	
[image: image1.png]Thames Estuary Partnership





	Thames Estuary Partnership

Thames Estuary Recreation and Access Workshop Meeting
Minutes
14.00 -16.00
Thursday 1st December 2011    

 (Room G07, Pearson Building, UCL)




Attendance List 

	Name
	Organisation
	Group

	Jill Goddard
	Thames Estuary Partnership
	A

	Joyce Lowman
	Greenwich Historic Ships Trust
	A

	Chris Edwards
	Royal Yachting Association
	A

	Wendy Yorke
	Thames Rivers Restoration Trust
	A

	Julie MacDonald
	Greenspace Information for Greater London
	A

	Kirsty Jones
	Thames Water
	A*

	Rebekah Mann
	Thames Estuary Partnership
	B

	Adam Ingleby
	Environment Agency
	B

	John Meehan
	Essex County Council
	B

	Tim Webb
	RSPB
	B

	Roger Lankester
	Tollesbury Mud Club
	B

	Leanne Sargeant
	Essex Wildlife Trust
	B

	David Cartlidge
	Thames Estuary Partnership
	C

	Rose Ades
	Save Your Riverside
	C

	Len Banister
	Ramblers Greater London Forum
	C

	Michael Cullen
	Ramblers Association
	C

	Matt Winfield
	Sustrans
	C

	Jos Joslin
	Thames Path
	C

	Russell Robson
	Environment Agency
	D

	Steve Davies
	Royal Yachting Association
	D

	Michael Shefras
	ATYC 
	D

	Kristen Guida
	Climate South East
	D

	Matthew Kuhn
	Halcrow Group Ltd
	D

	Rosemary Waugh
	Thames Water
	D*

	James Goodfellow
	Port of London Authority
	E

	Kevin East
	Canoe England
	E

	Paul Rayner
	Royal Yachting Association
	E

	Patrick Shanahan
	Erith Yacht Club
	E

	Dave Harvey
	Thames Anglers Conservancy
	E


*no attendance 

Apologies

	Henry Cleary        
	Council Member Heritage Afloat

	Michael Dale   
	Parish Council of St James, Isle of Grain

	Graham Butler   
	Ramblers Greater London Forum

	Mr Kim Bromley-Derry    
	London Borough of Newham Newham Dockside

	Louis Jankel
	TUGn

	Mark Lockyer
	Allhallows yacht Club

	Bill Baird
	Environment Agency

	Mark Longstaff
	Marine Management Organisation

	Richard Twyman
	Vinci PLC

	Mike Wells
	Biodiversity by Design

	Dick Holness
	Hollowshore Cruising Club

	Andrew Ward
	Environment Agency

	Stuart Smith
	Quadrant Security

	Simon Hughes MP
	Bermondsey & Old Southwark


Introduction – Jill Goddard, Executive Director, TEP

TEP has a number of Action Groups, of which the Recreational Action Group (RAG) is one.  Originally each had a TEP staff member responsible for it, but this has not been so for several years.  In 2001 consultants produced a Recreation Study Report for RAG; one project that resulted was City to Sea.  Ten years on, the time has come to update the TEP recreation strategy; the best option is to go with the recent Enjoying Water report on Strategic Priorities for Water Related Recreation in London and the South East.  This was produced for the Environment Agency by the University of Brighton, with which a number of people at this Workshop have been involved.  The Report will be put on the TEP website. Russell Robson also circulated summary leaflets on each of the tables (also attached to these minutes).
Enjoying Water provided a platform for joining recreation into a wider landscape approach, which would fit with the localism approach of the coalition government.  TEP has two current relevant projects in the pipeline:

1. Joint hosting of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) Tidal Thames catchment pilot – recreation would be an important aspect (grant successful).
2. The bid for the Greater Thames Marshes project – the bid has reached the second stage and has to be submitted by 16 December.  Public access would be a big part of this.

The outputs from today’s workshop would feed into both projects.

Introduction – Russell Robson, Recreation Officer, Environment Agency South East Region

The aim of Enjoying Water was to supplement regional plans in the South East.  Although with localism there is no longer strategic planning, the project covered a wide range of recreational activities and sought to identify the strategic priorities to enable everyone to enjoy water environments.  By enabling a wide range of bodies to work together, TEP can have an overview of projects and help carry them forward.
Enjoying Water is backed up by a detailed evidence base, which can form the bedrock for funding bids and for linking projects.  It offers opportunities for lots of groups to work together.  But it is important to look at the Estuary as a whole and work on the strategic priorities – which is where TEP comes in.
Introduction to group discussions – Jill Goddard

Those present were split into five groups at separate tables.  Each group was allocated a scribe to record views and ideas on four questions:
1. How can a group like this (RAG) work together for real benefit (what format would the group operate in eg meetings, newsletter, active online forum)?

2. What are individual groups’ issues and priorities in the Thames Estuary area?

3. What are the opportunities for this group (RAG) (geographical? policy? initiatives?) eg Olympic Legacy/WFD participation and funding/Big Society/ Volunteering???
4. Are there any funding and short term project opportunities the group (RAG) should discuss?

Each group was to identify and feed back its two main points (identified below as A and B) on each of the four questions.

Feedback

The feedback from each group is summarised below.

Group A

1. A  Talking to each other is best done at meetings, can be supported by an online forum:  raising awareness is an important role

B  The group can raise support for looking at the interaction between land and water issues for recreation on the Thames.

2. A  Making the Thames and its heritage, both shore and water, accessible to all

B  Working more together, sharing information for everyone’s benefit, and raising awareness to achieve public and political support eg Olympics

3. A  Raised input into planning through raised media profile

B  Exploiting opportunities from statutory projects through a catchment-based approach eg TE2100, WFD, Habitats Directive, Eels, Birds, Marine Planning

4. A  Developing a user plan for opportunities for the River.  Encouraging better use of Section 106 (planning gain) for the River and its environs

B  Producing proof of the socio-economic value of the marine environment to the area, including its heritage

Group B

1 A  Responding to big initiatives/proposals through its large diversity of knowledge.

B  Physical meetings best way of working together but should be limited number.  Email group that everyone can use and respond to could be useful 

2 A  How to get London/Essex/Kent residents interested in the Estuary, know about it and see 

its value

B  Thames Path – how to balance with disturbance to wildlife, especially near protected areas

3 A  Feeding into bigger projects eg TE2100; as a consultative group for new project ideas; assisting with public consultations

B  Volunteering – using members’ contacts to encourage volunteers within their organisations to carry out small project work

4 A  Big projects could promote other funding opportunities

B  Big funding opportunities best worked on by smaller sub-groups and then fed back into the full group

Group C 

1
A  Aim to deliver buy-in by Local Authorities and other statutory bodies

B  Keep group cohesive and thereby maintain "clout" via online forum with only very occasional meetings of whole group (annual - perhaps linked to TEP Annual Forum); would work through ad hoc sub groups of interested organisations on specific issues

 

2
Issues/priorities include:

 - maintain pressure on coastal/marine access issues from Marine Act

 - Thames Path and other Thamesside access opportunities

 - Blue Ribbon – increase the status

 

3
Opportunities

 - Single issue initiatives on opportunity basis, development of joined up response

 - Engagement of Landowners

 - Royal Docks post Olympic Temporary Yacht berths

 

5 Group could be useful to identify potential projects with wide appeal for others (including TEP) to take forward as a funding proposal

Group D
1
A  Needs some meetings – consider breakfast meetings as an option; should also act as a workshop for specific projects.  Links with other groups essential


B  Recreation/access section, including news and comments in Talk of the Thames; should be emailed in PDF format to increase distribution; promote Group on website

2
A  Access – paths, slipways, infrastructure, lack of information.  Generally not conflicts below barrier; upstream there were conflicts between commercial use, angling, recreational boating


B  TE 2100, Marine Conservation Zones (Balanced Seas)


C  There is a vast community: increase cohesion and power of groups; identify the macropriorities, park the individual priorities

3
A  Getting the best from major projects: Olympic legacy (Prescott Lock); nature conservation (Nature Improvement Areas/WFD); airport (section 106); TE2100 (still undefined, at pre-options appraisal stage)


B  Avoid gold-plating projects, concentrate on the basics

4
A  TE2100 (project appraisal; WFD (Defra funding); Natural England/EA capital programme; Lower Thames FAS


B  Influence the development of Neighbourhood Plans

Group E

1
A  Needs to combine meetings and electronic contact – interpersonal contact important, but not too many meetings!  Daytime meetings restrict who can attend


B  Needs commitment of individuals to make it work

2
A  Need to be proactive and work with statutory bodies; identify major projects that could be threats


B  Access to water: needs to be properly mapped; needs to be inclusive

3
A  Raising awareness of plans/actions and using ability to influence


B  As project facilitator, helping to resolve conflicts

4
A  WFD funding – includes recreation


B  The impact of increased activity and participation – including need for safety awareness

Conclusion – David Cartlidge, Vice Chairman, TEP

TEP will circulate the minutes of the meeting, including the feedback.  TEP will undertake more work in January to collate the results of this workshop and any emails sent to us (extracting common themes). From this, TEP hope to develop an Action Plan for the group.
On a show of hands, there was agreement that a Recreational Action Group was a good thing.

Roger Lankester asked how RAG was going to decide on stakeholder coverage.  The aim was to be inclusive and invite all interested recreational bodies.  Additional bodies included those covering personal water craft; horseriding (invited but did not attend); kitesurfing.

Lastly David thanked everyone for coming and for their contributions to the meeting.

Annex A: Comments made during the workshops for each group (in addition to the key points already noted in the minutes). 
Group A – Jill Goddard

Q1 - Working Together

· Face to face meetings with a short focus is useful 

· For the group to work effectively there needs to be actions on what happens next and who will do it

· Use the Enjoying Water table (handout by Russell Robson) to record actions taken 

· Need real engagement from from authorities under used for recreation

· The group thought that an online forum to support the group would be useful – especially if adding local actions and information

Q2 - issues/priorities include:

· A priority and issue of this workshop group is to maintain freedom of navigation for all

· That there needs to be teamwork rather than competition

· Updating evidence base GIGL (Greenspace information for Greater London) with new sites – this group can help identify them.

· An issue is that there is no voice for Thames Heritage and historic boats. Planning does not consider this as a local benefit. 

· Dealing with authorities (e.g PLA) is weighted towards commercial side, i.e. limited or no resources engaged on recreational use. 
Q3 – Opportunities

- The Recreation and Access group can link in to TE2100 flood Risk Plans

- EU regs – Eels, Habitat, Birds, WFD and all other designations

- London Rivers Action Plan

- Marine Planning up to Teddington

- Transport speeds and wash impacts and costs

- Raising Media exposure

- Thames Tunnel 

Q4 – Funding

· Section 106 – maximum use towards the river / edge recreation 

· Develop a user plan to identify opportunities for river planning

· Economic proof of marine environment value to the area to include an ecysyste service approach

· Evidence of socio-economic benefit case studies to persuade others

· Heritage project funding 

Group B – Rebekah Mann

Q1 - Working Together

· It was suggested that too regular meetings are not a good idea (max of 2 per year) as it is difficult to get everyone together in one place and for many it is also expensive for travel. However, physical meetings were decided as the best method of working together. 

· Working groups via email (where everyone has access to respond to group emails and send out info) was suggested as beneficial as a secondary method of keeping the network up to date between meetings. 

· Online Forums / newsletters were considered difficult as it requires a secretariat / moderator. 

· Site visits were proposed as an idea to give a hands on feel (as round table discussions can sometimes be too academic). Multiple use sites could be used as good case studies for all to see how different types of recreation can use the same site successfully (e.g. Tollesbury Fleet). 

Q2 - issues/priorities include:

· Thames Path: Group B thought a key issue for the Recreation and Access group to address is disturbance that is caused by different types of recreation to wildlife (especially where the Thames Path is in contact with protected areas)

· The issue of how to get the public more interested, aware and to see the value of the Thames Estuary as a recreational space. Also, how to get the full demographic spectrum of the public interested and aware (rather than just certain niche groups) 

· The issue of sites to access to the water and how to maintain them. There are limited public access points and there was a concern over the costs to maintain these access points. 

· The issue of how to resolve the differences of interest/ conflict between users was noted as a key priority (especially regarding the future and and emerging types of recreation such as mud-balling/mud-football). 

· A priority to develop visitor centres / honeypots and how to promote them and link them together as a network. The idea of having ‘key recreational centres’ that combine multi-uses (e.g. canoeist stops, birdwatching, etc)

Q3 – Opportunities

· Key opportunity of this group is to link in with larger projects (e.g. TE2100, WFD) and use the groups combined experience and knowledge to be able to combine issues for multiple benefits. The group could act as a consultative group for new project ideas as well as a group to assist with public consultations. 

· Volunteering opportunities of the group – considering the wealth of combined experience the group could be made aware of small project work and the members could then encourage volunteers within their organisations to carry out this work. 
Q4 - Funding

· Big projects, e.g. Nature Improvement Areas project / Greater Thames Marshes (if successful) could act as a structure to carry and promote other funding opportunities at the landscape scale.

· The group felt big funding opportunities (e.g. HLF) should not be considered by the group as a whole, but that smaller sub-groups could work on these opportunities and then be able to feedback/consult with the group. 

Group C – David Cartlidge

Q1 - Working Together

 - RAG should aim to deliver buy in by Local Authorities and other Statutory bodies

 - keep group cohesive and thereby maintain "clout" via online forum with only VERY occasional meetings of whole group (Annual - perhaps linked to annual forum) work through ad hoc sub groups of interested organisations on specific issues

 

Q2 - issues/priorities include:

 - maintain pressure on coastal/marine access issues from Marine Act

 - Thames Path and other thamesside access

 - Blue Ribbon - up the status

 

Q3 - Opportunities

 - Single issue initiatives on opportunity basis, development of joined up response

 - Engagement of Landowners

 - Royal Docks post Olympic Temporary Yacht berths

 

Q4 - Funding

Group could be useful to identify potential projects with wide appeal for others (including TEP) to take forward as a funding proposal

Group D – Russell Robson

Q1 - Working Together

· The group felt the idea of physical meetings were good, as well as workshops for specific projects. They liked the idea of breakfast meetings. 

· TEP should link all their groups – using Talk of the Thames Magazine for publication of key issues (the idea of a Recreation and Access section in Talk of the Thames). 

· Promotion of the group on the TEP website

· Talk of the Thames should be emailed as a PDF to increase circulation and awareness

Q2 - issues/priorities include:

· Accessibility of the Estuary – all forms. Lots of opportunities. 

· Lack of information – more info would enable greater understanding  of the key issues and priorities. 

Q3 – Opportunities

· TE2100 – still undefined 

· Nature improvement Area / WFD

Q4 - Funding

· TE2100 / WFD – large infrastructure

· EA National Coastal Programme. Wider Engagement.

· Influencing New Neighbourhood Plans 

Group E – Paul Rayner

Q1 - Working Together

· There are problems with daytime meetings as they can exclude practitioners. Electronic communications were viewed favourably – especially highlighting the need to combine the 2 forms of communication (physical and electronic). 

· An online forum was considered a resource issue. Who would have access and how would it be maintained? 

· Individual commitment is needed for the group to work together effectively

· Interested groups could be linked via the TEP website www.thamesweb.com

Q2 - issues/priorities include:

· Priority that TEP and partners need to be proactive on major projects in working with statutory bodies. 

· Threats (e.g. WFD, MCZs, TE2100, airports)

· Key issue of Access to Water and the need for its mapping, identfying activities and ensuring people/the public are engaged and included with what is happening 

Q3 – Opportunities

· The group has an ability to influence

· Act as a lobbying network

· Opportunity of a project facilitator to help resolve conflicts

· The group has a real opportunity to raise awareness of plans and actions

Q4 - Funding

· WFD funding includes recreation and should be considered

· Increased activity on the river

· NGB increased participitation and safety awareness
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