
 
Application Reference: 06/21/0914/F             Committee Date: 13 April 2022 

Schedule of Planning Applications        Committee Date: 13th April 2022 

Application Number:  06/21/0914/F - Click here to see application webpage 

Site Location:  Land on Hemsby beach between Newport Road and northern end of 
overflow car park, off Beach Road, Hemsby, Great Yarmouth 

Site Location Plan: See Appendix 1 

Proposal:  Construction of a rock berm on Hemsby beach measuring a maximum 
1330m long, 20m wide and +3m high; installation of new beach access 
ramp at Hemsby Gap; removal and relocation of existing Hexiblocks 
from southern end of site for use within the berm feature 

Applicant:   Great Yarmouth Borough Council 

Case Officer:  Mr Robert Parkinson 

Parish & Ward: Hemsby Parish, East Flegg Ward 

Date Valid:   02/11/2021   

Expiry / EOT date: 22/02/2022 

Committee referral:  Connected application - Great Yarmouth Borough Council is the 
applicant and a landowner of part of the application site. 

Procedural note 1: This application was reported to the Monitoring Officer as an application 
submitted by the Borough Council, as applicant, for determination by 
the Borough Council as Local Planning Authority. The application was 
referred to the Monitoring Officer for their observations on 05 April 2022, 
and the Monitoring Officer has checked the file and is satisfied that it 
has been processed normally and that no other members of staff or 
Councillors have taken part in the Council’s processing of the 
application other than staff employed within the LPA as part of the 
determination of this application.  

Procedural note 2:  This application is brought to Development Control Committee with a 
recommendation which includes a request to delegate authority to the 
Head of Planning to determine the application once outstanding 
comments are received and any matters remaining to be resolved are 
addressed.  Officers consider this exceptional request necessary to 
enable determination during the extended period between scheduled 
Committee meetings. 

RECOMMENDATION:    

(i) To delegate authority to the Head of Planning to approve the application 
subject to conditions and passing the Habitats Regulations Assessment and 
Appropriate Assessment as necessary, provided no adverse comments are 
received from the following consultees: Environment Agency; Natural 
England; Norfolk County Council Historic Environment Service 
(Archaeology), and Norfolk County Council Natural Environment Team 
(Ecology);  
 
and, 

http://planning.great-yarmouth.gov.uk/OcellaWeb/planningDetails?reference=06/21/0914/F&from=planningSearch
http://planning.great-yarmouth.gov.uk/OcellaWeb/planningDetails?reference=06/21/0914/F&from=planningSearch
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(ii)  In the event that comments are received from those consultees which state 
objections or request conditions which are not practical for inclusion within the 
project, to revert back to Development Control Committee for the application’s 
determination. 

 

REPORT 

1. The Site 
 
1.1 The site of this planning application is Hemsby public access beach in Hemsby and 

one of the beach car parks for use as a works compound.  The site area is 3ha in total. 
 

1.2 The berm is proposed as one of three designs, known as ‘Options 1, 2 and 3’.  The 
options mean the berm would be between 1090m and 1330m long, but all would be 
constructed on the beach 5m in front of the cliff at the edge of the sand dunes.  

 
1.3 The southern end of the proposed berm will be where the existing ‘Scratby gabions’ 

end, beneath the dunes east of Newport Cottages at the very southern end of The 
Marrams and east end of Newport Road, at the boundary of Newport (in Hemsby 
parish) and Scratby (in Ormesby St Margaret with Scratby parish).  

 
1.4 The furthest possible position at the northern end will be in line with the northern end 

of the overflow car park in Hemsby, east of 75 The Marrams / 421 The Glebe.  
 
1.5 At Hemsby Gap the toe of the berm will be constructed but not the rock on top. This 

will leave a gap to construct a timber ramp that will be buried that will provide access 
for the Hemsby Lifeboat to the beach. This ramp will also provide public access to the 
beach.  It is noted that in recent weeks the height level of the beach at Hemsby Gap 
has dropped due to beach scouring so the ramp offers a beach surface with beach at 
normal height or the wooden surface if the sand covering is lost. 

 
 
2. The Proposal 

2.1 The maximum footprint of the rock berm is that of ‘Option 1’, which would be 1330 
metres length, 20 metres width and 3m height AOD. This footprint extends from the 
gabions around 50 m south of the Newport/ Scratby boundary to around 440m north 
of Hemsby Gap. The rock berm will be placed approximately 5 metres in front of the 
dunes for its length. At the northern end the rock berm will taper and reduce into the 
sand and at the southern end it will meet the gabions already on the beach. 

2.2 The application includes 3 design options all of which fit within the largest Option 1 / 
‘maximum design’ footprint identified above. The two alternative designs would have 
a length of 1090 metres and would end nearer to Hemsby Gap approximately 80m 
north of the Hemsby Gap mini roundabout, reducing the berm’s northern extent by 
around 240m.  

2.3 The alternative ‘Option 2’ would be the same shape, 3m height, profile and design as 
Option 1 but only 1090m long.   

2.4 Option 3 would also be 1090m but has not been designed yet and remains as a 
conceptual proposal, possibly with a narrower shape and shorter toe, steeper sides 
and an as-yet-undetermined but lower height.  The Option 3 approach would be for a 
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berm to be installed which naturally settles over time, adjusting in form and level 
following each beach lowering storm event, known as “dynamic reshaping”, being seen 
as the least expensive option.  

2.5 The two alternatives allow a degree of flexibility depending on the level of funding that 
can be secured through government flood and coastal defence funding, but would 
expose the five northernmost chalets in the dunes, and the overflow car park, to the 
same erosion rates and potential as at present. 

2.6 The rock berm is of a similar structure to the rock berm at California to the south of this 
area. 

2.7 The site includes a 110m length of beach at Newport where there are informal 
Hexiblock defences installed in 2015 which have failed and which will be removed and 
replaced as a defence feature by the rock berm.  

2.8 The hexiblocks have been incorporated into the design however, as they are proposed 
for use in the access ramp route through the berm at Hemsby Gap; the blocks would 
be used to provide a foundation layer below the wooden ramp and as a barrier either 
side of the ramp. 

2.9 In all three options, the proposal incorporates a new access arrangement for Hemsby 
Gap for both the public and the Lifeboat, which will involve installation of a buried 
timber decked ramp, underlain by the Hexiblocks recovered from the beach. The 
intention is to maintain an access point as close as possible to the current situation, 
i.e. the lifeboat and the public access the beach across the sand. However, as and 
when the beach level drops, the buried timber decked ramp will ensure that access, 
especially for the Lifeboat, can continue through the berm and to the sea. Being at a 
lower elevation, this ramp can be constructed to a slope which is also deemed suitable 
for pedestrian access. The toe of the berm is continued across the gap to provide some 
seaward protection and support to the Hexiblocks and ramp if exposed. 

2.10 During construction of the berm, the project would use part of one of the beach-side 
car parks for a site compound, store and welfare amenity block.  Equipment would be 
transferred to the beach via Hemsby Gap and works would progress along the beach 
in a phased manner.  The rocks themselves would be brought to the site by large 
container vessel anchored in situ, transferred to smaller vessels in batches for 
transport to the beach at high tide when they would be offloaded onto to the beach, for 
collection and movement into position by beach based earth movers at low tide. 

2.11 The application has emerged from a period of consultation with the community and 
Natural England, the Environment Agency, Marine Management Organisation and the 
Historic England, where it was decided to proceed with a short-term coastal defence 
option. 

 
3. Site Constraints 
 
3.1 The beach is 80m east of the designated Holiday Accommodation Area (LPP2 policy 

L1) around Beach Road, and the line of the rock berm is c. 115m – 150m east of the 
boundary of the same designated Holiday Accommodation Area further to the south of 
the various caravan parks. 
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3.2 The dunes, which Officers consider to be the land to the rear (east) of properties on St 
Mary’s Road, including land either side of The Marrams access road, are 
approximately 60m deep.   

 
3.3 Erosion has increased since the currently-available satellite images were taken, but 

the latest images show there to be only 20m between the position of The Marrams 
track and the edge of the cliffs at its closest point. 

 
3.4 There are various registered property addresses dispersed amongst the dunes to the 

east of The Marrams road, having previously been many more in number sadly lost to 
erosion events. 

 
3.5 As a rule of thumb, the Shoreline Management Plan (2012) identified the following 

areas at risk: 
• Land east of The Marrams: Erosion Zone up to 2025 
• The dunes / land up to the rear of properties east of St Mary’s Road: Erosion Zone 

up to 2055 
• All land east of St Mary’s Road: Erosion Zone up to the year 2105. 

3.6 The Local Plan Part 2 has designated all the land east / seaward of St Mary’s Road as 
the Coastal Change Management Area under adopted policy GSP4. 

3.7 The coast forms part of the Greater Wash Special Protection Area (SPA) and Southern 
North Sea Special Area of Conservation (SAC), both internationally designated wildlife 
sites of ecological importance, and the application site adjoins the Winterton-Horsey 
Dunes SAC & SSSI, and the Great Yarmouth and North Denes SPA & SSSI, both to 
the north. 

 
3.8 Conservation Area No.18 Newport Cottages (designated 2013) lies at the southern 

end of The Marrams track and covers land east of 256 – 262 The Marrams, and the 
60m-wide dunes east of Newport Cottages.  Winterton Conservation Area (no. 9) 
includes the beach to the north of the site. 

 
 
4. Relevant Beach & Planning History 
 
4.1 The beach is understood to have continually fluctuated in level and the dunes have 

grown or receded throughout, but the dunes have generally remained stable through 
the mid-late 20th century which allowed buildings of ‘non-standard’ construction to be 
erected amongst the dunes. Unfortunately such properties have proven vulnerable to 
aggressive storm and erosion events, such as the 2013 storm surge when 5 properties 
were lost and ‘the beast of the east’ when 11 properties were lost.  There are many 
geological, geomorphological, climatic events combining to increase recent erosion, 
including tidal current, mobile sandbanks, the movement of Winterton Ness and storm 
events.   

 
4.2 A number of defence initiatives have been undertaken over the years, including: 
 
4.3 The Scratby - California berm constructed to the south of this site was approved and 

installed in the 1990s and has been in position for 20+ years. It forms the basis of 
making estimations and predictions of the effects of the rock berm in this application, 
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given that the beach characteristics and coastline behaviours are similar, but not 
identical (for example the water levels are c. 50cm different between the two).  The 
comparison is based on assessment of beach volatility, cause, scouring, liquefaction 
and undermining which have all informed the designs for stability of the proposed 
berm.  However, it is important to note that the California berm benefits from deeper 
foundations and taller height than that proposed in this scheme, and so comparisons 
are made with some caution. 

 
4.4 This application nevertheless believes there are “no significant impact on the 

alongshore sediment process evident” from the California berm, which helps address 
some of the concerns of consultees. 

 
4.5 In 2015 the Hexiblocks were installed on the Hemsby beach at Newport as part of a 

trial coastal defence scheme.  These are 150 octagon-shaped reinforced concrete 
tubes arranged in a line two blocks high on geotextile matting, but the blocks proved 
unstable in the 2018 storms and failed, resulting in beach lowering and undermining 
and eventual collapse. 

 
4.6 The rock berm proposals have emerged as the most feasible option from a public 

consultation process that began in 2018 following the ‘beast of the east’ storm damage.  
Stakeholders of the community have been informed and involved in the process and 
options appraisal since then, which accords with the Council’s Statement of 
Community Involvement and EIA process good practice. 

 
4.7 The LPA issued a Temporary Stop Notice in October 2021 preventing unauthorised 

engineering works on the beach east of 257 The Marrams when concrete blocks were 
being installed at the foot of the cliff.   Amongst the advice received from Coastal 
Partnership East at the time was the concerns that these temporary blocks were 
unlikely to be effective as a coastal defence measure, they could cause undesirable 
effects elsewhere on the beach, they presented a public safety hazard as they were 
not fixed in position, and no supporting information was provided to demonstrate their 
impacts positive or otherwise.  The blocks may have had some small effect in reducing 
wave power over the previous winter but the short line of blocks which were installed 
before activities ceased have been broken up and are now largely lost to the sea or 
buried by sand.  The persons who undertook the works have suggested the blocks 
could be removed or relocated and incorporated into the current proposal but this 
remains under discussion with Coastal Partnership East and no firm proposals are 
established as yet. 

 
4.8 Alongside this planning application, an application for a Marine Licence has been 

submitted to the Marine Management Organisation relating to activities below the 
mean high water springs level, including bringing the rock to the beach, offloading onto 
the site, moving the rock and excavating the toe of the berm structure. 

 
 
5. Consultations 

 
A number of consultation responses are still outstanding but some understanding of 
the consultee concerns has been possible from responses made to the EIA Scoping 
exercise of February 2020.  
 



 
Application Reference: 06/21/0914/F             Committee Date: 13 April 2022 

5.1. Statutory Consultees 

Natural England 
 

Comments awaited. 
 

As yet no comments have been received for the formal application, but comments were 
provided in February 2020 to inform the LPA’s EIA Scoping Opinion.  Those comments 
highlighted: 
 
• The berm will need to be an appropriate height to withstand overtopping by 3.5m height 

waves.  
 
An Environmental Statement would need to cover: 
 

• The impacts of noise, visual and vibration disturbance to all the adjoining SAC, SPA and 
SSSI sites. 

• Impacts to harbour purpose and birds as qualifying features of the designated sites. 
• Changes to sediment transfer, tidal and erosion outflanking the berms. 
• Restrictions to be imposed to prevent further ‘creep’ of projects into designated sites over 

time. 
• Habitat Regulations Assessment, and Appropriate Assessment as necessary, must be 

undertaken. 
 
Officer comment / 
response: 

Any formal comments to the planning application will be 
provided in advance of the Committee meeting and discussed 
verbally. 
 
The Environmental Statement (ES) report submitted with the 
application has covered possible impacts on SAC and SPA 
sites at ES section 8.5. 
 
It is noted that Physical and Coastal processes are assessed 
in section 6 of the ES report which considers there is no 
significant impact and no mitigation is considered necessary 
(table page 35) – but this is yet to be verified by the EIA 
Statutory Consultees. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

TBC 

 

Historic England 
 

No objection.  Conditions requested. 

Submitted documents 
Pleased to see that a Cultural Heritage chapter has been included as part of the planning 
application. 
We note that the Cultural Heritage chapter references an old version of the Regional 
Research Frameworks. An updated version can be found here: 
https://researchframeworks.org/eoe/. It may also be useful to reference the database of finds 
recorded as part of the CITiZAN project (https://citizan.org.uk/). 
 
Designated assets 
Note there are no scheduled monuments or listed buildings within the application area. The 
southern extent of the application area includes part of the Newport Cottages Conservation 

https://researchframeworks.org/eoe/
https://researchframeworks.org/eoe/
https://citizan.org.uk/
https://citizan.org.uk/
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Area. The Conservation Area was designated in 2013, to protect Newport Cottages. The 
northern extent of the application area lies just outside of the Winterton Conservation Area. 
 
HE considers that the proposed scheme would have only a minimal impact on the Newport 
Cottages Conservation Area and any harm would be at the lower end of ‘less than substantial 
harm’ in terms of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2021). 
 
The proposed scheme would not result in any appreciable harm to the Winterton 
Conservation Area located to the north of the application area. 
 
The proposed scheme would not have any direct impact on scheduled monuments or listed 
buildings. 
 
Archaeology and geology 
The area of the proposed scheme lies on a section of the north and east Norfolk coast along 
which significant archaeological and paleoenvironmental remains have previously been found 
associated with the Pleistocene Cromer Forest Bed Formation (CF-bF). These include 
important faunal evidence such as the mammoth remains at West Runton and the 
internationally significant evidence of early hominid activity at Happisburgh. The British 
Geological Survey description of the CF-bF states that the type area spans Weybourne to 
Happisburgh, indicating that there is the potential for similar deposits to be present within the 
inter-tidal zone and/or immediately offshore area at Hemsby. 
 
Potential exists for archaeological remains to be present within the area of the proposed 
works, both onshore and offshore and for these to be identified as non-designated heritage 
assets. The submitted Cultural Heritage chapter of the Environmental Statement (ES) 
identifies that there is a medium potential for archaeological remains of post-medieval [and 
modern] date to be present. Any such remains could include evidence of coastal activities, 
military defences and wrecks. 
 
The proposed scheme would require areas of the beach to be excavated for the placement of 
rock armour, the movement of plant vehicles across the beach/foreshore area and the 
anchorage of vessels offshore for the delivery of the rock armour. These activities could all 
directly impact any buried archaeological remains, features or deposits of archaeological and 
palaeoenvironmental interest present within the works area and result in harm to their 
significance. 
 
In addition to direct impacts through the removal or disturbance of deposits, it should be 
noted that the placing of rock armour could result in the compaction of any underlying 
deposits with archaeological and palaeoenvironmental interest. 
  
The ES Cultural Heritage chapter acknowledges the potential for archaeologically significant 
deposits associated with the CF-bF and Happisburgh Glacigenic Formation to be present 
within the application area. As the potential for and extent of any archaeologically significant 
deposits at the application site is not currently understood, it is not possible to accurately 
assess the level of harm to their significance which may arise through the proposed scheme. 
 
Historic England support the approach in the Cultural Heritage chapter which recommends 
that a geoarchaeological assessment should be undertaken to better understand the potential 
for significant archaeological and paleo-environmental deposits to be present within the 
application area, it is important that the geoarchaeological assessment is undertaken at the 
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earliest opportunity so that the potential is fully understood and any necessary mitigation 
measures can be designed-in as appropriate.  
 
If geotechnical works are being carried out for the proposed scheme, we recommend that 
these are subject to monitoring and analysis by a geoarchaeologist.  
 
Recommend that the geoarchaeologist is allowed direct access to any cores/boreholes 
collected as this allows greater reliability and confidence in the resulting conclusions. 
 
The requirement to undertake a geoarchaeological assessment and the design of any 
mitigation measures required prior to the commencement of works could be secured by an 
appropriately worded planning condition. 
 
Summary 
Historic England has no objection to the application on heritage grounds. 
We consider that the application meets the requirements of the NPPF (2021), in particular 
paragraph numbers 194 and 195. 
Conditions are required to address policy. 
 
Officer comment / 
response: 

The Historic Environment is assessed in Section 11 of the 
submitted Environmental Statement report. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

Conditions required:  
A geoarchaeological assessment to understand site potential 
for archaeological remains and paleo-environmental 
importance. 
An archaeological assets protection plan to be agreed. 
Geotechnical monitoring and geoarchaeological analysis. 
Mitigation measures to be provided as necessary. 
On-site access for a geoarchaeologist during excavations and 
during any borehole sampling or geology core.  
Monitoring as necessary during construction and scheme 
lifespan. 
 

    

RSPB (Royal Society for the Protection of Birds) 
 
In relation to the HRA how will introduction of INNS be prevented from the rock armour? Will 
the rocks be subject to decontamination before being loaded on ships/barges? From the 
evidence provided the rock berm option seems to be most suitable in terms of protection 
afforded, cost and durability. 
Officer comment / 
response: 

Section 9.6 page 87 of Env Report refers to biosecurity 
measures to prevent transfer of INNS.  

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

Protection measures are proposed as part of a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan condition. 

 

NCC Public Rights of Way 
 
We have no objection in principle to the application but would highlight that a Public Right of 
Way, known as Hemsby Footpath 2 is adjacent to the proposed site. The Norfolk Coast Path 
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is also aligned coincident and crosses the proposed beach access. We therefore request that 
the applicant work closely with the Norfolk Trails Team at Norfolk County Council to ensure 
that the Coast path and the Public Right of Way remain open and available for use at all 
times. 
  
The Norfolk Trails team have also requested surface improvement works to the surface of 
Hemsby FP2 in mitigation of the increased footfall on the PROW as a consequence of the 
beach not being accessible. We therefore strongly recommend that the applicant have 
discussions and agree specifications with the Norfolk Trails Team in advance.  
  
The full legal extent of this footpath must remain open and accessible for the duration of the 
development and subsequent occupation. 
 
Officer comment / 
response: 

This is noted and accommodated in the application.  
 
Any longer-term temporary or permanent diversion or closure 
of the footpaths would be subject to separate consenting. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

Condition required for a programme of works that enable the 
coastal path and PROW to be available for use at all times. 
  
Condition required for improvement works to the surface of 
Hemsby FP2 before commencement of beach closure. 

 

 

Environment Agency. 
 

Comments awaited. 
 

As yet no comments have been received for the formal application, but comments were 
provided in February 2020 to inform the LPA’s EIA Scoping Opinion.  Those comments 
highlighted: 
 
• As stated in the Shoreline Management Plan, this section of the coast is of international 

significance for its dune habitats but relies on its sediment supply to maintain the fronting-
beach, as well as the dune-beach interactions if natural defences are to be able to 
function.  

• To the north of the berm site, the long-term policy options for this coastline will continue to 
achieve sediment supply.  

• However, the proposed berm could compromise the long term success of the natural sea 
defences in this area, and would be detrimental to both habitats and natural defences 
which are provided by the beach-dune system. 
 
An Environmental Statement would need to cover: 
 

• The impacts of interrupted sediment transport on Winterton Ness.  
 
In recent years a change to the area’s tidal patterns have been observed, changing the 
usual north-to-south transfer to a south-to-north transfer, so the berm has potential to 
block sediment supply to Winterton and cause more erosion there.  This could affect the 
Winterton-Horsey SSSI which needs assessing (especially as this may impact the Little 
Terns habitat). 
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• The loss of fronting beach and change in beach profile at the local SPA / SAC designated 
sites. 
 
Reduced sediment transfer will reduce the recharge to fronting beaches (at SPA / SAC 
sites in particular) which will cause fronting beaches to be lost, creating an indirect impact 
on the Little Tern.  
 
The loss of beach front, and the associated steepening of the profile of the beach, may 
actually cause an increase in wave energy in the vicinity of the berm, causing foreshore 
lowering as beach material and material from the ‘nearshore zone’ is moved into the 
‘offshore zone’ where it is likely to be lost to deeper waters. 
 

• As an alternative to the berm proposal the EIA process should consider a beach-recharge 
strategy. 

 
Officer comment / 
response: 

Any formal comments to the planning application will be 
provided in advance of the Committee meeting and discussed 
verbally. 
 
The Environmental Statement (ES) report submitted with the 
application has covered possible impacts on SAC and SPA 
sites at ES section 8.5. 
 
It is noted that Physical and Coastal processes are assessed 
in section 6 of the ES report which considers there is no 
significant impact and no mitigation is considered necessary 
(table page 35) – but this is yet to be verified by the EIA 
Statutory Consultees. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

TBC 

 

 

Marine Management Organisation 
 

Comments awaited. 
 

No specific comments have been received on the merits or content of the planning 
application. 
 
An application was submitted to the MMO for the engineering works as proposed in the 
planning application, because the area of the site included some land below the mean High 
Water Springs sea level (which is taken to be the boundary between LPA and MMO 
jurisdiction).   
 
Comments were provided in February 2020 to inform the LPA’s EIA Scoping Opinion.  Those 
comments highlighted: 
 
• Refers to requirement for Marine License for works below the Mean High Water Mark 

including construction, alteration and improvement works.  
 

• Advised that East Inshore and Offshore marine plans area a material consideration for 
public bodies with decision making functions. 
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Officer comment / 
response: 

Any formal comments to the planning application will be 
provided in advance of the Committee meeting and discussed 
verbally. 
 
The East Inshore and Offshore Marine Plan is considered in 
the submitted Environmental Statement report. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

TBC 

 

 

Norfolk County Council Natural 
Environment Team (NETI) – Ecology. 

Comments awaited. 
 

As yet no comments have been received for the formal application, but comments were 
provided in February 2020 to inform the LPA’s EIA Scoping Opinion. Those comments 
highlighted: 
• The Environmental Statement would need to cover possible impacts on the following 

internationally designated ecological sites:  
o Outer Thames Estuary SPA;  
o Southern North Sea SAC – for impacts from ships & barges on harbour porpoise;  
o Greater Wash SPA – for possible disturbance to ‘qualifying’ bird species;  
o Great Yarmouth North Denes SPA – for impacts from ships & barges, and due to 

possible impacts on Little Terns as the qualifying SPA species; 
o Winterton to Horsey Denes SAC & SSSI site – potential for knock-on impact to this 

habitat through ‘site connectivity’.  
• A Habitats Regulations Assessment will also be required. 
 
Officer comment / 
response: 

Any formal comments to the planning application will be 
provided at the Committee meeting. 
 
The Environmental Statement (ES) report submitted with the 
application has covered possible impacts on SAC and SPA 
sites at ES section 8.5. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

TBC 

 

Historic Environment Service 
(Archaeology). 
 

Comments awaited. 
 

As yet no comments have been received for the formal application, but comments were 
provided in February 2020 to inform the LPA’s EIA Scoping Opinion. Those comments 
highlighted: 
 
• The EIA would need to provide a desk-based assessment of built heritage and below-

ground archaeology, for example there are remains of WWII structures and defences in 
the vicinity. 

• The Historic Environment Service remit only covers land above man high water; offshore 
and maritime archaeology is dealt with by Historic England. 

 
Officer comment / 
response: 

The assessment of impact on heritage assets is reported 
below. 
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Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

TBC. 
Geological and paleo-archaeological precautions and 
mitigation measures are proposed as conditions. 

 

Lead Local Flood Authority. 
 

No comment. 
 

No specific comments have been received on the merits or content of the planning 
application. 
 
Comments were provided in February 2020 to inform the LPA’s EIA Scoping Opinion.  The 
LLFA were reported to welcome the proposal which falls within the Hemsby Critical Drainage 
Catchment, and had no further comments. 
 
Officer comment / 
response: 

Any formal comments to the planning application will be 
provided at the Committee meeting. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

n/a 

 

Water Management Alliance 
 

No comment. 

The site lies outside the Internal Drainage District of the Broads Internal Drainage Board and 
the proposed application does not meet the threshold for commenting.  
 
Officer comment / 
response: 

No action required. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

n/a 

 

5.2. Internal Consultees 

Conservation Officer 
 

No objection. 

The proposal involves the construction of a rock berm which is said to provide short-term 
solution (approximately 20 years) to local coastal erosion. The development falls partially 
within Newport Cottages and Winterton Conservation areas. 
 
The group of buildings in Newport Cottages Conservation area represent traditional style and 
format. The buildings exhibit a local vernacular building style in which beach cobbles are used 
– an approach which contributes to the local character and distinctiveness. There has been 
some erosion of character with the introduction of uPVC windows, cement rendering and 
concrete roof tiles in places, however, the vernacular architecture is still distinctive and 
significantly contributes to the character and history of the area. 
 
A relatively small part of the proposed rock berm to the north falls close to the boundaries of 
Winterton Conservation area.  
 
The rock berm would materially alter the appearance of both Conservation areas. However, 
this impact can be outweighed by the benefits of the development which aims to reduce 
coastal erosion in the area. (Reference: NPPF, paragraphs 201 and 202). 
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Based on this assessment Conservation section don’t wish to raise objections to the 
proposal. 
 
Officer comment / 
response: 

The assessment of impact on heritage assets is reported 
below. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

Geological and paleo-archaeological precautions and 
mitigation measures are proposed as conditions. 

 

Environmental Health Officer 
 

Comments awaited. 
 

As yet no comments have been received for the formal application, but comments were 
provided in February 2020 to inform the LPA’s EIA Scoping Opinion.  Those comments 
highlighted: 
 
• Construction noise and vibration will travel further due to the site being on sand, but 

controls can be put in place to control these. 
• Dust and waste controls will be required. 
• Potential contamination is unlikely. 

 
Officer comment / 
response: 

Any formal comments to the planning application will be 
reported to the Committee meeting. 
 

Any relevant Condition /  
Informative note? 

TBC. 
A Construction Management Plan can introduce dust, noise 
and waste controls, and standard contamination precaution 
measures. 

 

6. Representations 
 
The application has been advertised in the press, with site notices and neighbouring 
residents have been notified in writing as this a major application accompanied by an 
Environmental Statement. 
 
6.1. Ward Member – no comments received. 
 
6.2. Parish Council – no objection. 

 
6.3. Public Representations 
 
At the time of writing 5 public comments have been received, all in support of the application. 

St.Marys Road  
Want to emphasise how important and urgent our long awaited Rock BERM is,...we moved to 
Hemsby 7 years ago, and we've been following the very long procedure in getting our Rock 
BERM put in place. The Holiday Village is so popular bringing thousands of Holiday Makers up 
here bringing funds to everyone, we do not want to lose our lovely House in St.Marys Road we 
urge you to get this done for all of us. 
  
Officer comment / 
response: 

Comments relate to Policies CS6 and CS13 
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The Marrams. 
Would love to see the rock berm on Hemsby beach. We live in The Marrams and we are now 
very vulnerable.  
Officer comment / 
response: 

Comments relate to Policies CS6 and CS13 
 

 

Hillcrest, St Marys Road,  
In light of recent events at Hemsby coastline the need for sea defences has taken on a new 
urgency, without prompt work it is feared that  more devastation will hit the residents. It was so 
painful watching those lose their homes, but to have to watch it happen twice in less than 4 
years was unbearable. The last loss was 2017, but we came perilously close the other night 
and it feels at times we have been abandoned to our fate. The committee should pass the 
plans for a rock berm as soon as possible and help us obtain funding so we no longer have to 
face another winter of sleepless nights. Time really is running out, this work needs doing now if 
we are to have any chance at all.  
Officer comment / 
response: 

Comments relate to Policies CS6 and CS13 
 

 

Nos. 4 and 8 Newport Cottages  
Please expedite the planning application and give it approval asap to allow the rock Berm to be 
started. The amount of dune loss in a few tides is significant.     
Officer comment / 
response: 

Comments relate to Policies CS6 and CS13 
 

 

No.57 Beach Road.  
The Rock Berm is the best chance Hemsby has of saving our beautiful beach and prolonging 
the life of the homes and businesses at the core of this village. Please give us a chance to 
survive and protect our homes and the biggest source of tourism this village has! Get this 
underway now! 
  
Officer comment / 
response: 

Comments relate to Policies CS6 and CS13 
 

 

7. Relevant Planning Policies 

The Great Yarmouth Core Strategy (adopted 2015) 

• Policy CS1: Focusing on a sustainable future  
• Policy CS6: Supporting the local economy  
• Policy CS8: Promoting tourism, leisure and culture  
• Policy CS9: Encouraging well-designed, distinctive places  
• Policy CS10: Safeguarding local heritage assets  
• Policy CS11: Enhancing the natural environment  
• Policy CS12: Utilising natural resources  
• Policy CS13: Protecting areas at risk of flooding and coastal change  
• Policy CS16: Improving accessibility and transport  

The Great Yarmouth Local Plan Part 2 (adopted 2021) 

• Policy GSP4: New development in Coastal Change Management Areas 
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• Policy GSP5: National Site Network designated habitat sites and species avoidance 
and mitigation 

• Policy A1: Amenity 
• Policy E1: Flood risk 
• Policy E2: Relocation from Coastal Change Management Areas 
• Policy E4: Trees and landscape 
• Policy E5: Historic environment and heritage 
• Policy E6: Pollution and hazards in development 

 

8. Other Material Planning Considerations 

National Planning Policy Framework (July 2021) 

• Section 4: Decision Making 
• Section 6: Building a strong, competitive economy 
• Section 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
• Section 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
• Section 16: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 

National Planning Practice Guidance topics 

• Climate change 
• Environmental Impact Assessment 
• Flood risk and coastal change 
• Historic environment 
• Land stability 
• Natural environment 

 

• Kelling to Lowestoft Ness Shoreline Management Plan (August 2012). 
• East Inshore and Offshore Marine Plans (April 2014). 

 

9. Planning Analysis 
 
9.1. Legislation dictates how all planning applications must be determined. Section 38(6) 

of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that applications for 
planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.   

 
9.2. Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) states: In 

dealing with an application for planning permission the authority shall have regard to– 

(a) the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application,  
(aza) a post-examination draft neighbourhood development plan, so far as material to 
the application,  
(b) any local finance considerations, so far as material to the application, and  
(c) any other material considerations. 
 
This is reiterated at paragraphs 2 and 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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Main Issues 
 

The main planning issues for consideration include: 
• Principle of development 
• Wider policy context 
• Method of construction 
• Landscape and appearance of the area  
• Residential amenity  
• Traffic and highways impacts   
• Public beach access 
• Ecology and biodiversity 
• Heritage and cultural impacts  
• Flood risk  
• Coastal erosion effects  
• Social and economic impacts   
• Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)  
• The EIA process 

 

Assessment: 

10. Principle of Development  
 
10.1 The NPPF advises that “In coastal areas, planning policies and decisions should take 

account of the UK Marine Policy Statement and marine plans...avoiding inappropriate 
development in vulnerable areas and not exacerbating the impacts of physical 
changes to the coast”.  

 
10.2 Within the East Inshore Marine Plan and the Shoreline Management Plan, the medium 

and long-term aims for this part of the coast seek to support a natural marine and shore 
environment with minimal intervention. In the short-term (a 20 year period) local 
placement of areas of rock, beach replenishment etc may be undertaken to slow the 
rate of coastal erosion, but not with a view to protecting the coast into the medium or 
long term.  

 
10.3 Within the local plan, the area within the application is identified as Coastal Change 

Management Area defined by Local Plan Part 2 policy GSP4: ‘New Development in 
the Coastal Change Management Area’. 

The policy includes the following: 

“Within the Coastal Change Management Area development will be carefully controlled 
to minimise risk to life and property, to avoid increasing the pressure for new or 
improved coastal defences, and to guard against development which could have 
adverse impacts on coastal erosion and vulnerability elsewhere. Coastal management 
proposals will be supported where these are consistent with the Shoreline 
Management Plan recommendations, and can be demonstrated not to have significant 
adverse impacts elsewhere”. 

“Where development is proposed in the 20 year erosion 'horizon' of the Shoreline 
Management Plan, only a limited range of development types directly linked to the 
coastal strip, such as beach huts, cafes/tea rooms, car parks and sites used for holiday 
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or short-let caravans and camping will be permitted and appropriately time limited 
through conditions.”  

10.4 As such, a development designed for the short-term protection of the coastline and to 
minimise risk to life and property would be acceptable in principle having regard to 
national and local planning policies, subject to not seeking to prevent coastal change 
in the medium and long term and not being in conflict with other relevant planning 
policies.  

 
11. Wider Policy Context 

Coastal Protection Act and legal duties 

11.1 It is noted in the application that Hemsby has not historically been protected from 
erosion under the Coastal Protection Act (1949) and there is no legal duty for either 
the Borough Council or national Government to provide protection from erosion; 
furthermore, a recent Government Statement on Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk 
Management now identifies a need for communities to transition and adapt to climate 
and coastal change. 

UK Marine Policy Statement 

11.2 The UK Marine Policy Statement (UK Government, 2011) provides the overarching 
policy framework for marine planning. Section 3.3.3 of the Environment Statement 
covers that part of the Policy Statement relevant to this scheme. 

East Inshore Marine Plan (EIMP) 

11.3 This geographically based plan translates the Marine Policy Statement into detailed 
policy and guidance for management of the Eastern Inshore Area. This area stretches 
from Flamborough Head to Felixstowe and extends out from Mean High Water Springs 
(MHWS) to the seaward limit of the territorial sea (approximately 12 nautical miles).  

11.4 In its Policy CC1 the plan notes that proposals should take account of: 

• how they may be impacted upon by, and respond to, climate change over their 
lifetime and 

• how they may impact upon any climate change adaptation measures elsewhere 
during their lifetime. Where detrimental impacts on climate change adaptation 
measures are identified, evidence should be provided as to how the proposal will 
reduce such impacts. 

11.5 Policy SOC3 advises that proposals that may affect the terrestrial and marine character 
of an area should demonstrate, in order of preference:  

a) that they will not adversely impact the terrestrial and marine character of an area 

b) how, if there are adverse impacts on the terrestrial and marine character of an area, 
they will minimise them 

c) how, where these adverse impacts on the terrestrial and marine character of an area 
 cannot be minimised they will be mitigated against 

d) the case for proceeding with the proposal if it is not possible to minimise or mitigate 
the adverse impacts 
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11.6 The EIMP notes that the management of coastal change, particularly erosion and flood 
risk management, is the responsibility of the Environment Agency, Lead Local Flood 
Authorities and others through Shoreline Management Plans. 

Kelling to Lowestoft Ness Shoreline Management Plan 

11.7 Hemsby is included in the Kelling to Lowestoft Ness Shoreline Management Plan 
(SMP 6) (2012). The SMP sets out the policy for coastal defence management 
planning now and in the future along the various frontages within this area.  

11.8 The proposed scheme lies within Policy Unit 6.14 Winterton-on-Sea to Scratby which 
is described as:  

“An area of international significance for its dune habitats, which require a sediment 
supply to fronting beaches and fore dune-beach interactions to be able to function.  

The long-term policy options for the shoreline frontages to the north will enable this 
requirement to be met, but this will need to be complimented by not constructing 
defences along this frontage, which would be detrimental to both habitats and natural 
defence provided by the beach-dune system. The long-term Plan is therefore to allow 
a naturally–functioning coast to develop through allowing the beach and backshore to 
evolve with minimal intervention”. 

11.9 Implementation of the SMP policy for the unit is ‘managed realignment’, with the 
expectation that little intervention would be required or permitted in the medium to 
long-term.  

11.10 The policy allows for ‘soft management’ of the realignment/retreat. The SMP does 
not rule out such proposals as this berm, stating: “local placement of areas of rock, 
beach replenishment etc) may be undertaken here [Scratby] and at other selected 
areas, to slow the rate of coastal erosion, but not with a view to protecting the coast 
into the medium or long term”. As such it is considered that placing a rock berm at 
Hemsby for a period of 20 years is not contrary to the SMP. 

 

12. Method of construction 
 
12.1 The supporting information identifies the construction process involved in providing the 

berm. The rock berm comprises 3-6 tonne rock armour, underlaid by smaller bedding 
rock and geotextile. The berm will have 1 to 3 seaward slope and crest elevation of 
+3.0metres AOD, with an overall footprint of no more than 3 hectares . The rear of the 
berm would be located within 5 metres of the base of the dunes.  

 
12.2 Construction of the rock berm will involve some sand removal forward of the toe of the 

dunes/cliff, with further excavation at the toe of the proposed berm. Safe excavation 
slopes and therefore the extent of excavation will depend upon the type of material 
encountered. (The depth of excavation will also depend upon both the final design and 
the beach levels at the time of the works). Excavated material would be back filled to 
pre-construction levels and any remaining sand placed at the rear of the structure 
crest, behind the berm at the toe of the dunes, to provide further wave power 
absorption. 

 
12.3 The excavations will involve the toe of the berm being partially below the Mean High 

Water Springs (MHWS) level, possibly around 1m in depth. 
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12.4 The prepared sand profile will be overlaid with geotextile, smaller bedding rock placed 
above that, and then larger armour rock added on top. Rock will be moved to the point 
of construction and placed, using a grab and working from the front face back towards 
the dunes. 

 
12.5 The southern end of the berm will transition to gabion baskets whilst at the northern 

end, the berm will either taper into the beach or will end with a small roundhead type 
structure.  

 
12.6 The rock armour will be 3 to 6 tonne standard grading rock, sourced from a licenced 

quarry. Due to the nature of the small roads around Hemsby and the likely quantities 
of rock required, the most feasible method of rock delivery has been identified as sea 
delivery. The delivery vessels would be anchored offshore and the rock off-loaded onto 
smaller barges. The barges would then bring the rock to shore where it would be 
dropped on to the beach at high-tide and picked up from the beach at lower water 
levels. The rock can then be stored in a number of small stockpiles closer to the points 
of construction. 

 
12.7 A new access ramp would be provided to maintain access over the berm for beach 

users and for Hemsby Lifeboat. The detailed design offers a proposed solution of a 
buried timber decked ramp, underlain with support from using the relocated 
Hexiblocks. This solution would maintain an access arrangement very similar to the 
current situation, with exposure of the ramp along the beach only during low beach 
levels.  

 
12.8 A site compound for the storage of plant and any other materials (e.g. timbers for 

access ramp, geotextile rolls) and for staff welfare will be required. The position of this 
is proposed to be in the car park adjacent to the Lifeboat Station located at Hemsby 
Gap or the overflow car park, or both as the scheme progresses. 
 

12.9 The construction programme of works is likely to be a maximum of 30 weeks. 
Construction plant (excavators and dumptrucks) would be delivered to site via 
Yarmouth Road to Kings Way and then along Beach Road, but the large rock material 
would be brought to the site via the sea. 

 
12.10 A Site Waste Management Plan will be produced by the contractor. This will outline 

how waste will be managed ensuring the re-use or recycling or unwanted materials 
where possible. All sand removed as part of the construction works would be replaced 
around the structure and all rock delivered would be used within the berm. 
 
 

13. Landscape and appearance of the area  
 
13.1 The berm would begin proud of the beach but over time gradually blend into the beach 

as deposits increase around it, and backfilling sediment during construction will reduce 
the contrast in profile.  

 
13.2 North of the end of the berm will experience more erosion around Dolphin Gap, though 

the properties on The Glebe remain well clear of the 20 year erosion limits.  
Nevertheless, natural erosion processes could change the landscape notably and this 
is not said to be likely attributed to the installation of the berm to the south.  At existing 
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erosion rates the dunes recede towards the east lip of The Valley by some 50+ m and 
the height of the beach edge dunes drop by 5m. The Valley may be inundated only at 
a much higher rate of erosion (over 2x quicker) and only in extreme surge events when 
waters could reach c.90m inland, but still some 60m off The Glebe, which would be 
over 10m above the tidal surge water level.  

 
13.3 The effects of the beachscape, seascape and landscape character over the 20 year 

period are therefore a contrast between limited minor change in cliff position and dune 
shape behind the berm, and much greater cliff recession north of the berm.  The final 
appearance during and after 20 years is hard to predict given the lack of precedent 
and reliable modelling, but it is reasonable to conclude that once the berm has been 
established and bedded in through a initial winters the contrast between berm and 
beach would be much less stark and the overall effect would retain an appearance 
shaped by natural processes. 

 
 
14. Residential Amenity 

14.1 Policy A1 of the Local Plan Part 2 advises that development proposals will be 
supported where they protect or promote a high standard of amenity to ensure a 
suitable living environment in the locality. In this instance, the construction operation 
will last for up to 30 weeks and there is potential for noise and disturbance from the 
operation to impact upon the occupiers of local properties in The Marrams and St. 
Mary’s Road. However, the site is a beach area where there would be a level of 
background noise from wave action and other activities. The closest residential 
properties are likely to be those that would benefit from the completion of the berm.  

14.2 During the construction phase consideration will need to be given to appropriate 
working hours, and a Construction and Environmental Management Plan should be 
agreed by condition.  

14.3 A handful of properties along Beach Road and the southern-most chalet within The 
Marrams would have their outlook impacted by the site compound, storage and 
construction traffic, if sited within the car park next to the beach café, and their beach 
views would be interrupted by activity of moving the rock for the berm and its transfer 
to the beach. Although relatively prominent in the view the boats and rock transfer 
would be a small part of the overall view and intermittent, and the degree of outlook 
available to residents overall would not be compromised to any unacceptable extent. 

14.4 When the berm has been completed it is not considered that there would be any issues 
arising from the development that would impact upon the amenity enjoyed by the 
occupiers of dwellings in The Marrams and St Mary’s Road. Consequently the proposal 
is considered to accord with Policy A1. 

 
15. Traffic and highways impacts 

15.1 There are concerns in relation to the impact of a large number of HGVs on local traffic 
and the local community given the nature of the small local roads around Hemsby. To 
avoid such impacts the application proposes that rock material will delivered by sea 
and then transhipped from the delivery vessel to the beach by barge and offloaded 
onto the beach. The supporting information identifies that construction plant such as 
diggers, dumpers and support vehicles would be delivered to the site works compound 
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via North Road or Kingsway and then along Beach Road. Access to the beach will be 
via the area in front of the Lifeboat / Beach Café building and through Hemsby Gap. 
There is a width restriction moving from the car park to the front of the lifeboat building 
which will limit the size of construction vehicles. Access to the Marrams access road 
from Sea View Road will not be restricted as the works vehicles will not use this area. 
As such, the daily vehicle movements to and from the site would be limited to the 
private vehicles of the construction workers which would be parked within the 
compound during the working day. 

15.2 Pedestrian access at Hemsby Gap, which is a public footpath, will need to be restricted 
when equipment is moving through and when the ramp is being constructed. It is 
unlikely that the whole access point will need to be closed so pedestrian access can 
be maintained but restricted when necessary for safety. 

15.3 It is considered that all these requirements can be incorporated into the Construction 
and Environmental Management Plan which will be required by condition if permission 
is granted. The condition would address the need for worker parking to be identified 
within the compound, require delivery of rock by sea and delivery of the site plant and 
machinery at certain times and by specified routes   

 

16. Public Beach Access 

16.1 The main access to the beach will continue to be at Hemsby Gap. The applicant in the 
supporting documentation states that this needs to be maintained for both beach users 
and the Hemsby Lifeboat, with the latter requiring access in all conditions.  

16.2 The Coast Path at Hemsby is routed through the overflow car park on the landward 
edge, passes to the landward side of the Beach Café and then splits into two at 
Hemsby Gap. One route goes along the Marrams access road and the other route 
along the beach towards Newport.  

16.3 The supporting information indicates that provision may need to be made for the path 
to be re-routed for the section from Hemsby Gap to Newport along the beach whilst 
works are occurring as rolling restrictions to the construction area on the beach will be 
required. 

16.4 The comments of the Rights of Way Officer refers to the need to work closely with the 
Norfolk Trails Team to ensure that the Coast Path and the Public Right of Way remain 
open and available for use at all times as well as the need for improvement works to 
the surface of Hemsby FP2 (The Marrams track) in mitigation of the increased footfall 
on the PROW, though this may prove overcautious given the short duration of the 
works involved which might affect beach path routes. 

16.5 It is therefore considered that there is likely to be public access to the beach maintained 
during the construction phase with only parts of the beach off-limits at any one time, 
as part of the phased construction of the berm.  

16.6 A condition is proposed requiring the footpath FP2 to remain open throughout the 
period and for proportionate surface works to be agreed and implemented in advance 
of the berm construction.  A condition can secure the public access in accordance with 
a plan to be agreed prior to commencement. 
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17. Ecology and Biodiversity  

17.1 Physical and coastal processes are covered in Chapter 6 of the Environment 
Statement including the processes of sediment transport, coastal erosion and coastal 
processes. 

17.2 Key legislation and policies relating to costal processes are outlined in Section 6.2 of 
the Environment Statement (ES). 

17.3 The continued health and structures of the protected wildlife sites along the coast 
depend on retaining existing geomorphological patterns and behaviours, such as 
sediment needed for habitats of the Little Tern. The Environmental Statement report 
has investigated sediment transport north-south (southerly transport), as well as 
northerly transport.  At the EIA Scoping stage, the Environment Agency raised concern 
that predominant sediment flows could be interrupted which could affect nearby 
protected sites’ sediment recharge, but this has been refuted by the Environmental 
Statement which identified existing sediment shift in all directions.   

17.4 The ES also indicates that the berm as a linear structure placed high at the back of the 
beach will not be a barrier to longshore sediment transport nor influence wave 
direction, so future impacts on nearby sites should not be affected by the proposals in 
this application any more than the natural tidal activities already underway, but there 
is expected to be a more stable sediment movement compared to existing rates. 

17.5 The report advises that beach levels are naturally volatile at Hemsby and there is a 
long record of continual change in both the beach level and beach width and states 
that with or without a rock berm the size of the beach will continue to fluctuate. 

17.6 Chapter 8 of the Environment Statement covers designated sites of conservation 
importance; habitats; species; and fisheries.  Key legislation and policies relating to 
biodiversity are outlined in Section 8.2 of the Environment Statement. 

17.7 The possible impacts and level of impact have been identified and assessed for each 
site, habitat and species during both construction and operation. During construction 
phases the South North Sea SAC, Great Wash SPA and Great Yarmouth North Denes 
SPA would experience underwater noise, noise and visual disturbance but no impacts 
are considered to be significant or require mitigation. Impacts on species such as the 
Harbour porpoise, Harbour Seal and Grey Seal, fish communities and wintering birds 
have been assessed as “not significant”.  

17.8 At section 8.6 of the Environmental Statement mitigation has been identified for a 
range of potential impacts through use of biodegradable oils by plant and machinery 
and biosecurity measures. The key mitigation is for breeding ringed plover where 
breeding bird checks will need to be undertaken before work can proceed.   

17.9 There is potential for minor adverse impact during the construction phase to the Ringed 
Plover which may be discouraged from foraging in the vicinity of the works or would 
be disturbed if nesting close by. As a precaution a condition is proposed requiring a 
survey of nesting Ringed Plovers and other nesting birds along the beach to ensure 
that if there are breeding populations nesting close to the site this could be considered 
in terms of the phasing of works.   

17.10 Table 8.8 in the Environment Statement outlines the residual impact after mitigation 
has been put in place. 
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18. Heritage and cultural impacts  
 

Impact on Designated Heritage Assets 
 
18.1 The northern extent of the application area lies approximately 200m to the south and 

outside the Winterton Conservation Area (Conservation Area No. 9).   
 
18.2 At the southern end of the application area, the rock berm siting will overlap the boundary 

of Conservation Area No.18 Newport Cottages (designated 2013) which lies at the 
southern end of The Marrams.  There are no listed buildings in this conservation area.   

 
18.3 There is a duty on local planning authorities to ensure that development safeguards the 

special character and local distinctiveness of conservation areas and development 
should not only represent but positively contribute to and enhance the character of the 
area. The duty under Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 requires the LPA to ensure that: “special attention shall be paid to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area”.  

 
18.4 NPPF paragraph 195 requires that where there is any identified ‘harm’ to the character 

or appearance or setting of designated heritage assets – in this case a Conservation 
Area - the extent of harm should be quantified.  Where there is harm, development 
should only be permitted if the public benefits of a proposal are demonstrated to 
outweigh the level of harm caused.  The extent of public benefit expected is 
proportionate to the level of harms identified (paragraph 202).   

18.5 The area of Winterton Conservation Area in the vicinity of the application is important 
for its special interest as a natural habitat, geomorphological processes and visual 
landscape value.  It is considered that the proposed berm would contrast with the natural 
appearance of the Winterton beach landscape, but is set back from the majority of the 
beach, is relatively low in profile and is separated from the Conservation Area boundary 
by a suitable distance to minimise the impact in longer-distance views.  Furthermore, 
the berm designs will all taper into the sand in the northernmost 50m to merge with the 
beach landscape. As such the proposal would not result in any appreciable harm to the 
Winterton Conservation Area. 

18.6 The Newport Cottages Conservation Area is noted for its cultural importance in maritime 
history as a small fishing hamlet and the architectural value of the group of buildings, 
including their local vernacular style known as ‘Caister Cobble’ using beach pebbles and 
small casement windows in response to the environmental conditions.  The cottages are 
generally unspoilt or degraded by development and inappropriate intervention. 

18.7 It is not clear if it is intended for the Newport Cottages Conservation Area designation to 
extend as far as the actual beach, but the importance of the Conservation Area includes 
its physical and visual connection to the sea.  In combination with the backdrop of the 
North Sea, Newport Cottages represent a very important part of the Borough’s social 
and maritime history and it is considered that every effort should be made to preserve 
this collection of buildings of regional significance. 

18.8 The Newport Cottages Conservation Area was designated in 2013, and since then the 
beach has eroded back to the extent that the cliffs are now within the Conservation Area 
boundary.    
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18.9 The rock berm will interact with this Conservation Area in one of two ways: as the rocks 

will be sited 5m from the base of the cliff it either has the potential to be within the 
Conservation Area, or lie adjacent to the Conservation Area and be visible from only the 
cliff edge when stood within the Conservation Area.  

 
18.10 It is considered unlikely that there would be any realistic appreciation of the 

Conservation Area from a position on the beach at the base of the cliffs.  When seen in 
longer-distance views along the beach the berm would be an unusual feature in the 
foreground to the Conservation Area, but from such a distance the land level height 
difference would cause both to read distinct from each other. Furthermore, the berm 
design proposes the southern end will transition into the gabions at Newport so will not 
appear too jarring the beach landscape, subject to final designs being confirmed by 
planning condition.  

 
18.11 However, the historic setting and context of the Conservation Area would be affected.  

This is an area of land situated around a historic collection of buildings (Newport 
Cottages) and its curtilage and intervening dunes or farmland would originally have been 
wider, stretching further eastwards.  The rock berm would therefore be an alien feature 
to this historic landscape and heritage setting. 

 
18.12 However, the situation of the rock berm at the foot of the cliff would not create a visual 

intrusion given the changes in topography and the relatively limited height of the berm 
(c.3m), so the harm experienced is considered to be only in respect of the cultural value 
and historic origins of the Conservation Area’s setting. 

 
18.13 The proposed scheme would not have any direct impact on scheduled monuments or 

listed buildings.  Even though Option 3 has not been designed in detail, the footprint and 
the expectation of this being a lower height means visual and landscape impacts can 
understood and are no less than those of the other two options.  For all 3 Options 
therefore, the level of harm to the two Conservation Areas is able to be assessed to be 
at a low level on the ‘less than significant’ scale, in NPPF terms, and would need to be 
outweighed by public benefits to a corresponding degree. 

 
18.14 One of the benefits of the development is of course the short-term protection offered by 

the berm, in the form of slowing the erosion over the 20 years or so that the berm is 
expected to provide defences for.  The benefits and the harm are weighed up in the 
concluding planning balance. 

 
Archaeological, geological and paleological interest 

18.15 The proposed scheme would require areas of the beach to be excavated for the 
placement of rock armour, the movement of plant vehicles across the beach/foreshore 
area and the anchorage of vessels offshore for the delivery of the rock armour. These 
activities could all directly impact any buried archaeological remains, features or 
deposits of archaeological and palaeo-environmental interest present within the works 
area and result in harm to their significance. 

18.16 Desktop surveys have suggested potential for c. 15 archaeological military assets but 
the ES suggests these are considered ‘low value’ and any effect would be minor 
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adverse. Comments from the Historic Environment Service have not yet been received 
so cannot be corroborated. 

18.17 In general, the ground works could have effects on archaeology and cultural heritage 
assets, some of which may be significant.  This could cause a medium magnitude of 
change to a potentially high value resource, resulting in major adverse effects so the 
need for mitigation is importance. 

18.18 In addition to direct impacts through the removal or disturbance of deposits, it should be 
noted that the placing of rock armour could result in the compaction of any underlying 
deposits with archaeological and palaeo-environmental interest. 

18.19 Historic England have identified that the site is within a part of the coast along where 
significant archaeological and paleoenvironmental remains have previously been found, 
for example the mammoth remains at West Runton and the internationally significant 
evidence of early hominid activity at Happisburgh. The British Geological Survey records 
suggest there is potential for similar deposits to be present within the inter-tidal zone 
and/or immediately off-shore area at Hemsby which would be identified as non-
designated heritage assets in the NPPF definition.  

18.20 The submitted Cultural Heritage chapter of the Environmental Statement (ES) report 
identifies ‘medium’ potential for archaeological remains of post-medieval and modern 
date at the site, which might include evidence of coastal activities, military defences and 
wrecks.  

18.21 The ES also acknowledges potential for geologic archaeologically significant deposits 
associated with the CF-bF and Happisburgh Glacigenic Formation to be present within 
the application area.  At the moment there appears to be limited understanding in the 
scientific and geo-archaeological community about these formations, making it difficult 
to accurately assess the potential level of harm to their significance from this 
development.  As such it is considered necessary to include further investigation at the 
site which will improve our understanding of the make-up and significance of these 
formations.    

18.22 The NPPF states that in considering or ‘weighing’ applications that directly or indirectly 
affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having 
regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset 
(paragraph 203). 

18.23 On the one hand, the site appears to have potential to reveal important geological 
interest and even remains of international significance, but on the other hand there are 
limited physical works involved to the beach and none anticipated to the cliffs. This puts 
the proposal between two stools: 

18.24 The NPPF advises that “Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest, 
which are demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments, should be 
considered subject to the policies for designated heritage assets.”. This would require 
any harm to require ‘clear and convincing justification’ and permitting development which 
might cause substantial harm should be ‘wholly exceptional’, i.e. of a national 
significance; given the Shoreline Management Plan’s expectations it is not appropriate 
to consider this a project of national significance and so harm should be actively avoided. 

18.25 However, the extent of operational / excavation work is limited, and it is noted that 
Historic England and the Environmental Statement both consider there are means to 
investigate and record the site’s geological value and monitor its paleological potential 
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as works proceed.  This points to the use of conditions at pre-commencement stage, 
and during the development, to address and protect the site and its possible 
significance.   

18.26 A pre-commencement geological assessment would provide better clarity and highlight 
potential for in-situ protection, and help establish the basis of a mitigation strategy in 
advance.  A pre-commencement archaeological assets protection plan would also help 
plan for minimising impacts and protecting discoveries. Thereafter during the works, any 
discoveries of archaeological and paleological / paleo-environmental importance could 
be recognised, the works paused and the final details of a mitigation scheme could be 
arranged.  

18.27 This may require a temporary cessation of work but Officers consider the potential value 
of the site to justify a short-term pause to the works whilst mitigation strategies are put 
in place.  Officers consider this would prepare the applicant to the possible implications 
of the project, provide a better understanding of the site’s value before works 
commence, and ensure any potentially significant discoveries are protected as they 
proceed.  In so doing, the project can avoid substantial harm to, or loss of, the historic 
potential at the site, should the current un-designated asset be revealed to be an asset 
of the highest significance.  

18.28 Even if the site did become recognised as being an asset of the highest significance, the 
controls imposed by conditions would keep the level of harm caused as ‘less than 
substantial’ and allow the development to proceed, in accordance with the expectations 
of NPPF paragraphs 200 – 201.  

18.29 In line with the submitted ES Cultural Heritage section, Officers and Historic England 
therefore recommend use of planning conditions to require a geoarchaeological 
assessment to be undertaken to better understand the potential for significant 
archaeological and paleo-environmental deposits (pre-commencement), and a 
mitigation plan to secure any necessary mitigation measures which can be designed-in 
as appropriate (pre-commencement).  During the actual works of the development, 
works should also be subject to on-site monitoring and analysis by a geoarchaeologist 
who is also to be provided with direct access to any cores/boreholes collected, and any 
further mitigations or precautions to be arranged as necessary; all these investigations 
would be subject to reporting and publishing of data. 

 

19. Flood Risk 
 
19.1 Policy E1 of the Local Plan and supporting text require that all development proposals 

in the Great Yarmouth Borough will be assessed and determined with regard to the 
management and mitigation against flood risk from all sources.  

 
19.2 The supporting documentation with the application advises “The risk to properties at 

Hemsby is from erosion, but concerns have been raised by the community regarding 
the risk of flooding through the low-lying area to the north of Hemsby Gap, known as 
The Valley. An appraisal of this risk was undertaken and concluded that there is no 
natural flood route through The Valley by which properties in Hemsby or Winterton 
would be affected by tidal flooding as The Valley forms a basin shape constrained by 
naturally rising land. Tidal flooding within The Valley would only occur during extreme 
surge events, and if the narrow ridge of dunes to seaward were to be breached or 
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eroded. Due to the natural topography of the area, flooding would be limited to the 
centre of The Valley, with no properties affected.”  

 
19.3 There have been no concerns raised by any statutory consultee and no evidence to 

suggest that there is a risk of increased flooding elsewhere from the proposed works. 
 
 

20. Coastal Erosion effects  
 
20.1 The predictions of reduced erosion are estimates only based on the effects 

experienced at the California berm, which is of different design and shape but has 
been in position for c. 25 years.   

 
20.1 The principle effects and differences between the 3 Options are estimated to involve:  
 

• Option 1: The 3m-tall berm at 1330m length: 
o Reduce erosion by 70% and erosion in major storm events limited to 5-6m 

losses; 
o 12 residential properties at risk by Year 20; 
o Northern chalets would be lost over the 20 years; 
o The Marrams access road likely lost in first major storm; 
o Both car parks protected. 

 
• Option 2: The 3m tall berm of only 1090m length: 

o Reduce erosion by 70% and erosion in major storm events limited to 5-6m 
losses; 

o 12 residential properties at risk by Year 20; 
o Northern chalets at high risk to next major storm, and likely to be lost early 

in the 20 years; 
o The Marrams access road likely lost in first major storm; 
o Overflow car park possibly lost by end of 20 years. 

 
• Option 3: The ‘reduced height’ berm of 1090m length: 

o Reduce erosion by only 50% and erosion in major storm events limited to 
7-10m losses; 

o 27 residential properties at risk by Year 20; 
o Northern chalets at high risk to next major storm, and likely to be lost 

early in 20 years; 
o Southern properties at high risk to 2nd major storm; 
o The Marrams access road likely lost in first major storm; 
o Increased risk to properties in Fakes Road towards the end of the 20 

years; 
o Overflow car park likely to be lost by end of 20 years; 
o Hardstanding car park at risk by end of 20 years. 

 
• The ‘no action / do nothing’ alternative would involve: 

o Unrestricted erosion continues at current rate with erosion losses of 15-
20m per storm; 

o 94 properties (89 residential) at risk by Year 20; 
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o Lifeboat Station, Hemsby Gap, businesses, toilets, mini golf all lost over 
the 20 years; 

o The Marrams access road likely lost in first major storm; 
o Increased risk to properties in St Mary’s Road and Fakes Road over the 

20 years; 
o Possible loss of some properties in St Mary’s Road and Fakes Road over 

the 20 years. 
 
20.2 It can clearly be seen that providing a longer berm of maximum proposed height will 

have notable erosion control impacts in comparison to lesser scales of development. 
 
20.3 In response to the EIA Scoping and local queries raised regarding the possible effects 

north of the berm, the ES has investigated the beach and dune profile and historic 
changes in the coastline south of and including Winterton Ness, including the areas 
with the low-level ‘gaps’ in the dunes around ‘Dolphin Gap’ and east of the area known 
as The Valley (an elongated depression in the dunes). 

 
20.4 In summary the report finds a variable rate of erosion, including both retreat and 

accumulation of more sand / dune material.  The Valley currently acts as a natural 
defence and flood containing feature but could be lost at quicker erosion rates; even 
then there is no predicted risk of erosion reaching any closer than the base of the cliff 
below The Glebe, which would enable tidal inundation but it would reach the base only 
in the most extreme surge events in the 20 year period.  Overall it is considered that 
the berm under Option 1 would not affect the area to the north.  

 
 
21. Social and Economic impacts  

21.1 Social and economic impacts include the benefit of affording more time for the local 
residential and business community to explore coastal adaptation, improving dwelling 
security, reducing deprivation through increased defence costs and uncertainty 
preventing investment, improving the image of the village as a place to live and work, 
and improving the health and wellbeing for the community by reducing anxiety.  

21.2 During the construction there will be some benefit from construction worker spend and 
local materials / products used in the project, and a minor negative impact if tourism is 
affected by possible noise, disturbance, loss of parking spaces and visual impact of 
the beach appearance from machinery and groundworks.  This is outweighed by the 
longer-term benefits for the local economy including investment especially in the local 
tourism sector. 

21.3 There may be minor effects to the local fishing and seagoing vessels sector from the 
rock transport boat but this is likely to be minimal and considered by the marine licence 
process. 

21.4 To further protect the tourism industry it would be possible to require construction to 
only take place during the off-season, but this would be to disrupt and prolong the 
process, and probably increase costs and delays from poor weather.  However, the 
construction process is not considered likely to have such an impact that it would cause 
a significant detriment to tourism to justify such a restriction.  
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22. The EIA (Environmental Impact Assessment) process 

22.1 As required by the EIA process, a number of options have been explored, in addition 
to the three design options covered within the current application, and including 
alternative strategies such as traditional sea walls, gabions, groynes, beach 
supplements, and the ‘no action’ option. 

22.2 For various reasons, the use of a rock berm is seen as the only feasible option from 
the many considered since 2018, such factors including the project costs, duration 
and practicality, ecological and habitat impacts, and the overriding need to pursue a 
short-term option only with an effective use span of only up to 20 years so as to not 
compromise the Shoreline Management Plan.  The scheme will afford the community 
time to consider adaptation measures for beyond the short-term. 

 

23. Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

23.1 Policy GSP5 of the Local Plan Part 2 requires “where necessary, planning applications 
will need to be supported by a Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA). To provide 
sufficient information for the Borough Council to make a determination as the 
competent authority”,  

23.2 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) provides 
the framework for the protection of wild fauna and flora and birds and for the 
designation of a network of protected areas for certain habitats and species of 
conservation importance (the ‘national site network’). These Regulations are based on 
the EC Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild 
fauna and flora (the ‘Habitats Directive’) and Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the 
conservation of wild birds (the ‘Birds Directive’). 

23.3 The Habitats Regulations require an assessment to be undertaken for plans and 
projects that are likely to have a significant effect, alone or in-combination with other 
plans and projects, on European/national sites. 

23.4 The application has included a Shadow HRA report for the LPA to have regard to as 
HRA competent authority.  That report considers how the construction of the rock berm 
might affect four European sites in the vicinity of the project: 

▪ Southern North Sea SAC; 

▪ Greater Wash SPA; 

▪ Great Yarmouth North Denes SPA; and 

▪ Winterton-Horsey Dunes SAC. 

23.5 The report examines Likely Significant Effects (LSE) and proposes that in reality only 
a very small part of the berm would affect designated sites, and the majority at the 
waters edge.  Overall, it is considered that it is not expected that the project will have 
a Likely Significant Effect on protected designated sites, as there are no source-
receptor pathways that would amount to a LSE on the Southern North Sea SAC, The 
Greater Wash SPA, the Great Yarmouth North Denes SPA or the Winterton-Horsey 
Dunes SAC.  



 
Application Reference: 06/21/0914/F             Committee Date: 13 April 2022 

23.6 It is for the decision making authority (“the competent authority”) to consider the 
impacts having regard to the HRA. The application was subject to consultation with 
Natural England who have not yet provided a response to the application. Whilst the 
submitted Shadow HRA is considered to have competently assessed the impacts in 
accordance with the relevant regulations, such that the Stage 1 (screening) 
assessment might be able to conclude that "there would be no Likely Significant Effect 
on any European designated sites”, it is nevertheless still considered necessary to 
make sure Natural England support the emerging conclusions of the LPA in 
discharging its duties in the Habitats Regulations, and so this should be a matter 
delegated to Officers to resolve prior to the issuing of any permission.  

 
24. Any Local Finance Considerations  
 
24.1 Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the Council is 

required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance 
considerations, so far as material to the application. Local finance considerations are 
defined as a government grant such as new homes bonus, or the Community 
Infrastructure Levy (which is not applicable to the Borough of Great Yarmouth). 
Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will 
depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms. It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the 
development to raise money for a local authority, for example.  There do not appear to 
be any planning-related local finance considerations linked to this development. 

 
 
25. The Planning Balance 

25.1 The Environment Agency and other consultees previously suggested the berm might 
compromise the longer-term natural protection that the dune system provides against 
coastal erosion.   

25.2 There were also concerns that the berm could affect sediment transfer which would be 
detrimental to natural sea defences either side of the application site. 

25.3 Furthermore, there were also concerns the berm could interrupt natural sediment 
recharge into the dune system which would be detrimental to habitats. 

25.4 And therefore the semi-permanent rock berm would be contrary to the shoreline 
management plan recommendations.  

25.5 The proposal is a short-term measure that would have a life of up to 20 years. The ES 
identifies that the siting in front of the dunes would have no significant effect on 
sediment transfer.  

25.6 A short-term measure would not be contrary to the SMP 

25.7 The rate of erosion at Hemsby has increased with three significant events in a short 
period. Local Plan policy recognises coastal change areas and supports the movement 
of commercial and residential uses from these locations. The berm will provide time 
for commercial and residential occupants at Hemsby to plan to relocate inland. 
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25.8 The berm would have a minor and low level impact on the landscape and a less than 
substantial level of harm to the setting, character and appearance of the two adjoining 
conservation areas at each end of the berm. 

25.9 There is also potential for archaeological interest and some significant potential for 
extremely valuable geological and paleo-environmental assets at the site which if 
discovered and if then disturbed would be a major impact of national significance, but 
by imposing careful controls through conditions these can be mitigated and appropriate 
precautions arranged. 

25.10 In the short-term the berm would provide additional economic benefit to Hemsby 
through supporting leisure and tourism and little negative impact during the work.  

25.11 It is therefore considered that if the ES findings are corroborated in respect of the 
impacts on protected species sites, and natural habitats and species, then there should 
be little lasting impact on ecology and natural habitat regeneration, and the benefits of 
the development would be considered to outweigh the drawbacks. 

 
 
26. Conclusion and Recommendation 

26.1 The applicant has supported the application with detail of the means of construction, 
the method of delivery of the rock to the site, the storage of plant vehicles and 
machinery and the likely impacts to the local area during the construction period and 
after.  

26.2 The application has identified that the berm is a short-term solution where the long-
term strategic adopted policy is to allow natural change to the coastline in this area.  
Assessments of the beach erosion and tidal activities suggests that longer term beach 
recession trends could see the beach level drop by up to 2m over the next 20 years 
causing greater undermining of the dune cliffs and significant erosion losses up to 20m 
per storm, so the importance of a short-term protection measure cannot be overstated 
to enable the community to consider longer term adaptation strategies. 

26.3 Having considered the details provided, the application is considered to comply with 
policies CS6, CS8, CS10, CS13 and CS16 from the adopted Core Strategy, and 
policies GSP4, A1, E1, and E5 from the adopted Local Plan Part 2.   

26.4 Furthermore the proposed development is in line with the general ambitions and 
objectives of the Shoreline Management Plan and in particular the SMP allowance for 
short-term protection measures only where assets are at risk.  

25.5 Although not all consultee feedback has been received and therein lies a risk of further 
assessment and reconsideration being required, it is considered likely that there are 
no other material considerations to suggest the application should not be 
recommended for approval. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:   

Officers request that Development Control Committee delegate authority to the Head 
of Planning to determine the application once outstanding comments are received and 
any matters remaining to be resolved are addressed.  As such the Recommendation 
has two parts as below:  
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Part 1 

To delegate authority to the Head of Planning to approve the application 
following receipt of outstanding comments from the following Consultees: 

a. The Environment Agency 
b. Natural England 
c. Norfolk County Council’s consulting Ecologist 
d. The Historic Environment Service 
e. Environmental Health Officers 
f. Marine Management Organisation;  

and, 

Subject to satisfactory completion of the Habitats Regulations Assessment (with 
Appropriate Assessment if necessary); 

and, 
 
Subject to the proposed conditions listed below. 

Part 2 

In the event that comments are received from those consultees which state 
objections or which request conditions that are not practical for inclusion within 
the project, to revert back to Development Control Committee for the 
application’s determination. 

 

Proposed Conditions (an initial list pending consultee comments) 

1. Standard time limit – commence within 3 years; 
2. In accordance with approved plans and relevant supporting documents; 

 
Pre-commencement: 
 

3. Phasing & notification – before commencing, advise which of the 3 Options is being 
taken forward. 

4. In the event that Option 3 is proposed, detailed designs to be submitted and agreed, 
and any relevant design-based mitigation measures to be agreed. 

5. A geotechnical and geoarchaeological assessment to understand site potential for 
archaeological remains and paleo-environmental importance. 

6. Geo-technical monitoring and geo-archaeological analysis. 
7. An archaeological assets investigation, mitigation and protection plan to be agreed. 
8. Historic assets mitigation measures to be provided as necessary. 
9. On-site access for a geoarchaeologist during excavations and during any borehole 

sampling and collection of geology core extractions, and reporting thereof.  
10. Construction and Environmental Management Plan to include phasing of work and 

rolling closure of beach areas, information signage, pedestrian and vehicular access 
routes, storage of plant, delivery of rock by sea, biosecurity measures to prevent 
transfer of INNS, use of biodegradable oils by plant and machinery, for example. 

11. Dust and noise control measures to be agreed. 
12. To submit and agree in writing with the LPA and County Council Norfolk Trails Team 

proposals to improve the surface of FP2 in the vicinity of the dunes at Hemsby and 
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the method by which FP2 will remain open during the construction phase of the 
berm.  

13. Scheme to maintain public beach access during construction. 
14. Site wide ringed plover and breeding bird checks. 
15. Scheme to maintain public beach access during construction. 
16. Southern end design to be agreed (shape, profile and extent of merge with gabions). 

 
During operations and later use: 
 

17. Construction working hours to be restricted. 
18. Ensure FP2 remains open or diversions clearly signed. 
19. Unexpected contamination precautions. 
20. Geo-technical / paleo-environmental monitoring during construction and during the 

scheme’s lifespan, and reporting thereof. 
21. Beach erosion and tidal characteristics monitoring, with reporting. 

And any other conditions considered appropriate by the Development Manager. 

 

Informative Notes: 

1. The developer is reminded that it is an offence to allow materials to be carried from 
the site and deposited on or damage the highway from uncleaned wheels or badly 
loaded vehicles. The Highway Authority will seek, wherever possible, to recover any 
expenses incurred in clearing, cleaning or repairing highway surfaces and prosecutes 
persistent offenders. (Highways Act 1980 Sections 131, 148, 149.) 

And any other informatives considered appropriate by the Development Manager. 

 

Appendices: 

1. Site Location Plan 
2. Site uses plan with works compound 
3. Aerial view with site area extent 
4. Option 1 Site Layout Plan – the 1330m berm proposal 
5. Options 2 and 3 Site Layout Plan – the 1090m berm proposals 
6. Options 1 and 2 Berm profile section view 
7. Option 3 Conceptual profile for Dynamic reshaping 
8. Hemsby Gap designs for public and lifeboat access through the berm 
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