



Cuckmere Pathfinder Project Board: Meeting Minutes (26th July 2011) 
Location:
Turkey Barn, Seven Sisters Country Park
Present:
Andy Robertson - AR

Richard Mann - RM

Alan Edgar – AE

Councilor Jon Freeman - CJF


Des Abbott – DA


Rodney Castledon – RC


Joanna Newton – JN


Jill Rosser – JR


Michael Ann – MA


Steve Ankers – SA


Graham Kean – GK

Elaine Webster - EW 


In Attendance:
Andy Arnold – AA

Peter Amies - PA
Apologies:
Carolyn McCourt - CM


Chris Wick – CW

Jane Cecil - JC

Tony Whitbread – TW

Rob Tiffin – RT

John Foxley - JF
	
	Agenda point
	Action

	1.
	Minutes of the previous Project Board meeting (22/6/11)
Minutes agreed as a true and accurate record.

Policy adoption by partner organisations: information note on the outcome of the public engagement process will be taken to Seaford Town Council on 18 August.

AR meeting with Andrew Lee and Richard Shaw of the South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) on 27th July, and will discuss the NP’s future participation in taking forward the preferred management approach. AR will share the SDNPA’s comments with those present.

	JF

AR



	2.

	Draft report to DEFRA:

Changes to be made by ESCC prior to submission of final report:

- section 3a: replace ‘…help to progress the implementation…’ with ‘…it may have a role in implementing…’

- section 7: replace ‘…has a role to play…’ with ‘…may have a role to play…supporting other organizations…’

- section 9 point 1: change last sentence to: ‘…may help to implement the next phase…’.

- section 10a: change to: ‘…have agreed to work with the community in taking forward the preferred options’’.

- 10b: make reference to new funding streams (eg. Coastal Communities Fund), if appropriate.


	AA


	3.
	Engineering requirements & costs to maintain the flood defences
The EA spent approximately £50-60,000 p.a. on maintenance of the estuary prior to April 2011, and has a budget of approximately £60,000 p.a for it’s current role in clearing the river mouth (based on the assumption that it needs to move about 10,000m3 of shingle p.a. from the river mouth).

The EA’s current role is to:
- continue to clear the river mouth until it becomes self cleansing.

- carry out annual visual inspection of groynes and other defences at the river mouth

- minor repairs to training walls, where this is necessary for H&S reasons.

- carry out replanking & remove any piles that currently support the training walls if they failed, but not replace these.  Someone else would have to remove the material from site & dispose of it.

The EA would probably respond to a catastrophic failure of the river defences, particularly if this increased the risk of flooding upstream.  Again, this reponse would probably consist of clearing any material blocking the river and putting it somewhere on site where someone else could have to dispose of it.

Potential maintenance costs for the flood defences (based on unit costs used elsewhere by Mott McDonalds):

· - £360,000 for the total replacement of the western estuary walls;

· - £120,000 for the total replacement of the eastern estuary walls.

The replacement would have an estimated life of about 25 years, although the current defences are probably considerably older than this.
PA:

· 1) noted that the EA hasn’t done any work on the river defences for at least 10 years;
· 2) To provide a link to the Mott McDonald report; 

· 3) Will clarify how far ‘maintenance’ goes. 

· 4) To confirm what constraints would apply to anyone else doing works on the river (eg. might require a flood risk assessment and environmental impact assessment). However, the EA would be unlikely to stop anyone else carrying out maintenance work.
· 5) to provide a narrative and details on:
· - the minimum maintenance required to buy time, assuming no storm or catastrophic failure of the existing defences;
· -  the likely consequences of not carrying out this minimum maintenance;
· - the next logical stage of maintenance works, over and above the minimum required.

AR will then use the narrative to seek a meeting with Lord Chris Smith and Richard Benyon in September.

Other questions to consider:
- what are the riparian responsibilities? 

- how best to protect from flooding occurring behind the west beach? 

- would investment in maintaining the defences now avoid the potential need to spend more following a catastrophic failure and, therefore, could be viewed as an invest-to-save opportunity?

SA noted that maintaining the defences in the short term provides the time necessary to look at, and implement, reactivation of the meanders in the longer-term. 
	PA

PA

PA

PA

AR



	4. 
	Friends of Cuckmere:
AR stressed that:

1. ESCC is seeking to support the ‘Friends of’ in taking on whatever role it decides to adopt, including offering some secretariat support and expert advice on bidding for external funding.  The report taken to the Lead Member for Economy, Transport & Environment, which recommended the adoption of the community’s preferred approach to the future management of the estuary, sought no more than to reflect the wish of the community to be at the heart of what happens at the Cuckmere. 
The ‘Friends of’ has a number of strengths, including being:

· very clearly community based;

· a collaboration of individuals and organisations, which avoids 1 organisation being seen to lead and the suspicion that it may have a particular agenda;

· able to bid for a range of funding opportunities, with the appropriate support.

2. It’s not for ESCC to decide how to take forward the preferred management approach.  Therefore, the Project Board is now wound up and needs to change into a new group, chaired independently, not led by any single organisation, and be genuinely community-led.
SA / RC / AE: stated that the ‘Friends of’ should develop at its own pace, with a separate body that includes the larger organisations already around the table (plus others, as appropriate, such as the SDNPA) to establish a delivery body for the preferred management approach, as such organisations are more likely to have the capacity and skills to take this on.
JF: noted that taking forward the preferred approach is not one of ESCC’s core responsibilities.

It was agreed that the role of the ‘Friends of’ still remains to be defined.

Actions:

· JN & CM to send AA the contact details of those who’ve signed up via them to join the ‘Friends of;
· ESCC to write to those who have signed up to ask what they would like the group to do; what they were expecting to be asked to do; what skills/ experience/knowledge they would be able to bring to the table.

· MA to send AA details of the LEPE ‘friends of’. 
· ESCC to write to key organisations, including those already around the table, to seek participation in the next phase, and aiming for a meeting at the end of September, by which time it is hoped there will have been a meeting with Lord Smith and/or Richard Benyon. 
AR confirmed that ESCC is seeking to have a meeting with Richard Benyon, the appropriate Minister, to discuss how Government might assist in taking forward the preferred management approach. 
	JN & CM

AA

MA

AA

AR



	5.
	AOB - none.
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