 purchasers pull out after hearing about the draft SMP.

Several Mundesley residents had been told that with their postcode only 2 insurance companies were now offering cover in their area.

Other residents had had insurance refused altogether.

Overstrand Meeting

It was suggested by 1 resident that freehold properties placed within the time line maps were now leasehold properties - leasehold to the sea!

Beach Close residents bought their property 5 years ago - why didn't anything about coastal erosion problems show up in searches?

A Trimingham resident bought brand new property 3 years ago, looked into coastal erosion & was advised of the 60 year time line plan which meant that they would be ok - on the new time line maps they are now at risk! - Why were the properties given planning permission only 3 years ago?

In Overstrand, at Pauls Lane - the lowest part of Overstrand, the sewage pumping station was built concerns were voiced at the time that this was a vulnerable area, but the station was still erected here. If the pumping station is lost, the rest of the village might as well be!!

A Fakenham resident was at the meeting as they had recently bought a plot of land near the golf course to build their dream home - following draft SMP publication they are now wondering if their investment has turned into a white elephant! !

Has anyone considered whether the wind turbines being erected out at sea will also interrupt sediment transfer & exacerbate erosion problems - has this been included in draft SMP?

Bacton Meeting

Why was planning permission given for 2 properties only 18metres from the cliff edge at Ostend? NNDC opposed planning permission but this was appealed & granted by the ODPM

Insurance companies had refused to insure many properties at Ostend & Walcott

The SMP talks of Bacton & Walcott as settlements - if you look up settlement in the dictionary it means "new development" which shows what little conception the producers of the document have in what actually makes up & is involved in these villages,

Up until May 2002 people who lost their properties to the sea had the added insult of being charged for the demolition of their property! NNDC have since waived this fee.

A Bacton resident had visited a local estate agency only this morning & was told that blight was reducing property prices from between 20 - 24% following publication of the draft SMP.

Extract from paper submitted by CCAG to Tyndall Centre/DEFRA: New Governance

At the moment the release of the SMP has had a massive counter productive effect on socio economic well being and security throughout it's coastal strip. Properties and businesses are now blighted, the majority of them without cause. Many properties are suffering serious devaluation with others now un-sellable. This is not a projection it is happening now! Examples of this include one property which was sold prior to the publication of the draft SMP with exchange due to take place on Oct. 4th, however the SMP became public on the 2nd Oct. and the buyer withdrew. That property has subsequently sold for £75,000 less than its original £295,000 agreed price. Yet another property which was sold prior to the publication of the SMP and being rented by the purchaser whilst progressing the purchase is now back on the market, the buyers having pulled out as a direct result of the draft SMP. They have told me in spite of the property in question not being at risk for a great many years, or if ever, they feel they cannot risk their investment on any property in an area now so significantly blighted.
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