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This response will use the section headings and paragraph number identification as laid out in the consultation document of June 2009 as and where necessary.

Summary

It is perhaps appropriate to recognise the extent and complexity of the possible problems facing the UK Government (irrespective of political persuasion) in managing the coast through what science is telling us may well be a significant and prolonged period of climate change. Of paramount importance will be our adopted Governance and how we manage our way through that period in the interests of all our people. 

The coast is, of course, in the absolute front line of climate change where sea level rise and more unpredictable weather patterns could have a significant impact on communities within the coastal zone.

Science also indicates that the over reliance and excessive use of fossil fuels by man is a major contributor to high levels of carbon being deposited in our global atmosphere which, we are told, is exacerbating the problem of global warming and consequent climate change.

If that is the case (it is widely accepted to be so) and if Government is serious in it’s philosophy of pursuing the principle ‘the polluter pays’ is it not reasonable to expect the wider nation (everyone) who contributes significantly to the problem to contribute significantly and adequately to the mitigation and adaptation of the front line coastal communities and individuals affected by those problems.

Indeed it could quite reasonably be argued there is a case to invoke the dreaded (by Government) “C” word, compensation, in the democratic interests of fairness and proportionality.

The proposed Coastal Change Policy is the first recognition by Central Government of the urgent need to deal with the consequences of  Second Generation Shoreline Management Plans (SMP2s) which, despite being touted as ‘High Level Strategic Documents’, completely ignore the social and economic impacts of their recommended policy path on coastal communities and individuals. In doing so they would appear to contravene four of Government’s stated Five Principles of Sustainable Development. www.sustainable-development.gov.uk/what/principles.htm
It is an inescapable fact that we are an island nation therefore coast management must be a national priority and must reflect the fact that the coast is a national asset. This consultation makes no reference to the single biggest issue and problem associated with managing the coast, underfunding! 

Many people find it difficult to understand how Government can commit £50 million over the next five years to the creation of a coastal path which may well only benefit a minority. Gift £75million to a foreign nation to assist them to “adapt to climate change”. Many also find it difficult to understand after the Comprehensive Spending Review announcement in Nov 07 that £30million would be made available to “help communities adapt to climate change where defences are no longer considered viable” at the rate of £10million per annum over three years. Yet we are being asked to comment on community adaptation and Pathfinder status backed by a wholly inadequate £11million housed in a competitive bid approach.  

Over app the last quarter of a century successive Governments have massively underfunded coast management (this was noted in the Foresight Study 2004) along with the ,more recent, mistaken belief that “risk management” techniques can be applied on an eroding coast, which of course they can not as borne out by the Insurance industry when applying their actuarial management of risk which leads them to the conclusion that erosion is a certainty not a risk thus their reluctance and refusal to underwrite property in areas affected by coastal erosion. 

Conversely a flood coast can and quite probably should be ‘risk managed’ because flooding is a risk which rarely causes total loss and can be determined by both empirical and projected data. Therefore property situate on a flood coast does have the ability to be underwritten by the Insurance industry.

Coastal Governance should recognise this imbalance and provide a level playing field which could remove the paralysis of property blight in previously defended communities where policy has changed to one of No Active Intervention and are subject to coastal erosion.

This consultation does not address the issue of the balance to be achieved in decision making between the costs of continuing to provide and maintain protection measures and the change to a No Active Intervention policy, the environment or the needs and desires of the community.

This consultation does not inspire confidence in the future as it is an interim policy and gives no assurances beyond 2011. As such it will do little to address blight in coastal communities.

This consultation further underlines the preoccupation of Government with fluvial issues and management (Pitt review etc) and in many ways fails to recognise that the coast has its own problems with its own, entirely different, drivers and solutions which require adequate funding independent of fluvial funding.

2   Background

2.14

In North Norfolk the SMP made it clear that places such as Happisburgh (and others) must be left to erode to provide sediment to the longshore drift thus providing better beaches for downdrift communities. So communities such as Happisburgh etc are expected to become voluntary losers to create winners downdrift. As a member of the Tyndall Centre Workshop to which you refer I know the above point was made yet it is avoided in this consultation. Under the terms of the Kelling to Lowestoft Ness SMP2 Happisburgh is forced to accept that it’s natural supply of sediment from the north is interrupted and diminished by hard defences i.e. at Bacton Gas Terminal and elsewhere yet we have to suffer losses of homes, businesses and land purely to benefit other communities downdrift. That is discriminatory. Along with this there are increasing concerns that intermittent defences along an eroding coastline may bring increased management problems in the future.

2.16—2.26

All of these paragraphs reflect the absolute preconception of applying fluvial management and thinking much of which simply cannot be applied on the coast. Particular emphasis should be placed on the latest proposals for RFDCs which would almost certainly make the situation much worse. RFDCs are perceived by many to be ‘puppet’ organisations of the EA and any increase in what many see as their interference would be resisted. There are also fears that increased localism will inevitably lead to reduced central funding.

All reference to the publication of the EAs erosion maps should be deleted as any such publication prior to a comprehensive Social Justice package and compensation will create widespread blight and deprivation.

3  Supporting communities in adapting to coastal change

3.16—3.20

I am pleased to see that Government accepts the numbers of properties lost in the first epoch will be relatively small which of course means that a great deal more can be done and achieved in assisting them. In para. 3.18 there is an absolute contradiction. If indeed Government is “committed to maintaining sustainable communities” it is certainly not enough to hope that the housing market will adjust of its own accord without ongoing support.

Paragraph 3.19 and its boxed sub heading Compensation and coastal change set out admirably the unbalanced delivery of funding, the preoccupation of Government and its Departments with all matters fluvial to the detriment of the coast and clearly identifies the discrimination against coastal inhabitants. I quote “there is provision within the existing statutory framework for the Environment Agency to pay compensation where it intentionally reduces the level of protection to a property for example by lowering or removing defences to help manage the risk elsewhere. Where this is the case a claim for compensation could be made”. As earlier identified that is precisely why areas such as Happisburgh have to surrender their properties through removal of defences in order to manage the risk elsewhere. However when referring to note 15 it is apparent this only applies in a fluvial situation. That is barefaced discrimination which I would allege is in direct conflict with Article 14 of the Human Rights Act 1998 and the European Convention on Human Rights which prohibits Government discriminating against anyone on “any ground”.

In any event there must be a social and moral imperative to ensure equal treatment for all.

In a modern society home ownership is higher than ever before, rightly or wrongly the ongoing well being of many individuals and families is closely linked and allied to home ownership. Once on the property ladder it is of paramount importance that one maintains that position. Anything which breaks that link can be quite catastrophic to any family.

On the coast there are basically two types of property owner, those who have purchased property on a coast which has never been protected/defended nor has any plan to do so ever been conceived. This of course would be apparent prior to purchase via normal property searches, accordingly some believe the purchaser exercised his/her own judgement in making that purchase and question the use of public funds to compensate for property loss due to erosion in those circumstances.

The second type of property owner has made a decision to purchase in an area which has had the benefit of protection/defences, in some cases for many years, where coastal policy is one of Hold The Line, they firmly believe they acted responsibly in that circumstance having researched adequately prior to purchase and were happy to trust ‘authority’ and its declared coast management policy.

If at some later time ‘authority’ decides to discontinue protection and change the management policy to No Active Intervention with the consequent effect on the value and sale ability of their property those individuals feel completely betrayed and are rarely able to move away from the (now) threatened area as their financial means to do so has been eradicated by a policy change which is completely beyond their control.  The assumption that an offer of renting social housing is either acceptable or in any way socially just is perceived as insulting in the extreme. 

If we are to manage our way successfully through the vagaries of climate change, rising sea levels and increased threat of erosion there must be an ongoing programme of full financial ‘offset’ for those who lose everything they have worked for, their home, when coastal policy is changed from Hold The Line to No Active Intervention.

Any offer to purchase and lease back must be rooted in a realistic valuation that would enable individuals to retain their position on the property ladder on a like for like basis.

It is hoped that the proposed base line, open to all, assistance package proposal will not ‘water down’ any assistance or detract from where the greatest assistance should go, to those who are left severely disadvantaged when policy is changed on an historically defended coast.

With this consultation we seem to have begun the journey toward socially just governance however what is under offer here is woefully inadequate. Government seems to constantly avoid recognising that a smooth effective adaptation to climate change on the coast will have a significant cost and simply cannot be achieved ‘on the cheap’.

True and effective adaptation will require recognition on all sides of the problems and real costs involved and a commitment to work together for the greater good. Climate change and all that it brings is not just a problem for Government nor is it just a problem for those living and working on the front line. It is a problem for all of us and will require realistically adequate funding and co-operation to achieve successful outcomes and avoid serious deprivation.

The comments in the following links form part of this response. Please see:

www.happisburgh.org.uk/campaign/governance
www.happisburgh.org.uk/content/Malcolm_Kerby_CCAG/Malcolm_Kerby_CCAG.doc
www.happisburgh.org.uk/content/WEA_Kerby.doc
4  Preparing and planning for change

4.1—4.2

It is entirely appropriate that the Maritime Authorities should lead on community engagement however they must be adequately supported by Central Government  both financially and logistically in their efforts.

The revised coastal spatial planning updating PPG20 toPPS20 is long overdue and welcomed. I note the use of those infamous words “strategic risk based approach”.

We should beware risk management techniques in areas of erosion. please see 

www.happisburgh.org.uk/comments/feb09.html
4.3—4.23

CCAG is recognised both Nationally and Internationally for its pioneering work on raising community awareness of coast management issues and climate change backed by a wealth of experience in community engagement around the country and remains totally committed in this area. Please see www.happisburgh.org.uk/comments/apr09.html
Participatory budgeting (PB) is of little or no use if the overall budget is woefully inadequate. What use is there in volunteering to manage a budget which is known at the outset to be insufficient to meet the needs of the community in any given situation.

Any and indeed all measures to increase/improve community engagement and understanding are to be welcomed. Funding and ongoing commitment are the key factors to successful community engagement. However community engagement should not be interpreted as an end it itself. It is a vital ingredient en route to well found policy which meets the needs of the true stakeholders, the people. 

It is however absolutely crucial that Government clearly understands and acknowledges the basic fact that no community will support, understand or discuss its own demise either in whole or in part in areas of erosion where policy changes from defending to No Active Intervention without adequate, effective measures in place to provide a socially just outcome i.e. compensation which recognises the full extent of their enforced sacrifice made to benefit others downdrift (sediment supply) and the wider national interest.

Central Government may well spend (some would say waste) millions of pounds of our money on all types of peripheral measures however let us be crystal clear here without parity and equality ( see response to 3.19 above) not just domestically but also with our European partners (where compensation is the norm) there can be no  buy in from affected communities or successful adaptation to climate change.

5   Managing change

5.35—5.41

When dealing with the natural environment in managing the coast there exists a significant anomaly which is causing mounting anger and frustration in many coastal communities and if not adequately addressed will turn many against supporting the natural environment in coastal adaptation. 

Under current Governance there is no compensation for people when they are forced to lose their homes (habitat) and businesses, as previously stated they just lose everything. However when it comes to flora and fauna being displaced whether or not any change of coast management policy is involved compensation must be found irrespective of cost, which is usually enormous. 

It absolutely beggars belief that in a 21st century supposedly democratic society that the very stakeholders who are displaced without compensation resulting in substantial losses are still expected to contribute (taxation) to the uncapped compensation for flora and fauna.

We are constantly told that Natural England’s (NE) role is purely an advisory one. That however is not how their role and conduct ‘on the ground’ is perceived in many coastal communities. Indeed to an increasing number of stakeholders NE is regarded as public enemy number one.

Current governance and operations are unfortunately creating a head on clash between man and nature when managing the coast. There exists an intolerable situation which must be urgently addressed now.

In answer to the two questions posed under the sub heading We ask your views:

I have no examples of good practice in dealing with “the interface between the management of dynamic coastal environments and community well being” I do however have examples of bad practice at the hands of NE.

The answer to the second question “how could we better involve the whole community……………” is really quite simple. Put man on an equal footing with nature and compensate him for his losses just as you do with nature. 

In conclusion, the breadth and depth of the consultation is better than I feared however what is ‘on offer’ within it is woefully inadequate both in financial terms and proposed policy option terms.

The big questions remain unanswered as yet. Despite all the fine rhetoric is Central Government really committed to adaptation to climate change on the coast and the interests of the only true stakeholders, the taxpayers ? 

 If it is, will it commit adequate resources (funding) that we may manage our coast in a socially just, proper, effective manner in the interests of the coast itself, its inhabitants and ultimately the Nation? 

Malcolm Kerby    CCAG   Happisburgh   North Norfolk
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