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Cuckmere Estuary Workshops 22nd April and 3rd June 2010
Sharing Understanding
Summary of Workshop Findings

1. Introduction
Hopkins Van Mil: Creating Connections was commissioned by East Sussex County Council to work with them on the design of one-day workshop held on 22 April 2010.  Called, Sharing the Environment Agency's Understanding the purpose of the workshop was to get all those present, and their broader constituencies, up to the same level of knowledge on the Environment Agency's work to model the risks to the Cuckmere Estuary as a result of coastal erosion, climate change, rising sea-levels and loss of sea defences.  We were also asked to facilitate the discussion on the day to ensure time for objective and neutral discussion based on community and other stakeholder knowledge.  At this workshop participants requested a second event at which members of the community could be given a similar platform to present the evidence for alternative options for the Estuary.  This workshop was held on 3rd June, called Sharing Community Understanding, and it's aim was to present an alternative solution for the Cuckmere Estuary as explored by Plan Sussex Ltd and Environmental Assessment Services Ltd. The programmes for both workshops are presented at Appendix A; a summary of the first workshop flip charts at Appendix B and the summary for the second at Appendix C.  The presentations for each workshop will be presented on the Pathfinder website when available. 
Hopkins Van Mil is about engagement.  We are a partnership offering facilitation, qualitative and quantitative research, capacity building, mentoring and evaluation.  We provide objective recommendations based on customised consultation techniques and subsequent analysis of data.  Our clients include: Audiences London, British Council, Collections Trust, London Museums Hub, London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games (LOCOG), Museums Association, MLA Council, Renaissance East Midlands, the Cuckmere Estuary Partnership, the National Trust, and Sporting Equals.
Hopkins Van Mil were initially commissioned, with Rhoden Green Marketing and Communications, by the Cuckmere Estuary Partnership to design and deliver a community engagement programme over the summer of 2009.  The resultant report
 recommended, among other things, continued engagement activity.  This workshop was the first step towards joint working between East Sussex County Council and the newly formed Community Working Groups as part of a successful bid by the Council to DEFRA under the pilot Pathfinder, Coastal Change Fund programme.  
2. Workshop design

A draft programme for the 22 April was proposed by Hopkins Van Mil to enable time for both presentation and community dialogue.  This was then amended in the light of discussions held by East Sussex County Council's Coastal Officer with those invited to the workshops; and the two consultants presenting the modelling work undertaken 4 years ago on behalf of the Environment Agency, Capita Symonds and Jacobs.  Two pre-meetings were held before the workshop, one in Lewes the other immediately before the start of the workshop in Seaford.  An amendment was made to the working groups in the afternoon on the day as the majority of those participating had expressed an interested in taking part in the workshop with the theme, Options and geomorphology it was agreed that we would hold non-themed discussions, where all participants would bring whichever theme they wished to each workshop.  The second workshop design was based on the first and a telephone pre-meeting was held the week before the workshop with those presenting, the Pathfinder Project Officer and a Hopkins Van Mil representative.
3. Workshop findings

Both workshops were split in two main areas, presentations from the Environment Agency, and the consultants, Jacobs, who worked on the modelling data for the first workshop and presentations from Plan Sussex Ltd and Environmental Assessment Services Ltd, the Pathfinder Project Officer.  For both workshops the morning presentations were followed by discussions on those presentations and next steps for all concerned in developing the Pathfinder programme by 31 March 2011, with additional discussions on all the consultants' views and communications at the second workshop. It is important to note that general consensus between those consultants who had carried modelling and assessment work on the Estuary present at 2nd Workshop was emphasised.  It was stated that, 'flooding upstream of the Estuary at Alfriston was largely independent of the conditions in the estuary, and was generally the result of fluvial flooding rather than tidal flooding'.   However it was acknowledged that there were some issues involving prolonged high water levels in the river (potentially affected by tide levels) and drainage in surrounding areas – resulting in extensive surface water flooding.
3.1 Views on the presentations

The response to the consultants' presentations was very warm for both workshops with one participant at the first saying they had been, 'excellent, covered how decisions have been made.'  It was agreed that the 22 April workshop had been important for everyone to understand the methodologies and evidence used for the modelling of the Cuckmere Estuary, but that it couldn't stop there.  As one participant put it, 'today has been useful - a starting point'.  Suggestions were made to do more with the data now that it was available.  
These included:

· Running the model again, informed by local knowledge of historical events, 'history tells us that there is ponding back and flooding'
· Ensuring that historical data used by Jacobs in the modelling is made available as widely as possible, collated and matched against evidence gathered by others
· Following up the data gathered by the Essex Wildlife Trust on the speed of habitats forming in relation to inundation levels

· Using the data to think through a variety of scenarios including economic issues which need to be explored more thoroughly

· Gaining a better understanding of the level of the river bed used in the modelling as this could have affected the results
· Concern was expressed about the build up of marine rubbish/pollution in that it would will still need clearing and would go over a larger area.
· Existing results could be improved and brought up to date with, it was suggested, the use of peer review with one consultancy doing the modelling and another the peer review. 
At the second workshop an important point was raised about whether the Estuary should be preserved or conserved with some stressing the need for short, medium and long-term solutions.  Others emphasised the value in agreeing now on a course of action which would not jeopardise the Cuckmere's long-term future.  It was clear that there was a lot of common ground between these two positions as one participant said, 'It’s more useful to focus on finding middle ground: maintain some things that people really value whilst accepting that some things will be lost and new things will be gained. Important not to polarise views. Finding middle ground is what should be achieved through Pathfinder.'  Another critical point raised at the workshop on 3rd June was that there were critical steps to go through for Pathfinder to work as outlined by East Sussex County Council at the last meeting of the Community Group but some doubt was expressed that this was possible if co-ordinated action wasn't taken very quickly.  As one person said, 'no one seems to be taking control and even getting on with the first step [agreeing criteria by which options are assessed], shouldn't we agree that the next meetings of the Pathfinder Project Board; Community Forum; Cuckmere Estuary Partnership should be entirely focused on the first step - the criteria?'

3.2 Update on work 

Participants at the first workshop discussed a number of work areas that have been taken forward since the community engagement programme last summer.  Participants welcomed the fact that the Environment Agency are carrying out more maintenance.  All groups reported that the Cuckmere Estuary Working Groups had been set up with 5 sub-groups:

· Options & geomorphology

· Landscape

· Tourism

· Finance

· North of the A259
with a cross-referencing of reports between the groups.  Those involved in the Pathfinder project reported that initial focus groups had been held; that briefs are now being written for the historic environment and visitor surveys; and a Project Board had been set up with representation from the Cuckmere Estuary Working Groups and the Cuckmere Estuary Partnership as well as other interested stakeholders.  The work of other organisations in and around the Cuckmere Estuary is reported in the workshop summary document at Appendix B.  It is worth noting that the workshops were very positive about developments since the engagement programme last summer with one participant commenting, 'there have been massive changes since last summer with the positive involvement of the local community, involving local skills and knowledge'.
3.4 Next steps

Participants at workshop one were invited to reflect on next steps in developing the work around the successful Pathfinder bid.  Attention was focused by participants on the need to share information and communicate effectively for those directly involved in Pathfinder delivery, and also for the wider community.  This should include sharing information and learning from other Pathfinder areas as East Sussex County Council has begun to do and gaining clarity on who is doing what against which area of Pathfinder.  The group welcomed the recruitment of the Project Officer, recognising that this would become much clearer now this post was filled.  A discussion was also held on the need for an action plan post Pathfinder delivery so that everyone involved is clear who is responsible for what from 1 April 2011.  
The role of the National Park Authority was seen as crucial in all this with questions asked about how seriously they will take their planning role and to what extent they will delegate authority and the need for the NPA to examine the interests of local people. This lead to some discussion on the decision-making process and governance issues which are described in detail in Appendix B, but focus on the question, 'who makes the final decision about the future of the Cuckmere Estuary?'. 

It is clear from the discussion that participants expressed an interest in continuing to hear more detailed technical information as and when it is needed to make Pathfinder a success; including information on future funding and the current funding available to commission additional studies as necessary.  One group proposed East Sussex County Council should spend some money on making visible changes now to continue building on the current positive momentum established through the engagement process.
3.4 Communications

At the second workshop the participants focused discussion was on communications, what was happening now and what should happen in the future.  It was agreed that co-ordinated action was needed on a range of tools including the website, a newsletter, working with the local press and wider media and using Partner communication channels to good effect. One participant commented, 'the general public who perhaps do not come to community forum meetings never-the-less use the Cuckmere and have a great sense of involvement - they need to be kept informed'.  One question was not easily resolved which is, 'who is doing the communicating - is it the Pathfinder project or the community?'.  Recommendations on communications follow in the next section of this report.

4. Our Recommendations

Hopkins Van Mil was delighted to work with East Sussex County Council on the design and facilitation of the Sharing Understanding Workshops on 22 April and 3 June.  They effectively achieved their objectives and were met with approval by participants.  We would like to put forward four brief but important  recommendations:

4.1 Options workshop
Participants in the firsts workshop expressed the desire for at least one additional workshop at which others could present the evidence they have gathered over time for alternative options for the Cuckmere Estuary.  The group recommended that this was set up quickly and the second workshop was held on 3 June (the agenda is provided at Appendix A and write-up of flip-chart notes at Appendix C).  Participants requested that this was done in the presence of the Environment Agency and other experts so that a useful discussion could be held on options for the future with all the evidence to hand which was done.  It was proposed that the notes from this second workshop would be integrated in to this current report and then disseminated to those present for wider distribution to their constituents.  In lieu of a Pathfinder website, which is being established, it is strongly recommended that this report is swiftly sent to all those present at both workshops; to the Secretary of the Community Forum for distribution to all working group members and through the channels available to East Sussex County Council so that those who could not attend, can benefit from the presentations and discussion.  As soon as is practical the PowerPoint presentations from both workshops should be uploaded to the Pathfinder website.

4.2 Engaging a wider constituency 
Now the Pathfinder Project Officer is in post it will be extremely important to think through a range of community engagement activities which bring the wider population up-to-speed on current thinking and activity.  Larger scale events and presentations will be of benefit as well as excellent communications (see 4.3).  This should be done in the context of a top-level community engagement strategy ready by the end of July as current ad-hoc activity is having an adverse affect on the good community relations built up after last summer's engagement programme. The strategy should include a mechanism for ensuring that the wider community is aware who is on which group and what the roles of those groups are.  Importantly recognition needs to be given the members of the Community Working Groups who are working on the project on an entirely voluntary basis. A clearer definition of their roles and responsibilities in relation to the Project Board and Cuckmere Estuary Partnership would be valuable. 
4.3 Continued high quality communications

A theme running through both workshops was the need for excellent communications to back up the work being done by all those involved in the Pathfinder programme.  External support will be necessary here, to provide advice to the Pathfinder Project Officer on a joined up approach in the context of a communications strategy.  Building on the communications work done by the Cuckmere Estuary Partnership it requires integrated use of the new website, the community working groups' own networks, local media and the communication channels of other Partners including the Sussex Wildlife Trust, the Environment Agency and the National Trust.  The workshop on 3 June recommended that a community newsletter is produced, it is essential that if this is done someone is allocated the task of Editor, and support given to them through the project to carry out the task of collating information and presenting it in an appropriate format.  We recommend that a communications strategy is in place by the end of July so that it can be implemented in the life-time of the Pathfinder programme and consideration given to continuing excellent communications after the Pathfinder programme has been completed.
4.4 Rapid implementation of Pathfinder
The Pathfinder grant was awarded rather later than expected, and it has taken time to establish the mechanisms through which it will be delivered such as the Project Board and filling the Project Officer Post.  Now these frameworks are in place it is vital that those involved can build on the excellent work already done and move forward with the key studies and continued engagement work so that volunteer patience is not tested too much and community support is not lost.  In the current funding climate it will be important to demonstrate to DEFRA that the aims of the programme are being met and action is being taken towards a plan for the Cuckmere Estuary with a feasible timescale from 31 March 2011 onwards.  There was a strong sense at the 3 June workshop that it is critical that agreement is reached very soon on the criteria to be used to assess practical options for the way forward.  Hopkins Van Mil endorses the recommendation made at that workshop that the criteria are discussed at the next meetings of the Project Board; the Community Groups and the Cuckmere Estuary Partnership and finalised at one joint meeting held before the end of July.
Cuckmere Estuary Workshop 22nd April 2010


Appendix A
Sharing the Environment Agency's understanding
11am to 3pm on Thursday 22 April
Programme

Seaford Town Council Chambers, 37 Church Street, Seaford

(Please note all timings are approximate)

Arrivals and coffees/informal discussion from 10.45

	1.
	11.00-11.10
	Introductory Remarks
Henrietta Hopkins, Hopkins Van Mil

	
	
	A short welcome by Hopkins Van Mil, an overview of the purpose of the seminar and introductions 

	

	2. 
	11.10-11.20
	Policy overview

Ian Nunn, Environment Agency

	
	
	A brief overview of the policy context surrounding the estuary, introducing and explaining the different strategies. 

	

	3. 
	11.20-12.00
	Presentation by Capita Symonds and Jacobs
Scott Ferguson, Capita Symonds, and Ray Traynor, Jacobs

	
	
	· Illustrations of existing work and evidence/data collected
· Modelling of management scenarios

	

	4. 
	12.00-12.45
	Discussion on the presentation
Henrietta Hopkins, Hopkins Van Mil

	
	
	Focused discussion on points of clarification from the presentation with an opportunity for participants to bring evidence they have to the meeting

	

	5. 
	12.45-13.30
	Lunch
A light lunch of sandwiches and canapés will be provided



	6.
	13.30-14.15
	Facilitated working groups
Hopkins Van Mil

	
	
	Participants break up into through groups for detailed discussion around the morning's presentation.  The groups
 are:

· Options & geomorphology

· Economic issues and tourism

· Landscape, archaeology and wildlife



	

	7.
	14.15-14.50
	Summaries and group reporting
Hopkins Van Mil

	
	
	Opportunity for participants to share and comment on the findings of all groups



	

	8.
	14.50-15.00
	Next steps and close

Emma Heywood, East Sussex County Council, and Henrietta Hopkins, Hopkins Van Mil


Cuckmere Estuary Workshop 3 June 2010
Sharing community understanding
11am to 3pm on Thursday 3 June

Programme

Seaford Town Council Chambers, 37 Church Street, Seaford

(Please note all timings are approximate)

Arrivals and coffees/informal discussion from 10.45

	1.
	11.00-11.10
	Introductory Remarks
Henrietta Hopkins, Hopkins Van Mil

	
	
	A short welcome by Hopkins Van Mil, an overview of the purpose of the seminar and introductions 

	

	2. 
	11.10-11.30
	Alternative Cuckmere Estuary Solution

Alan Edgar, Plan Sussex Ltd

	
	
	

	3. 
	11.30-11.50
	Alternative Solution, Engineering and Ecological Perspective

James Mumford, Environmental Assessment Services (EAS Ltd)



	4. 
	11.50-12.10
	Pathfinder: progress and next steps

Adrian Davies, Pathfinder Project Officer

	

	5.
	12.10-12.20
	Other strategy options

Ray Traynor, Jacobs

	
	
	

	6. 
	12.20-12.55
	Discussion on the presentation
Hopkins Van Mil
Focused discussion on points of clarification from the presentation with an opportunity for participants to bring evidence they have to the meeting


	7. 
	12.55-13.30
	Lunch
A light lunch of sandwiches and canapés will be provided



	8.
	13.30-14.25
	Facilitated working groups
Hopkins Van Mil

	
	
	Participants break up into through groups for detailed discussion around the morning's presentation.  

	

	9.
	14.25-14.50
	Summaries and group reporting
Hopkins Van Mil & Groups

	
	
	Opportunity for participants to share and comment on the findings of all groups



	10.
	14.50-15.00
	Next steps and close

Adrian Davies, East Sussex County Council, and Henrietta Hopkins, Hopkins Van Mil


Appendix B

Flip chart recording for 22 April 2010 Workshop
Q&A following morning presentations

Please note that Qs indicate questions and comments made by participants and bullets are responses and comments from the presenters (consultants or EA)
Q: Sea level rise – what are the criteria?

· The guidance from DEFRA at the time was 6mm per year. We currently apply a lower rate to start with and a higher rate later, therefore there is a curve 1m  over a 100 years under the new guidance - this is based upon more recent research data 

Q: Economic factors – how do they impinge on policy?
· We look at benefit cost analysis from national level.  The damage of flooding e.g. value of property, impact on infrastructure, impact on agricultural land. We then look at the cost of doing work e.g. maintenance. Use discounting system. Look at highest benefit cost ratio. These rules come from the Treasury

Q: How about wider impacts?

· A lot of economics wasn’t included as it wasn’t covered in the old guidance

· Although this isn’t completely the case [comment from another presenter]

· It does effect local economy/ business – example given of blacksmith

Q: How about impact of loss of road/ impact on commuters?

· A small amount of money could be spent on protecting the road

Q: Benefits to local economy? Were they included?

· ‘Open estuary’ or ‘maintaining as is’ were broadly similar

Q: I’m surprised at the number of assumptions e.g. blockage at the river. It has impacted up the river in the past. It is dangerous to assume all will be alright upstream – we have seen floods this winder, such as at Alfriston. 
· Suggestion made by presenter to look at the bed level of the model and the need to be clear on this in future

· We looked at general level. There are more studies and models that could be carried out

Q: Water flows – should we talk to SE Water?

· I suspect the tide is more significant than water in the river

Q: (Arlington) reservoir abstraction hasn’t been included – this is a concern. Heavy inundation running out is also having a big impact on the river bed

· The water company doesn’t abstract when the river is in spate – too much sediment, it would spoil equipment

Q: Do you have data that says when abstraction happens?

· They gave us a statement

· Water is taken from the river during winter months for the reservoir. Abstraction licence sets limits on what they can abstract. There is a minimum flow that is required in summer
Q: Comments about new development and the impact it will have on water needs
· 7000 new homes north of Berwick will have a huge impact on water needs

· houses in north of Seaford – don’t have enough water now

Q: Cross border pumping (a tunnel?) is it included in the plan? 

· It takes a huger amount of power

· It isn’t considered in the options

Q: Need to involve Southern Water going forward 

Q: Sea level rises – research varies and there isn’t a consensus. It is important to recognise different researchers say different things

Q: PPS25 gives higher levels – planning applications have to take this into account
Q: River mouth widening by 20-30m is a significant amount
Q: Comment made on shingle and what the mouth looks like at the moment

Q: If the river was maintained properly what would be the effect on flows etc?

· Gut feel – not much impact on low levels at the mouth

· More weed cutting at Alfriston could be beneficial 

· We have moved a lot of shingle - something is happening

[The next section became more of a discussion than Q&A; therefore it was difficult to record when a participant spoke or when a presenter spoke]
Q: Modelling of wave action 
· Existing defence structures, impact of groynes and sea walls

· Shingle taken out and put on west bank, therefore creating a new bank 
· What scenarios is the modelling based on for the western bank?
· Assumption that west beach is 30 metres seaward than where it would be a naturally

· Future models should incorporate this new bank 30 metres back

· You can run models to look at this

Q: How will material be maintained? Existing issues are going to be replicated in the future

Q: Grade II listed structures need protecting

· Seaford Town Council is aware of its obligations towards the tank traps

· Area is very dynamic, therefore looking for sustainable way, something that will work better

Q: Comment about shingle on eastern side

· Natural processes best way, when we interfere we mess things up

Q: Public and private rights of way, SSSI, heritage etc – produce something that takes these considerations into account

Q: Pathfinder – visitor and economic surveys. Can we look at other surveys? Need data that is real to the local area. Contact other pathfinder projects? 

· There are national and regional projects (e.g. Hampshire visitor survey). We will work closely with other pathfinder projects and learn from them. 

Q: Will change south of the A259 have an impact in the north?

· It wont be dramatic

· Comment: in 2000 floods the A259 bridge stayed open

· Increase of 300mm on west side was modelled. Under 100 year events it didn’t make any difference
· Time and shape of hydrograph changes at Alfriston, there are subtle differences, but not changes in volume

· Our engineers modelled 300 mm at both sides and there was no significant effect

· Whether you raise banks or let them go there is no significant impact at Alfriston

Small group discussions
Facilitator Henrietta Hopkins

1. Thoughts / views on presentations
· Modelling is more sophisticated than expected, but how do we know that TUFLOW works well.  It needs to match with the reality on the ground and history tells us that there is ponding back and flooding

· Should the model be re-run?

· 3D modelling can be helpful but the cost may be prohibitive and in discussion with Scott Ferguson of Capita Symonds it was agreed that it was more useful for smaller scale works on piers and areas such as that - not for a whole estuary
· The group expressed an interest in the modelling being run again though, adapted with the knowledge and insight of local people.  This is known to be a technique used and could be helpful in taking in to account historical fact

· Has there been a collation of all the historical evidence available.  We were told by Jacobs that a lot of historical data was used, but how and where is it available and has it been collated against data collected by others?  If not then it should be.

· Advice from Jacobs that ordinance survey can be a useful source of online historical maps

· The group were pleased to see that the survey area had been bigger than expected.

· It was noted that Jacobs commented that the size of the river mouth could expand by 20-30 metres if left to it own devices - this was seen as surprising.

· Discussion: 2nd natural banks outside the river mouth - is there a second spit forming?  The river flow is changing on a daily basis

· It would be useful to follow up the data gathered by the Essex Wildlife Trust on the speed of habitats forming in relation to inundation levels.  They have found that salt marsh is forming more quickly than expected - spreading sideways more quickly in particular.

2.  Update on work since last summer's engagement programme
· The Environment Agency (EA) should have been maintaining the river mouth

· Armouring has been partially put back

· There has been more work north of Alfriston but the sluice guiding fresh water into the culvert has collapsed and this is why we had the flooding at the end of last year

· But it is good to see more maintenance going on

· The Cuckmere Estuary Working Groups have been set up and there are now 5 sub-groups:

· Options & geomorphology

· landscape

· tourism

· finance

· northern group

· There is cross-referencing of reports between the groups

· Pathfinder has had initial focus groups

· Briefs are now being written for the historic environment and visitor surveys and a Project Board had been set up 

· The National Trust have been having engagement events which are both fact finding and landscape based

· The Wildlife Trust has been routinely interpreting the landscape and monitoring projects in the medium term they are less-sure of their activity as it depends on the requirements of the National Parks Authority

· Coastguard cottage residents have various opinions on the future but are continuing to look for middle-ground

· Lord Chris Smith's visit has taken place which was seen as productive with a useful workshop where people's opinions were heard and discussions about revetment on western side of beach were taken further.
3. Next Steps

· We need to get feedback to people who can't be here

· Discussion about why the group was restricted:

· space of room available

· asked Chairs of sub-groups so that they could cascade the information to their members

· asked other relevant organisations so they could cascade information as appropriate

· Discussion on sharing information in the future including:

· e-newsletters with links to Partner sites

· hard copies of modelling information to Community Working Groups and Cuckmere Estuary Partnership

· Using good links already developed with local newspapers / other media

· Developing the website

· Further workshops

· Partners making use of their own communication channels to talk about the development of Pathfinder.

Facilitator Anita van Mil

1. Views on presentation

· Excellent, covered how decisions have been made

· Does raise questions though: we need variety of scenarios based on data provided; areas to pursue are: economic issue; visitor surveys; tune Defra data to what’s happening locally (e.g. base level river)

· Interesting: whatever happens Alfriston will not be affected significantly

· Can community have a say in how PF money will be spend? We would like clarity on this

· Building of the banks doesn’t make a lot of difference in flood terms; that’s clear now

· How you maintain banks / dredge doesn’t seem to make much difference either: we’d like more evidence though and discussion

· Southern Water ought to come to the table: we need more evidence discussion about the reservoir

· It would have been good to have a presentation on alternative options too in the presence of the experts

2. Update since last summer's community engagement programme
· Community group set up; 5 theme groups (geomorphology; options; tourism; finance; landscape/ habitat

· ES County Archaeologists have had a meeting with Steve Ankers from the landscape  

· group. Had been very useful as it allowed us to get a community view on cultural heritage issues. We need to know what’s going to happen in future to plan adequate conservation / recording

· Tourism group met twice, developing views/ suggestions that will feed into various options

· Project officer been appointed

· CEP has moved on: community members welcomed to the group and CEP members now feed into community groups

· EA has moved on! They seem to be more open to discussion about how to deal with the future

3. Next steps
· Get message across that change is inevitable: use PF bid for this

· Ensure that we listen to and learn from other PF areas

· We need to have access to all data (geomorphologic/ archaeological / historical) for EIA & SEA modelling work

· We need more clarity on who’s doing what; who can join which community group (overview of remit/ tasks & responsibilities)

· Press releases issued by working groups

· Presentation of alternative option in presence of today’s experts

· We would like to see an exit strategy for EA by December 2010 and for other partners post March 2011

· Make sure there is an action plan post March 2011

· Use website to publish all reports & summary / action points from working group meetings; 

· make it interactive, 2-way communication channel

· We need to prepare for the aftermath of breach now: talk about acquiring land to ensure dry walk down

· Could we spend of PF money on physical changes now – e.g. board walks

· Is there commitment from partners to abide by whatever comes out of the process? – we need clarity

· Re-write/ add to MoU by Dec 2010 the latest, ensuring all involved own it and that there is  an action plan included with projects assigned to different partners

· Involve National Park consistently in process

· Ensure that visitor surveys build on surveys carried out in other PF areas whereas at same time tuned to Cuckmere; include positive questions about the future, e.g. how to enhance and manage expanding future tourism 
Facilitator Hally Ingram
1. Thoughts/views on presentations (includes thoughts on way forward)
· Very technical information – many people won’t have this level of understanding. Need better way of communicating

· I agree – this session has been moved from being a technical session to more strategic

· Concern about build up of marine rubbish/pollution

· it will still need clearing

· it would go over a larger area
· There is a nice summary which is non technical – Appendix 7

· Defra terminology had to be used
· Today has been useful, a starting point

· Pathfinder project can go into more detail / in appropriate language

· When detailed options are looked at technical experts will be needed

· We may need to do further studies / repeat some of these studies

· Copy of reports requested 
· Highways Agency / County Highways should give an independent assessment

· Pathfinder group can agree together who carries out studies, which will help to reduce suspicion. 
· decide on the brief together

· own the results together
· Existing results could be improved and brought up to date. 
· peer review is one way forward; one consultancy does modelling and the other does a peer review (comment by consultant)

· Pathfinder needs to take into account wider economy
· What is the wider impact on the economy? It maybe positive

2. Update on work since last summers’ engagement
· Officer is now in post

· Kristoffer and others also making progress

· Community groups have been established

· Massive changes since last summer – positive to involve community

· Skills and local knowledge involved

· EA looking at management of west beach, maintaining access so can reach river mouth and remove shingle

3. Next steps/ way forward/ general discussion

What is the role of national park?

· They will take planning role seriously but will delegate
· They will ultimately be the planning authority

· They need to look to the interests of local people

Other issues mentioned
· What about wildlife?

· How will change impact on visitors? 

· Tourism and economics are key with regard to pathfinder – it has to happen this summer

The following discussion focused on the decision-making process and governance
· Who is the final arbiter? A public inquiry? It wont be the pathfinder group

· A firm decision will come when planning decision

· It worries me that no one will make a decision

· Pathfinder group needs to outline the decision-making process e.g. panel, when, dates. Involve the panel in the pathfinder project

· Needs to be a community hearing rather than a public inquiry

· How will you deal with a handful who still says no to whatever is developed?

· It is very unlikely there will be an option to do nothing; so planning process will be involved

· We need to get one option to a planning application – pathfinder allows us to decide which option 

· Is pathfinder governance clear?

· What is the pathfinder framework, needs explaining

Key points
· Need right technical information, at the right time. 

· Need clarity about what happens at the end / decision-making

· Wider management of area needs considering e.g. marine pollution

· Legal framework needs considering

· Need to be aware of costs; limited amount of money (e.g. for studies), therefore need to be focused
Appendix C
Flip chart recording for 3 June 2010 Workshop

Q&A following morning presentations
Please note that Qs indicate questions made by participants and bullets are responses and comments from the presenters with follow up by the participants
Q: Can you tell us about the options feasibility study?

· It is a method to appraise all options. Gap studies will feed into this. Criteria will be used to review the options. This will be followed by consultation on the options

Q: We were told the following four steps are involved:

1. Identify criteria 

2. Assess options 

3. Identify decision-making process 

4. Make decision. 

· Aren’t you jumping to point 2 before step 1? Shouldn’t you work out the criteria first?

· Focus studies will fill information gaps, this will be followed by consultation, and this will feed into the options feasibility study

Q: Pathfinder is a short duration. You will be able to lay down a track but not make a decision by end March

· A decision needs to be made as to how we play it – a plan needs to be in place to help us move forward

· Pathfinder is an enabling project, helping collective decision-making. A subgroup of the steering group are looking at options for the decision-making process

· If we’re now looking at short, medium and long term. Charting a route forward might be an outcome of pathfinder

Q: What do you see as short, medium and long term timeframes?

· short term (0-20 years), medium term (20 to 50 years), long term (beyond 50)

· short term (20-30 years), 50 years / 300mm

· By March there will be a plan for action. But discussions on this continue 

Q: landscape / historical assets were missing in your presentation
· This was considered under social implications in the EA's studies, we recognise they do exist

Q: How do you value the benefit of the landscape?

· Decision-making uses economics based on DEFRA guidelines
· Landscape attracts thousands of visitors per year, this is a way to measure economic value 

· Impacts of tourism were looked at in the EA investigations; study showed it was broadly neutral

Q: Conservation vs. preservation – sometimes they line up, sometimes they are in conflict. 
· Dubious if this is the short term approach, unknowns will stay unknown

· It is about building an adaptable structure

· We are not looking at a static situation, we would be using up time, we won't gain much time

· We should look to the future rather than trying – and failing – to maintain the past

· I believe we need precautionary principle until we know more

Q: Are we increasing the flooding risk up stream if we raise the banks?

· At high seasonal tides there is an increased risk, however properties at Alfriston and Littlington won’t flood  
Q: You say you used the Environment Agency’s figures, are you confident in them?

· For model we used surveys (topographical, cross section of rivers). We see no reason why they should be wrong, we’re confident base data is correct

· We developed a 2 flow model and came up with the same conclusions. Data based on was old

· Cross sections will have changed. More Lidar data might be needed

Q: Has there been a degrading of the banks in height?

· EAS Ltd inspections were visual, not detailed

· Any bank will degrade in time
· EA have monitored in quantitative sense

Q: Have the consultants for the different options discussed options together? That would be fascinating to see!

· There has been some exchange

Q: We have observed breaches occurring at the end of the neighbour’s garden 
· West beach is more vulnerable than east beach - nature will take its course, we don’t know where breaches will occur. All elements must be looked at together, banks, beach etc 
Q: The Western side of the seawall is consistently vulnerable, how is the EA going to address this? 

· We are looking at this as part of our exit strategy. We would look at potential breaches of banks and seawalls, can’t look at anything in isolation. We are keen to ensure the seawall doesn’t breach. 
Q: Can you agree that whatever we do, it won't impact upstream e.g. property?

· Yes, Alfriston is flow not tide dependent
· But road flooding on A259 and cutting off of properties is a serious issue which needs to be looked at more seriously
Q: Where would the chalk needed to raise banks come from and how would that impact on communities around the quarry? 
· Included in method statement for planning application
After lunch discussion

There was interest in hearing the consultants talk to each and to discover if there were points of common ground between all those commissioned to work on the project whether by the Environment Agency or Plan Sussex Ltd. This resulted in the following discussion involving presenters and participants:

· Flood risk – we don’t differ, there is agreement

· Creating and maintaining salt marsh – further study is needed

· None of the options have a disproportionate impact on property. Under assumption that beaches will be maintained as they are

· No 6 cottage needs hard defence

· Point about mouth of river and shingle

· We haven’t looked at detailed flow of the river

· 2D hydraulic model would help when looking at salt marshes – sounds expensive!

· You need to got to 3D model, it is a 3D problem

· Not sure I agree, you would get 80% of an answer from 2D model

· The more you investigate the more you find you don’t know! Aren’t we putting off making a decision

· No, we need to know how much sediment is available – will we still have salt or mud marsh
· Lots of common ground between consultants, difference is in the detail

· Small group discussions
Facilitator Henrietta Hopkins

1. Thoughts / views on presentations
· Preservation - hold / keep things as they are

· Conservation - gaining an understanding of current and future assets and work towards their enhancement.  The question is how do we trump this polarity? We need to:

· Communicate the differences 

· Recognise that the differences in views are not as great as they were

· Perhaps we consider it in terms of preservation being the short-term activity and conservation being the longer-term sustainable action

· Are we prejudicing the longer-term with short-term actions?

· Is the answer in the detail?

· If you have a vision to achieve then surely short, medium and long-term is irrelevant

· Perhaps you could do some very short-term activity (I mean 5 years) with a pot of money for maintenance

· The Community Working Group exists to accommodate opposing views - we can look at Rodney Castleden's proposal which allows for the reinstatement of the meanders and tidal creaks and creates new footpaths.  That's a good solution because all we lose are the two paths on either side and nature will take its course eventually

· The proposal accepted should be about setting up for the future of the Estuary

· Any short-term intervention / investment should be compatible with a long-term solution

· River mouth, want to pick up on the idea in the EA's presentation last time that the mouth could 
widen by 20m (intervention from Ray Traynor - need to look at the historical analysis report to get the exact figures)

· The mouth would spread out but not necessarily creating a raging force

· The river finds its own width

· How about increasing the silt coming down the river? (intervention from Ray Traynor - the EA looked at using the dredgings at Newhaven Port to raise the banks, but this was discounted)

· Instead of buying time - do it now, create the conditions for saltmarsh; particularly if given the range of conditions required to form salt-marsh there might be a time restriction on when their creation will still be possible.  Look at other national examples to support the work.  (Ray Traynor intervention - the Salt Marsh Management Manual
 produced by Ciria in 2004 describes the time required and other useful information)
· One could model this with a 2d flow model adapted from that produced by Capita Symonds

· Do we have time for a short-term solution now?

· How about excavating the river and using muck spreaders to put the silt on the land?

· We would need to consider the waste management implications of that

· We need to examine the economic factors and costings produced in each of these solutions (Alan Edgar intervention: ours is a low tech. / low cost solution)

· Comment: the alternative estuary solution presented this morning by Alan Edgar and James Mumford pre-supposes that the EA would be still there clearing the mouth; carrying out an annual dredging programme; replacing the training walls and this is not the case, so that solution is not as low cost as it seems it refers only to the construction of raising the banks.

2. Communications - what is happening now / what could happen in the future
· The general public who perhaps do not come to community forum meetings never-the-less use the Cuckmere and have a great sense of involvement - they need to be kept informed.  We could use:

· newsletter (hard copy)

· reports from the groups

· photos

· strategy highlights

· It's about having something specific for the general public

· We should also have articles in the local press

· There is so much information we need a three-pronged strategy to include use of:

· newsletter

· local press

· website

· Big question over who is doing the communicating - is it the Pathfinder project or the community?

· Who has the total picture of what is going on? No one is taking control of communications and the whole thing is getting confusing, I'm within a hairs breadth of walking away from the Forum

· We need to start from where we want to be and work towards that vision

· But that really isn't happening.  I can't see the 4 point strategy outlined by Andy Robertson at the last community forum meeting working it was:

1. define the criteria

2. outline the options

3. agree who is going to make the decision

4. decide

· But no one seems to be taking control and even getting on with the first step, shouldn't we agree that the next meetings of the Pathfinder Project Board; Community Forum; Cuckmere Estuary Partnership should be entirely focused on the first step - the criteria?

· Information flow would be better if we take the proposal for buddying seriously the idea is that each member of the Project Board 'buddies' a member of the Community Forum and keeps them in the loop.  Presumably it would be very important for the Forum Secretary to be the first point of contact for Adrian Davies, the Pathfinder Project Officer

· Keeping the Secretary informed means that information will be distributed to all members of the Community Forum
Facilitator Anita van Mil
1. Views on presentation

· Will there be enough sediment to ensure there will be salt marshes rather than mud flats? If the desired outcome for the landscape is saltmarshes then we need to know how much sediment is needed: needs to be investigated

· Gut feeling and observations tell us that there is loads. The meanders have been cut off for 160 years; sedimentation of 15 feet built up

· Investigations should be tied in with current archaeological research as they may have answers in the near future. The question is: if the flood banks are removed, how far out will sediment move and how much will be flushed away?

· Does Arlington Reservoir have data?

· If the banks are removed and water is let in at higher velocity the mouth will block up more slowly

2. Preservation/ conservation discussion
· Why preserve what’s not ideal and unsustainable? Let’s look at something better for the future.

· It’s more useful to focus on finding middle ground: maintain some things that people really value whilst accepting that some things will be lost and new things will be gained. Important not to polarise views. Finding middle ground is what should be achieved through Pathfinder.

· It’s better to do something now making sure we get it right than leaving it to the future.

· We need to be more certain what it is we want to achieve, what the desired outcome is so that we can ensure that what we do will achieve what we want to achieve. 

· Once the desired outcome is agreed technical evidence will follow – there is a large pool of data available from other coastal areas.

· Isn’t it basically about the social value of the landscape? Social value might be the main criterion that will inform decision making.

3. Communications / next steps 

· Project board needs to formulate reasonable set of choices at end of process, which have community support

· Visitor/ on site surveys taking place this summer should inform the decision about what the desired outcome is

· Ensure community participation and enthusiasm doesn’t lose momentum; plan further engagement activities

Facilitator Hally Ingram
1. Comments on presentation

Salt marsh formation
· Will it disperse when there is a storm? How much? 
Coastguard cottages
· If we lose shingle the cottages are more at risk, especially the end garden at No 6. What happens in storms/ abnormal weather conditions? There is concern with regard to all the options and the impact on the cottages
· If No 6 garden is lost, it will impact on other cottages
· Question over who is responsible for this area, the bay between 1st sister and start of large sea wall
Chalk banks

· Will it hold in a storm? Will the top of the new bank be vulnerable to start with?
· West bank through shingle bank most vulnerable part
Cost with regard to raising and maintaining the banks
· How do land owners feel?
· Keeping access open to Foxhole and coastguard cottages is a problem that needs considering
· Presentations were very good, closer than I expected

· Good development to talk about better planning/ decision over a longer period of time

· The part that was missing from the presentations is what happens upstream?
· Clearing the river mouth – will it clear? Differing views

· In any case, EA have said they will clear it for as long as necessary

2. Effective communications

Communications mechanisms

· Three members are on Cuckmere pathfinder project, there is the wider group and then people at large

· Discussion about how to reach wider public – papers, press, meetings? Points raised included communication channels, cost and timing

What happens at the end of March next year?

· Concern money will dry up on 31st March

· Who will pick up and run with it?

· One suggestion that the Pathfinder project could pass over their work to the working group

Between groups

· Are communications good enough between the groups? 

· It is happening, but process is new

Wider communications

· Wider communications – visitor surveys

· Wider communications planning is underway

· Request for list of all groups, who the members are, and what each group does

Volunteering

· Most of us our volunteers, but these are jobs

· What are we prepared to do, how much?

� available at http://www.cuckmere.org.uk/resources/engagement-report/


� Groups have been chosen to ensure a wide spread of views on a range of issues can be captured in the time, they are not intended to restrict discussion or exclude any area of relevance to the presentation


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.saltmarshmanagementmanual.co.uk/Management/ManTechManRealignment.htm%23summary" ��www.saltmarshmanagementmanual.co.uk/Management/ManTechManRealignment.htm#summary�





�Regime analysis indicates that the river is narrower than would be predicted than it equilibrium state


�This forms part of the exit strategy, the EA have agreed to keep the mouth open until its is able to do so naturally, following the failure of the existing defences. It is not a commitment to keep doing this if the defences were maintained, as they would not have the financial justification to continue to do this
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