



Open Cuckmere Pathfinder Project Board
Meeting Minutes

1st September 2010, 14:00h 
Location:
Pump Barn, Seven Sisters Country Park
Project Board:
Andy Robertson, - AR

Michael Ann, - MA

Councillor Jon Freeman, - CJF

Richard Mann, - RM

Alan Edgar, - AE

Carolyn McCourt, - CM
Apologies:
Andy Beattie, - AB

Tony Whitbread, - TW

Chris Wick, - CW
In Attendance:
Adrian Davies – AD

Zena Gibbs - ZG


Hazel Dalgleish - HD

John Hurwood - JH

Bob Brown - BB

Steve Ankers – SA

Alison Giacomelli – AG

Andrew Dineen – Adi

Rob Tiffin – RT

Charles Peck – CP
	
	Agenda point
	Action

	1.

	Apologies
Apologies were given for those members of the Project Board absent.
The meeting was then opened and introduced by AR


	

	2.
	Visual modeling as a tool
AR introduced Toby Sargant (TS) from Mott McDonald

TS gave a presentation on the different types of visual modeling available, including; 3D visual models and animations, photomontage, and PDF.

TS described the basic information needed for such models as: Terrain – Lidar and aerial imagery, together with hydrological data from a model such as Tuflo.
Following the presentation TS invited people to ask questions.

General points raised and agreed were that the models are only as good as the information which goes into them.  If visual modeling was to be used for the Cuckmere estuary as a tool, it would be vital to ensure the best available information was put into the model.

Another point raised was that changing details of options can not be done immediately within a workshop, it would require an amount of time and possibly more information.

	

	3.
	Minutes of Project Board meeting 7th July
The minutes were approved with the following amendment.

Under Agenda point 7. addition of not for profit company for one of ideas raised for final decision maker.

The following action point is ongoing: CM, AE and TW to provide a description of their Short, Medium and Long Term.

	AD

CM/AE/TW

	4.
	Update of project
AR gave an introduction to the Pathfinder project, including the background to the project and the steps the project will need to take.
CJF asked whether any further information was known regarding deadlines to the project.  It was confirmed that after correspondence with Defra it was now confirmed that the project and spending on it could continue until the end of June 2011.  This allows the project an additional few months from the original March 2011 deadline.
AD gave an update of the project so far.  Communication tools had been developed including the launch of a website, and the first newsletter had been released.  Focussed studies had now progressed with the appointment of contractors and the start of work for both the Visitor Survey and Historical Landscape work.
In regards to landscape character and visual impact assessment work AE reported on the recent meeting with MA, CM, AD and ESCC landscape architect on the 23rd August.  This had concluded that while there was landscape and visual assessment baseline data available from the EA this report had not considered the impact of losing the cottages as a feature of the landscape. 
It also highlighted that engineering information from a coastal engineer/EA would be needed to describe the potential long and short term potential impacts on the cottages before any future landscape and visual assessment could take place.

AD would confirm with IN of the EA the known impacts to the cottages under different scenarios, including the recent development that the EA may not be able to continue the clearance of the estuary mouth of shingle.


	AD

	5.
	Community engagement plan

AR described the importance of keeping the community engaged in the project and that there would need to be a number of community engagement events; including presenting the evidence, identifying options, assessment criteria, and assessing the “short list” of options.

A community engagement plan is currently being developed by Hopkins Van Mill.  
AR underlined the importance of all working together and reaching a consensus, as this would be important to any application for future funding.
Concern was raised that all organisations / statutory bodies needed to be on board with the project process to avoid any disagreement once a consensus had been reached.

	

	5. i
	Newsletter 

AR suggested that the next newsletter is timed to promote engagement events.
General agreement was given that the next newsletter should describe timelines of project and revision of groups.

CM expressed that she was keen for the newsletter to feature views from different members of the Project Board and Community Forum and would be happy to be involved in collecting these and putting forward relevant articles.  CM would correspond with AD on this matter.


	CM / AD

	6.
	Revised approach of Community Forum / Group
RM described the problems the Community Forum and Working Group had been having and the recent revision of the way they should work in the future.

The new approach would involve a group of around 5/6 people, made up of 1 member from each Sub Group to function as a Community Leader group.  This group would be responsible for:

· Escalating issues up to the Project Board and the CEP.

· Cascading information and results back to their relevant groups.

· Ensure close working of their Sub – Group with relevant lines of work of the Pathfinder project and relevant experts from CEP.
Under the new approach it is recommended that the members of the Community Leader Group fully participate at Pathfinder Project Board meetings.  This new approach would reduce the number of meetings for everyone and ensure community working groups were working with the Pathfinder project.

At the last Community Forum meeting this revised approach was presented and agreed by the members present.

AR commented that he understood the merits of the new approach and welcomed it. There was general agreement on this.

	

	7.
	Discussion on Options identification, assessment criteria and appraisal
AR introduced the approach an options appraisal would take.  Once a workable number of options is agreed they can be appraised against a number of assessment criteria.  The appraisal criteria would include feasibility and what’s important to the community, therefore the appraisal criteria could be confirmed once the evidence was presented.

The biggest job for the project would be in coming up with a manageable number of options, identifying the options.
The approach would be to get the full list of options being considered at present. Once all current options are known and therefore the range of possible options, these options could be grouped together.

RT agreed to make this list available from the Community Options working group

It was agreed that AD would look into different ways of grouping the options together, and everyone was encouraged to put forward their suggestions to AD
Work would involve a brainstorm with PB, Community Forum working group and CEP members.  The Identification of the options would form the main focus for the next meeting

	RT

AD / ALL

	8.
	Community Forum Issues
SA raised the point that work would need to be carried on after the project.  All agreed and it was proposed that the approach of the Pathfinder project, where all groups are working together, should continue.
CP from SDNPA and Wealden District Councillor confirmed that the National Park will await the outcome of the Pathfinder project and are highly aware of the parks natural beauty and tourism as relevant planning authority.

RM questioned whether funding would be available from the National Park to fund the preferred option from the Pathfinder project.  However CP outlined the financial limits at present and predicted this was unlikely to change.
Concerns regarding a new development in regards to the EA and their work in clearing the mouth of the estuary and protection of the west beach for 15 years were raised.  AE reported on a recent meeting between MA, CM himself and IN of the EA.  IN had reported at said meeting that an application to fund this work had been refused.  CM reported that IN had confirmed that the next step IN would take would be to apply to the Regional Flood Defence Committee.
It was agreed that the above issue presents not only an issue for the cottages but also an issue for flooding upstream if the mouth becomes blocked. 

AR agreed that EA work on the west beach and clearing the mouth was important in keeping all options available for consideration under the Pathfinder project.

AE suggested that a business case / plan could be put together using funds from the Pathfinder.


	

	9.
	AOB

AD would email out 3 possible dates for the next meeting in early October.
	AD



