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Morning session

The morning session consisted of presentations from the ICAP steering group on the nine themes, briefly touching on the topic papers and online consultation responses, before focusing on the goals for each theme.

Presentations can be seen at: - http://www.coastalkent.net/action-plan.php
Presentations were followed by plenary – questions and discussion from the floor – outlined below.
First presentation set: 

Biodiversity, Quality of Water Environment & Shoreline Management

Biodiversity Goal: Opportunities for enhancing the coastal environment should be sought across all sectors and projects. 
Question to Jo Dear (Biodiversity lead) from Diana Pound, Dialogue Matters: “Coastal Environment” – does the meaning in the context of ICAP relate to Heritage etc?

· In relation to ICAP discussions, the focus is on biodiversity i.e. coastal and marine environment. 
Question to Jo Dear from Sandy Shattock (KCC): How much are we integrating ideas more widely across Europe and neighbouring countries?  – Integration with continental neighbours
· Chris Drake responded - yes, we need to recognise European and international angle for marine and coastal management, but the focus here is what we can achieve with Kent partnerships.
Question: How do the various topics get picked up across the various strategies that exist?

· The aim is to work towards the process of drawing everything together.

Question from Cllr Broadley to Jo Dear: Is there evidence of damage caused by marine infrastructure? Is it really an issue – can stifle marine recreation development.
· Jo Dear - need data to look at perceived conflicts.
· Cllr Broadley – with more data on impacts, biodiversity need not be such a barrier to improving recreational facilities.

Quality of the Water Environment Goal: Recognising the importance of high bathing water quality for Kent's beaches and maintaining and improving standards.

Question to Rob Wise (Quality of the Water Environment lead): Most people would accept the importance of high bathing water quality, what is the significance of this goal?
· Rob Wise - aim is to achieve improvements through partnership working and communication.

· Clive Gilbert - There is still a lot of work to be done across all themes, need to be clearer about goals and objectives.
Question from Cllr Broadley to Rob Wise; can we get back to bathing off Gravesend with a new beach? 
· Ruth Wood noted that water quality better now than in Victorian times when bathing did actually take place.
Rob Wise can talk with Cllr re Gravesend beach – outside workshop.

Comment Paul Rayner – the “Quality of the Water Environment” theme – should not loose sight of WFD perspective featured in topic paper.
· Comment from Clive Gilbert – need targeted action/goal for quality of bathing H2O. 
Question from Ruth Wood – Statistics nationally for blue flag -  will ENCAMS manage this PR?
· No one sure

Shoreline Management Goal:  “We can’t hold the line forever” – changing perceptions over shoreline management and developing understanding of the issues associated with “coastal squeeze”.
Question from Clive Gilbert: What public engagement is required now for shoreline management planning?
· Mike Humber (Shoreline Management lead): Shoreline Management Plans are near being adopted. To effectively review plans – better public engagement/consultation is needed which may help with better policy making decisions in future – so maximise public engagement, and focus more work on coastal strategies.
Comment from Bryony Chapman on Shoreline Management – need to integrate biodiversity into shoreline management planning – need long term new outline.
Tony Child – Difficulties of enhancing coastal environment for some habitats, so need to also include conservation in Shoreline Management work.
Questions and comment on ICAP

Question from Fay Martin, RSPB – How will crossovers between topics be picked up?

· Clive Gilbert – the ICAP will look at identifying complimentary and conflicting actions.
Question from Lis Dyson: – need to recognise importance of coastal landscape – is there a theme required for this and seascape?
· Chris Drake response; Kent Downs AONB are taking an interest and looking at whether “landscape” should be an ICAP theme. 
Question/Comment: Need to keep focus on the longer term goals

Question from Diana Pound – MPA’s (Marine Bill work), relevance to ICAP – impacts on biodiversity and other areas need to be considered.  
· Chris Drake/Liz Holliday response: Kent Coastal Network will compliment work on the MCZ’s. Liz sits on project board to help provide direct link with KCC.
Second presentation set:    

Historic Environment, Geology and Geomorphology & Industry

Question to Lis Dyson (Historic Environment lead) from Martin Hall: How much more information is needed for baseline research? Should there be more willingness to allow natural processes to take their course?

· There is never enough information. 
· Importance of heritage assets determines appropriateness of working; this can not be determined by always leaving to natural processes.

· Issue for heritage is that there is no initial designation offering protection – unlike natural environment.
Comment to Richard Baron (Industry lead) from Cllr Broadly: He would support the point on lack of marina’s and waterfront facilities – missing out on huge potential e.g. no public slipways on Thames and degredation of existing historical slipways, particularly when an area is developed.

· Lis Dyson picked up the point – need to see redevelopment of these features to become part/feature of development rather than loss. Also need better idea of what there is to ensure it is not lost as a result of development – can’t protect it if you don’t know it is there.
Comment: How do we look to better protect our assets, How do we address this issue and balance historic assets against building/industry? Need to encourage developers to include the protection of heritage assets into development plans.

Question to Richard Baron: In terms of looking at building  waterfront facilities – will the action plan look at Kent’s regeneration plans and join up accordingly?. How do our actions fit in with actions plans from various other strategies? How can this action plan add value and look at best practice?
Comment - Anne Knight, Dover Pride – sustainable development of Dover waterfront – impacts of engaging variety of partners in regeneration. Need to join up existing regeneration plan – ensuring consistency. Need to ensure all plans are considered.
Question from Fay Martin, RSPB – Should industry topic paper be broadened to include consideration of land based (coastal) industry e.g onshore wind energy/power generation?
· Chris Drake – Industry paper may have marine slant, but the issue of development in the wider coastal zone needs to be picked up.
Comment from Richard Baron: The opportunities for creating work (through the various inland supply chains) and connect these to coastal projects is an area that should be looked at too.  However it can be a difficult process identifying whole /inland supply chain.

Comments and questions on ICAP

Comment from Sandy Shattock, KCC – There is a conflict of goals – need quantification of goals, targets, timescales, monitoring and review. 
Comment from Clive Gilbert – Need to look at what outcomes do we want from public engagement?

Comment from Martin Hall –The key is how does ICAP add value? By identifying gaps – it may be that some areas don’t have many actions, but still need to consider goals/aims.
Comment from Diana Pound – suggested the group was focused on a deficient based approach, when we should really work on what we do well together i.e. asset based approach.  This would encourage looking at the positives (opportunities) as well as the negatives (conflicts).
Comment from Clive Gilbert – goals seem to reflect: substantive issues, process issues, strategic issues, operational issues. Need to identify at what level our actions will take place. Are we looking at one coast or many different coasts?
Comment from Catriona Campbell– who is going to deliver, public and/or private sector?
Comment from Clive Gilbert – Private Sector engagement, ICAP may need to look at how will they assist in delivering actions too?
Question to all from Clive Gilbert: Although there is general agreement in the room, there is an obvious need to quantify all these goals – in terms of what happens next when everyone goes back to their day jobs.

Clive Gilbert – ICZM is a political process and Kent has a history of inland focused politicians.

Comment from Mark Harrison–role of over 60’s in carrying forward engagement projects; there are great opportunities presented by growing retired generation. 
Third presentation set:
Regeneration and Coastal Towns, Tourism & the Visitor Economy & Recreation

Comment: There is great opportunity for young + old people: things like green transport scheme, helping young and old to discover local attractions more often.

Comment: Need to think at what level actions will take place, so we are able to identify what actions are needed, and who can work towards completing these actions.

Comment: English Heritage Document – in this document they stress that for entice visitors back again and again, there have to be very strong reasons.

Extra Presentations

Climate Change – Sarah Anderson
Comment from Sarah Anderson – impact on coast is not just sea level rise; hotter/drier summers will impact across all coastal sectors and areas – need to manage opportunities and risks.  E.g. tourism, recreation, biodiversity and links between these.
Comment:  Coastal case studies needed.

Spatial Vision for Kent – Dawn Osterbauer

3 Key Themes:

Capitalise on Kent being the ‘front door’ to Europe

Regenerate Kent Coast

Garden of England for 21st Century
Comment from Clive Gilbert – cautionary note - with coastal towns often regeneration vs. locals has occurred.  What is the evidence base for this work?
Comment from Martin Hall – there will be a benefit to an overarching spatial framework.
Comment from Paul Rayner – not impressed with vision – would not want to live in this type of Kent.

End comments on ICAP – Richard Barron is concerned that ICAP will have no teeth, but hopes the project can deliver joint actions.
David Young – found process useful.

Diana Pound  – where is fishing?  Where is landscape?
Chris Drake – KESFC and Kent Downs AONB engaged – but need actions.
Afternoon session

The brief was to look at goals from morning and come up with actions and ways of implementation. The delegates divided up into three separate groups, across three half hour sessions to cover the nine ICAP themes.  What follows is a record of discussion and where possible actions: - 
Biodiversity – Breakout group
Biodiversity Goal: Opportunities for enhancing the coastal environment should be sought across all sectors and projects. 
Discussion centred initially on the distinction between protecting/conserving and enhancing.  The group decided that the goal should be refined to reflect this; Opportunities for conserving and enhancing the coastal and marine natural environment should be sought across all sectors and projects.
This also helps to reflect the marine environment and the need for protected areas; the work that is being carried out identifying Marine Conservation Zones.  Opportunities for conserving previously unprotected habitats.
· Noted that EIAs are imposed to prevent loss or damage to existing stock, whereas sustainability imposes an additional obligation, that of enhancement. 
· Possible Action:  compiling a compendium of opportunities for enhancement as opposed to just protection.

· Pointed out that imposing constraints presupposes an understanding of what is where – clearly this is not so in the marine environment. 
A clear point made around the table was that the designated sites national and international around the Kent coast need to be a running theme throughout the topic papers. It was felt that through the morning’s presentations that each topic had referred to challenges or barriers but that designated sites and implications with regard to their legal protection needed to be highlighted as a key consideration.
· To ensure that designated sites are clearly identified in each topic paper as a legal consideration. NB The biodiversity topic paper uses a map of the county to illustrate the designated sites. A web link to Natural England‘s SSSI View could be added.
Group unanimous that actions should be undertaken only where value can be added by additional inputs.  

· Possible Action:  identifying opportunities for strengthening existing/ongoing actions with additional inputs (of resources, political support, publicity, etc.)

A question was asked whether there were opportunities that were realistic in Kent in terms of enhancing coastal habitat. Were there projects that had been explored or identified - how can we best to represent this information?

The group expressed concern that developers were sometimes given ambiguous, confusing or inconsistent advice depending upon whom they consulted.  
· Possible action:  exploring opportunities for ‘one-stop-shop’ of coastal and marine biodiversity metadata.
· To undertake a mapping exercise illustrating “very real opportunities” to restore coastal habitat in Kent.
The EA have been undertaking a Regional Habitat Creation Project 
Each of the SMPs will have referenced areas on the coast that are potential managed realignment sites thus providing opportunities for habitat creation.
Terrestrial development has incorporated biodiversity enhancement as mitigation and good practise Such as incorporating within new developments features such as bat and bird boxes. Could there be a parallel set of guidelines to look at enhancement opportunities with developments affecting the coast?

· To undertake drafting a set of guidelines for developers to enhance biodiversity specifically on the coast.
Sharing knowledge within the wide range of sectors of the biodiversity value of the coast.

· To engage in Stakeholder Knowledge days.
· Learn from best practice by maintaining a record of larger projects which have proved successful. This allows for sharing of experiences and gleaning lessons learnt. 
It was felt that there was a wealth of knowledge about coastal and marine work within the sectors represented on the day of the workshop. 

Quality of the Water Environment - Breakout Group
This group examined taking forward the goal outlined in the morning session: 

Goal: Recognising the importance of high bathing water quality for Kent's beaches and maintaining and improving standards.

The discussion context was “The Revised Bathing Water Directive”
and focused on the following key elements: -

Communication: -
With the public
· Perception of water quality in UK compared to need etc.

· Main pull to tourists is good beaches.

· Promotion of good water and improved quality.

· Implementation of new bathing water directive result in loss of blue flags.

· How do we inform public on H20 quality- updated/explanation of quality etc

· Community engagement action to help improve water quality (how can we assist)
With local authorities

· Action - Influence LA’s to take this issue seriously.

With British Resorts Association
· Does Blue Flag have to be excellent standard? Can a different flag be given?
With Defra

· How can we influence Defra on how directive is implemented?

Through partnerships

· Influence Local Strategic Partnerships to realise importance and influence planning policy.
Key areas for action: -
· Integrated communication plan – see above.

· Influence amount of diffuse pollution, including sustainable drainage systems (SUDS) – working with problem beaches.

· Litter – issue that still needs to be addressed.
· Missing from ICAP – Fishing – general industry strategy that can be applied to all sectors – identify actions.

Issues around blue flag

· Blue Flag – PRIORITY

· Blue flag – application in Kent. What quality schemes do we want to pursue.

· Better understanding of new application of blue flag
· Influence vision/strategy on dealing with H2O

· How real are the risks?

Shoreline Management Plan - Breakout Group

This group examined taking forward the goal outlined in the morning session: 

Goal: “We can’t hold the line forever” – changing perceptions over shoreline management and developing understanding of the issues associated with “coastal squeeze”. 
Discussion: 
Communication

· Target Audience – public.

· Communication to assist with SMP delivery.

· Key message – awareness of above – sea level rise and coastal change. Issues such as loss of amenity – beaches.

· Avoid jargon – public facing language

· How does this affect them?

· Identifying personal risk/ensuring engagement

· Need to sell the benefit of SMP options: hold the line a long term option?

· Take examples e.g. Lydden Valley.

Partnership

· Could ICAP be a stakeholder group?

· SMP work within HM Government guidelines

· Tested against social, economic, environmental criteria

· Personal update of risk/ how to adapt

· What community strategies exist elsewhere – Dorset/Essex

· Provide solutions

· Flooding/erosion

· Potential to deter industry/investment

· Informed private sector/informed decision

· Thames 2100 – threats/risks?

· Integration/crossovers between ICAP thematic

Historic Environment - Breakout Group 
This group examined taking forward the goals outlined in the morning session: 

Goal: - Enhance baseline information for the historic environment. 

· How do we record coastal assets before lost to coastal erosion without central funding.
· Gaps: Industrial and Maritime crossover with Natural Environment  surveys.
· Action: track and share details of survey work to id opportunity for sharing efforts.
· Volunteers – ageing population/retirees. Action - Need to build expertise. 
Goal: - Seek opportunities for reusing and enhancing historic buildings and structures, and using the historic built environment to help develop a sense of place. 

· Action: (influence LDF) Local Development Frameworks should set policy that “use of coastal historic buildings & structures has been addressed.” Should be priority to keep these buildings. 
· Re-using historic building: could these provide accommodation. Landmark buildings.
Goal: Improve access to, and management and interpretation of, coastal heritage sites. 

Discussion focused on following areas: -

Communication

· Interpretation – maybe not on site, but need to provide access via website so people can find out about what they are visiting beforehand.
· Boat based interpretation – using existing structures.
· Children key market. Need to improve understanding.
· Need targeting of information.
· Virtual interpretation.
· Action – communication plan on above.
Tourism
· Local understanding and tourist /visitor market.
· How can Heritage Coast encourage longer visits – more than day trippers. Packages: not just heritage – art; biodiversity etc
· Tourism and Heritage and Art – great day out – but need to address accommodation needs – e.g. Cambria Barge restoration – moor up along the Thames
Goal: Mitigate the effects of coastal change so that heritage assets are protected and, where this is not possible, recorded before destruction. 
· Action: Identify existing assets – will help to inform goal. District Council needs planning applications to id what assets are on the waterfront.
· Action: Assets in baseline and recognition by cc arch/heritage of these assets in planning apps (or lack of)
· Action: Complete RAZAs
· Joined up working with conservation officers.
· Industry/Maritime features overlooks too frequently – need to address this.
· Value of assets – to help determine priorities
· CABE money? Action: involve CABE; private sector, tourist industry is key
· Prioritise structures/buildings for investment
· Coastal access – will be going past coastal structures – partnership
· Partnership is key
Geology and Geomorphology - Breakout Group

This group examined taking forward the goal outlined in the morning session: 

Goal: Maintenance and enhancement of the geological resource. 

· Planning for recovery of geo-artefacts

· Lost exposure

Goal: Promotion of geological resource. 

Communication

· Awareness – professional; public; key organisations not yet engaged in ICAP Academics now coming onboard.

· Build on existing interpretation projects e.g. Thanet Coast Project events, such as “Rock Doc”. Resources – existing websites, bespoke package - celebrate experience.

· Action – communication plans on above.

Also discussed
· RIGS – code of conduct. Localised fossil collecting/recording = scale destruction – Action - examine the need to extend this.

· Action: NE = mapping. 
Industry - Breakout group

An upswing in maritime activity over the next two decades or so was identified, principally:

· carbon, compressed air, and gas storage;

· offshore energy production;

· shipping;

· associated port-based development;

· recreational boating and marina development.

The upswing could provide much-needed employment and infrastructural improvements for hard-pressed coastal communities.

There is, though, a lack of awareness of the size and nature of the existing marine sector in Kent and of the opportunities afforded by new activities. 
· Possible actions:  (1) target existing supply chains with directly relevant and detailed information explaining the opportunities likely to become available locally together with ways in which such opportunities might be taken up; (2) make developers [such as successful Round 3 bidders] aware of the abilities of the existing marine sector in the region.
· Possible action:  take a more proactive stance to one or two future large scale developments in the region, similar, for example, to that being orchestrated by Yorkshire Forward in respect to CCS on the Humber.
A number of barriers to expansion of the marine sector in Kent were identified:

· lack of space for port expansion and for land-based marine-related industrial development;

· threat to existing berths, quays, harbours and associated infrastructure;

· lack of relevant skills and absent or inappropriate training courses;

· uncoordinated sub-regional recreational boating offer;

· opposition to industrial expansion because of a possible threat to the coastal and marine environment.
· Possible actions:  (1) identify the likely needs of offshore developers over the next two decades or so (in respect of everything from local skills to port capacity to supply chains to manufacturing capabilities, and so on, and compare with existing provision – the Crown Estate is undertaking a national exercise like this at present); (2) explore possibilities of land banking to ensure space for expansion of marine-related industry in future years; (3) detail the nature and extent of the threat to existing berths, quays, harbours and associated infrastructure and engage with stakeholders in drawing up an appropriate county strategy for their protection; (4) work with the recreational boating sector to encourage greater coordination and collaboration in developing the county boating/sailing offer; (5) explore the possibility of introducing an INCA to Kent (see www.humberinca.co.uk/links.php).
Tourism Breakout - Group
This group examined taking forward the goals outlined in the morning session: 

Goal: One of the key challenges to face in terms of tourism development in the coastal areas is to arrive at a position where the towns combine to attract greater visitor interest rather than compete in the same markets. 

Goal: Key elements such as marketing, visitor welcome and quality have to be in place to support investment in tourism and regeneration infrastructure. 

· Celebrate unique experience…
· Action - Local delivery e.g. local greeters.
· Destination history – part of this.

· Visitor experience – planners need to know the area requires quality accommodation.
· Public and private – need further reach.
· Facilities for young people e.g. country parks with adventure equipment, travel between sites of interest

· London market – gaps in facilities e.g. joining up the trip.

· Action – better represent what is on offer to encourage longer visit.
· Sustrans/Explore Kent opportunities.
· Cultural trail Whitstable-Margate (CABE 30k) – possible feasibility study, tom.darcy@jacobs.com
Recreation Breakout Group
This group examined taking forward the goal outlined in the morning session: 

Goal: Improvements in "coastal access" for all, i.e. meeting the needs for shore and water based recreational activities and facilities. 

· What we’ve got

· What we want

· What gaps

Discussion of facilities that seem to be missing from some parts of the Kent coast e.g. Public slipways and Walk on walk off  - floating pontoons.

· Action - Needs & facilities study – done for Gravesend and Dartford – need to determine if this info is held by other districts: Thanet DC, possibly Canterbury City Council. 
· Action: identify what is known – not just by district authorities but others analysis e.g. harbour authority. This analysis will then prioritise action.

· Recreational fishing – needs to be picked up better by this theme. Need background info: by Seafish, EA, KESFC

· Coastal access provision through Marine Bill.

· 25% of Kent Coast inaccessible in terms of rights of way – but what is the demand for this? Not necessarily linear access along coast but access to coast from community – need more direct links
Chris Drake

Kent Coastal Officer
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