
 

Environment Committee 

 

Date: Wednesday, 28 July 2021 

Time: 18:30 

Venue: Assembly Room 

Address: Town Hall, Hall Plain, Great Yarmouth, NR30 2QF 

 

AGENDA 

Open to Public and Press 

 

 
1 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

  
To receive any apologies for absence.  

 
 

 

2 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

You have a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest in a matter to be 
discussed if it relates to something on your Register of Interests 
form. You must declare the interest and leave the room while the 
matter is dealt with. 
You have a Personal Interest in a matter to be discussed if it affects 
•    your well being or financial position 
•    that of your family or close friends 
•    that of a club or society in which you have a management role 
•    that of another public body of which you are a member to a 
greater extent than others in your ward. 
You must declare a personal interest but can speak and vote on the 
matter. 
 
Whenever you declare an interest you must say why the interest 
arises, so that it can be included in the minutes.  
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3 MINUTES 

  
To receive the minutes of the meeting held on 9 June 2021.  
  
  
 

3 - 8 

4 FORWARD PLAN 

  
Report attached.  
  
  
 

9 - 9 

5 HEMSBY ROCK BERM 

  
Report attached.  
  
  
 

10 - 48 

6 WASTE AND RECYCLING UPDATE 

  
Report attached. 
  
  
 

49 - 58 

7 FLYTIPPING AND WASTE HOTSPOT PROJECT UPDATE 

  
Report attached.  
  
  
 

59 - 62 

8 ANNUAL PERFORMANCE STATISTICS UPDATE 

  
A presentation will be given at the meeting. 
  
  
 

 

9 ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

To consider any other business as may be determined by the 
Chairman of the meeting as being of sufficient urgency to warrant 
consideration. 

 

 

10 EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC 

In the event of the Committee wishing to exclude the public from the 
meeting, the following resolution will be moved:- 
 
"That under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, 
the public be excluded from the meeting for the following item of 
business on the grounds that it involved the likely disclosure of 
exempt information as defined in paragraph 1 of Part I of Schedule 
12(A) of the said Act." 
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Environment Committee  

 

Minutes 
 

Wednesday, 09 June 2021 at 18:30 
  

  

Present:  

Councillor Wells (in the Chair): Councillors Annison, Bensly, Bird, Cameron, P 

Carpenter, Fairhead, D Hammond, Robinson-Payne, Thompson, Waters-Bunn & B 

Wright 

  

Mrs P Boyce (Strategic Director), Mrs M Lee (Head of Customer Services), Mr C 

Silverwood (Director of Operational Services), Mrs J Leeder (Bereavement Service 

Manager), Mr M Wyton (Street Scene Manager), Mr J Holder (Waste Collection 

Manager), Mrs S Wintle (Corporate Services Manager) & Mrs T Bunn (Senior 

Democratic Services Officer). 

  

Mr A Minns (Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research) 

  

  

 

1 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 1  

  
Apologies for absence were received from Councilor Talbot.  
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2 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 2  

  
Councillor Wells declared a personal interest in item 7 as he is a Director of 
GYBServices. 
  
However, in accordance with the Council's Constitution, he was allowed to 
both speak and vote on the matters. 
  
 

3 MINUTES 3  

  
The minutes of the meeting held on 27 January were confirmed by assent.  
  
The following matters arising were noted from the above minutes: 
  
Councillor Robinson Payne stated that the item in respect of Selective 
Licencing had not been circulated to this Committee from the Housing and 
Neighbourhoods Committee. She also asked that this item be added to the 
Environment Committee forward plan. 
  
The Chair advised that he would check the reasoning behind this report being 
submitted to the Housing and Neighbourhoods Committee and update 
members.  
  
Councillor Waters-Bunn queried why there had not been a follow up social 
media campaign in respect of damage and consequences of illegal parking on 
grass verges.  
  
The Strategic Director apologised that this had not already taken place but 
would arrange for it to be added to the forward plan.  
  
Councillor Fairhead, asked for confirmation that Councillor P Carpenter would 
the lead member in respect of the WRE, bearing in mind the importance of the 
issues and the linkages with other outside bodies work. The chair confirmed 
that Cllr Carpenter would be the outside bodies representative and that they 
are discussing issues in relation this important matter. 
  
Councillor Waters Bunn asked for an update on the Technical assistant post. It 
was reported that this post had been appointed to and a playground audit was 
being undertaken which would see a report being brought back to the 
Committee in November following a comprehensive review. 
  
 

4 FORWARD PLAN 4  

  
The Committee received and considered the Forward Plan. 
Members asked that the following items be considered for inclusion on the 
Forward Plan: 
  
(i) Outdoor spaces review paper to be added for November.  
  
(ii)  Councillor Bensly asked that the Roman Place Car Park surface should 
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be discussed. The Head of Customer Services advised that Members had 
agreed that the Transport and Infrastructure working group would be asked 
about this resurfacing and a commitment has been received from the County 
Council in respect of a full resurface to be approved for a future date.  
  
(iii)  Members discussed questions that they had been asked in respect of 
the use of pesticides across the borough and how this could be addressed. 
The Strategic Director suggested that a report detailing how the Borough 
Council can support Bio Diversity be brought to a future meeting.  
  
Agreed 
  
 

5 CARBON REDUCTION – THE PATHWAY TO NET ZERO 5  

  
The Committee received a presentation from Asher Minns of the Tyndall 
Centre for Climate Change Research in respect of Carbon Reduction - The 
Pathway to Net Zero in advance of consideration of the report of the Strategic 
Director.  
  
The Chair thanked Asher Minns for his informative and useful presentation 
which clearly set the scene for the report discussion.  
  
The Strategic Director gave an update on the report contents in relation to the 
Borough Council's activities in respect of Environmental Sustainablity matters. 
She reminded Members that this Committee and Council has a role for 
leadership and guardianship and therefore anything done is important and can 
link together.  
  
The Chair emphasised the importance of this work and its potential impact at 
all levels.  
  
Councillor Carpenter asked if officers are liaising with all other councils in 
Norfolk. The Strategic Director confirmed that this is the case. 
  
Councillor Bensly reminded members of the FACET project and the benefits 
that this will provide for the community.  
  
Councillor Waters-Bunn asked for clarification in respect of the allocation 
amount. The Strategic Director confirmed that this was  £30,000.  
  
RESOLVED:- 

• To confirm ongoing support for the finalisation of the carbon footprint mapping 
work for the Council, to be completed by September 2021, alongside the 
development of an action plan to reduce the Council's carbon footprint.  

• To recommend to Full Council that the Chair of Environment Committee be 
appointed to sit on the Norfolk Elected Members Climate Change Partnership 
Board.  

• To allocate £30,000 from the special projects reserve to develop an 
Environmental Sustainability Strategy and action plans to detail our pathway to 
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Net Zero.  

  
 

6 BEREAVEMENT SERVICES PRESENTATION 6  

  
  
A presentation was given by the Head of Customer Services and the 
Bereavement Services Manager providing an overview of the crematorium and 
cemetery provision.  
  
Members discussed the new tea room and function facility which has a 
completion launch date of November 2021. They asked why there was a 
function capacity limited to 20 rather than 50 as originally proposed. The Head 
of Customer Services advised that the business case had not changed from 
what had been approved at Policy & Resources Committee and Full Council. 
The business case was based on accommodating 20 – 25 in the tea room and 
20 in the function room, so 45 in total with the addition of outside space for the 
tea room and the function area. Following award of contract officers would 
work with the contractor to see if this capacity could be increased by flexible 
use of the space.  
  
The Chair asked the Head of Customer Services to undertake further 
investigation and clarify whether the business case in respect of a larger 
function capacity had changed. 
  
Members noted that there had been a 25% reduction in cremations at 
Gorleston following the opening of other Crematoria in the local area.  
  
Thanks were given for all the work undertaken and for an informative 
presentation.  
  
  
  
 

7 STREET CLEANSING IMPROVEMENT PLAN UPDATE 7  

  
The Committee received the report and presentation from the Director of 
Operational Services. 
  
The Director of Operational Services gave an update on the improvements to 
the service which had been achieved by implementing the Street Cleansing 
Improvement plan. 
  
The Director and his team were thanked and congratulated on the dramatic 
improvement achieved, with a particular mention for the Hit Squad.  
  
Councillor Waters-Bunn asked for clarification in respect of the weed spraying 
activities instead of edging as this was impacting on surrounding vegetation. 
  
Councillor Fairhead asked if consideration could be made for a no-mow May in 
order to support bees and other insects.  
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The Strategic Director advised that use of pesticides and mowing schedules 
could be considered as part of an item on the Committee's Forward Plan 
regarding how the council can support biodiversity as part of its Sustainability 
Strategy & Pathway to Net Zero work..  
  
Members agreed that this would be considered at a future meeting and should 
be entered on the forward plan. 
  
RESOLVED 
  
That the Committee noted the findings and updates on Street Cleansing 
Improvement Plan 
  
 

8 RESOURCES AND WASTE STRATEGY CONSULTATIONS  8  

  
The Committee received and considered the report from the Strategic Director 
who provided an overview in respect of the Resources and Waste Strategy 
Consultation that has been released by Government. 
  
Committee were advised that the Council is working with colleagues across 
the Norfolk Waste Partnership to complete a joint Norfolk response as well as 
completing its own response.  
  
RESOLVED 
  
That the Committee note the details of the consultations and officer comments. 
  
That Members note that an officer working group to look at the implications 
and prepare the Council for these proposed changes is being set up and will 
feedback to Environment Committee. 
  
Agreed 
  
 

11 CONFIDENTIAL MINUTES 11  

  
  
The confidential minutes of the meeting held on the 27 January 2021 were 
confirmed by assent.  
  
 

10 EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC 10  

  
RESOLVED 
  
"That under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the public 
be excluded from the meeting for the following item of business on the 
grounds that it involved the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined 
in paragraph 1 of Part I of Schedule 12(A) of the said Act." 
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9 ANY OTHER BUSINESS 9  

  
The Chairman reported that there was one item of any other business: 
Members were aware of the local campaign to remove Frisbees from sale in 
the borough due to the environmental impact to wildlife, specifically the Seals. 
The  Friends of Horsey Seals have written to the council and have provided 
details of premises which have already agreed to stop selling these toys and 
have provided information in respect of other stores who would be prepared to 
join them but would require head office approval. 
  
Committee agreed that the Chair should write to the relevant organisations to 
both thank them and to provide support to those who would need information 
to send to their head offices.  
  
 

The meeting ended at:  21:00 
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Page 9 of 62



Page 1 of 39 
 

 

www.great-yarmouth.gov.uk  

             

 

 

 

URN:    

Subject:  Hemsby Rock Berm Options and Recommendation   

Report to:  Executive Leadership Team 7 July 2021 

Environment Committee 28 July 2021 
 

Report by: Anne Casey, Coastal Adaptation Officer, Coastal Partnership East, 
Rob Goodliffe, Coastal Manager, Coastal Partnership East 

 

 

SUBJECT MATTER 

This report provides an overview of progression of the next steps including the rock berm options 
that have been developed and the Environmental Statement that has been prepared, a summary 
of the public consultation undertaken and a discussion of which rock berm option is the most 
appropriate to take forward for planning and other consents. It also gives an overview of the next 
steps that need to be taken to move the scheme forward. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That Environment Committee : 

1. The progress of this work is noted. 
2. The rock berm outline design (Option 1) is taken forward to seek necessary consents and 

licences with flexibility to construct the shorter (Option 2) or lower (Option 4) structures. 
Funding for consents and licences is available as identified in section 12.1 totalling no 
more than £10,000 this being delegated to Head of Property and Asset Management and 
Section 151 Officer to authorise the following applications: planning consent, marine 
licence, coast protection notification, landowner consents. 

3. To exclude from further consideration rock berm option 3 for the reasons identified in 
table 1 of the report. 

4. A funding Strategy be developed and funding applications submitted to relevant sources 
to maximise the likelihood of a scheme proceeding. 
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1. INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 
1.1. The coastline at Hemsby is eroding which has and will continue to have impacts on the lives of 

individuals and the community.  Since the 2018 ‘Beast from the East’ work has progressed in 
understanding the coastal process on the coast, consideration of short and long term coast 
protection options, initiating consideration with regard to rolling back or adapting assets at risk 
of erosion and continuing discussion with the community.  
 

1.2. A report was presented to the November 2019 Environment Committee meeting outlining the 
coastal processes that have bought about the current situation, the project’s objectives, how 
we will engage with the community and how we propose to move forward. 

 
1.3. The objectives are: 

 
• Improve knowledge, understanding and awareness of coastal processes affecting the 

Winterton to Hemsby frontage.  
• Provide opportunities for the communities to participate in developing the way forward.  
• Investigate feasible coastal defence options (covers the criteria of effective, affordable and 

acceptable).  
• If a viable option is identified, seek an appropriate mechanism to deliver a scheme.  
• Explore alternative coastal management options and develop a coastal adaptation plan and 

projects suitable for the needs of each community.  
• Great Yarmouth Borough Council and relevant partners seek resources and funding to 

deliver the coastal adaptation plans.  
 

1.4. The next steps as outlined in the November 2019 report were: 
 

1. Develop and submit environmental screening and scoping for preferred short term rock 
berm coast protection option.  

2. Develop outline designs and refined costs to support screening and scoping,  
3. Environmental Impact Assessment and funding development  
4. Procure and complete EIA, Habitat Regulations Assessment etc. for preferred short-term 

option  
5. Develop suite of short-term adaptation options for further consideration  
6. Investigate financing options for short term protection option and adaptation options  
7. Support the delivery of the Icarus project to assist with community understanding of 

coastal change and long-term adaption options. 
 

1.5. This report provides an overview of progression of the next steps including the rock berm 
options that have been developed and the Environmental Statement that has been prepared, 
a summary of the public consultation undertaken and a discussion of which rock berm option 
is the most appropriate to take forward for planning and other consents. It also gives an 
overview of the next steps that need to be taken to move the scheme forward. 
 

1.6. Whatever rock berm option is selected there remains a challenge to seek sufficient funding to 
construct a scheme.   

 
1.7. For clarity rock berms will NOT prevent erosion entirely.  Therefore under all options there is 

also a need for the community to adapt to coastal change. GYBC through CPE are progressing 
projects to seek to assist with identifying support for communities at risk of coastal change. 
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2. Short term protection - Rock berm concept  

 
2.1. A rock berm is low level structure built from large armour stone, which limits erosion by 

protecting the base of the dune cliffs through breaking waves a short distance seaward of the 
dune face and reducing wave energy. This slows the rate of erosion and removal of loose sand 
behind, but during extreme storm events waves may still over wash it, which may result in 
erosion of the dune behind.  
 

2.2. There is already a working example of a rock berm, at California, approximately a kilometre to 
the south of the southern boundary of the proposed scheme (Figure 1).  

 
In summary, a rock berm:  

• will limit but not completely stop erosion, but it prevents the ongoing day-to-day tidal and 
wave action regularly cutting away at the foot of the dune and reduces the impact of waves 
on the dune face during larger storms. 

• will not prevent beach lowering but should not result in any increased erosion of the beach 
in front.  

• has a lower elevation than a full height seawall or rock revetment but is a lower cost than a 
full protection option, such as a full height rock revetment, and has a lower environment 
impact.  

• will not affect the changes in the beach or channel movements operating along this 
shoreline seaward of the berm, unlike beach control structures. It therefore has a lower 
environmental impact and costs considerably less than beach management options.  

• will allow sand accumulation behind the berm, which will provide additional buffer during 
subsequent storms.  

 

 
 
Figure 1 California rock berm 
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3. Design considerations  
 

3.1. In developing the outline design of the berm, several key factors have been considered:  
• A scheme design life of 20 years that can address changes in beach level and expected storm 

conditions over that period. The rock berm at California has provided the working concept 
for the Hemsby outline design but has been adapted to take account of local beach volatility, 
erosion rates, wave conditions and water levels.  

• Maintaining safe access at Hemsby Gap for operation of Hemsby Lifeboat and for beach 
users. 

• Determining the length of berm to achieve the optimal balance between the potential 
extent of protection and cost.  

• Considering environmental impacts upon natural environmental features and implications 
for future planning consents necessary to progress a scheme.  

• Considering construction approaches and in particular the transportation of materials to the 
site (via land or sea).  

• Making beneficial use of the hexiblocks. 150 hexiblocks were installed at Hemsby in 2015 as 
part of a trial coastal defence scheme with a substantial proportion of the scheme cost 
raised by the Save Hemsby Coastline group. The community is keen for these to be reused 
in any future scheme and a number of options have been considered. 
 

4. Rock berm options for Hemsby 
 
On the basis of the design scope, an outline berm design has been developed. This has been 
based upon a berm extending along the Hemsby frontage from the gabions at Newport 
Cottages, covering both north and south of Hemsby Gap, and of a similar structure to the rock 
berm at California. This is referred to as the ‘outline design’.  

 
In addition to the outline design, variations have also been considered as part of looking to 
improve the economic case and eligibility for obtaining government flood and coastal defence 
funding, and also in response to feedback received from the community. These variations have 
considered both a change in length of the berm and reducing the rock volume (and therefore 
cost) of the berm.  

 
1. For the outline design, a berm 1,330 m in length has been designed and costed.  
 
2. A shorter length berm of 1,090 m has been considered to reduce construction costs.  
 
3. The possibility of extending the berm to 1550m to ‘Dolphin Gap’ has also been 

considered, in response to feedback from the community. 
 
4. A variation in berm profile and a modified toe has also been considered to reduce the 

volume of rock required and thus reduce costs.  
 
The berm at California, has been used as a prototype for designing the berm, in terms of rock 
size and volume.  

The details of the design basis are in Appendix 1 
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The ‘outline design’ will be a berm crest level of +3.0 mOD. This level of berm sits well above 
highest regular tidal levels, with the level of highest astronomic tides (HAT) being around +2.0 
mOD. This means that waves will not reach the toe of the dunes during regular day-to-day 
conditions. It is also above all but the most extreme storm surge levels.  

 

Water will still reach the dune face at times, as the level of the most extreme surges slightly 
exceeds the crest of the berm and large waves will overtop the berm from time to time. But 
critically, much of the power of those waves will be dissipated by the berm rather than on the 
dune face.  

 

The berm has also been designed to accommodate changes in beach level, which can be 
significant along this frontage. It has been calculated that there could be up to 2 m beach 
lowering over the 20 year life of the scheme. To accommodate this, the toe of the berm has 
been set at around -1.0 mOD along the main section (Figure 2).  

 
 
Figure 2 Cross sections of the rock berm outline design 

 
The details of the outline design are provided below alongside variations.  Details of the costs 
and the benefits of each are found later in the report. 
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4.1. Outline Design  
 
Option 1 Berm +3mOD, 1330m length  

It comprises 3-6 tonne rock armour, underlain by smaller bedding rock and geotextile. The 
berm will have 1 to 3 seaward slope and crest elevation of +3.0 mOD, with an overall footprint 
of no more than 3 hectares (0.03km2).  The rear of the berm would be located within 5 m of 
the base of the dunes.  

 
Proposed location 

The scheme is designed to reduce erosion over the frontage from Newport Road at the 
southern end of Hemsby, to the northern end of the overflow car park, incorporating the 
furthermost chalets in the Marrams north of Hemsby Gap. (Figure 3) 

 
The design berm length of 1,330 m includes a short extension of rock north and south of these 
points, to transition to the existing shoreline and minimise the risk of any future erosion at 
the ends reaching the assets being defended. At the southern end the berm will transition to 
the existing gabion wall defence at the northern end of Scratby. At the northern end, the rock 
section will gradually reduce over a distance of approximately 50 m but will remain aligned a 
few metres in front of the dune face. 

 

 
Figure 3 Outline design 1330m 
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4.2. Variations 
 
Option 2 Shorter length berm: +3 mOD berm, 1,090 m length  

To reduce scheme costs and improve the economic case for obtaining Government grant aid, 
one option is to reduce the length of the berm. To maximise the number of properties still 
protected, a length of 1,090 m has been determined, which would reduce the extent at the 
northern end by around 240 m and mean the berm would finish approximately 80 m north of 
the mini-roundabout at Hemsby Gap. The southern extent would remain the same. (Figure 4) 

 

The berm profile would be the same as for the outline design, so that along the majority of 
the frontage, there would be no change in the level of protection from that provided by the 
outline design berm. However, the five northernmost chalets would remain subject to the 
same erosion potential as at present. 

 

Figure 4 Rock berm 1090m length 
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Option 3 Extended length berm: +3 mOD berm, 1,550 m length  

In response to feedback from the local community, a longer berm length has also been 
considered. A length of 1,550 m, extending to the informal access point through the dunes 
known as Dolphin Gap. This would protect a stretch of The Valley but there are no additional 
properties to be protected.  

The berm profile would be the same as for the outline design, so there would be no change 
in the level of protection to properties and businesses from that provided by the outline 
design berm.  

 

Option 4 Reduced berm (alternative profile): 1,090 m length  

A modified berm profile has been evaluated (at a high level rather than as a fully developed 
outline design) to establish whether this would be viable to improve the potential eligibility 
for grant, and reducing the gap in funding to be found.  

The principles of this structure are the same, in that it will reduce wave and storm impacts 
on the dune face, but it would involve less rock and a reduced construction effort, so would 
reduce overall costs. 

This could be achieved through initially building a slightly narrower berm to a similar 
elevation but with a steeper profile. The berm would also not extend to the full toe depth as 
the outline design, As a consequence, this berm profile would be expected to naturally 
settle and adjust in form and level over time, in response to beach lowering during storms. 
The front face of the berm would gradually extend, meaning that the overall berm height 
would also lower over the 20 year scheme life. This is called ‘dynamic reshaping’. (Figure 5) 

 

As the aim of this design would be to reduce costs, this variation has been considered over 
the shorter length of 1,090m, although costs for the full 1,330m have also been estimated. 

 
 
Figure 5 Reduced profiled berm 
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4.3. Influence on erosion rates  

There are no standard industry methods available to assess how much influence a rock berm 
structure will have upon erosion rates. Therefore an adapted methodology has been 
developed, based upon formulae for calculating wave forces on walls.  
 
Outline design 
The calculations indicate that under regular conditions, when tidal levels are below HAT, the 
berm should eliminate most, if not all, erosion at the dune toe. Under storm conditions, the 
berm is expected to reduce the erosion by around 70% (compared to ‘doing nothing’). To put 
this into context, if a storm results in 15 to 20 m erosion in an undefended situation, that 
should be reduced to around 5 to 6 m erosion by the outline design berm.  
 
Reduced berm profile 
This modified design would still minimise erosion during ‘regular’ conditions and would 
provide a reduction to the erosion extents during large storms. That reduction would be less 
than the outline design and using the same calculations as applied for the outline design 
berm, the reduction in erosion has been estimated to be around 50% (compare to ‘doing 
nothing’), based upon an expectation of an adjusted berm elevation of +2.0 mOD.  
 

4.4. Construction 
The outline design berm and the reduced berm have different structures and designs.  
Therefore a choice needs to be made as to which design to construct as they cannot be 
interchanged.  The reduced berm design cannot be added to at a later date to make it higher 
without full reconstruction although the length could be added to within consent approvals. 
(See Section 4.5) 
 

4.5. Phasing of works 
Phasing of the works could be considered, which may address some funding constraints as 
key sections could be prioritised and built first. If this was the case there will however be an 
impact on both the level of protection provided and on costs. The cost of phasing will total 
more than constructing in a single campaign. This is because the costs of mobilising and 
demobilising etc. will be incurred twice. There may also be some additional re-handling of 
materials required too. No additional government funding will be available, so any 
supplementary funding required would need to be sought locally.  
 

4.6.  Maintenance  
The design and use of rock means there is unlikely to be maintenance required over the 20 
years of the scheme, beyond the repositioning of any rocks displaced by storms. Maintenance 
to the timber ramp may be required towards the end of the scheme period but should be 
minimal as this structure should remain mostly buried.  
 

4.7. Decommissioning  
The long-term plan for the rock berm is yet to be determined as this forms part of the review 
of future adaptation measures. The use of rock means that repositioning of the berm (i.e. to a 
more landward position) or removal and re-use elsewhere are both feasible.  
Decommissioning plans and timing may need to form part of any consents.  Dependent on the 
level of erosion over the 20 year period and monitoring of impacts it may be feasible to 
reapply for consent. 

Page 18 of 62

http://www.great-yarmouth.gov.uk/


Page 10 of 39 
 

 

www.great-yarmouth.gov.uk  

 
5. Costs of rock berm options 

Cost estimates have been developed using established rates for different materials and 
methods, with input from a highly experienced marine works contractor.  The summary is 
provided in Table 1 towards the end of the report. 
 
The range in costs reflect the risk contingency allowance that needs to be included in any 
flood and coastal defence economic evaluation. A risk contingency of up to 30% has been 
applied to all costs, which takes account of unknowns such as: whether the beach levels will 
be high or low at construction time and the extent of excavation required; the potential for 
rock delivery rates to change (rock being the main cost component) and the potential for 
disruption during works such as due to exceptional weather.  
 
Maintenance requirements are likely to be negligible, so no additional costs have been 
included. No costs for decommissioning or relocation of the rock have been included as this is 
would only take place beyond the present 20 year appraisal period for which funding 
calculations are being based. It is highly likely that if the berm was to be removed, the rock 
would be re-used for another scheme, in which case decommissioning costs would possibly be 
met by the new scheme. 
 

5.1. Partnership funding. 
 
Any flood and coastal erosion risk management project where the benefits are greater than 
the costs can qualify for funding from central government, known as ‘Flood and Coastal 
Erosion Risk Management Grant in Aid’ or ‘FCERM GiA’.  

The amount of GiA a project is eligible for depends on the ‘benefits’ it achieves, based upon a 
defined set of formulas. Information on costs and benefits is put into the Environment 
Agency’s partnership funding calculator to work out how much FCERM GiA might be available 
(known as ‘partnership funding’) and how much extra money will need to be raised from 
partners through contributions.  

An analysis has been undertaken to assess the benefits the outline design and variations could 
achieve, using guidance set out by the Environment Agency.  The detail is presented in 
Appendix 2. 

Using the partnership funding calculator (2020), the maximum amount of GiA available to a 
scheme at Hemsby has been calculated, which is based on the outcomes it should achieve 
over the 20 years of the scheme. The outcomes are based on the calculated damages and 
benefits of each scheme. The calculator also defines the minimum amount of alternative 
contributions that need to be obtained.  

The Environment Agency will only allocate FCERM GiA towards the project if there is proof 
that this extra funding is secure and sufficient to deliver the whole life scheme.  

The outputs from the partnership funding calculator demonstrate that the outline design and 
variations considered are all borderline or marginal in terms of their eligibility for GiA, due to 
their low benefit to cost ratios. The GiA funding for all variations would therefore be subject 
to contributions from other sources.  
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For the outline design, the eligibility of the scheme is sensitive to the risk allowance – 30% of 
the total is the recommended risk allowance for this stage of design, but risks and 
uncertainties would need to be reduced in order for it to become eligible. Both the shorter 
length berm and the reduced berm would reduce costs and although both would mean a 
reduced level of protection, the benefit to cost ratio would improve. This means that they are 
more likely to be eligible for funding. The reduced berm presents significant savings in terms 
of project cost, and whilst the maximum GiA available is less, the minimum funding to be 
sought is therefore also greatly reduced. 

 
5.2. Other funding partners  

 
Contributions that fill the funding gap will need to be sought. These may be through a range 
wide of groups and organisations, and could include: local contributions, landowner 
contributions, local authority contribution and other funding sources. Contributions will need 
to be secured before FCERM GiA will be allocated by the Environment Agency. In support of 
this, a separate economic appraisal is being commissioned which will identify the wider 
benefits that a scheme at Hemsby would achieve. 
 
A key constraint around the timing of delivery of a rock berm option is dependent on how 
long it takes to raise sufficient funding to proceed.  The more funding that is required is likely 
to increase the length of time it will take to raise the funds. 
 

6. Benefits of a rock berm scheme 
 
In determining ‘benefits’ for FCERM GiA, a comparison is made to a ‘do nothing’ baseline. This 
assumes that there is no investment in coastal defences, and in the case of Hemsby would 
mean that erosion of the dunes would continue unabated. The ‘do nothing’ baseline must 
cover the same period as the proposed scheme, which is 20 years. The calculated ‘benefits’ 
are the damages that are delayed or avoided by the scheme. (A summary is provided in Table 
1) 

Do nothing’ (baseline and current situation)  

North of Hemsby Gap, chalets within the dunes are at high risk from erosion during the next 
major storm event and likely to be lost early within the next 20 years. Properties along The 
Glebe are not expected to be lost over the next 20 years. Over this period, erosion could 
potentially reach the overflow parking and hardstanding car park towards the end of the 20 
year period.  

At Hemsby Gap, the Lifeboat Station and business properties, public toilets and first aid posts 
and Mini Golf are at risk within 20 years.  

South of Hemsby Gap, the next major storm would mean likely erosion of the road to The 
Marrams, meaning access to houses along The Marrams, together with some services to these 
houses would be lost. Those houses closest to the dune edge are also at high risk of loss 
during the next major storm.  
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Many of the houses along The Marrams could be lost within 20 years, with increasing risk to 
properties along St Mary’s Road and Fakes Road, with some of these, namely those closest to 
the dune edge, potentially to be lost towards the end of the 20 year period.  

(a) Outline design: +3 mOD berm, 1,330 m length  

This structure should better defend the dunes from erosion during regular conditions and 
reduce erosion during extreme events by around 70% compared to ‘do nothing’.  

North of Hemsby Gap, the proximity of the chalets to the dune edge means that although the 
berm may provide protection to most of these during the first storm event, potentially they 
would still be lost over the 20 year scheme life. The overflow parking should remain 
protected.  The hardstanding car park may be slightly affected at the end of the 20 year 
period. 

At Hemsby Gap, the Lifeboat Station and business properties, public toilets and first aid posts 
and Mini Golf should remain protected during this period.  

South of Hemsby Gap, there would still remain a high risk of the access road (and services to 
properties) becoming lost in the first major storm event, as the road is already extremely 
close to the dune edge. Therefore, there would be a need to relocate services and consider 
alternative access arrangements even with a berm in place. The remaining house on the 
seaward side of the road would potentially be lost, probably during the next storm event.  

The berm will, however, delay the time until loss of other houses in The Marrams, with many 
of these likely to be protected for the 20 years. The highest risks remain at the southern end 
of the frontage, where houses are closest to the dune edge. Houses along St Mary’s Road and 
Fakes Road are expected to be protected over the 20 years.  

(b) Shorter length berm: +3 mOD berm, 1,090 m length  

The situation would be as (a) for the frontage from Hemsby Gap, southwards.  

North of Hemsby Gap the northernmost five chalets within the dunes would not be protected 
and would therefore remain at high risk from erosion during the next major storm event. Over 
the 20 year period, erosion could reach the overflow car park, but properties along The Glebe are 
not expected to be at risk.  The Lifeboat Station & Hemsby Gap businesses, public toilets and first 
aid posts, Mini Golf would be protected. 
 

(c) Extended length berm: +3 mOD berm, 1,550 m length  

No additional properties or assets would be protected (compared to ‘do nothing’) compared to 
(a).  

(d) Reduced berm (alternative profile): 1,090 m length  

This structure should protect the dunes from erosion during regular conditions and reduce 
erosion during extreme events by around 50% compared to the ‘do nothing’.  
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As for (b) north of Hemsby Gap the northernmost five chalets within the dunes would not be 
protected (assuming this shorter berm length) and would therefore remain at high risk from 
erosion during the next major storm event. Over the 20 year period, the overflow car park 
could be eroded, but it is unlikely that properties along Beach Road and The Glebe would be 
at risk. The Lifeboat Station & Hemsby Gap businesses, public toilets and first aid posts, Mini 
Golf would be protected. 

Hemsby Gap and south, there would remain a risk of the access road (and services to 
properties) becoming lost in the first major storm event, as the road is already extremely 
close to the dune edge.  

Therefore, as for the +3 mOD berm (a), there would be a need to relocate services and 
consider alternative access arrangements even with a berm in place. The hardstanding car 
park could also become at risk towards the end of the period.  

The lower protection provided by this reduced berm means that more properties within The 
Marrams would be at risk of loss within the 20 years, although all but the remaining house on 
the seaward side of the road, are still unlikely to be lost during the first major storm. Risks are 
highest to those properties at the southern end of the frontage, due to their proximity to the 
dune edge and some of these could become at risk by the second storm event.  

Properties within St Mary’s Road are expected to be protected throughout the 20 year 
scheme life, but there will be an increasingly risk to some properties within Fakes Road, 
namely those closest to the dune edge, towards the end of this period.  

Under all scenarios there is a need for the community to adapt to coastal change. 

7. Access at Hemsby Gap 
 

7.1. Access requirements  
The main access to the beach is at Hemsby Gap and this needs to be maintained for both 
beach users and Hemsby Lifeboat, with the latter requiring access in all conditions.  
 
There are a number of additional informal access routes to the beach, including down the cliff 
face approximately 50 m south of Newport Cottages and through a low point in the dunes, 
known as Dolphin Gap, north of Hemsby Gap. These accesses would not be affected by the 
scheme and have therefore not be considered further as part of the outline design. 
 

7.2. Options for Hemsby gap access  
A range of different access arrangements have been evaluated:  

(1) Open gap through berm The access arrangement would remain the same as at current. 
This would, however, leave the beach area through the gap and areas of the adjacent dune 
exposed to wave attack and erosion.  

(2) Piled ramp up-and-over the berm This would be very intrusive and expensive. The slope 
of the ramp would be too steep for safe public use, therefore additional public ramps and 
steps could be required. The need for piling presents additional challenges for 
environmental consenting, due to noise and vibration during construction.  
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(3) Access through overlapping berm The seaward-most stretch of berm would need to 
protrude much further offshore and would potentially affect beach sediment movement. 
This could both result in difficulties for public access to the beach north of Hemsby Gap, and 
possibly exacerbate beach lowering in the area in front of the Gap.  

(4) New ramp through berm This would involve formalising the access point at Hemsby Gap, 
re-using Hexiblocks (these were installed at Hemsby in 2015 as part of a trial coastal defence 
scheme and the community is keen for these to be reused in any future scheme).  

 
7.3. Proposed access solution  

 
The proposed solution involves installation of a buried timber decked ramp, underlain by 
Hexiblocks, to provide a lower profile (rather than full opening) through the berm. This 
solution would be applicable to both the outline design and the variations considered. (Figure 
6) 
 
This solution will maintain an access arrangement very similar to the current situation, but 
should the beach level drop, the timber decked ramp would ensure access can be maintained. 
Being at a lower elevation, this ramp can also be constructed to a slope suitable for 
pedestrian access.  
 
The underlying Hexiblocks would provide some stability to this ramp and limit further erosion 
beneath from storm waves. The toe of the berm is continued across the gap to provide some 
seaward protection and support to the Hexiblocks and ramps if exposed. The remaining 
Hexiblocks can be used around the dune foot either side of the access point, to provide some 
additional erosion protection from any wave run up through the gap in the berm. This would 
also prevent public access into the dunes themselves at this point, possibly allowing some 
dune recovery.  
 
Although not included in the outline design costings, posts with removable flood boards could 
also be incorporated at the narrowest point of Hemsby Gap, if desired. 
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Figure 6 Hemsby Gap access solution 

 
8. Consideration of flood risk  

 
8.1. 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 has therefore been undertaken.  
 

8.2. This 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 could only occur during 
extreme surge events, and if the narrow ridge of dunes to seaward were to be breached or 
eroded. Due to the natural topography of the area, flooding would be limited to the centre of 
The Valley, with no properties affected.  Any water in The Valley would seep away or dry out. 

 
9. Environmental Impact Assessment. 

 
The purpose of Environmental Statement is to present the statutory Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) and provide an assessment of the predicted environmental effects relating to 
the construction and continuing presence of a rock berm along the foreshore. In line with the 
EIA Regulations, the assessment focuses on the effects that are considered ‘likely to be 
significant’. Where adverse effects are identified mitigation measures have been recommended 
to either avoid or reduce the impacts.  This is a requirement for consenting. 
 

Screening and Scoping opinions were sought from Great Yarmouth Borough Council (GYBC) 
under the Town and Country Planning (EIA) Regulations 2017. The screening opinion from 
GYBC determined that the project should be screened in and that EIA would be required. 
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A Scoping Opinion was requested from the Marine Management Organisation (MMO), as 
required by The Marine Works (EIA) Regulations 2017 (as amended). 

Scoping responses were received from Great Yarmouth Borough Council (GYBC) on 10 March 
2020 and from the MMO on 12 January 2021. Both GYBC and the MMO incorporated 
responses from key consultees that were asked to provide their comments on the project. 
The responses received have guided the focus of the EIA. 

On the basis of the design scope established by GYBC, for this outline design stage a berm 
1,330 m in length has been designed, extending from around 50 m south of the Newport/ 
Scratby boundary to around 440 m north of Hemsby Gap (as shown on Figure 2-1). As part of 
the precautionary approach to this appraisal, a maximum berm length of around 1,500 m has 
been assumed for assessing potential impacts, not extending more than 50 m south or 200m 
north to Dolphin Gap  

The topics scoped into the EIA are  

• Physical and coastal processes 
• Community, health, recreation and amenity 
• Biodiversity 
• Water. This topic covers surface and groundwater quality, bathing waters and other 

water-related designations, and water use (i.e. abstractions and discharges). 
• Landscape, seascape and visual amenity 
• Historic Environment 
• Traffic, transport and navigation. Further work has been carried out to determine the 

preferred option for transport of rock material to site. Concerns were raised in relation to 
large number of HGVs and the impact this could have on traffic and on the local 
community given the nature of the small local roads around Hemsby. To avoid this impact 
the proposal is for rock material to be delivered by sea and then transhipped from the 
delivery vessel to the beach by barge and offloaded onto the beach  
The EIA therefore considers traffic only in relation to the delivery of construction plant 
and machinery to site. It also presents the baseline and assessment relating to navigation 
and transport of materials to site. 

9.1. Results of the EIA 
The assessment identified a key beneficial impact on the local community, local tourism 
economy and human health by reducing the risk to properties and people from coastal 
erosion for the 20 year scheme.  

 
• The project would also have no significant impacts on the existing coastal habitats along 

the frontage. 
• Some adverse impacts will be experienced during construction and/or on completion of 

the project.  
• Most of the construction impacts can be adequately controlled through the application of 

standard and best practice measures which will be detailed and secured through a CEMP. 
• Additional mitigation is required during construction to reduce impacts on the local 

community, on users of the amenity beach and on landscape and visual amenity 
receptors. The key mitigation is to avoid construction during the peak summer period, 
thereby reducing the magnitude of the impact. If the works can be timed outside the peak 
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summer months there are no significant effects remaining during construction. 
• There is a residual moderate adverse impact on visual receptors (people enjoying 

recreational activities on the beach) during operation associated with the introduction of 
a new extensive and intrusive feature on the beach. 

• Although relatively low level, the rock berm would occupy beach space and be visible in 
all views other than those out to sea. However, it would be a similar construction to the 
defence at California, just to the south, and therefore would not be an uncharacteristic 
feature along this coastline. 

 
9.2. Habitat Regulations Assessment Screening Report. 

 
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) (the “Habitats 
Regulations”) 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.  

This network of national sites comprises Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and Special Areas of 
Conservation (SACs). SACs are designated under the ‘Habitats Directive’ for supporting 
habitats or species listed on Annex I or II of the Directive. SPAs are designated under the ‘Birds 
Directive.’ European/national sites1. 

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.  The information gathered will allow the relevant competent 
authority, to undertake a Stage One Screening for the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 
of the project.  The Screening stage identifies the possibility of Likely Significant Effects (LSE) 
from a proposal occurring, directly or indirectly, to European site features with reference to 
the site’s conservation objectives. This stage must account for the potential for impacts 
arising from a source acting either in isolation (alone) or in-combination with the effects of 
other projects or plans. The Screening assessment then considers whether these impacts are 
likely to be significant. Where there is uncertainty, the precautionary principle applies; the 
protection of the site takes priority.  

Where there is uncertainty in the design (i.e. due to the project being at outline design stage) 
a worst-case should be assessed. The Screening Report is therefore based on the maximum 
extent of the rock berm and the maximum footprint. It also assumes that the footprint may lie 
wholly within designated sites, although in reality it is likely that only part of the berm 
footprint would actually overlap with site boundaries.  

The outcome of the Screening study informs the requirement for mitigation measures and the 
need for further assessment (Appropriate Assessment) at Stage two of the HRA process. 

This Stage One (Screening) study considered the construction of a rock berm at Hemsby and 
how this might affect four European sites in the vicinity of the project, these sites being:  
• Southern North Sea SAC;  
• Greater Wash SPA;  
• Great Yarmouth North Denes SPA; and  
• Winterton-Horsey Dunes SAC.  
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The potential impacts assessed were; 
• Physical disturbance 
• Non-physical disturbance (noise and visual effects) 
• Alteration of coastal processes and hydrodynamics 
• Changes in water quality 
• Changes in air quality 
• Invasive and non-native species 
• Physical interactions with species during construction 
• In-combination effects 
 

The Screening Report concludes that it is considered that there would be no Likely Significant 
Effect on any European designated sites. 

10. Public consultation on rock berm options 
 
Consultation has been held on the options available for the rock berm and the implications of 
each.  Feedback on the proposals has been encouraged. 
 
Presentations were made to the Executive Leadership Team, Great Yarmouth Borough 
Council’s Environment Committee, the Hemsby Winterton Community Liaison Group, Save 
Hemsby Coastline, Hemsby Parish Council and Hemsby Neighbourhood Planning Group. 
 
Public consultation focussing on the Hemsby community was held via a virtual village event 
that ran from 10 May to 18 June 2021. 
 
Promoting this event was undertaken via a media briefing which resulted in articles in local 
papers, radio interviews and TV segments.  It was also promoted via websites, social media, 
posters put up in the village and a leaflet drop to each Hemsby household in the fourth week 
of the consultation. 
 
397 people visited the virtual village hall website and looked at several items.  The majority of 
these people were from the Great Yarmouth area. 
 
Forty three people left feedback. Six questions were received which were answered via email. 
 
Of those that left feedback 62% lived in locations near the beach in Hemsby and 25% lived 
further inland in Hemsby.  The others left no address or were from elsewhere. 
 
Due to limited number of response it is not possible to say that there is a clear preference for 
any of the rock berm options (23% (10/43) for outline design, 28% (12/43) for reduced length 
berm and 30% (13/43) for extended length berm). However from the responses there were 
fewer people in favour of the reduced height and shorter length rock berm (18% or 8/43). 
 
Ninety five percent of respondents indicated that they supported the access proposal at 
Hemsby Gap. 
 
Sixty percent of comments were around the need for a rock berm, time is running out to 
protect properties and the condition of the dunes.   
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The summary of results is in Appendix 3. 
 

11. Rock berm option assessment. 
 
The technical, environmental, economic and level of risk to property factors as well as 
community feedback need to be considered to balance the pros and cons of each rock berm 
option.  This is summarised in Table 1 
 
The Hemsby Project Team has discussed all this information and provides the following 
assessment. 
 
Hemsby has historically not been protected from erosion and under the Coastal Protection 
Act (1949) and Great Yarmouth Borough Council and wider Government has no duty to 
provide protection from erosion.  A recently published Government Statement on FCERM 
does now identify that there is a need for communities to transition in response to climate 
and coastal change. 
 
The Shoreline Management Plan policy for the Hemsby policy unit does allow for some short 
term protection where assets are at risk.  Due to losses of properties at Hemsby and local 
concerns a short term protection scheme is appropriate to be considered alongside future 
longer term adaptation. 
 
It is clear that the longer variation (Option 3) of the outline design provides no additional 
benefits, increases cost considerably along with the funding gap and increased environmental 
risk. Therefore it is recommended that this option is discounted. 
 
All other options have the potential to improve the level of protection compared to the 
current baseline, all are potentially environmentally acceptable for the 20 year lifespan, 
although all have further funding gaps to be met. 
 
None of the designs protects the 5 northern chalets or the house on the dune edge to the 
south through the whole 20 year period.  There will only be some extra time bought by the 
outline design 1330m length berm (Option 1) for the 5 northern chalets before they succumb 
to erosion. 
 
The overflow car park will be protected by Option 1 but will most likely be lost by the end of 
20 years with either design with a shorter length in place. 
 
Option 1 will cost £2M more to provide this additional protection to the northern chalets and 
overflow car park. 
 
The Marrams access road and service infrastructure will need to be relocated regardless of 
which design is put in place.  It is too close to the dune edge to be adequately protected by 
any scheme. 
 
From the limited responses to the public consultation there is a preference locally away from 
the lower berm (Option 4).  There is more support for the outline design of any length as it 
provides the higher level of protection across a wider frontage, however this has the highest 
funding gap and therefore is likely to take longer to deliver. 
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The shorter outline design variation (Option 2) and the lower and shorter berm variation 
(Option 4) have a reduced funding gap, with the latter being the most likely to be achievable, 
both provide protection but some properties remain at risk in the short term. 
 
The reduced berm design is has been developed from less well established design concepts.  It 
is known that it will provide a lower level of protection. There is a risk that is does not perform 
as expected  There is also the risk in choosing a design that allows multiple properties to be 
lost and others to also remain at high risk and how this choice may be perceived.   
 
Based on community feedback and evaluation of the design options it is recommended that 
the outline design (Option 1) is taken forward for consenting whilst including flexibility that 
the shorter (Option 2) and/or lower (Option 4) variations could be constructed under the 
same consents.  This will enable flexibility so that a decision can be made dependant on the 
level of funding attracted to the scheme. 
 
It is clear that any of these options will be challenging to fund with timelines for gaining funds 
extending as the cost increases.  There may be a need to re-evaluate the funding 
target/option as the funding strategy progresses. 
 
Even if a rock berm is constructed, there is a need for Hemsby to adapt to coastal change.  
The village and individuals will need support in continuing to thrive on the changing coastline.  
This will be needed in the short term and in the longer term as climate change impacts 
develop further.  A further report will be developed for the Environment Committee to 
consider as to how this may be achieved. 
 

12. Next steps 
 

12.1. Consenting 
Once a decision has been made to proceed with consenting a rock berm option the following 
consents, licences and notifications will be necessary:  There will be costs associated with 
these processes  
 

Consent Cost 
Planning Application 
 

£2028 

Marine Licence 
 

£5-7,000 (for submitting 
application.  Additional costs to 
discharge conditions & monitor 
licence) 

Coast protection notification 
 

minimal 

Landowner consent 
 

Legal costs 

 
The Marine Licence and Planning Application can be applied for under the Coastal Concordat, 
whereby the Planning Authority and the Marine Management Organisation agree which will 
be the primary point of contact for both consents. 
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12.2. Funding strategy and seeking funds 
 
The construction of the short term rock berm scheme is not yet funded.  Significant funding 
will need to be identified and secured. 
 
An extensive funding strategy is required that both informs the final scale of the option and to 
secure the remaining public and private contributions to enable the scheme to be delivered. 
 
Contributions will need to be sought and these may be through a range wide of groups and 
organisations, and could include: local contributions, landowner contributions, local authority 
contribution and other funding sources. 
 
A primary funding source will be FCERM GiA and an Outline Business Case will need to be 
prepared and submitted to the Environment Agency. 
 
Another source of funding will be seeking a contribution from Great Yarmouth Borough 
Council’s capital fund.  An allocation will need to be considered and a business case 
submitted. 
 
Further to this CPE is currently undertaking a project to research and collate a number of key 
data sets and qualitative and anecdotal information that will expand the current benefits 
evidence base and directly inform the project funding strategy. This will include spatial 
analysis such as a benefits and beneficiary map that includes commercial and utility assets 
and the broader zone of influence that these support.  
 
The purpose of this study is to identify benefits that are not traditionally captured by 
traditional economic analysis when calculating FCERM GiA, or those that are discounted from 
the analysis due to proportionality, but which are extremely important to the community or 
local economy. This will then support further funding bids from other sources. 
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Table 1 Summary for comparison of rock berm options 

 
OUTLINE DESIGN VARIATIONS FOR COMPARISON 

 
Option 1 Berm +3m 
(1330m) 

Option 2 Berm +3m 
reduced length 
(1090m) 

Option 3 Berm +3m 
extended length 
(1550m) 

Option 4 Reduced 
berm (1090m) 

Full height 
protection 

Do nothing 

Northern 
extent 

To end of overflow car park Just north of ‘Hemsby 
Gap’ 

Up to ‘Dolphin Gap’ Just north of ‘Hemsby 
Gap’ 

To end of 
overflow car park 

n/a 

Estimated 
cost 
(including 
20-30% 
contingency) 

£10 – 11 Million £8 – 9 Million Likely to be ~ £13 
Million 

£5 – 5.5 Million £15+ Million none 

Potential 
government 
grant 

~ £2  - 2.5 Million  
(but borderline eligibility) 

~ £2  - 2.5 Million  
(but borderline eligibility) 

Unlikely to get funding 
for extra length (no 
additional economic 
benefits) 

~ £1.5 – 2 Million (but 
borderline eligibility) 

Unlikely to get 
funding 

n/a 

Gap in 
funding 

(potentially 
can be 
raised but 
timelines will 
be different) 

£8 - 9 Million 

(~5 year timeline) 

£6 - 7 Million 

(~3-4 year timeline) 

£10 - 11 Million 

(>5 years timeline) 

£3 – 3.5 Million 

(~2-3 year timeline) 

£15+ Million n/a 
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Level of 
protection to 
properties 

Erosion reduced by 70% 

 

Erosion in major storm 
should be reduced to 
around 5 to 6 m erosion 

Erosion reduced by 70% 

 

Erosion in major storm 
should be reduced to 
around 5 to 6 m erosion 

Erosion reduced by 70% 

 

Erosion in major storm 
should be reduced to 
around 5 to 6 m erosion 

Erosion reduced by 50% 

 

Erosion in major storm 
should be reduced to 
around 7.5 to 10 m 
erosion 

Erosion 
minimised 

Erosion at existing 
rates 

 

Major storm (on 
average) results in 15 
to 20 m erosion. 

 
Option 1 Berm +3m 
(1330m) 

Option 2 Berm +3m 
reduced length 
(1090m) 

Option 3 Berm +3m 
extended length 
(1550m) 

Option 4 Reduced 
berm (1090m) 

Full height 
protection 

Do nothing 

Properties at 
risk 

(differences 
in bold) 

12 residential by year 20 

• Northern chalets lost 
within 20 years 

• Both car parks 
protected. 

• Lifeboat Station & 
Hemsby Gap 
businesses public 
toilets and first aid 
posts, Mini Golf 
protected. 

• The Marrams access 
road likely to be lost 
during first major 
storm.  Need to 
relocate services & 
access. 

• House on dune edge 
likely to be lost in first 
major storm. 

• Loss of other houses 
in The Marrams 
delayed, with many 
likely to be protected 
for 20 years.  

12 residential by year 20 

• Northern chalets 
at high risk in next 
major storm & 
likely to be lost 
early in 20 years. 

• Overflow car park 
potentially lost at 
end of 20 years 

• Lifeboat Station & 
Hemsby Gap 
businesses, public 
toilets and first aid 
posts, Mini Golf 
protected. 

• The Marrams 
access road likely to 
be lost during first 
major storm.  Need 
to relocate services 
& access. 

• House on dune 
edge likely to be lost 
in first major storm. 

12 residential by year 20 

• No additional 
properties or 
assets would be 
protected 
compared to +3 
1330 m berm 

• Northern chalets 
lost within 20 
years 

• Both car parks 
protected. 

• Lifeboat Station & 
Hemsby Gap 
businesses, public 
toilets and first aid 
posts, Mini Golf 
protected. 

• The Marrams 
access road likely 
to be lost during 
first major storm.  
Need to relocate 
services & access. 

27 residential by year 20 

• Northern chalets 
at high risk in next 
major storm & 
likely to be lost 
early in 20 years. 

• Overflow car park 
likely to be lost at 
end of 20 years 

• Hardstand car 
park at risk at end 
of 20 years 

• Lifeboat Station & 
Hemsby Gap 
businesses, public 
toilets and first aid 
posts, Mini Golf 
protected. 

• The Marrams 
access road likely 
to be lost during 
first major storm.  
Need to relocate 
services & access. 

None 94 by year 20 

(89 residential) 

• Northern chalets 
at high risk in next 
major storm & 
likely to be lost 
early in 20 years. 

• Both car parks 
potentially lost at 
end of 20 years 

• Lifeboat Station & 
Hemsby Gap 
businesses  public 
toilets and first aid 
posts, Mini Golf 
lost within 20 
years 

• The Marrams 
access road likely 
to be lost during 
first major storm.  
Need to relocate 
services & access 

• Marrams 
properties close to 
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• Southern Marrams 
houses closest to the 
dune edge still at high 
risk. 

• Houses along St 
Mary’s Road and 
Fakes Road expected 
to be protected. 

• Loss of other 
houses in The 
Marrams delayed, 
with many likely to 
be protected for 20 
years.  

• Southern Marrams 
houses closest to 
the dune edge still 
at high risk. 

• Houses along St 
Mary’s Road and 
Fakes Road 
expected to be 
protected. 

• House on dune 
edge likely to be 
lost in first major 
storm. 

• Loss of other 
houses in The 
Marrams delayed, 
with many likely to 
be protected for 20 
years.  

• Southern Marrams 
houses closest to 
the dune edge still 
at high risk. 

• Houses along St 
Mary’s Road and 
Fakes Road 
expected to be 
protected. 

• House on dune 
edge likely to be 
lost in first major 
storm. 

• More properties 
within The 
Marrams would be 
at risk of loss 
within 20 years, 
but unlikely to be 
lost during the 
first major storm. 

• Southern Marrams 
houses closest to 
the dune edge at 
risk of loss in 2nd 
major storm event 

• Increased risk to 
properties within 
Fakes Road, 
closest to dune 
edge, near the end 
of 20 years 

• St Mary’s Road 
properties expected 
to be protected  

dune edge likely to 
be lost during first 
major storm 

• Many of the 
houses along The 
Marrams could be 
lost within 20 
years 

• Increasing risk to 
properties along St 
Mary’s Road and 
Fakes Road 

• Some along St 
Mary’s Road and 
Fakes Road 
closest to edge 
could be lost 
within 20 years. 

Natural 
environment 

Acceptable Acceptable Could be challenged Acceptable Likely to be 
challenged 

Natural change 

Community 
consultation 

23% respondents in favour 
(10/43).  

28% respondents in 
favour (12/43). 

30% respondents in 
favour (13/43). Others 
recognise that extra 
length is not needed for 
property protection. 

18% respondents in 
favour (8/43) 
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Meets 
design 
criteria 

Yes Yes Yes To a lesser degree as 
more properties left at 
risk. 
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13. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The construction of the short term rock berm scheme is not yet funded.  Some funds may 
be available from Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Partnership Funding (GiA), 
although significant funding will need to be identified and secured from a range of funding 
sources. 
 
Funding of £75,000 was allocated from the Coastal Repairs and Maintenance Revenue 
budget to undertake the outline design and the EIA process.  The majority of this has now 
been spent. 
 
Funding of £75,000 has been secured from the Environment Agencies Pipeline Development 
Fund to pay for additional work towards developing the Business Case for Government 
funding. This has funded the development of the additional rock berm options.  
 
There is remaining funds of £51,500.  This will fund the charges applied to gaining consents 
and the development of the Outline Business Case for the GiA funding. 
 
Funding for the Economic Assessment work is through RFCC Local Levy funds previously 
secured. 
 
 
14. RISK IMPLICATIONS 

Risks  Mitigating action  

Weather event leads to loss of further 
assets/properties  

 Open, honest and transparent 
communication which clearly sets out 
timeframes and objectives.  

Raised expectations of what can be 
achieved.  

 Open, honest and transparent 
communication which clearly sets out 
what is in scope and what is out of 
scope for the project.    

• Project documentation approved by 
GYBC and shared with the Community 
Liaison Group.    

• Preparation of Communications Plan.   

Stakeholders that are directly affected by 
the project are not sufficiently involved 
resulting in disagreement on the proposed 
actions.  

Sufficient opportunities are offered 

to get involved with the project 

and stakeholders can see 

where their feedback has 
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been considered;   

Negative media and social media coverage  • Proactive engagement with the 
community and via social media where 
appropriate.    

• Media is informed of progress and 
communications are open, honest and 
transparent.   

Timeframes may not meet community 
needs.  

• Acknowledge risk levels & community 
feeling.  

• Open, honest and transparent 
communication about progress of the 
project  

The rock berm and adaptation options are 
unaffordable  

• Ensure that communications manage 
expectations as far as possible  

• Incorporate a check point in any 
fundraising to reassess affordability 
and whether the scheme can proceed. 

Stakeholders not engaging in elements of 
the project.  

On-going assessment and 

adjustment of communication plan and 

activities  

Costs of materials are rising so current 
costings of the scheme may not be correct 
in the future when the scheme is built. 

This will be a risk assigned to the 
contractor who tenders to construct the 
scheme.  This will not be a client risk. 

Reputation of Council is damaged if the 
scheme constructed does not protect 
properties as modelled. 

Ensure that communications manage 
expectations as far as possible  
 

 
15. CONCLUSIONS 
Significant progress has been made against the agreed objectives in identifying and bringing 
forward a short term coastal management scheme for Hemsby. This has taken into account 
the complexities of the coastal processes, local needs such as lifeboat access, environmental 
sensitivities and the challenging economic/funding situation. 
 
A short term rock berm option has been identified that is likely to be environmentally 
acceptable and will provide better protection for a number of homes, businesses and 
infrastructure currently at risk in the short term.  There are variations to the design that 
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could be applied dependent on what levels of contributions could be found to meet the 
identified funding gap (assuming FCERM GiA is forthcoming). 
 
The funding of the construction of the scheme still remains a significant challenge and there 
will need to be considerable work between CPE, GYBC and the local community to meet the 
funding need.   
 
There are benefits in preparing a scheme so that it is ‘shovel ready’ as this may be able to 
take advantage of unexpected funding streams.  As such it is prudent to seek the necessary 
consents for the scheme. 
 
There will remain short and long term erosion risks at Hemsby, whether a rock berm is 
constructed or not, as there is in many other locations along the coast.   
 
National Government policy has begun to recognise the need for communities to transition 
away from risk although how this will transpose into support is still in development. 
 
CPE and GYBC are working to seek to develop mechanisms to support those affected by 
erosion and seeking funds to work in detail with the community of Hemsby.  A future report 
will be submitted to the Environment Committee for further consideration. 
 

 
16. BACKGROUND PAPERS 
Listed for reference and can be provided on request 

• Jacobs 2021 Hemsby Rock Berm Outline Design Non-technical summary report.  
• Jacobs 2021 Hemsby Rock Berm Outline Design Technical Note: Outline design basis. 
• Jacobs 2021 Hemsby rock berm outline design & EIA Technical note - appraisal of 

northern extent of berm 
• Jacobs 2021 Hemsby rock berm outline design and EIA Technical note: Economic 

appraisal 
• Jacobs 2021 Hemsby Rock Berm Outline Design Environmental Statement 
• Jacobs 2021 Hemsby Rock Berm Outline Design Information to Inform Habitats 

Regulations Assessment Screening  
 

Area for consideration  Comment  

Monitoring Officer Consultation: Included 

Section 151 Officer Consultation: Included 

Existing Council Policies:   

Financial Implications:  Noted 
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Legal Implications (including human 
rights):  

Noted 

Risk Implications:  Noted 

Equality Issues/EQIA  assessment:  Noted 

Crime & Disorder: None 

Every Child Matters:  
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Appendix 1 Details of rock berm design basis 

Basis of design  

The berm at California, which has been successful in reducing cliff erosion, has been used as 
a porotype for designing the berm, in terms of rock size and volume.  

However, at Hemsby, water levels are around 0.5 m higher than those at California. The 
beach at Hemsby is also lower and more volatile. Therefore to construct a berm of the same 
equivalent elevation (relative to still water level) would require a berm crest level of around 
+4.5 m OD. This would be a substantial structure, approximately half the height of the 
current dunes. It would cost a considerable amount, meaning it would be unlikely to attract 
any government (‘partnership’) funding and in reality, given the significant cost and level of 
residual erosion risk, a more feasible solution would be a full height rock revetment. 
However, this type of structure would not align to the policy of managed realignment set 
out in the Shoreline Management Plan and would have a greater environmental impact.  

Therefore, a structure of a similar size and form to the one at California has been 
considered, accepting that this will provide a lesser degree of protection due to the 
difference in beach level and water level. Taking those differences into account, for the 
outline design a berm crest level of +3.0 mOD has been determined. This level of berm sits 
well above highest regular tidal levels, with the level of highest astronomic tides (HAT) 
being around +2.0 mOD. This means that waves will not reach the toe of the dunes during 
regular day-to-day conditions. It is also above all but the most extreme storm surge levels. 
This will therefore prevent waves from cutting away the sand at the base of the dunes and 
causing the over steepening of the face which is often associated with erosion. This height 
of berm should also allow sand from any dune erosion to accumulate behind, which will 
provide additional buffer of material; this buffer should also help reduce erosion during 
storms.  

Water will still reach the dune face at times, as the level of the most extreme surges slightly 
exceeds the crest of the berm and large waves will overtop the berm from time to time. But 
critically, much of the power of those waves will be dissipated by the berm rather than on 
the dune face. The angle of the berm slope (1 in 3), combined with porosity of armour layer, 
is designed to absorb much of the wave energy and also minimises wave reflection off the 
structure, which could otherwise cause localised beach erosion. Consequently the berm, as 
designed, will greatly reduce the amount of erosion that will occur during those large 
storms.  

The berm has also been designed to accommodate changes in beach level, which can be 
significant along this frontage (Jacobs, 2018). Based on beach monitoring over the past 20 
to 30 years, it has been calculated that there could be up to 2 m beach lowering over the 20 
year life of the scheme. To accommodate this, the toe of the berm has been set at around -
1.0 mOD along the main section. 
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Influence on erosion rates  

There are no standard industry methods available to assess how much influence a rock 
berm structure will have upon erosion rates. Therefore an adapted methodology has been 
developed, based upon formulae for calculating wave forces on walls.  

The calculated wave force for the +3.0 mOD berm, has been compared to the wave forces 
calculated for two scenarios:  

1) An unmanaged erosion scenario, based on no defences being present  

2) A nominal erosion scenario, using observations on the performance of the California 
berm as a benchmark.  

The reduction in erosion is then calculated, based on the assumption that it is equivalent to 
the percentage change in the wave force between these scenarios.  

Outline design 

The calculations indicate that under regular conditions, when tidal levels are below HAT, the 
berm should eliminate most, if not all, erosion at the dune toe. Under storm conditions, the 
berm is expected to reduce the erosion by around 70% (compared to ‘doing nothing’). To 
put this into context, if a storm results in 15 to 20 m erosion in an undefended situation, 
that should be reduced to around 5 to 6 m erosion by the outline design berm.  

Over time, the effectiveness of the berm may actually improve on this, as the structure is 
intended to also trap a sizeable proportion of the eroded sand behind it. Any erosion of the 
dunes will mean that waves will break further away from the dunes and there would be 
more sand between the wave break point and the retreated dune cliff line. 

Reduced berm profile 

This modified design would still minimise erosion during ‘regular’ conditions and would 
provide a reduction to the erosion extents during large storms. That reduction would be less 
than the outline design and using the same calculations as applied for the outline design 
berm, the reduction in erosion has been estimated to be around 50% (compare to ‘doing 
nothing’), based upon an expectation of an adjusted berm elevation of +2.0 mOD.  
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Appendix 2 Partnership funding calculations 

Any flood and coastal risk management project where the benefits are greater than the 
costs can qualify for funding from central government, known as ‘Flood and Coastal Erosion 
Risk Management Grant in Aid’ or ‘FCERM GiA’.  

The amount of GiA a project is eligible for depends on the ‘benefits’ it achieves, based upon 
a defined set of formulas. Information on costs and benefits is put into the Environment 
Agency’s partnership funding calculator to work out how much FCERM GiA might be 
available (known as ‘partnership funding’) and how much extra money will need to be 
raised from partners through contributions. 

An analysis has been undertaken to assess the benefits the outline design and variations 
could achieve, using guidance set out by the Environment Agency.   

In applying the calculator, ‘present values’ must be used; present value is the concept that 
an amount of money today is worth more than that same amount in the future (due to 
inflation). This means that if a scheme protects a property that would be lost in the next 
couple of years under ‘do nothing’, this generates a greater ‘benefit’ value than protecting a 
property that would otherwise be lost in 20 years’ time.  

The partnership funding arrangements use deprivation categories as a means of distributing 
FCERM GiA, with higher payment tariffs applicable to households that fall within the most 
deprived areas. Based on the latest indices of deprivation (2019), Hemsby is within the most 
deprived 20% of areas in England. 

For the economic appraisal, the property value at estimated time of loss is used to derive a 
benefit value. A nominal allowance is applied at the time of property loss, to recognise the 
mental health impacts of living with an erosion risk. The appraisal also determines values 
for non-residential assets such as the car parks, Lifeboat Station and business properties.  

Partnership funding from the government is only available for those flood and erosion 
defence schemes that demonstrate a benefit to cost ratio greater than unity, i.e. the 
benefits should be higher than the costs. Where schemes which have a benefit to cost ratio 
above but close to one there remains a risk that they will not be eligible.  

It is also important to note that the overall amount of FCERM GiA is limited and so the 
allocation of funding for any project is subject to availability at the time it is approved by 
the Environment Agency.  

Using the partnership funding calculator (2020), the maximum amount of GiA available to a 
scheme at Hemsby has been calculated, which is based on the outcomes it should achieve 
over the 20 years of the scheme. This uses the benefits and costs presented in Table A2-1  
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Approach  Calculated damages  Calculated benefits  

‘Do nothing’  £ 12,300,000  none  

(a) Outline design  £ 1,300,000  £ 11,000,000  

(b) Shorter berm length  £ 1,500,000  £ 10,800,000  

(c) Extended length berm  £ 1,300,000  £ 11,000,000  

(d) Reduced berm 
(alternative profile)  

£ 3,100,000  £ 9,200,000  

Table A2-1 Estimated damages and benefits, used in assessing the potential for partnership  

funding. (Values presented to nearest £100,000). 

 

The calculator also defines the minimum amount of alternative contributions that need to 
be obtained.  

The Environment Agency will only allocate FCERM GiA towards the project if there is proof 
that this extra funding is secure and sufficient to deliver the whole life scheme.  

The outputs from the partnership funding calculator demonstrate that the outline design 
and variations considered are all borderline or marginal in terms of their eligibility for GiA, 
due to their low benefit to cost ratios. The GiA funding for all variations would therefore be 
subject to contributions from other sources.  

For the outline design, the eligibility of the scheme is sensitive to the risk allowance – 30% is 
the recommended risk allowance for this stage of design, but risks and uncertainties would 
need to be reduced in order for it to become eligible. Both the shorter length berm and the 
reduced berm would reduce costs and although both would mean a reduced level of 
protection, the benefit to cost ratio would improve. This means that they are more likely to 
be eligible for funding. The reduced berm presents significant savings in terms of project 
cost, and whilst the maximum GiA available is less, the minimum funding to be sought is 
therefore also greatly reduced. 
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Appendix 3 Summary of public consultation comments 

 

 

 

 

Consultation period 10 May to 18 June 2021 

Number of people that accessed site   397 

Number of people that completed feedback 43 

Number of questions asked   6 

 

Responses. 
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Q2 Environmental considerations. Doing the right thing for the environment is key to 
any option chosen and we have set out, as part of this consultation, what we will be 
taking into consideration. We are keen to hear from you about any concerns you 
might have or local knowledge about what you feel we should include. 
 

Access points through the dunes are eroding the dunes by removing stabilising vegetation. These points are likely 
ingress points for storm surged and could be managed to reduce impact. 

The protection of the dunes is paramount to the survival of Hemsby as a village
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Something needs to be done ASAP, I am concern time is slipping away as quick as the coastline. 

At this moment in time I think option 4 is the way forward. As any longer delay trying to raise funds would only make 
the job even harder as the erosion now seems to be year on year. 

Stop people climbing the dunes. These people do not understand the damage they are causing. They have no 
consideration for the dunes or the resident’s privacy who live amongst them. And that's including the wildlife. I 
personally have had abuse from people when I have asked them to get off the dunes and have had objects such as 
beer bottles etc... Thrown onto my roof which is very frightening to say the least. Something needs to be done ASAP.. 

Protection for the Hemsby coastline is vital to prevent a breakthrough of the sea to the broads. If this is not done then 
parts of the Coast line like Gt. Yarmouth will become islands. 

To my knowledge the Hemsby acid sand environment is one of the rarest habitats in Europe and should be protected. 
which ever defence option can implemented first should be pursued . 

Unless something is done quickly there is the possibility of environmental damage. We were lucky last time that very 
little was lost to the sea, and properties were left hanging over the edge, which allowed them to be dismantled, without 
too much debris falling into the sea. We may not be that lucky again, giving the possibility of huge damage being 
caused to marine life etc, and also impacting on our already beleaguered fishing industry. 

I feel as much of the coast line should be protected as possible. There are sea defences at Waxham and sea Palling 
but Hemsby has been neglected for too long 

Not disrupting or disturbing the seals and other wildlife. 

Can you explain what the likely knock on effects will be for the properties which are unlikely to be protected if you 
choose a cheaper option, for example how will it affect the other parts of the beach? What changes to the shoreline 
can be expected where the beach is not going to be protected. 

Just the SSSI in Winterton is a concern.. 

Delivery of rock from sea will help reduce environmental impact. Also consideration of using Cornish granite rather 
than importing from Norway will also reduce pollution as well as bringing a cost benefit. Cornish granite has recently 
been used successfully at Deal to construct rock groynes on the shingle beach. 

As you know, the electricity supply to properties along The Marrams, and also the water supply, run along the dune 
side of the road and will 'go' before the properties themselves. The telegraph poles are in places very close to the 
edge now. 

Although it does not directly concern this plan, the dunes between Hemsby, Winterton and beyond, are a very special 
area for nature and, as the threat increases, consideration to some protection there will become imperative. 

From personal observations, I know that the beach level can be lowered by up to three metres in one tide then 
replenished and built up again during the next tide. Does the design of the berm take this into consideration? Also, 
there is a need to ensure that the local wildlife that regularly use the beach (Foxes, Muntjac Deer) still have access. 

Newport Cottages are situated at the narrowest part of the beach and are part of a conservation area and should be 
protected at all cost due to their history. On the re-purposing of the hexagonal blocks the plan shows the rock berm 
falling short of the cottages potentially leaving them exposed where my understanding was the berm would at least 
join up with the Scratby gabions or slightly in front. My concerns based on this image is the cottages will lose what 
little protection they have 

Beach access below the Newport Cottages. This used to be a public footpath. 

 

Q3 Access at Hemsby Gap We have set out our proposed solution to access at 
Hemsby Gap. Are you in agreement with the proposal? 
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With the covid crisis and foreign travel likely to be problematic. Hemsby has an opportunity to attract tourists and inject 
funds into the local economy. . The design would give a good first impression when arriving at the beach which is 
looking very neglected at present. The rock berm would also enhance the beach by stabilising the dune hopefully 
allowing the vegetation to recover. To the south of the gap the dunes have debris which has been exposed by erosion 
including a old brick built soak away i walk the beach everyday i have witnessed children digging around this and 
climbing on top. if this were to fall it could kill. Hemsby has an opportunity to smarten up the beach attracting tourism 
and further investment which would benefit the surrounding area. 

It is unclear which proposal you are backing. the over lapping groyne would appear to be the simplest and easiest to 
construct. This would provide adequate public access. 

The main issue there is the lifeboat station and, if the crew are happy with their access, then it should be good enough 
for the rest of us. 

However, sooner rather than later. Observation: Why was this not all started and carried through following the surge in 
2013? If it had been carried out at the time, then the costs would have been substantially lower. 

What ever is best for RNLI access 

Excellent reuse of SHC blocks. 

 

Q4 Funding the chosen rock berm option As set out in the consultation, funding any 
of the rock berm options will be challenging. You may have experience of, or 
thoughts about, potential funding sources. Please let us know your thoughts: 

 

Richardson’s and watlings need to be approached 

Government should pay for it 

I think all bodies listed should contribute and maybe local events community support as well as those listed. 

Open to all ideas 

Obviously the funding of this it's going to be difficult possibly some type of raffle so that not only the people that live in 
the village can contribute but the many people that visit the area 

Government 

Could you get local businesses to sponsor part the project . As was done when the old iron bridge leading to the 
railway station from North Quay was renovated in return a plaque was attached mentioning donors 

Hemsby is unique because as well as being a home to many, it is also a thriving holiday resort, which can swell the 
number of people here 10 fold over the summer months. An industry that contributes £80 million pounds into the 
government’s coffers each year. So it’s unfair of the government to only allow a small number of residential properties 
at risk to be included in their calculations for funding, completely ignoring the risk of loss of local businesses, that also 
provide beds for holidaymakers to spend time and money in nearby Great Yarmouth. Yarmouth is already designated 
as a deprived area, and could not cope with the further loss of jobs, that would happen without the influx of Hemsby’s 
holiday visitors. There is therefore compelling arguments for Hemsby to be considered differently re government 
funding. Far better to spend money supporting a thriving area to gain protection from erosion, then to instead spend it 
financially supporting families that have lost jobs due to the loss of our holiday industry. 

National lottery funding 

Lottery funding? For communities..... 

The Waltling group,private businesses and Save Hemsby coastline charity opportunities 

Partnership in construction and design with local companies who have a local interest is an opportunity which seems 
to have been disregarded. 
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Suggested quite a while back that the holiday site owners include in their booking forms (extremely easy to set up with 
all bookings now online) include a 'Charitable Donation' caveat at the bottom of their forms. Something along the lines 
of; Would you like to make a donation to the building of the rock berm to ensure that Hemsby has a future etc etc. If so 
please click the relevant box £5, £10, £15 or any other amount. 

Maybe recoup some of the money we gain from selling the dredged sand. 

Do away with the fireworks and use monies for rock berm 

 

Other comments received 

Preferred option 4 just to get it moving. With a view to carrying raising more funds to consolidate and protect the 
coastline further 

I wish I'd had more time to read, digest, consider, comment, discuss and make a contribution. I've tried to download at 
the last minute and have no hope of actually reading anything by the end of 18/6/21 ie in 2 minutes. I'll try to do so and 
hope it stays open over the weekend. PLEASE COULD YOU EXTEND IT IF POSS TILL MONDAY. Ta 

My concerns are that this is yet more hot air. We were promised back in 2013 by Brandon Lewis himself that we’d get 
protection. We’re still waiting.  

Some of the wording on the plans when zoomed in couldn’t be read which was frustrating, a better resolution would 
have helped  

Thank you for all your hard work to all involved in this.   

Thank you for progessing this project as swiftly as possible 

As a resident likely to be affected by the ongoing erosion i am past caring about the format of meetings and am more 
concerned that some decision making would benefit everybody.  No decision will please everybody but people are 
being paid for their expertise and are wringing their hands and asking for public opinion rather than making the 
decisions they are being paid to make. 

Thank you for all your hard work and support in getting this project off the ground..  Amazing team.. 

Some of the reports used as a basis for the consultation appear to be quite old.  Shame not much new research was 
used.  

Talking and consultation is good, but we are rapidly running out of time. By your own estimates we could be one storm 
away from disaster. We need those defences ASAP, tomorrow could be to late, we need them today. So I implore you 
to act quickly from this point onwards. 

I live in the marrams and have regular contact with visitors the one comment i hear regularly is how run down and 
dangerous the dunes are,  they are also shocked that the houses on the marrams are being allowed to fall into the 
sea.  this is our chance to remedy this. 

Hemsby needs a rock berm to protect all the local residential properties and also holiday accommodation and to 
protect the local businesses that help support employment and the local economy in the area. 

The rock beam at Scratby/California was expected to last for approximately 15 years but has been in place for around 
30 years and remains as good as when it was first put there. There is more sand now on top of the rocks and also on 
the beach. 

It was quite difficult to navigate the virtual consultation from an iPad. 

The SMP coastal management plan was never feasible. I can remember thinking this over 20 years ago when 
studying the subject as part of a degree course. Mantras such as managed retreat were ridiculous and contradictory. 
Hard defences are scoffed at mainly I suspect because nobody wants to commit to doing the work and spending the 
money. Hard defences are part of the answer and stop people building on the vulnerable coastline.  
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Can you place even more signs to stop people from climbing the dunes and some signs to stop people urinating in the 
bushes opposite my home pleaseThe Marrams, Hemsby.  

Well produced publication both informally and pleasantly displayed 

Thank you for the survey and let's protect our village as best we can for as long as we can  

I live at 75A The marrams adjacent to the overflow carpark. There isn't a single day i dont worry about this and feel the 
5 chalets in our block deserve coverage as much as the south side .This is our home and we desperately want to 
remain here and are concerned for those behind us too . Some indication of next steps would be really useful. 
Thankyou  

I am concerned about loss of the valley which is a wonderful walk through to Winterton and beyond. 

Lived here for years never seen the sea reach the lacons Arms and never will  

It was a bit tricky on my iPad , I know sometimes there are iPad compatibility problems so maybe that’s why. Good for 
all the information to be available but I don’t think you are to reach all of Hemsby in this way and maybe miss out on 
some very important opinions. But still good information! 

Let’s get this berm in place and protect this excellent village  

I couldn't see the climate adaptation film anywhere 
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URN:   21-021 

Subject:  Waste and Recycling update  

Report to:  ELT 14th July 

  Environment Committee 28th July 

Report by: Paul Shucksmith – Waste and Cleansing Manager 

 James Wilson – Head of Environmental Services 

 

1. Introduction  

1.1. The Borough Council is classed as a Waste Collection Authority. It has legal duties to 
collect household waste, provide a recycling service and carry out the removal of flytips 
on land under its control.   

1.2. The majority of properties in the Borough are serviced by an alternate weekly 
collection using twin bins (grey for residual and green for recycling). A further 7000 
properties, mainly Community Housing flatted properties, are collected using 
communal waste and recycling bins which are collected weekly. There are 
approximately 400 properties where storage is an issue (e.g. flats above a shop) and 
these remain on a bag collection. Residents also have the option to subscribe to the 
chargeable garden waste service using either a brown bin collected fortnightly or 

SUBJECT MATTER 

This report provides an update for Members with regard to the waste services that the Council 
provides focusing on kerbside recycling and flytipping. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Committee:  

• Notes the information contained within this report. 
• Note that service delivery in the main has been sustained with limited disruption despite the 

impact of Covid and the significant increase in tonnages and service demand. 

• Continues in its support the enforcement stance of Environmental Services around street scene 
issues including flytipping  

• To support the continuing educational work to address flytipping through localised targeted work  
(hotspot project) and collaborative work of the Norfolk Waste Enforcement Group  
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garden waste sacks which the resident phones in to arrange collection of as and when 
required. 

 
1.3. Residual waste once collected is delivered to Caister Transfer Station where 

responsibility for it is then handed over to Norfolk County Council, who are the Waste 
Disposal Authority. Recycling is collected comingled which means all accepted 
materials are collected together and subsequently sorted. Recycling is also delivered 
to Caister transfer station where it is then bulk loaded to the NEWS Material Recovery 
Facility (MRF) at Costessey. Here it is mechanically and manually sorted into its 
individual material streams and then passed to reprocessors for recycling. Garden 
waste also goes to Caister Transfer Station where it is then bulk delivered to the NEWS 
composting facility at Marsham.  

 
1.4. Whilst the disposal of residual waste sits with the County Council for recycling and 

garden waste this responsibility sits with the Borough Council. As an incentive for 
diverting these materials away from the residual stream the County Council pays the 
Borough Council a recycling credit which currently sits at £65.96 per tonne. The 
Borough Council is in a contract with NEWS for the bulk transfer, sorting of recycling 
and processing of garden waste and is charged a “gate fee” for every tonne of material 
it delivers. The current gate fees are £36.14 per tonne for recycling and £40.50 per 
tonne for garden waste. The Council contracts with NEWS for recycling and garden 
waste are due to expire in 2024. 

 
1.5. Flytipping (the illegal depositing of waste) also falls upon the Borough Council to 

remove where it is placed on land under its control. GYBS operates 1 dedicated flytip 
removal crew (cage wagon plus driver and 1 operative)  and another crew which does 
a mixture of flytip removal and litter clearance. Flytipped material is taken to Caister 
Transfer Station where it is passed to Norfolk County Council for disposal. Electrical 
items are unloaded and kept separate from other waste at the transfer station which 
County arranges to be recycled. 

 
1.6. Flytipping is a criminal offence under the Environmental Protection Act. The Borough 

Council employs a team of four Environmental Rangers whose remit is around street 
issues including enforcement and education around flytipping. As with any criminal 
offence adequate evidence must be obtained to progress enforcement action such as 
an admission of guilt, CCTV footage or a witness statement. Whilst paperwork found 
in waste does provide a starting point for enquires it is classed as circumstantial and 
cannot be relied upon on its own as evidence. As per the Councils Enforcement Policy 
any action sought must be appropriate to the offence. The Council has a range of 
enforcement options open to them including informal and formal warnings, 
community protection warnings/notices, fixed penalty notices, formal cautions and 
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prosecution. The maximum penalty for flytipping is an unlimited fine and/or a 
custodial sentence.  

 
2. Waste and Recycling 

Tonnages 

2.1 The onset of the Covid outbreak and subsequent lockdowns has had a significant 
effect on waste and recycling tonnages. Obviously during this period people lifestyles 
changed with a large volume of people working at home, being restricted in being able 
to go out and socialise and generally spending extended periods at home which in turn 
has prompted people to busy themselves with DIY and general household clear-outs. 
Additionally, for part of the first lock down Norfolk County Council closed their 
Household Recycling Centres meaning residents did not have the option to take waste 
there. This all generated additional waste and recycling much of which the Borough 
Council picked up through its kerbside collections.  

2.2 Residual tonnages have seen the biggest tonnage increase with over 1700 tonnes 
additional waste being collected in 2020 against the previous year, this equates to a 
6.8% increase. Though covid restrictions were still in place at the start of 2021 the 
trend has slowed down, and tonnages do appear to have started to decline towards 
their normal level. The below chart shows tonnage comparison for previous years and 
the effects of the March 2020 lockdown is clearly evident: 

Residual Waste Tonnage 

 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Jan-March 6485 6430 6373 6682 * 
April-June 6832 6572 7164  
June-Sept 6332 6384 7023  
Oct-Dec 6198 6216 6791  
Total 25,847 25,602 27,351 N/A 

 
2.3 Whilst it is disappointing to see any residual waste increase it is reassuring that during 

the same period kerbside recycling proportionally saw a larger increase in the tonnage 
collected against the previous year. This was an increase of nearly 750 tonnes which 
equates to an increase of 8.75%. In recent years generally recycling has seen a 
slowdown in growth and at time a decrease in tonnage as manufactures reduce the 
amount of packaging used.  Similar to the waste tonnages the effects of lockdown are 
evident in the tonnage breakdown both for the March and leading up to Christmas: 

Kerbside Recycling Tonnage 

 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Jan 891 883 884 869 
Feb 663 635 624 635 
Mar 752 653 701 751 
April 698 696 761 783 
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May 729 704 751  
June 692 647 816  
July 735 771 840  
Aug 752 725 704  
Sept 655 649 765  
Oct 704 709 740  
Nov 685 667 760  
Dec 716 740 875  
Total 8,672 8,479 9,221 N/A 

 

2.4 The overall effects of this tonnage increase were dealt with well by GYBS who had the 
pressure of picking up the additional volumes of waste and recycling. Though rounds 
often took longer to complete with additional tipping required there was not any 
significant effect to service delivery for refuse and recycling. Most rounds were 
completed on their scheduled days. It does appear that tonnages are dropping to 
normal levels, however these figures will be monitored and should any sustained 
increase risk service delivery this will be reviewed with GYBS. The difference in overall 
tonnage of waste collected (residual, recycling and garden) can be seen in the 
following graph: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recycling Contamination  

2.5 Contamination where unsuitable items are placed in the recycling bin has continued to 
be an issue in the Borough and this trend has been seen generally at national level.  
Contamination can have significant detrimental effects on the recyclate its mixed with, 
creating unnecessary work at the MRF to remove it and potentially affecting quality 
and subsequently its value. Gate fees for recycling are partially based on levels of 
contamination which the MRF has to deal with and dispose of.  Main sources of 
contamination include general waste, food, unsuitable plastics, textiles and nappies. 
Whilst our current level of contamination is above what the Council hopes to achieve 
it is decreasing and has seen over a 5% drop since 2019. Give that the tonnage of 
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kerbside recycling increased by 8.75% last year it is reassuring that this increase was 
not due to inappropriate waste being placed in the recycling bin. The drop in 
contamination appeared to start when the first lockdown began – the reason behind 
this is unclear. 

Recycling Contamination 

 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Jan-

March 
20.8% 22.2% 20.6% 18.2% 

April-
June 

20.2% 23.5% 18.6%  

June-
Sept 

21.2% 21.3% 18.1%  

Oct-Dec 22.1% 21.3% 18.4%  
 

2.6 Work around contamination continues but has not been as proactive over the past 
year due to emphasis of the Environmental Services department being directed 
towards the Covid response. Where bins are identified as being significantly 
contaminated work is done with the resident(s) by the Environmental Ranger team to 
educate them on correct use. As part of the targeted work being carried out in North 
Yarmouth communication is being delivered to properties which covers a range of 
issues including contamination. Moving forward contamination will be one of the main 
focuses as officers’ step back from the Covid response. 

Recycling Consistency Consultation  

2.7 The Government has recently released a consultation on a number of proposals which 
would place new requirements on local authorities and could have significant effects 
on the way the Borough Councils delivers its services. The intent of these proposals is 
to increase recycling both at a household and business level. If instigated these 
proposals could start to come in from 2023. The main points covered by these 
proposals are- 

• The collection of specific recycling materials separately from other recycling 
materials  

• The requirement for Councils to operate a weekly food waste collection service 

• The free collection, or capped pricing, of garden waste  

• Putting additional requirements on businesses to recycle and methods of 
providing services to them more affordable  

2.8 This consultation which closed on 4th July 2021 has been responded to both by Great 
Yarmouth Borough Council and by the Norfolk Waste Partnership. The date the 
government response to the consultation will be published has not yet been released. 
Until this response is released and the proposals are finalised it is very difficult to 
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determine the changes to service that will be required. Environment Committee will 
be updated as further information is released. 

Garden Waste 

2.9 The garden waste service was suspended for a 6 week period in March 2020 due to the 
covid restrictions and the extra crews needed to deliver the waste and recycling 
collections. A further suspension of 4 weeks was needed in Feb 2021 due the cold 
weather and icy conditions. This has impacted on the existing contracts being extended 
to cover these periods. We have also seen an increase in tonnages of garden waste 
collected when the service was operating and have also seen an increase in 
subscriptions after a recent promotion leaflet drop. 

2.10 Due to the complications around current contract extensions and new customer sign 
ups all being in progress we will bring a separate report to committee in the future to 
provide more detail on the tonnages and impacts on the service. 

Bulky Items  

2.11  Alongside the other waste streams and flytipping figures (covered in 3.) the demand 
for the bulky items collection service has seen a year on year increase. GYBS operate a 
Monday to Friday chargeable collection for large items. This service is one dedicated 
crew (driver plus one operative ) and vehicle.  

2.12 During the first lockdown this was one of the services which was suspended due to the 
Covid restrictions and staff supporting the core waste and recycling services.  Even with 
this 6 week suspension overall during the year service demand for it still increased.  
The following figures are the number of collections carried out in recent years- 

 
April 2018 to 
March 2019 

April 2019 to 
March 2020 

April 2020 - 
March 2021 

No of collections 3843 4525 4634 

 

          Based on the demand had the service been operational for the full year and not been 
suspended the overall number of collections would be of been in the region of 5168, 
which would be over a 34% increase since 2018/19. 

2.13 Due to the increase in demand there is a wait for people between requesting the 
service and having their items collected. This is currently between 1-3 weeks 
dependant on location, however towards the latter end of 2020 this was as much as a 
4-6 week wait due to the demand.  

2.14 As part of the work of the bulky item collection team they have historically also 
delivered wheeled bins to properties, including to new builds, replacements bins and 
to people subscribing to the garden waste service. Due to the increase in demand of 
both the bulky item collection service and the volume of new bins/garden waste 
requiring delivery there has been a delay in getting the bins out and the service is 
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stretched. Currently there are 400 properties awaiting delivery of bins. As the crew are 
working to capacity in collecting bulky items delivery of bins is being carried out at the 
weekends by staff at GYBS working overtime. Should current levels of demand for both 
bulky items and bin delivery continue this will something that will need to be reviewed.  

 

3. Flytipping 

3.1. Like kerbside waste and recycling tonnages saw an increase during last year so did the 
number of incidents of flytipping. This is a similar pattern nationally and has gained a 
lot of media attention. Reasons for this are being put down to people spending 
extended time at home and taking the opportunity to undertake home improvements 
at their properties or having a general clear out. The closure of recycling centres and 
some licensed waste collectors scaling down operations making it more difficult to 
dispose of items meant more people may have taken waste disposal into their own 
hands. 2019 had seen a decrease in the number of incidents of flytipping. There was a 
noticeable increase in February 2020 which is unexplained. The sustained increase in 
flytipping did not initially occur at the start of the first lockdown but took a number of 
months to see a noticeable difference. This increase continued and was very much the 
case though to Christmas with some month’s numbers doubling against the previous 
year. Numbers do appear to now be falling. Data against previous years is below: 

Number of flytipping incidents per month 

 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Jan 383* 137 125 155 

Feb 108 128 183 144 

Mar 106 94 132 176 

Apr 125 144 123  

May 115 125 195  

Jun 126 96 192  

July 190 117 205  

Aug 148 101 169  

Sept 140 127 204  

Oct 138 116 238  

Nov 116 112 251  

Dec 98 113 104  

Total 1793 1,410 2,031 N/A 

 
*Recording was being carried out differently at this point and included side waste 

 

3.2. The issue of flytipping in the Borough is very much orientated in the urban area. 
Rather than the perhaps traditionally perceived image of the flytipper being the 
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“white van man” dumping in rural areas the number of incidents of this nature is 
extremely low and not a regular occurrence. Most incidents do occur in Great 
Yarmouth and in particular in rear service roads and alleys in terraced or flatted areas. 
These alleys provide opportunity for people to place items out from their back gate 
with limited chance of being seen especially if done under the cover of darkness. 
Routinely flytips will consist of general bagged refuse, white goods and furniture. To 
provide a comparison of the incidents by area the below shows a breakdown of the 
flytips reports received via the Report It App by Ward for 2020. 

Flytipping Reports Via the App By Ward for 2020 

(this does not include reports phoned in direct to GYBS) 

Ward No. Of Reports 
 

Bradwell North 21 
Bradwell South and Hopton 29 

Caister North 6 
Caister South 15 

Central and Northgate 710 
Claydon 61 

East Flegg 12 
Flegg 12 

Gorleston 31 
Lothingland 16 
Magdalen 32 

Nelson 420 
Ormesby 24 

Southtown and Cobholm 174 
St Andrews 68 
West Flegg 18 

Yarmouth North 149 
 

Flytipping Enforcement 

3.3. As highlighted in section 1.6 flytipping is a criminal offence. The Environmental Ranger 
team were created in 2002 to address a range of street scene related issues and are 
the primary officers dealing with flytipping offences. The team cover seven days a 
week so that a visible presence is about on the weekends which has the added factor 
follow up investigations can take place when people are more likely to be at home. 
The Rangers has by far the best enforcement record in Norfolk. As an Authority a 
stance has been taken that where evidence is adequate, and it is in the public’s 
interest to do so further action will be sought in cases of flytipping using the 
enforcement options outlined in section 1.6 above. 

3.4. Though flytipping incidents increased in 2020 enforcement and investigatory work did 
decrease as a result of the Ranger team being redeployed for much of the year for the 
Covid response providing support in food deliveries, operation of the food hub and 
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welfare checks. When the Rangers did return to their substantive roles due to the 
delays experienced in Courts cases were dealt with through alternative options such 
as issuing Fixed Penalty Notices and Formal Cautions. As information in the past five 
years the Rangers have carried out the following enforcement actions with regard to 
waste related offences- 

Enforcement Type Number of actions taken 
Prosecution 63 
Formal Caution 37 
Fixed Penalty Notices  24 
Community Protection Warnings  50 
Formal Warnings  101 

 

3.5. Proactive work is also undertaken to address flytipping including a social media 
presence through the Rangers Facebook page which is one of the Councils most 
viewed sites. Checks on business’s have been carried out to ensure they are legally 
compliant in how they are disposing of waste with over 150 checks having been made 
in the past two months. The Rangers are heavily involved with the targeted work 
taking place in north Yarmouth an update of which members will received separately. 
At a County level ,through the Norfolk Waste Enforcement Group a SCRAP flytipping 
campaign was launched which reminds people to check their waste is being taken 
away for disposal by a licensed carrier – either by asking to see a Waste Carriers 
Licence or by looking up the company on the Environment Agency website. 

 

4. Financial Implications 

4.1. There are no current direct financial implications within this report. However the 
points raised in section 2.7 if instigated will create significant service change. The 
Government has said it may financially support these service changes however details 
around this and the extent any budgetary support would cover would not be expected 
until proposals are finalised. 

5. Risk Implications 

5.1. This report is for member information only and no risk have been identified.  

6. Legal Implications 

6.1. None identified  

7. Conclusion 

7.1. Despite there being many challenges during the pandemic, the waste service has 
continued to operate with minimal impact to the residents of the Borough. We have 
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seen a significant rise in tonnages for both waste and recycling but also some 
reduction in the contamination rates.  

7.2. The rangers although redeployed have still achieved a high level of enforcement 
against those who fly tip, the challenge now is to stop the flytipping the first instance 
and change peoples behaviour has enforcement alone will not work. The committee 
are aware of the hotspot project, this will be the subject of another report on its 
progress and success.  

8. Background Papers 

 

Area for consideration  Comment  

Monitoring Officer Consultation: N/A 

Section 151 Officer Consultation: N/A 

Existing Council Policies:  Yes – Refuse and Recycling 

Financial Implications (including 
VAT and tax):  

None 

Legal Implications (including human 
rights):  

None 

Risk Implications:  None 

Equality Issues/EQIA assessment:  N/A 

Crime & Disorder: The flytipping section of this report links into 
environmental ASB and also the selective licensing 
area where these issues are prevalent. Joint 
working done as required across this area. 

Every Child Matters: N/A 
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URN:   21-058 

Subject:  Flytipping and waste hotspot project update 

Report to:  ELT 14th July 2021 

  Environment Committee 28th July 2021 

Report by: James Wilson – Head of Environmental Services  

 

1. Introduction  

1.1. Environment Committee agreed after a member working group some hotspot 
locations across Great Yarmouth where we had specific issues with waste, litter and 
flytipping. Officers identified a location to undertake a pilot in the Northern part of 
Great Yarmouth in the passageways around Churchill Road. 

1.2. This area has historically seen issues with large number of bins being left out within 
the passageways, bin thefts, flytipping and overflowing bins. This all leads to the 
condition of area deteriorating over time. There are similar issues in other areas 
across the Borough, this pilot was going to be used to test ideas to solve these 
problems and sustain the change without constant Council intervention. These ideas 
could then be used in other area of the Borough with similar issues. 

2. Work to Date 

2.1. In December 2020 we pulled together a small project team consisting of officer from 
Environment Services, Communications Team, GYBS and colleagues from the Norfolk 
Waste Partnership. A plan was established to ensure we have data before and after 
the intervention to measure its effectiveness. 

SUBJECT MATTER 

This report provides an overview of the current position of the flytipping hotspot work 
started earlier in the year and the actions planned over the next phase of this pilot 
project.  

 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Committee: 

Notes the update on the project  
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2.2. Monitoring of the area took place for 4 weeks earlier in the year to understand the 
number of bins being left out and the amount of flytipping across a number of 
passageways. After this work the data was reviewed, and 2 passageways were 
highlighted as particular issues these are passageway 1 and 4 as detailed on the map 
below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3. Passageway 1 has on average 40 bins left out all the time, with passageway 4 even 
higher at 70 bins left our permanently. The fact the bins are left out means that no 
one takes responsibility for them and leads to flytipping and other waste being 
attracted to the location, meaning the location looks visual unappealing and generally 
untidy. 

2.4. Both passageways had reports of flytipping on most days during the monitoring period 
with some days being 5-8 reports each day within one passageway. These were being 
picked up by the refuse and fly tip crews. This had become the normal and we needed 
a way to try and change people’s behaviour and take responsibility for their bins and 
the condition of the passageway to the rear of their house.  

2.5. After a slight delay due to the pandemic lockdown earlier in the year, the project 
restarted in June with bin stickers and information packs being hand delivered to each 
of the households around passageways 1 and 4. This was aimed at getting the 
residents to number their bins and understand what is flytipping. At the same time 
any material fly tipped in these passageways was left for 24hours and was labelled this 
is flytipping, so residents started to understand what the Council considers as 
flytipping. 

2.6. This was monitored for a month after the letters had been delivered and has led to 
some improvement with approximately 20% of bins now been numbered and 
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removed off the passageways after collection. There has also been a small drop in the 
number of fly tips found in this area, but there is still more work to do. 

3. Next Steps 

3.1. In the week commencing 12th July an additional letter has gone out to all the residents 
in the area advising of the success so far but we still have more to do and highlighting 
that any fly tipped material will now be investigated by the Council and could lead to 
enforcement action. 

3.2. Also, the Council will be reviewing the bins left out in the passageway and where 
necessary removing bins that are consistently left out. We will continue to monitor the 
success of each of the steps of the pilot project to learn any lessons for future work in 
other hotspot locations. 

3.3. The project team will review the position in approximately a months’ time and then 
make any changes to the interventions in the location. The team will then bring back a 
full update and assessment report to the Environment Committee later in the year 
once we have completed all the stages of the project. 

4. Financial Implications 

4.1. No financial implications associated with the delivery of this pilot project 

5. Risk Implications 

5.1. There are some minor risks associated with the areas looking worse before it gets 
better and also public perception associated with changing people’s behaviour. 

6. Legal Implications 

6.1. No legal implications, we are using existing legislation associated with the control of 
waste.  

7. Conclusion 

7.1. The pilot has had some good initial feedback and engagement with residents on the 
ground, with people now having a better undertaking around what is flytipping and 
not normal waste collection. Also 20% reduction in bins out in the passageway is a 
good start with just the initial engagement phase. 

7.2. The pilot will continue throughout the summer and we hope to get further success 
over the coming phases, these can be adapted to roll out across other known hotspot 
locations within the Borough.  
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8. Background Papers 

Areas of consideration: e.g. does this report raise any of the following issues and if so how 
have these been considered/mitigated against?  

Area for consideration  Comment  

Monitoring Officer Consultation:  

Section 151 Officer Consultation:  

Existing Council Policies:  Enforcement policy 

Financial Implications (including 
VAT and tax):  

None 

Legal Implications (including human 
rights):  

None – using existing powers to tackle this issue. 

Risk Implications:  Minor risk with changing peoples behaviour.  

Equality Issues/EQIA assessment:  Will consider assisted collections as part of this 
work where persons are unable to move bins, there 
will be no impact on these residents.  

Crime & Disorder: Planned reduction in bin theft in the locality and 
reduction in environmental ASB (flytipping)  

Every Child Matters: None 
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