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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report provides an analysis and evaluation of the CCATCH – Beaulieu to Calshot
Pathfinder project; the aim being to draw out the lessons learned and areas of best practice
so as to inform the wider CCATCH - the Solent project, as well as the Interreg IVa funded
CC2150 and Beyond.
The methods employed to gather data included interviewing the key stakeholders involved in
the process as well as the engagement consultants who facilitated it.
This was
supplemented by carrying out a public survey to gauge the project awareness and to
interview the project managers of several other coastal adaptation projects, so as to enable a
comparison with the work being carried out elsewhere.
The results are generally very supportive of the approach taken and the tools and techniques
employed during the Pathfinder, though highlighting with some clear room for improvement
and consideration. On the basis that the selection of the area and the need for the project
has already been established, the lessons learned relate inter alia to the application of
stakeholder engagement and the commitment to implement identifiable actions; where
engagement relates to its use both at the outset of the project and as a part of a developed
on-going network beyond the lifetime of the funding. Commitment to following through with
specific actions identified as part of the Adaptation Plan could then be implemented. In order
to agree the Plan, and identify actions, it was clear that there was a need for specialist skills,
and that these had been available for the Pathfinder. However, further consideration should
be given to the use and interaction of consultants so as to their maximise effectiveness.
In relation to tools and techniques, many of those employed were innovative, but not all were
well attended. Local specificity means that the activities selected should best reflect the
nature of the area. However, maximising the use of high quality visual tools as a way of
communicating scientific and technical information is recommended. One of the key areas
identified as a lesson learned relates to the Pathfinder‟s communication and publicity, with
the evaluation identifying scope for improvement in the project website, and use of local
newspapers, TV and radio. Employing a more developed communication strategy should
certainly help with public awareness as well as lead to greater engagement with some of the
activities.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Project background

As climate change accelerates the dynamism of natural processes, its impacts are
likely to be most keenly felt in the coastal zone where littoral communities face an
increasing risk of both erosion and flooding, as a result of predicted sea level rise and
increased storminess. As a response, the primary mechanism on a global scale has
been one of mitigation, in order to reduce the anthropogenic causes at its root.
However, perceived limitations of this approach, led Parties to the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) to agree in Bali, 2007 that an
alternative approach of adaptation should play a significantly greater role in the future.
This is now embedded as one of the post 2012 pillars.
Enhanced vulnerability requires solutions, and a more strategic approach to ensure
that timely and effective measures are taken, whilst achieving coherence across
different sectors and levels of governance. As a result there have been a number of
adaptation projects which have been funded, trialled and reviewed; each demonstrating
good practice approaches as well as evident challenges and barriers to success.
In the UK, DEFRA has funded a series of fifteen coastal „Pathfinder‟ projects, to test
new and innovative approaches to planning for coastal change. One of those selected
is the Hampshire County Council project entitled „Coastal Communities Adapting to
Change‟ (CCATCH), which covers the stretch of coast from Beaulieu to Calshot in the
Solent. The objectives of the CCATCH – Beaulieu to Calshot project are as follows:
To engage the local community in all aspects of coastal change and how it will
impact on existing residents, businesses and visitors
To provide an economically and environmentally sustainable adaptation
strategy to safeguard the long term future of Lepe Country Park and to
integrate the strategy into a wider plan for this stretch of coastline
To bring together different concerns and priorities into a shared understanding
which will be the basis for agreeing joint action
To provide educational and interpretational opportunities that can communicate
coastal change and build a high level of understanding within the local
community
The project started in January 2010 and involved various means of engagement prior
to the development and dissemination of a draft Adaptation Plan in November 2011.
The purpose of this report is to evaluate this CCATCH – Beaulieu to Calshot project so
as to feed the results into a wider project entitled CCATCH – Solent; this being part of
an Environment Agency led project entitled „Coastal Communities 2150 and beyond‟
(CC2150).
1.2

Project deliverables

The project deliverables of this evaluation, as defined by the CCATCH evaluation
tender, are as follows:
To assess the success and weaknesses of the methodology and approach
used in the CCATCH - Beaulieu to Calshot project.
To assess the success and weaknesses of the techniques and tools used in the
CCATCH - Beaulieu to Calshot project
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To identify the barriers to engagement throughout the CCATCH - Beaulieu to
Calshot project and to determine how these might be overcome.
To identify the benefits or otherwise to the community and stakeholders of the
CCATCH - Beaulieu to Calshot project
To determine whether the CCATCH - Beaulieu to Calshot project met its
objectives
To determine key lessons learned through the CCATCH - Beaulieu to Calshot
project
To review a range of other coastal adaptation projects in order to draw out
success and weaknesses/lessons learnt/best practice
To propose best practice and identify those that may be taken forward in other
projects, in particular the CCATCH – the Solent project.
1.3

Report structure

This report will evaluate the CCATCH – Beaulieu to Calshot pathfinder project,
reviewing the approach taken and the tools and techniques employed. Prior to the
evaluation it will outline the methodology employed. However, to start with, it will
review the different approaches available to adapt, highlighting several recently funded
projects, and briefly outline the engagement process employed in CCATCH – Beaulieu
to Calshot. Since the focus of this evaluation is on the success of the participatory
process employed, an account will also be made of the best practice elements of
stakeholder engagement.
2.0

ADAPTING TO CLIMATE CHANGE IN THE COASTAL ZONE

2.1

Approaches to Adaptation

Numerous definitions have been cited with regard to adaptation. In terms of
antecedence, it has its origins in the natural sciences and broadly refers to the
development of genetic or behavioural characteristics that enable organisms or
systems to cope with environmental change (Smit and Wandel, 2006). This concept
has broadened however to include not only ecological responses to change but also
socio-economic and political ones. With regards to climate change, Smit et al. (2000,
p. 225), in a wide-ranging definition refers to adaptation as being “adjustments in
ecological-socio-economic systems in response to actual or expected climatic stimuli,
their effects or impacts”.
Other definitions focus more narrowly on an anthropocentric view where adaptation is
seen as a human response by individuals, communities, institutions and society to the
risks associated with climate change. Lim et al. (2004) for example, in the United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) report on Adaptation Policy Frameworks,
states that “adaptation is a process by which strategies moderate, cope with and take
advantage of the consequences of climate events”, thus implying that adaptation is an
inherently planned process. Though this need not necessarily be the case, it is clearly
appropriate to develop a coherent and holistic policy framework with which to consider
and implement adaptation. This might be done either in terms of developing discrete
adaptation strategies designed specifically for the purpose, or by „mainstreaming‟,
where adaptation strategies are integrated into the existing planning and governance
processes. The strategies should also consider whether they are aimed primarily at
climate change as a whole, showing gradual long period modifications over time, or
whether they focus on climate variability and extreme events in the near future.
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According to the UNDP report (Lim et al., 2004) there are various approaches to
developing adaptation policy frameworks (APF), as shown in Table 1. These
approaches are not mutually exclusive; instead they represent complimentary ways of
considering adaptation, with the range of ideas and concepts involved being
intrinsically linked. For example, the purpose of adaptation is to reduce vulnerability,
where vulnerability is a function of the exposure and sensitivity of the system to
hazardous conditions. This has emerged as a cross-cutting theme in research on the
human dimensions of global environmental change (O‟Brien et al., 2004) and is
inherently dynamic. Adaptive capacity on the other hand reflects the potential for a
community to address and plan for exposure (Ford and Smit, 2004). In assessing
these relative approaches, one can describe them as either being „top down‟ or „bottom
up‟. Top down approaches relate to the use of scenarios, downscaled from global
climate models (GCM), whereas bottom up approaches commence at a local or
grounded level by addressing socio-economic responses to climate which tend to be
location specific (Dessai and Hulme, 2004). Adaptation and vulnerability assessments
are usually categorised as bottom up approaches.
Table 1: Approaches to developing adaptation policy frameworks (Lim et al.,
2004)
Approach

Description

(Natural) Hazardsbased approach

This approach assesses current climate vulnerability or risk in
the priority system and uses climate scenarios to estimate
changes in vulnerability or risk over time and space. This
essentially analyzes possible outcomes from a specific climate
hazard.
This approach focuses on the characterisation of a priority
system‟s vulnerability and assesses how likely critical
thresholds of vulnerability are to be exceeded under climate
change. Current vulnerability is seen as a reflection of both
development conditions and sensitivity to current climate. This
approach can be used to feed into a larger climate risk
assessment.
This approach assesses a system with respect to its current
adaptive capacity, and proposes ways in which adaptive
capacity can be increased so that the system is better able
cope with climate change including variability.
This approach assesses the efficacy of an existing or
proposed policy in light of changing exposure or sensitivity.

Vulnerability-based
approach

Adaptive-capacity
approach

Policy-based
approach

2.2

Best Practice Stakeholder Participation

Over recent decades the promotion and acceptance of stakeholder participation has
become widely embedded into environmental decision making; in part as a result of
global political initiatives such as Agenda 21 and the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe‟s Aarhus Convention, 1998. Increasingly it has been seen as
a democratic right and one that is a panacea for difficult conflict based decisions, such
as with regard to coastal change and adaptation. However, despite this there is also
an acknowledged disillusionment with the process, amongst many, which stems from
its apparent inability to achieve desired results on a regular basis.
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As such, and so as to inform its application, Reed (2008) identified eight characteristics
of best practice in stakeholder participation by carrying out a wide ranging grounded
theory analysis of the literature. Having drawn a distinction between public and
stakeholder participation, the characteristics are as follows:
I. Stakeholder participation needs to be underpinned by a philosophy that
emphasises empowerment, equity, trust and learning
II. Where relevant, stakeholder participation should be considered as early as
possible and throughout the process
III. Relevant stakeholders need to be analysed and represented systematically
IV. Clear objectives for the participatory process need to be agreed among
stakeholders at the outset
V. Methods should be selected and tailored to the decision-making context,
considering the objectives, type of participants and appropriate level of
engagement
VI. Highly skilled facilitation is essential
VII. Local and scientific knowledge‟s should be integrated
VIII. Participation needs to be institutionalised
These characteristics not only represent justifiable features of best practice; they also
represent a means by which any participatory approach may be assessed, since they
can be employed as criteria by which success or otherwise can be measured.
2.3

Participatory Adaptation Projects in the Coastal Zone

Since the UNFCCC Conference in Bali, 2007 funding has been made available both by
national government and the European Union, for a number of projects where
innovative techniques have been used to develop coastal adaptation plans. These
include the following:
Innovative Management for Europe‟s Changing Coastal Resource (IMCORE)
CoastAdapt Project
DEFRA Pathfinders
Coastal Communities 2150 and Beyond (CC2150)
The key for all of these projects is that they identify best practice and inform how
adaptation might best be applied in coastal areas more widely. An evaluation of all the
techniques employed would clearly be very useful but is beyond the scope of this
report. Instead, each will be briefly outlined in the following section.
2.3.1

Innovative Management for Europe’s Changing Coastal Resource
(IMCORE)

Innovative Management for Europe‟s Changing Coastal Resource, or IMCORE, was a
three and a half year, 6 million Euro project funded under the EU Interreg IVB
programme. The project, which came to an end in October 2011, involved 9 partner
areas in North-West Europe, each of which was represented by „an expert couplet‟,
consisting of a policy makers (local authorities) and researchers, often in the form of
local Universities.
The aim was to increase the capacity of each area to respond to the ecological, social
and economic impacts of climate on the viability of coastal sectors such as fisheries
4

and aquaculture, ports and shipping, marine recreation, and shoreline management. In
order to achieve this, it set out to develop a methodology and template to aid coastal
managers in developing adaptive strategies.
A number of work packages were central to the project outputs; these being based
around the use of multimedia information technology and visualisation; the
development of training materials; and the development of local adaptation strategies.
The combination of these is intended to have a long term legacy and to inform wider
coastal areas, with the project currently seeking an extension to its funding so as to
continue this work.
2.3.2

CoastAdapt Project

CoastAdapt is a three year project; part funded through the EU Regional Development
Fund within the EU Interreg IVB Northern Periphery Programme, and includes five
partners in Iceland, Norway, Ireland and Scotland. The project, which started in 2010,
aims to develop and implement a set of adaptation tools so as to reduce the risks
associated with climate change for coastal communities.
The methods being employed in the project include the application of a participatory
approach; the use of multimedia; and the development of tools and services such as
adaptive capacity measurements, adaptation strategies, decision support tools, and
learning materials. The intention is also to network and interact with other related
projects, between North Atlantic coastal communities, and with central governments.
The project is on-going but the outcomes are intended to include an improved
awareness and understanding of climate change and adaptation by both partner
communities and authorities so that it might be mainstreamed into local municipality
planning policies. The intention is to support this through the exchange of best practice
and the production of a best practice handbook; along with a web-based knowledge
and information resource, providing relevant information, data, and resources
generated by the CoastAdapt project, and suitable for the use of North Atlantic coastal
communities.
2.3.3

DEFRA Pathfinders

The Pathfinders are 15 sites around the coast of England aimed at exploring new ways
of adapting to coastal change, as listed in Table 2. The funds, amounting to nearly £11
million, were allocated in 2009 and nearly all of the projects have now completed their
activities, having fed back a project evaluation and lessons learned to DEFRA. DEFRA
are now in the process of compiling a combined evaluation of the Pathfinder projects
which is due for dissemination in 2012.
The subject of this evaluation is the Hampshire Coastal Change Pathfinder which is
concerned with the Beaulieu to Calshot stretch of coastline in the Solent. This has also
recently completed its activities, leading to the production of an Adaptation Strategy,
which was sent out to stakeholders in November 2011. This evaluation of the
engagement processes involved in CCATCH - Beaulieu to Calshot will feed into a
wider project, CCATCH – The Solent which is specifically concerned with „bringing
together the different concerns and priorities of Hampshire‟s coastal communities into a
shared understanding of coastal change which will be the basis for agreeing a joint
vision for future adaptation in a changing climate‟. This represents a „bottom-up
approach‟, and one that is a partner within the Environment Agency led CC2150 and
Beyond project.
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Table 2: Pathfinder Projects
Region
North west
North east

East

South east

South
South west

2.3.4

Pathfinder
Sefton Coastal Change Pathfinder
Scarborough Coastal Change Pathfinder
East Riding Coastal Change Pathfinder
Lincolnshire Coastal Change Pathfinder
North Norfolk Coastal Change Pathfinder
Waveney Coastal Change Pathfinder
Great Yarmouth Coastal Change Pathfinder
Tendring Coastal Change Pathfinder
Hastings Coastal Change Pathfinder
East Sussex Coastal Change Pathfinder
Chichester Coastal Change Pathfinder
Hampshire Coastal Change Pathfinder
Dorset Coastal Change Pathfinder
South Hams Coastal Change Pathfinder
Somerset Coastal Change Pathfinder

Coastal Communities 2150 and Beyond (CC2150)

Coastal Communities 2150 and Beyond (CC2150) is an EU Interreg IVa – 2-Seas
funded, Priority 2a (Promoting and enhancing a safe and healthy environment) project
aimed at „creating the conditions that could decrease vulnerability to coastal change in
communities in the 2 Seas area through the exchange of knowledge within the context
of integrated coastal zone management (ICZM)‟.
The project is led by the UK Environment Agency (Southern Region) in conjunction
with five other partners in Belgium, The Netherlands, and the UK, including Hampshire
County Council, and runs from January 2011 to December 2013 with a total budget
€2.9 million. CC2150 is aimed at reducing future risks and vulnerability associated with
higher sea levels, in the context of limited funding for sea defences, competing short
term priorities and increasing pressures of coastal development and population. To
achieve this it focuses on enabling those affected to see the wider implications of
coastal change, rather than only their immediate or personal concerns, and is intended
to develop ways of communicating coastal change issues to vulnerable coastal
communities. By informing the communities of the best available predictions of climate
change impacts the idea is that they are empowered to find proactive responses to the
problem of coastal change and plan for the future. Thus CC2150 is intended to
develop ways to communicate and engage with vulnerable communities as well as
enabling an understanding of community views thus leading to the development of an
integrated vision of the future.
As one of the partners within CC2150, Hampshire County Council‟s project initiative is
known as Coastal Communities Adapting to Change (CCATCH). This is based on, and
an extension of, the Pathfinder project CCATCH - Beaulieu to Calshot.
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3.0

COASTAL COMMUNITIES ADAPTING TO CHANGE (CCATCH)

3.1

Introduction

The Solent is an estuarine area approximately 50 km long and between 1.2 - 8 km
wide, separating the Isle of Wight from the mainland of Britain, on the south coast of
England. The complex is likely to be particularly vulnerable to coastal change since it
is densely populated, low-lying and highly contested by a range of competing interests.
It is also likely to include specific areas known as „Coastal Change Management Areas‟
that will not be protected by any new measures; hence requiring vulnerable
communities to adapt. CCATCH is Hampshire County Council‟s response to this need
and is the local project contributing to CC2150. As shown in Figure 1, the Solent
project area has a long coastline including Hampshire, the Isle of Wight and parts of
West Sussex.

Figure 1: CCATCH project area
CCATCH has the following objectives:
1. Explore the full range of hazards and risks to which coastal communities
may be exposed i.e. flooding by the sea, coastal erosion and coastal
instability
2. To engage the local community in all aspects of coastal change and how it
will impact on existing residents, businesses and visitors.
3. To provide educational and interpretational opportunities that can
communicate coastal change and build a high level of understanding within
the local community.
7

4. To raise awareness of long term sea level rise amongst politicians and
elected Members.
The key activities carried out as part of CCATCH are the identification of priority areas
within the Solent, on the basis of risk assessment; and community engagement, with a
view to developing an Adaptation Strategy.
CCATCH aims to undertake a comprehensive stakeholder analysis of 6 communities
most at risk in the Solent. This process is aimed at determining the key messages to
communicate and ensuring an integrated view of the issues related to coastal change
and adaptation. In turn it is intended to lead to the creation of a coastal adaptation plan
to act as a vision for the future. In doing so it will determine the interpretation
material/tools required (e.g. maps, models, displays, timeline); the most effective
engagement approach and techniques for different sections of the community (drop-in
sessions, exhibitions, focus groups etc.); and identify a programme of events.
The project will use a variety of techniques to engage community members, with
stakeholders being identified by their relationship to coastal change; that is the degree
to which they will be impacted by climate change; and the influence they have in
responding to that change. The use of these criteria enables the characterisation of
„communities‟ in the Solent, along with the development of a „stakeholder map‟.
The process involves a phased approach intended to lead from broad conversations
with a range of different stakeholders through to a more detailed level of discussions
leading to an adaptation strategy. The three phases of engagement are as follows:
Phase 1 - encourage people to be drawn in and get a „feel‟ for the topic and the
level of concern or interest.
Phase 2 - draw out more in depth information, engaging people in the topic
through „coastal change conversations‟.
Phase 3 – using in depth discussion to gain commitment and engender longterm engagement, buy-in; turning „attitude‟ into „action‟.
In order for lessons to be learnt, and to allow for the development of best practice as
part of CC2150, the engagement process to date has focussed on the CCATCH
Beaulieu to Calshot Pathfinder as a pre-determined pilot study area. Once the
effectiveness of the process employed in the Pathfinder has been fully evaluated,
which is of course the subject of this report, the main part of the CCATCH project will
be to roll this out to the Priority Areas.
3.2

CCATCH Beaulieu to Calshot Pathfinder

The CCATCH Beaulieu to Calshot Pathfinder covers a 10 km stretch of coast in the
Western Solent, as shown in Figure 2, and is one that Hampshire County Council have
long recognised as an „at risk‟ area from coastal change. The area includes Lepe
Country Park and Calshot Activity Centre, both of which have experienced regular
flooding, whilst private landowners in the area are concerned about future erosion of
their land.
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Figure 2: CCATCH Beaulieu to Calshot
3.2.1

Phase 1: community engagement

The Phase 1 public engagement process was intended to reach out to the users of the
coastal strip, as well as focussing on coastal communities, and was implemented by
the consultancy „Resources for Change‟, who employed a range of different
approaches including face to face interviews, drop in sessions, stands and activities at
existing events, and educational visits. The techniques and products developed during
this Phase included inter alia:
Stories of Change: Designed to capture community imagination, stories and
pictures were collected as part of family activities, school sessions and online.
These have been collated and presented as a booklet.
Timeline: In conjunction with „Stories for Change‟, the community were
encouraged to bring photos/artefacts from the past to be displayed as part of a
timeline to show the historic changes that have taken place along the coast.
This has also been included in the Stories of Change booklet.
ERODE: A community art group called „Artsway‟ were commissioned to
produce a temporary sculpture demonstrating coastal change during Marine
Week at Lepe. Visitors and school children were encouraged to help build the
sculpture using materials collected from the area.
Beach art activities: These represented a focus to enable coastal change
conversations to take place.
Educational materials and activities: A range of activities were undertaken at
the Country Park, including guided coastal walks.
A model was produced of the options for the visitor centre at Lepe Country Park
Interviews and questionnaires: As well as informal face to face coastal change
conversations, formal interviews were also held with a variety of key
stakeholders at events, on site, or through door to door canvassing.
9

Google Map: Location specific comments raised through the process
(observations, local knowledge and opinions) were mapped giving a
geographical representation of people‟s relationship with, and understanding of
the coast. This series of maps showed past and predicted future changes along
the coast, creating a living document to aid clarity.
A 3d computer animated flythrough shows the predicted flooding that would
occur over a 100 year period if no defences were present. These were highly
successful in enabling the community to visualise future changes.
A full evaluation of the Phase will be detailed later but it is clear that it revolved around
developing a better community understanding of coastal change. The timeline, for
example, showed that coastal change has always occurred, with communities adapting
to it accordingly, and leading changes in coastal use over time.
3.2.2

Phase 2: deliberative dialogue

Phase 1 was employed to raise awareness and understanding, whereas the purpose of
Phase 2 was to develop a process of deliberative dialogue so as to enable an
agreement of future action. The consultancy „Dialogue Matters‟ was commissioned to
facilitate the process, based on by the principles of consensus building and conflict
management, so as to ensure that:
Respect for stakeholders underpinned all actions
All forms of knowledge were valued, not just technical and scientific
Clarity was achieved about what stakeholders could influence
The dialogue process ran from March 2011 to September 2011 and involved two
workshops. Prior to the first workshop, initial briefing material was sent to stakeholders
to set the scene and provide succinct background information, which was aimed at
helping them move from positional stances and varying knowledge and perspectives of
coastal change, to exploring and broadening their thinking and understanding.
During the first workshop, resources from Phase 1 were made available and
consideration was given to the benefits and challenges of coastal change, identifying
current trends that need to be taken into account, and considering what is already
being done to adapt to these likely changes. The workshop then focussed on the
priority topics identified through the Phase 1 engagement, with a view to the likely short
and long term changes, as well as employing an iterative approach to possible
solutions for adaptation. This process was continued at the second workshop in which
the consensus building process narrowed the discussion to the recommendations and
actions necessary to achieve these solutions, as well as to how these might be
implemented.
During workshops, the facilitation team recorded the essence of what was said, the
outputs of which were then written up as workshop reports, and provide a detailed
record of the views expressed. The clustering of points was done using a method
called „emergent processing‟ which allows themes and subject areas to emerge rather
than making the text conform to a pre-judged set of titles or expectations, thus ensuring
that the most insightful understandings and points are determined.
The workshops provided facilitated discussions that were intended to enable an open
debate of a difficult and potentially contentious subject. As with Phase 1, a full
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evaluation of this Phase will be detailed later. However, the outcome has been that an
Adaptation Plan was disseminated to stakeholders in December 2011.
3.2.3 Hampshire County Council’s evaluation report
As part of the pathfinder process, HCC fed back a final evaluation report to DEFRA,
including the following statement of lessons learnt:
The process of community engagement is much better understood. This means
that the work can be more efficiently planned and the required outcomes and
outputs from engagement activities more easily defined.
The techniques for community engagement that worked well and at what stage
of the engagement these are best employed.
Sufficient time should be allowed for effective engagement.
It is important that the process is flexible to enable techniques to be used that
are most effective with the community.
It is important not to have preconceived ideas of what the community thinks or
understands.
Ensuring the project steering group is informed of the development of the
stands of the project is necessary to utilise the group‟s strengths.
Using the project webpage as a depository of information that members can
access is a very useful way of sharing information and progression.
Active and open dialogue with regulatory bodies is key to removing barriers and
progressing projects.
The need for simple explanations and visual interpretation of the possible
impacts of coastal change is necessary to support engagement activities.
It is important that the project is considered as a project led by HCC not an HCC
project – this might have been achieved by getting higher level buy in from
partner organisations.
Useful to learn from other similar projects in order to share ideas and approach.
4.0

PROJECT METHODOLOGY

4.1

Introduction

In order to fulfil the project deliverables, the methodology identifies two key stages,
namely data gathering and analysis; and the evaluation. Each will be detailed, followed
by an outline of limitations and the project schedule.
4.2 Data gathering and analysis
In order to get an understanding of whether the engagement activities were successful
or not, the principal data gathering approach was through the use of interviews with the
stakeholders involved in the process, and the consultants who facilitated phases 1 and
2. In order to understand how CCATCH Beaulieu to Calshot compares with other
coastal adaptation projects, interviews were also carried out with several coordinators
of other Pathfinders as well as the Project Manager of IMCORE. This was
supplemented by a review of their respective evaluation reports.
In addition to the interviews, a short public survey questionnaire was also carried out to
gauge public awareness and understanding of the process.
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4.2.1

Interviews

Table 3 identifies four categories of interview that were considered relevant to the
evaluation, detailing examples of each; the numbers involved; and whether the
interviews were carried out either face to face or using the telephone. Categories 1
and 2 refer to stakeholder representatives; Category 1 being the key stakeholders and
members of the Steering Group; and Category 2 being those otherwise engaged in the
process. The Category 1 representatives were invited to give face to face interviews,
and Category 2 to give telephone interviews. It was considered important to also
include non-engaged stakeholders in this group so as to identify the possible barriers to
participant involvement. Both Categories 1 and 2 interviews were based on the
questionnaire included as Appendix 1.
Table 3: Interview categories and approaches
Category

Cohort

Interview
approach

Interview
numbers

Interviewees

1

Key Stakeholders
involved in the
Steering Group and
other key
stakeholders who
were engaged in the
process

Face to
face

10

E.g. Lepe Country
Park, Cadland Estate,
Exbury Estate,
Friends of Lepe,
NFNP,
Beach Hut Users

2

Stakeholders
Telephone
involved
in
the Interviews
engagement activity;
including those that
were invited but did
not attend.

10-20

E.g. NFDC,
Calshot Activity
Centre, Other Friends
of Lepe, Parish
Councils, Natural
England, Environment
Agency

3

Engagement
facilitation
consultants

Telephone
Interviews

2

Resources for Change
Dialogue Matters

4

Officers from other
coastal adaptation
engagement
projects

Telephone
Interviews

4

Dorset pathfinder
Cuckmere pathfinder
Slapton pathfinder
IMCORE: Cork
Harbour

In addition to stakeholders, Category 3 interviewees involved the consultants who
facilitated each phase of the engagement; namely, Resources for Change and
Dialogue Matters, whilst Category 4 included a small sample of the project managers
from other coastal adaptation projects. The former were able to outline their views on
the success or weaknesses of the process, whilst the latter was considered relevant to
enable comparative experiences to be drawn and best practice identified. The
Category 3 interview questions are included in Appendix 2, whilst Category 4 questions
are included in Appendix 3.
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4.2.2

Public survey: Questionnaire

It was recognised that during the first phase of engagement, carried out by R4C, the
techniques employed were focussed on engaging members of the public but that, due
to the nature of those techniques, no participant list exists. In order to gauge the
degree of involvement and public awareness of the process therefore, a brief
questionnaire survey was planned and undertaken at both Lepe and Calshot.
The survey, which is included in Appendix 4, was left at the visitor centres in both
locations with an advertising poster to attract participant interest, and the incentive of a
prize draw with the winner gaining a year‟s free parking at the location in question.
This was also put on the relevant websites for Calshot and Lepe, along with a link to an
online survey using the same questions.
So as to further maximise the number of completed questionnaires, a student from
Southampton Solent University also undertook a day of interviewing the public using
the same questionnaire, as part of her undergraduate dissertation.
4.3

Evaluation

The results of the public survey and the Category 1, 2 and 3 interviews, as well as a
review of the project reports and other materials will be used to assess the approach,
methodology, tools, techniques, process and outcomes of the CCATCH – Beaulieu to
Calshot project. The results of the Category 4 interviews and the literature review of
other projects will be used to act as a comparison and, as outlined in the tender
specification, this will enable an evaluation of the following:
Success and weaknesses of the methodology and approach.
Success and weaknesses of the techniques and tools
Identification of the barriers to engagement throughout the project and
consideration as to whether, and how, these could have been overcome.
Identification of the benefits, or otherwise, to the community and stakeholders
A determination of whether the project has met its objectives and, in particular,
whether communities are better placed to adapt to coastal change?
Consideration of the above will enable best practice to be identified and
recommendations to be made as to the way forward in the CCATCH – the Solent
project.
4.4

Limitations

The evaluation has been limited by both the willingness of some stakeholders to be
interviewed, as well as the project timing which covered the period running up to and
beyond Christmas and New Year. The dissemination of two reports also impacted on
the evaluation. Firstly, the CCATCH – Beaulieu to Calshot Adaptation Plan was
disseminated in December 2011 and as such many of the interviews with stakeholders
took place prior to them having the opportunity to review it.
Secondly, the
dissemination of the DEFRA pathfinder evaluation report slipped from its planned date
of December 2011 and has still to be released (February 2012). As such this could not
be considered within this report.
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4.5

Project timetable

The schedule, laid out in Appendix 5, identifies a project duration of 14 weeks running
from November 2011 to February 2012. The methodology was carried out in
accordance with this timetable.
5.0

RESULTS

5.1

Introduction

This Section will detail the results of the interviews for each of the categories identified
in Table 3 of the Methodology. So as to enable a logical flow for the results
5.2

Stakeholders

In total 25 stakeholders were interviewed, either face-to-face or by telephone during the
data gathering phase, with the full list of interviewees, the questionnaire and results
being included in Appendix 1; the latter being presented on a question by question
basis. The results are further summarised here under the following headings:
Approaches, techniques and tools
Engagement
Raising awareness and understanding
Developing an adaptation plan
Approaches, techniques and tools
The two-phased approach was considered very successful, with Phase 1 developing a
series of broad conversations about coastal change and its possible implications,
followed in Phase 2 by two workshops that enabled more focused dialogue on the key
topics and issues, resulting in a series of possible actions to assist adaptation.
The range of techniques and tools used in Phase 1 was considered by some to have
represented a „scattergun‟ approach. Some measures were more successful than
others (see below), but overall the wide range of opportunities to become involved was
appreciated by stakeholders.
Workshops were the selected technique for Phase 2. Participants considered that the
workshops had been very well organised and facilitated, and most of them liked the
word-for-word form of reporting.
Engagement
The stakeholder analysis carried out at the outset was generally quite successful,
engaging with a wide range of stakeholder groups and individuals, with few potential
stakeholders seemingly overlooked. The great variety of events, activities and
materials used in Phase 1 managed to engage with different types of stakeholders in
all the aspects of coastal change, though with varying degrees of success. However,
one limitation was that it failed to record the names and contact details of participants,
which would have been useful in terms of future aspects of the project and its
evaluation.
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Because of the more focused approach used in Phase 2, fewer stakeholders were
involved, and there was some criticism that the emphasis was on involving stakeholder
groups rather than „unaffiliated‟ individuals and that one or two particular interest
groups had been omitted. However, almost without exception, the participants in the
two workshops felt well engaged with the process, in the sense that they were
respected, able to put their views across easily and effectively, and able to make a
contribution.
For those stakeholders engaged in the process, they felt included, and no barriers to
engagement were encountered. Involvement had not been burdensome to most.
However, some had the feeling that certain types of stakeholders – for example, young
people – had not become involved, for whatever reason. This was not considered to be
deliberate exclusion but perhaps due to the lack of use of the right media to attract their
attention. Other potential stakeholders might not have become involved because of
lack of time.
Some stakeholders felt that not all stakeholders were aware of the project and that this
might be due to inadequate use of conventional local media such as newspapers, radio
and TV.
Raising awareness and understanding
Overall the project was very successful in raising awareness and understanding of
coastal change issues, the need to adapt, and to take a planned approach. This was
achieved in a deliberate way over the two phases, because of the way they were
structured and by the selection of techniques and tools.
In Phase 1, key messages were identified at the outset and presented in a variety of
ways. Activities such as Stories of Change and Timeline were considered very
successful in helping people to think about coastal change past, present and future.
Visual techniques and tools such as the animated fly-through were rated particularly
highly, for the way they showed possible changes. The beach art and sculpture
activities were rated the least successful.
In Phase 2, awareness and understanding of coastal change issues and possible ways
to adapt were enhanced further through the two workshops. Again a variety of
techniques and tools were used, including briefing material; information on coastal
change trends and predictions; a visioning exercise (looking ahead to 2030). The
degree of uncertainty associated with coastal change and the lack of some forms of
information were not considered significant issues. Importantly, the well facilitated
discussions that involved all participants with their different positions and views helped
to build consensus and manage conflicts between stakeholders (not that there
appeared to be any major conflicts encountered). This process led to a good degree of
mutual understanding which went some way towards agreeing possible actions that, in
turn, helped to form a reasonable basis for the adaptation plan.
It was generally considered that the whole process had shifted the attitudes of many
stakeholders towards coastal change, but it was by no means certain that this had led
to a greater willingness to accept change and adapt.
Developing an Adaptation Plan
One of the main objectives of the project was to produce an Adaptation Plan, in
particular an economically and environmentally sustainable adaptation strategy for
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Lepe Country Park. It was generally considered that the Adaptation Plan, disseminated
in December 2011 reflected, in a reasonably balanced way, the views and inputs of
stakeholders during the Phase 2 workshops, and the recommendations and actions
that came out of that process. However, the time limitations meant that the two
workshops appeared not to have gone sufficiently far to sift out actions that were
considered impractical, unrealistic or unachievable. Some stakeholders felt that a third
workshop would have overcome these shortcomings and would have helped prioritise
the remaining actions.
It was generally felt that, with the exception of new visitor facilities at Lepe Country
Park, the implementation of the Adaptation Plan was not very dependent on other
plans and policies such as the Local Development Framework and Shoreline
Management Plan.
A recurring theme in the interviews was the need for the Adaptation Plan to be
progressed and finalised, and for actions to be implemented. For many stakeholders
the success of the CCATCH project will not be judged on what has been achieved so
far, admirable though that might be, but on the eventual outcomes. Related to this is
the desire for most stakeholders to remain involved, at least to be kept informed on a
regular basis. Initial arrangements for ongoing communication were considered
satisfactory.
5.3

Public Survey

The public survey, based on the questionnaire shown in Appendix 4, was conducted
using various approaches over a period running from November 21 – December 16.
The in situ visitor surveys and the online survey ran for all of this period whilst the
interview approach, carried out by an undergraduate student, took place on Sunday
December 11. In total 59 surveys were completed, with Table 4 showing the number of
completed questionnaires per collection method.
The full results of the survey are shown in Appendix 4. However, in summary, a
significant number of the 59 respondents (42.4%) had been actively using the Calshot
to Beaulieu River stretch of coast for more than 10 years, and 91.5% for more than one
year. As shown in Table 5 and Figure 3, 64.4% also use it at least once a month so
there is clearly a strong bond and appreciation of the coast amongst those surveyed.
Table 4: Public survey collection methods and response
Collection method

Number of responses

In situ Lepe and Calshot visitor survey

31 Lepe
3 Calshot
14
11
59

Interview survey at Lepe and Calshot
Online survey
Total

16

Table 5 How often do you use the Calshot to Beaulieu River stretch of coast?
Category
Very regularly (Once a week)
Regularly (Once a month)
Occasionally (Once every couple of
months)
Infrequently (Once or twice a year)
Total

Infrequently (Once or twice a year)

Number of
responses
22
16
13

% cited

8
59

13.6
100

37.3
27.1
22.0

13.6%

Occasionally (Every couple of
months)

22%

Regularly (Once a month)

27.1%

Very Regularly (Once a week)

37.3%
0

10

20

30

Figure 3 How often do you use the Calshot to Beaulieu River stretch of coast?
Given this regularity of use it might have been expected that there would have been a
greater awareness of the CCATCH project with 55.9% stating that they were unaware
of the engagement process. Of the 26 individuals who were aware, less than half (12)
then participated in any of the activities that were part of the engagement. This meant
that there were only very low numbers of respondents who could value any of the
individual events, activities and materials, as shown in Table 6.
The low numbers of participants mean that it is important not to read too much into the
results though clearly the best scoring methods include the educational and school
events, the face-to-face interviews, timeline and the maps showing coastal change.
The lowest scoring methods included the Beach Art, the Sculpture and the Project
Website.
Other than identifying the level of project awareness and feedback on the methods, the
other key purpose of the survey was to evaluate the success or otherwise of the
engagement process in raising awareness. Figure 4 shows that of the 12 participants
in the engagement process, a significant number did feel they had learnt something
about coastal change and can therefore be considered a qualified success.
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Table 6 Engagement methods valuation and comments
No. Of
Participants

Average
score (1-5)

3

3.33

Drop in sessions
(Calshot Activity Centre, St
George Hall, Lepe)
Marine Week events

4

3.5

6

3

Face-to-face interviews

3

4.33

Coastal walks

5

3

Coffee mornings

3

4

Educational/school events

4

4.75

Door to door knocking

0

0

Workshops

4

3.25

Activities
Stories of change

5

3.4

Timeline

5

4.2

Beach art

7

2.71

Art Sculpture (ERODE)

4

2.25

Google mapping exercise
Materials
Sea level change fly through
animation

1

2

5

4

Maps/aerial photos showing
coastal change
Educational materials

4

4.5

6

3.16

Project website

5

2

Pamphlets about coastal change

7

3

Events
Launch event

Comments

Well organised

Could have had more
attendees

Facilitators were very good

Very interesting
Very interesting to see
history

Could have started further
back in time and taken
account of existing sea
defences

Very interesting to read
people‟s memories

18

2 (16.7%)
Yes
No
10 (83.3%)

Figure 4

Do you feel you learnt something about coastal change whilst
participating in the project?

Some of the comments made by these respondents also show a degree of
understanding and in some cases insight into the situation and the need for adaptation,
as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

The different attitudes towards coastal change from different stakeholders
makes it incredibly taxing to find solutions
The changes along our coastline are taking place without us realizing it
How devastating it will be for Lepe and Calshot
The impact of the beach disappearing
How to take care of our area more
That a lot has changed and will change due to the climate
That there is still a lot to be learnt. Much uncertainty surrounding timescales for
change. Potentially very difficult to achieve agreement for adaptation between
different sectors of the coastal community
How effects are relevant to today and past times and the need to protect for the
future

The final question on the survey asked whether by participating in the project, their
views had changed as to what should be done about coastal change and climate
impacts. The responses to this were more mixed with 5 individual stating that their
views had changed and 7 not. This is more difficult to read anything into though of the
five comments made, three of them relate to the need to protect the coast, though what
that means and whether it involves adaptation is unclear. One comment relates to the
need for „better education‟ and perhaps this best sums up the need for on-going action.
The comments made are as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Take care and protect the coastline we have
Just thought it was a natural process but good to try and protect for the future
Convinced that major things need to happen to mitigate against tide rise
People should be better educated about what is happening to the coast
Be more aware of the natural beauty around us
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5.4

Engagement Facilitation Consultants

5.4.1

Phase 1: Resources for Change

This interview with Steve Evison, the Chief Executive of Resources for Change, was
based on the questionnaire, as shown in Appendix 2. This dealt with four principal
areas, as follows:
Engagement
Awareness raising and understanding
Efficacy and effectiveness of the approaches, tools and techniques
Lessons learned and recommendations
Engagement
The „community‟ for the Calshot to Beaulieu CCATCH area was considered very
different from many other areas in that very few people live directly on the coast and
are therefore impacted by coastal change directly. In fact through the use of „door to
door‟ knocking, it was found that those who actually lived closest to the coast were
least concerned about the change issue. Evison considered that this demonstrated the
„distance‟ that exists between people and their environment, and that unless there was
an obvious immediacy to the impact upon them there was an „out of sight out of mind‟
mentality. To support this, he cited Aviva (2010) research carried out into attitudes
towards flood risk, even in areas where risk was high, which showed that people block
out problems as not being relevant to them. Though „comfortable‟ with the breadth of
engagement fostered through Phase 1, Evison stated that there was some
„disappointment‟ with the apparent lack of interest shown by the local parish councils
and that this, in his view, reflected the nature of this stretch of coast. In the other „at
risk‟ areas identified under CCATCH, greater urban communities would probably show
more interest. He went on to state that those individuals who showed most concern for
change were the visitors to the coast, who had made purposeful journeys and
consequently were more open to engage.
Awareness raising and understanding
Evison considered that there was a low level of awareness and understanding at the
start of the process and that though the key messages were presented, in some cases
the messages were „too wordy‟ and „too heavy with science and theory‟. He
considered that the use of scientific information and language should be reconsidered
in light of how best to bring science to the people. There was a need to take the
mystique away from science in that it could not give „black and white‟ answers to
problems, but instead provide inform more widely; which has implications for the way
this information should be portrayed. One way of doing this was to be as visual as
possible.
Evison considered that the focus should also simply be put on „change‟ as this would
get people more interested part of the problem was that Resources for Change were
not involved in all aspects of Phase 1 and that if they had been allowed greater
involvement throughout the process, including into Phase 2, they would have
engendered greater buy-in from stakeholders to go beyond simply attending the
meetings to actual commitment to action. They gave some training to the Friends of
Lepe but overall considered that there was an over reliance and over the top focus on
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the development of a strategy rather than the genuine development of awareness,
understanding and the longer term implementation of adaptation.
Efficacy and effectiveness of the approaches, tools and techniques
Given the specificity of the coastal area in question, Evison considered the best
methods employed included the face-to-face interviews and the stories of change,
whilst the events were also useful. However, though these received good feedback
there was not enough picked up on and carried forward. “If these are a one off, they
will quickly die”. Resources for Change had little integration with some of the activities
such as the Beach Art or the Sculpture, but those techniques which he considered
were least effective, due to the locality, were the drop-ins simply because not enough
people attended the sessions. He also stated that future consideration would have to
be given to the „door to door‟ knocking which of course was very resource intensive.
Areas that could be significantly improved on included the use of maps and GIS, as
well as the „fly through‟, all of which could have been employed better in making the
scientific messages more visual and relevant to the community and stakeholders.
In other „at risk‟ areas it may be that what works best, and what works least well will be
different dependent on the nature of the area. For example, he identified a focus on
the business community as likely to be of far more significance in many of the other
CCATCH areas.
The effectiveness of Phase 1 was limited as a result of budget cuts early in the Project
that there was only very limited mentor support given to partners
Lessons learned and recommendations
The key lesson learned and recommendation, according to Evison, was that the
partnership should stop focussing on „the strategy‟ and think about the need to develop
a long-term conversation with the community and stakeholders. This could be
supported by a better understanding and use of the consultants in that projects and
partnerships tend to pigeon hole the role of consultants, giving them discrete jobs and
boundaries, whereas a more holistic approach would enable them to give more and be
more supportive of the process in developing a longer term way of thinking.
5.4.2

Phase 2: Dialogue Matters

The interview with Diana Pound, Dialogue Matters was based on the questionnaire as
shown in Appendix 2. This dealt with four principal areas, as follows:
Integration and information feed in from Phase 1 to Phase 2
Engagement and conflict resolution
Phase 2 evaluation: What worked well? What worked less well?
Lessons learned and recommendations
Integration and information feed in from Phase 1 to Phase 2
In the „Phase 2: Deliberative Dialogue – Method and Evaluation Report‟ (Pound, 2011),
it was acknowledged that the Phase 1 community engagement process had involved
members of the public and the wider community in broad conversations about coastal
change and that, by raising awareness and understanding, this offered a basis for the
Phase 2 stakeholder dialogue for which Dialogue Matters Ltd were commissioned.
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However, during the interview it was felt that whilst the education and literacy of the
wider community was relevant overall, it had little bearing on Phase 2 problem
resolution. The products generated through the process, such as the Stories of
Change and the timeline, also lacked relevancy with regards to the agreement of
actions.
Concern was also raised as to whether Phase 1 identified either the appropriate issues
or, through stakeholder analysis, the appropriate stakeholders. Evidence given for this
was the lack of biodiversity and conservation issues raised; as well as that of
landscape amenity. The issues that were raised as a result of Phase 1 were all
focussed on the human infrastructure. Though this is perhaps not surprising given the
wider community focus, it does question the purpose and integration of the two
Phases. Similarly, gaps in the stakeholder analysis during Phase 1 were identified as
being an initial problem for the Phase 2 workshops, with an example given of a lack of
a shell fisheries representative during the process.
In summary, Phase 1 raised awareness and developed products; as well as providing
some contextual information and identifying some stakeholders. In the view of
Dialogue Matters however, it is uncertain as to how much this aided or supported
Phase 2.
Engagement and conflict resolution
Though there was anxiety at first, the organisation of the workshops meant that they
avoided position statements at the start and therefore did not begin from a
confrontational or negative standpoint. Instead the workshops brainstormed a creative
vision, or visualisation, of what was desired.
The gaps in stakeholder analysis were considered an initial problem, as was the fact
that not everyone from Workshop 1 attended Workshop 2, however overall the nature
of the process meant that there was an open and equitable discussion of the topics.
For example, though tensions clearly existed between some groups, this was played
out through good natured banter rather than anything more disruptive, and hence it
was considered that the process was highly successful.
This is not to say that the process could not have been done better, just that it was
done as well as it could be given the budget and time limitations. It would have been
better to run three workshops rather than two based around the following three
negotiation process stages:
1. Expand and explore information, and develop understanding
2. Generate ideas, and explore benefits and disbenefits
3. Refine ideas and prioritise
Though these stages were covered during the two workshops, they were addressed
„quite fast‟, with the result that whilst a discussion of the problems and solutions was
carried out very successfully; and actions were identified; the process was ineffective in
agreeing commitment to sign up too or implement any actions. In response to selfevaluation, Pound considered that the workshops highly successful in all ways other
than that which refers to „discussing ways of enacting solutions‟. This was accordingly
allocated a moderate score of 3.
Evidence provided to support the scores stemmed from the fact that good consensus
was achieved with respect to many of the issues tackled such as with respect to Lepe
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Park and the Visitor Centre, and Calshot. Evidence also stemmed from the Workshop
and Process Evaluation included in the „Phase 2: Deliberative Dialogue – Method and
Evaluation Report‟ (Pound, 2011).
Phase 2 evaluation: What worked well?
The workshops worked well in terms of enabling open and constructive discussion and
in allowing listening and consensus to be achieved that lead to the development of an
adaptation plan.
Participants appreciated the structure, facilitation and time keeping of the workshops
and valued the opportunity, not only to be involved, but to shape the contents of the
adaptation strategy. As such the feedback on the process was excellent with everyone
who responded feeling they were heard and made a difference.
Overall it was considered the workshops worked in a positive way, discussing difficult
subjects, raising awareness and enhancing acceptance, as well as stimulating ideas for
future action.
Phase 2 evaluation: What worked less well?
One of the aspects of the workshops that worked less well included the venues, with a
particular problem being that of the acoustics in the school classroom. However, the
most significant point raised was that of the link to Phase 1 and the incomplete
identification of both issues and stakeholders, as discussed previously.
Lessons learned and recommendations
The process shows the value of third party facilitation, which allows for objective
facilitation for all stakeholders.
Professional facilitation makes the process stronger and more likely to lead to greater
awareness and innovative ideas
For the process to work best however it needs to have a positive relationship with the
sponsoring organisation. This was the case with the CCATCH team and was
demonstrated in relation to the adaptation plan, where the draft was rewritten in part to
reflect the need to stress the actions within the plan as being the result of the
negotiation process rather than as „top down‟ outcomes from Hampshire County
Council.
It was recommended that as part of the plan there should be some on-going means of
communication with stakeholders, such as through an annual report of newsletter.
5.5

Coastal Adaptation Projects

The Project Co-ordinators of four adaptation projects stated in Table 3 were
interviewed as part of the evaluation, using the questionnaire shown in Appendix 3.
The coordinators of the projects concerned are as follows:
Jeremy Gault: IMCORE Cork Harbour
Alan Denbigh: Slapton Line Pathfinder
Andy Arnold: Cuckmere Pathfinder
23

Peter Moore: Jurassic Coast Pathfinder
The following will detail the results of these interviews summarising the main points that
reflect the four projects, with salient responses being highlighted.
5.5.1

IMCORE: Cork Harbour

IMCORE was described as being focussed on „community engagement‟, as indeed
were all the other coastal adaptation projects interviewed, though each employed
different approaches and involved differing degrees of participation. The Cork Harbour
IMCORE project did not employ workshops but instead communicated to stakeholders
through the development of an Open Forum of 40 – 50 key organisations, and the
utilisation of a mailing list. They also exhibited and communicated the science of
climate change impacts and its predicted effects on Cork Harbour at a series of specific
events associated with individual organisations and groups. This approach differs from
the Pathfinder projects and represents more of a „top down‟ initiative rather than a
„bottom up‟ one. Given the nature of the Harbour, as an industrial area set in a marshy
environment, its engagement was focussed more on coastal and maritime industry
rather than any wider engagement though there was some public communication such
as at the Focus Group „Open Day‟. This was used as a means of “buying engagement”
and as such the Project Co-ordinator rated the project as being successful in this
regard. Engagement was also fostered through use of the Cork Harbour website, with
a link to the IMCORE coastal adaptation webpage (www.coastaladaptation.eu).
With regards to Cork there were no real conflicts between sectors but there was
scepticism as to climate change and its long-term impacts which the IMCORE project
had to overcome. The development of understanding and awareness raising was a
key element of the project and this was considered to have been successful, with a
score of 4. Other than awareness and education, key aspects of the project were the
development of a 3D visualisation of how the Harbour might look, based on future
scenarios, and consequently how resilience might be built up within the system. This
laid the foundation for the development of an adaptation strategy, which benefitted from
the exchange of best practice between other IMCORE projects. This was considered a
success though it failed to identify any specific actions.
5.5.2

Alan Denbigh: Slapton Line Pathfinder

The Slapton Pathfinder, which provided funds to supplement an existing long-term
project, is based around the development of the Slapton Line Partnership, which
involves a steering group of statutory partners and an advisory group of community
groups and other stakeholders. This was formed to coordinate the management of
coastal realignment that resulted from a shoreline and coastal road breach in 2001,
and involves regular meetings, the funding of a consultancy report and the
development of an adaptation plan. The risk associated with the coastal road and its
realignment has led to concern amongst the local business community in particular and
as such much of the engagement has been about trying to gain confidence in the
business community with the potential adaptation options. As such a communications
strategy was developed including resident surveys, a website, press releases and a
newsletter. A Business Forum was also established so as to help local businesses by
looking at a SWOT analysis of the challenges associated with the loss of the coastal
road, and the marketing that could be developed so as to support those businesses.
The outcome of this was a festival showcasing the area entitled „Celebrate Start Bay‟,
which has become an annual event, drawing increasing large crowds to the area over
the last 4 years. The successes of the initiatives are such that according to the last
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survey, 80% of local businesses are now in favour of the adaptation and realignment
plans.
The Pathfinder funding has built on this existing work and has been used largely to
embed information about the coast rather than instigate engagement per se. This has
been done through formal education and schools; the development of interpretation
panels, including a coastal „timeline‟; and by sharing what was learnt through the
process by the production of an „adaptation toolkit‟. This represents the legacy of the
Pathfinder according to Denbigh, though the Partnership itself is still on-going.
5.5.3

Andy Arnold: Cuckmere Pathfinder

As with the Slapton Pathfinder, Cuckmere was based on the previous work of an
existing process. In this case it built on work carried out by the Cuckmere Estuary
Partnership. The project provided a process, through an engagement programme to
help the community of the estuary to move from a position of conflict to one of
constructive dialogue on how the Estuary should be managed.
The public engagement programme was designed to provide a means for everyone to
have their voice heard and involved the development of a „Community Forum‟; a series
of 6 workshops held over a 7 month period between December 2010 and July 2011,
which dealt with sequential aspects of the project; and a range of communication tools.
The Community Forum was established in November 2009 to identify the options that
the community wished the project to assess and contained a group of volunteers who
drove the programme and who supported a wide range of management options. As
such, it provided an opportunity for members of the community with different views on
the management of the Estuary to discuss these in detail, facilitated as a regular, clear
and transparent dialogue which was not influenced by the County Council.
The feedback from the events and workshops confirmed that trust was built, enabling
people to recognise that their voices were being heard and taken in to account, with an
average of 95% of participants across all the events and workshops saying that they
had enough opportunity to express their views, and 84% saying that the event they
attended met its objectives. This undoubtedly helped to achieve consensus at the end
of the project because it encouraged participants to remain fully engaged.
The process was supported by a range of standard communication tools such as a
project website and regular newsletters; whilst an emphasis was placed on working
with the local media to promote the engagement activities and ensure reporting on the
issues was informed and accurate. A suite of technical images was also used with
which to communicate the effect of different management options over different
timescales.
Arnold considers the process a success in achieving a consensus based around
holding the line in the short-term and reactivating the estuary meanders as a means of
adaptation in the long-term. If only one of these outcomes had been possible it is
considered unlikely that consensus would have been achieved. The project also raised
awareness and understanding of estuary management since it disabused a common
misconception amongst the local community that a decision had already been made to
„flood the estuary‟.
The Forum was wound up in May 2011, reflecting the view that its work was complete
and that the community, and stakeholder organisations, could now move on to
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implementing the preferred option. Consequently, it is probably fair to say that, whilst
not achieving absolute unanimity on the future management of the estuary, the process
achieved a sufficient degree of consensus that enabled it to move beyond the debate
of hold the line versus managed realignment.
Having achieved what it set out to do, key members of the Forum are now setting up
the „Friends of Cuckmere‟ as the vehicle to help implement the next phase. Arnold
identified this as a „good example of a community-driven approach, illustrating the „big
society‟ in action‟, and a legacy of the project. A further legacy identified was that of
the „Celebrate Cuckmere‟ arts festival, which included exhibitions by professional and
amateur artists, guided walks and an „open house‟ weekend at the iconic coastguard‟s
cottages. It was attended by over 3,000 people.
5.5.4

Peter Moore: Jurassic Coast Pathfinder

The Jurassic Coast Pathfinder is similar to the CCATCH – The Solent Pathfinder in that
it has identified „at risk‟ case study areas with which to focus its project, though it has
already completed its work and produced a final evaluation report, which has been sent
to DEFRA. Like CCATCH, it employed a workshop based approach with which to
engage stakeholders, with two workshops per case study. The first was designed to
help participants better understand coastal change, and to identify a wide range of
adaptation options; whilst the second narrowed these down to a prioritised list of
specific actions to progress. According to Moore, the workshops were not designed to
be merely „talking shops‟ but to elicit the need for action and the means by which this
might be achieved. As such, this differs somewhat from the other projects in that there
was no intention to develop an adaptation plan, but instead a deliberative move to
focus on targeted actions and implementation.
The Jurassic Coast Pathfinder also differs from CCATCH in that it did not base the
workshops on the outcomes of a Phase 1 engagement stage as used in Beaulieu –
Calshot. Instead, the starting point was an initial baseline telephone survey carried out
so as to gauge how well the wider community understood the issues of coastal change.
The added benefit of this was that it raised awareness of the project at its initiation.
According to Moore, this project awareness was also further, and significantly, helped
by a concerted move to develop the media profile of the project and what it was trying
to achieve.
The workshops themselves enabled healthy and open debate through which tension
was revealed between some of the stakeholders, particularly between Relevant
Authorities and some of the communities; a problem not helped by Natural England
who failed to send a representative in some cases. Nevertheless in 4 out of 6 case
studies the process worked well and actions were agreed to enable adaptation.
In evaluating the project, Moore noted the success rate and stated that in some places
the process probably would never work. However, overall it can be judged a success,
leading to a better understanding of how to promote adaptation, as well as a better
understanding of coastal change issues generally, something which has greatly
pleased the Environment Agency amongst others. This represents one of a number of
significant project outcomes.
Other examples given include an agreement in
Charmouth to tentatively relocate the Heritage Visitor Centre, currently the subject of a
5 month feasibility study; and the development in Swanage of a „coastal forum‟ with a
specific focus on helping businesses adapt to coastal change. This draws parallels
with both Cork and Slapton, and represents one of the key legacies of the project.
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Another significant legacy of the project was the development of facilitation and
negotiation skills based on training given by Dialogue Matters Ltd. Peter Moore stated
that this was one of the best outcomes of the project as it resulted in an available group
of facilitators that were employed during the process in each of the 6 case study areas,
but which now represent a resource that can also be employed on other projects in the
future.
The key lesson learned through the project was the importance of enabling honesty
throughout the process.
6.0

EVALUATION

6.1

Introduction

The aim of this report is to evaluate the work of the CCATCH – Beaulieu to Calshot
pathfinder project and to draw out the lessons learned in order to inform the wider
CCATCH - the Solent project. To achieve this it has interviewed key stakeholders
involved in the project, the engagement consultants who facilitated the process, and
carried out a public survey based on the project. It has also interviewed a number of
other coastal adaptation projects so as to enable a comparison with the work being
carried out elsewhere. To determine the key lessons learned and elements of best
practice, this evaluation is based on the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

An assessment of the methodology and approach employed
An assessment of the tools and techniques used
An identification of the barriers to engagement
An assessment of the benefits of the project to the community and stakeholders
An assessment of the project‟s success in meeting its objectives

Each of these areas will be considered and, where appropriate, cross referenced to the
characteristics of best practice in participation as identified by Reed (2008), and
detailed in Section 2.2.
6.2

An assessment of the methodology and approach employed

The approach chosen for the pathfinder consisted of three main phases, with a
significant emphasis on stakeholder engagement. Given this focus, and in keeping with
a consideration of the overall approach taken, one of the characteristics of best
practice identified by Reed (2008), relates to the need for stakeholder engagement to
be „underpinned by a strong philosophy that emphasizes empowerment, equity, trust
and learning‟. Since such stakeholder engagement has been central to the CCATCH –
Beaulieu to Calshot pathfinder project, it is not surprising that this has demonstrated a
philosophy – whilst not necessarily explicit – that strongly features all four of these
elements. For example, stakeholders were presented with the opportunity to engage
meaningfully in the process, and the ability to influence the preparation of the
adaptation plan (empowerment). The process attempted to deal with inequalities in
age, gender and background and to try to remove barriers to engagement (equity);
whilst much emphasis was also placed on developing mutual respect and trust
between the stakeholders, and between the stakeholders and the project organisers
(trust). This involved a two-way communication and learning process between
stakeholders and the project organisers (learning).
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One of Reed‟s other characteristics of best practice relates to the use of stakeholder
engagement throughout the process, both in terms of its introduction and duration with
respect to the project life cycle (ibid.). In the case of the pathfinder, the centrality of
engagement meant that there was a clear intention to engage stakeholders from the
outset and to involve them throughout the process. Using stakeholder analysis, the
majority were identified by the steering group, in conjunction with the consultants, at
the start of Phase 1. The steering group was considered to have been both cohesive
and effective and included an appropriate range and number of participants with the
suitable experience, expertise and enthusiasm. Their analysis therefore seems to have
been largely successful and the process considered to have been an inclusive one,
covering a wide spectrum of stakeholders, and not just conventional groupings.
However, it should be noted that some criticism directed at the emphasis on group
representatives rather than unaffiliated individuals as members of the workshops in
Phase 2. The explanation cited as being the reason for this was that numbers had to
be limited for practical purposes. That said, omissions were noted throughout the
process with the most significant ones being that of the sea users and local residents.
The parish councils showed a particular lack of interest and it was considered difficult
to engage those who are not interested.
The steering group also identified the key issues and messages at the outset of the
project, though the process was considered sufficiently flexible to allow new issues as
they emerged, and for the degree of priority accorded to those issues to change. For
example, in the final report on Phase 2 – produced by the consultants Dialogue Matters
– there is a section on Nature/Wildlife that had not emerged from stakeholders‟
discussions but was identified as significant because of the important environmental
designations in the area and the associated legislation. The fact that this had not been
identified previously was raised as a concern by Dialogue Matters, though overall the
evaluation shows that the majority of stakeholders considered the identification of
issues to have been successful.
A key consideration in evaluating the process is the integration of scientific information,
and in particular its integration with local knowledge; something which represents
another of Reed‟s characteristics of best practice in stakeholder engagement and
participation (ibid.). It is clear that the project organisers recognized that sound
scientific knowledge was of fundamental importance to its success, and that a great
deal of effort was made to use the best available information. However, there was
some criticism from stakeholders that (a) there were a number of significant information
gaps; and (b) at certain key stages scientific experts were not present to convey their
knowledge and to be questioned.
The organisers and consultants also recognised the importance of local knowledge,
and some useful tools in Phase 1 in particular (e.g. Stories of Change; Timeline etc.)
enabled local people to contribute useful information. On the whole, the impression is
that the balance of local and scientific information was about right and that reasonable
attempts had been made to integrate the two forms of information and knowledge,
though this does not mean that the application of scientific information could not have
been employed better. Overall however, the majority of stakeholders, whilst feeling
that attempts should be made to fill the gaps in information, also acknowledged that a
degree of uncertainty is inherent in addressing coastal change issues, and that the
project had been conducted on the basis of „best available information‟, thus allowing
for realistic actions to be developed.
The majority of stakeholders also considered that sufficient information had been
provided with regards policy and financial constraints so as to clarify what was realistic.
28

This enabled the outcomes of the process to have a reasonably good degree of
feasibility and in this sense; the pathfinder successfully managed the expectations of
stakeholders.
On the basis of the information available, the methodological approach employed in the
project was aimed at developing a shared understanding between shareholders and
delivering a sustainable adaptation strategy as a basis for action. This is one of the
project‟s main objectives, and was achieved with the production of the Adaptation Plan,
which included a range of actions, receiving broad support amongst the stakeholders.
Though it effectively enabled a discussion of the problems and solutions, the process
however cannot be deemed to have been entirely successful since it was ineffective in
agreeing commitment to sign up too or implement those actions. This represents an
area for further consideration when rolling out the process to the other „at risk‟ areas as
identified under CCATCH.
Given the longevity of adaptation measures, one further aspect of the approach
concerns the ongoing need for communication and participation beyond the scope of
the pathfinder funding. There is a clear need for effective engagement to continue into
the future, with many stakeholders stressing the importance of the project‟s momentum
being maintained; in order that the time; effort; and resources expended are not
wasted. Most stakeholders also wished to remain involved in the subsequent stages of
finalising and implementing the Plan, monitoring and review. However, this capacity of
the process is not evident at present, whereas in some of the other coastal adaptation
projects it is. For example, the Slapton Line Pathfinder has an on-going engagement
process through the Slapton Line Partnership, whilst the Cuckmere Pathfinder has
seen the evolution of the „Friends of Cuckmere‟, a voluntary group focused on
implementing the agreed actions, and taking the project beyond its funding.
When evaluating the methodological approach taken in the pathfinder overall however,
there is a general consensus that the fundamental approach is the right one, with no
specific alternatives emerging from the research. It was considered that the use of
different types of consultants for the different phases of the project was commendable,
though it should be noted that each consultancy felt that the process would have
worked better had they been given the opportunity throughout the duration of the whole
process. As such perhaps consideration should be given to whether this dual
consultant approach should be employed again elsewhere in CCATCH, and if so
whether a different model of consultant involvement could be employed. One option
would be for a consortium of consultants with different areas of expertise, working
together for the project duration, instead of on discrete and separate aspects.
6.3 An assessment of the tools and techniques used
In taking a specific look at the tools and techniques employed during the pathfinder,
Phase 1 was considered to have been generally successful in engaging a wide range
of stakeholders who displayed marked differences in knowledge, interests and
concerns, as well as very different levels of awareness and understanding of the
coastal change issues. In comparison with Phase 2, it represents a more informal
approach and one that involved a variety of techniques and tools including events,
activities and materials. Despite being criticised by some as a “scattergun” or
“starburst” approach, the overall feeling from the evaluation was that the techniques
and tools were informative and helpful, though variable in terms of their relative
effectiveness.
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Those events that were deemed most successful included the launch event, the Stories
of Change and Timeline activities, the face-to-face interviews (though limited in
number), the educational and school events, and the maps showing coastal change.
Whilst many of these were one off activities, some have the potential for on-going use,
in particular the Stories of Change and the Timeline. These would add value to the
Project‟s long term goals, as would further development of the education initiatives.
The fly-through animation was highly regarded by some stakeholders though could
have been used more effectively according to the consultants, who considered that
maximizing the visual communication of scientific messages, was the best way of
getting over the relevance of coastal change to the community and stakeholders. This
visualisation would also benefit from taking into account the presence and absence of
existing and potential sea defences. Though this would be ideal, it is understood that it
would also come with a significant financial cost.
Of those activities and events that fared less well, the general consensus was that the
drop-in sessions and coffee mornings were only moderately successful due to the low
attendance, and perhaps these would have been more successful had they been better
publicised. This issue of project publicity is something that will be returned to later.
On the basis of the evaluation, the tools and techniques that fared least well included
the Beach Art, the Sculpture and the Project Website. With respect to the first two of
these, Resources for Change had little involvement with the art activities that took
place during the pathfinder and as with art generally, its value and efficacy as a means
of communication is of course entirely in the eye of the beholder. That said, of the
stakeholders interviewed, and of the public who responded in the survey, the general
view was that this was not at all effective. Given that more widely there is such a great
deal of art based activities being used as a means of communicating science, it would
make sense for any future engagement to carry out a review of other examples so as
to enhance their application.
The Project website could also be enhanced markedly so as to better communicate the
scope and key elements of the Project. Certainly a comparison of the website with
other adaptation projects such as Slapton and IMCORE shows that there is room for
improvement.
Whilst the Project website is relevant to all of the CCATCH „at risk‟ areas, it should be
noted that with regard many of the other tools and techniques, what might work well in
one area might not work quite so well in another. This is because each area may differ
in nature, and hence local specificity should be considered when deciding on which
techniques to operate. For example, the CCATCH – Beaulieu to Calshot pathfinder
has a minimal community living directly on the coastline, whereas other areas have far
greater populations of people being affected by coastal change. Similarly, the business
community in the pathfinder was minimal whereas in other areas it may well be for
more significant. These elemental differences are likely to affect which techniques
work best elsewhere. One technique however, that was identified as particularly
lacking in value was that of „door to door‟ knocking, in part because it was so highly
resource intensive. Given that resources may be limited; this represents one Phase 1
activity that perhaps could be avoided.
The Phase 2 workshops were structured and facilitated so as to enable a discussion of
the key issues and to enhance the mutual understanding between the invited
stakeholders. In this regard all participants felt that the structure and format of the
workshops was very good, and that they had been both well organised and well
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facilitated. Much of this success can be attributed to the experience and competence of
the consultants, with the help of the local facilitators who were trained by them
specifically for the project. Though they required a large degree of control over the
structure, format and organisation of the workshops, this proved justified in the end. It
also reflects the importance of good facilitation, and supports this as being one of
Reed‟s best practice characteristics of participation and engagement (2008).
Evidence of the success of the workshops was that conflicts of interest were managed
sensitively and well so as to build consensus. In order for this to happen plenty of
opportunity was given for participants to contribute their views and opinions. The use
of tools such as post-its and flipcharts helped to record views effectively, for transfer to
the workshop reports. The word-for-word form of reporting divided opinion to some
extent, with the majority appreciating the recording as it avoided any misinterpretations.
However, some considered the reports too long and detailed. That said the evaluation
showed that conflicts were managed successfully, though it is also worth noting that
some felt that the conflicts that emerged were fairly low key, and therefore relatively
easy to manage. In other areas this may not be the case.
The purpose of the workshops was ultimately to enable the development of an
adaptation plan as well as to identify specific actions that could be implemented and
both of these goals were met. In evaluating the results however it should be noted
that, given the timing of the Plan‟s dissemination and that of this evaluation, not all
participants in the evaluation had the opportunity to read the Plan, and so the feedback
is based on a smaller sample than other aspects. Of those that had reviewed it the
majority considered that it reflected the views and inputs of stakeholders, and the
recommendations and actions arising from the workshops, to a reasonable degree.
This bodes well for achieving a broad base of support for the Plan and its
implementation. However, there was less agreement about whether their contributions
had made a difference, even among those who had read the Adaptation Plan, and a
general feeling that “time would tell”.
The Plan contained a wide range of actions, attempting to embrace all possibilities that
emerged from the workshops, including some that were aspirational and might prove
unrealistic and unachievable when subjected to more rigorous appraisal. Many
stakeholders doubted whether many actions were agreed, mainly because of lack of
time to reach agreement. As such, to some degree the process may be regarded as
inadequate in this respect. In order to improve this it is considered that a third
workshop might have made the difference, by eliminating actions that might not be
practical, realistic or achievable; by providing the opportunity to address issues that
hindered an agreement on actions; and by prioritising those actions that were agreed.
In summarising an assessment of the tools and techniques, Phase 1 employed a
variety, some of them quite innovative, with the purpose of engaging as many
stakeholders as possible in coastal change issues. It was especially helpful to get
stakeholders thinking about how the local coastline had changed, before focusing on
possible future changes. Although not all of the tools and techniques were successful
individually, as a package they can be considered to have been effective. For Phase 2
the workshops used various facilitation tools in order to maximise their effectiveness,
and can be considered to have been a great success.
In critiquing the tools and techniques employed during the pathfinder, one area for
concern relating to the project overall is that of its public awareness, as demonstrated
both by the public survey and the low attendance during some of the Phase 1 activities.
It can be argued that this shows that the success of the project‟s communication with
31

the wider world was limited, mainly because this element of the project appears to have
been of peripheral concern. The evaluation suggests that, with the benefit of hindsight,
as well as improving the project website, as discussed previously, much more use
could have been made of the local newspapers, TV and radio stations at relatively low
cost. In comparison, other coastal adaptation projects such as the Jurassic Coast
Pathfinder have certainly been deliberative in their efforts to maximize publicity and
have benefitted from seeking such exposure.
6.4

An identification of the barriers to engagement

As stated in Section 6.2, a question that could be asked of the pathfinder was how well
it engaged stakeholders, either in terms of their identification or their participation, and
overall it seemed that the engagement process was successful. In addition, the vast
majority of stakeholders considered that no significant barriers to engagement were
encountered, and that the process had been successful in breaking down any barriers
that might have existed at the outset. However, there were still some notable
omissions; notably the sea users and local residents, with a particular lack of interest
shown by the parish councils.
It is considered that this lack of interest was, in large part, a reflection of the nature of
the area, with the „community‟ for the Calshot to Beaulieu coastal area being very
different from many other „at risk‟ areas in the Solent, in that few people live directly on
the coast or are impacted directly by coastal change. As such, it is considered unlikely
that this apparent lack of interest and apathy will be such a problem in more urban
coastal areas. It should also be noted that there is an apparent difference between the
two areas of Clashot and Lepe as well, and that treating them separately might have
made more sense.
Another reason cited for non-engagement by stakeholders was a lack of time. This
particular issue relates of course to the value or importance the stakeholders see in the
project.
Whilst it is clear that there was no lack of intention or effort on the part of the project
organisers, so as to be more proactive in addressing the issue, if not necessarily
overcoming it, one option would be for the participating stakeholders to be consulted at
the start of the process as to whether they could identify any other significant groups or
individuals that appear to have been left out. These stakeholders could then be
targeted more directly though of course there is only so much effort that can be
applied. This particular point is one that was raised both by the Jurassic Coast
Pathfinder and the Cuckmere Pathfinder, in stating that time and effort should not be
wasted in trying to draw groups or individuals into a process they really don‟t want to
participate in.
One aspect of the project that could be improved and might address this issue of nonengagement is that it‟s communication and publicity. As discussed in Section 6.3, this
appears to have been of peripheral concern in the Beaulieu – Calshot pathfinder, and
would benefit from a better developed project website, as well as use of the local
newspapers, TV and radio stations. These approaches have been employed more
successfully in other coastal adaptation projects, and their use might increase the
importance or relevance certain groups and individuals see in the project, thereby
addressing engagement.
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6.5

An assessment of the benefits of the project to the community and
stakeholders

The benefits to the community and stakeholders that have accrued from the project
include a much greater awareness and understanding of (a) coastal change and the
associated issues; (b) the need to plan to adapt; and (c) the interests and concerns of
other stakeholders. As such stakeholders generally feel much better informed; with
some positive signs of improved relationships between them.
In support of this, the „Final Report‟ on the Hampshire Coastal Pathfinder, produced by
HCC, identified one of the positive outcomes resulting from the project as being that of
an „enhanced community network‟. Whilst this may indeed be the case, there is no
clear evidence as to how this network might function into the future. As discussed in
Sections 6.2 and 6.3, some of the other coastal adaptation projects reviewed during the
evaluation have either already established or enabled on-going networks. For
example, the Slapton Line Pathfinder has the long established Slapton Line
Partnership, whilst the Cuckmere Pathfinder, which operated the Community Forum as
part of its approach, has since seen this evolve into the „Friends of Cuckmere‟; a
voluntary group focused on implementing the agreed actions, and taking the project
beyond its funding. In this case the pathfinder funding has effectively pump-primed an
example of the „Big Society‟; so vogue in contemporary political parlance. In the case
of the Pathfinder, there is already a „Friends of Lepe‟ group in existence, and perhaps
this might represent a vehicle for taking the adaptation forward in the future.
Despite the CCATCH project having no demonstrable or on-going network however,
this is not to say there won‟t be any long-term benefits. One of the main benefits of
involving stakeholders from the outset is that it should legitimize and support the Plan,
reduce opposition, and enable greater buy-in to achieve its implementation, when this
actually happens.
The main disbenefit of the project, though not perhaps felt at this stage by the
stakeholders or wider community, is the cost. It is very difficult to say in this evaluation
whether the benefits of such an intensive stakeholder engagement process justify the
costs involved. It is too early to judge, and this may become clearer at some point in
the future. What is clear is that rolling out this approach beyond that of CCATCH
should involve some form of cost-benefit analysis (CBA) so as to achieve best value
and specificity for each coastal area.
6.6

An assessment of the project’s success in meeting its objectives

For the purposes of this evaluation the objectives, as laid out in the original bid, are
reordered so as to be considered in a more logical fashion. As such these are as
follows:
To engage the local community in all aspects of coastal change and how it will
impact on existing residents, businesses and visitors
To provide educational and interpretational opportunities that can communicate
coastal change and build a high level of understanding within the local community
To bring together different concerns and priorities into a shared understanding
which will be the basis for agreeing joint action
To provide an economically and environmentally sustainable adaptation strategy to
safeguard the long term future of Lepe Country Park and to integrate the strategy
into a wider plan for this stretch of coastline
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Reflecting reasonable and attainable aspirations, the objectives were drafted at the
outset of the project by the steering group, and were in place prior to other
stakeholders becoming involved. When evaluating the success in achieving them, it
should be noted that there is an obvious degree of cross over with the other evaluative
criteria already considered.
To engage the local community in all aspects of coastal change and how it will
impact on existing residents, businesses and visitors
In engaging the local community, as discussed in Section 6.2, there was a clear intent
to employ a wide ranging stakeholder engagement process as fully as possible. This
was largely successful and Phase 1 certainly provided the opportunity for stakeholders
and the wider community to engage in the process. It also enabled capacity building
by enhancing education and awareness through a range of activities; the diversity of
which should in theory have addressed any barriers there were to engagement.
However, despite this attempt, it was still not possible to reach all of the community,
and local residents in particular seemed disinterested in the project. This continued
into Phase 2, which in any case, for reasons of practicality, had a more restricted
engagement focus with only group representatives being invited to attend the
workshops.
As discussed in Section 6.4, the fact that the parish councils and sea users failed to
engage in the process might be explained by either the nature of the coastal area, with
very few people living directly on the coast, or because of an apparent lack of time.
The latter relates to the value or relative importance such groups see in the project in
the first place. There is only so much that can be done to address this but one way
would be to better communicate the project using local and regional media, as has
been done in other pathfinder projects. It is considered that making use local
newspapers, TV and radio would greatly enhance the awareness of the project, as well
as its apparent value to local residents. For example, one possibility would be for a 30
minute TV programme to be made focusing on climate change in the Solent, featuring
the role and purpose of CCATCH.
To provide educational and interpretational opportunities that can communicate
coastal change and build a high level of understanding within the local
community
As discussed in Section 6.3, Phase 1 provided a range of educational and interpretive
materials and activities. Of these, some worked very well including the Stories of
Change; Timeline; educational and school events; and the maps showing coastal
change; whilst others fared less well, notably the arts activities. Given that the aim was
for the engagement to be as widespread as possible, and that the levels of awareness
and understanding of coastal change amongst the community at large was relatively
low, it seems sensible that the activities should maximise the use of visual tools so as
to communicate the science behind the change. However, although the fly-through
animation was highly regarded, it could have been used more effectively, as could the
maps.
The majority of activities that took place during the pathfinder appear only to have been
used for the period of the project. Since many of these, including the Stories of
Change, the Timeline, and the visual tools have the potential for on-going use it would
seem sensible that be allowed to do so in some way. This would add value to
achieving the Project‟s long term goals, as would further development of the education
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initiatives directed at the schools. For example, one way in which this might be
developed further, and is understood to be happening, is by the fly-through being
copied to DVD and distributed to schools.
In providing the educational and interpretational materials, one aspect that was
highlighted during the evaluation, was that of the need for clarity of responsibility. In
some cases for example, whilst the ideas for the activities were developed, no
responsibility for enacting them was allocated. As such, it was only a result of a rather
ad hoc nature that some activities took place at all. Clearly for the long-term
sustainability of the project this particular issue needs to be addressed. There is also a
wider point here which relates to the need for responsibility to be attached to the
actions raised as part of the Adaptation Plan; something which will be discussed later.
Of the educational and interpretive activities that fared least well, the poorest
responses were reserved for the arts based activities which included the Beach Art and
the Sculpture. As stated previously, enhancing the visual nature of communication
represents best practice but in the case of using art it would make sense to carry out a
review of how this is employed in other such projects elsewhere first so as to learn from
their experience.
Other initiatives that were least effective include the coffee mornings, due to low
attendance, and the project website; both of which could be improved, as part of a
more developed and concerted approach to communication, as discussed previously.
To bring together different concerns and priorities into a shared understanding
as the basis for agreeing joint action
Having employed an engagement process and supported this with the development of
educational and interpretive material, one of the pathfinder‟s key objectives was to
develop a shared understanding between stakeholders of the nature, issues and need
for action in relation to coastal change. Despite the non-engagement of some
stakeholders this worked well. Whilst there were no major conflicts apparent between
stakeholders at the start of the process, there was a clear need for different groups to
have the chance to put their views forward. On the basis of this, and the availability of
high quality information, good facilitation skills enabled a shared understanding to be
achieved. It was also apparent that in some cases this even led to some attitudes
being changed during the process, which represents a positive outcome of the project.
To provide an economically and environmentally sustainable adaptation strategy
to safeguard the long term future of Lepe Country Park and to integrate the
strategy into a wider plan for this stretch of coastline
The final objective was to develop and agree an appropriate Adaptation Plan for the
Calshot to Beaulieu stretch of coast, including specific reference to safeguarding the
long term future of Lepe Country Park. As a result of the shared understanding
developed during Phase 2, the Plan was drafted and a range of actions agreed which
had broad support amongst stakeholders. As such the objective was successfully
achieved. However, as discussed in Section 6.3, many of the actions were considered
aspirational and might prove unrealistic and unachievable when subjected to more
rigorous appraisal. To some degree therefore the process may be regarded as
inadequate since it failed to eliminate actions that might be considered impractical or
unrealistic; and failed to identify an adequate road map for achieving those that are
considered most relevant. As stated previously this might have been better addressed
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through the use of a third workshop. Certainly one aspect of this is the need to identify
and clarify responsibilities with respect to achieving targeted actions.
7.0

CONCLUSION

7.1

Introduction

On the basis of coastal risk, CCATCH is aimed at informing communities in the Solent
of predicted climate impacts in order that they might be empowered to find proactive
responses to the problem of coastal change. Central to this is the need to communicate
science and build capacity within coastal areas, so as to enable effective planning.
The conclusions are horizontally transferrable to other vulnerable coastal areas, and
this will be principally enabled through the Interreg IVa funded CCATCH – The Solent
project as part of the wider CC2150 and Beyond.
This evaluation was charged with carrying a detailed assessment of the CCATCH
Beaulieu – Calshot pathfinder so as to inform the wider CCATCH project of the lessons
learned, as well as areas of best practice. The findings can then be rolled out and
integrated into the design and operation of the other „at risk‟ areas.
The evaluation was based around a series of interviews with the project stakeholders
and the consultants who facilitated phases 1 and 2. In order to draw comparison with
other coastal adaptation projects, interviews were also carried out with project
managers of the Cuckmere, Jurassic Coast and Slapton Line pathfinders, as well as
that of IMCORE. In addition, a short public survey questionnaire was carried out to
gauge public awareness and understanding of the process.
The results are generally very supportive of the approach, methods, tools and
techniques employed during the pathfinder though with certain salient caveats, leading
to the following lessons learned. Areas of best practice have also been identified and
taken together these can be seen as recommendations for design of the other
forthcoming CCATCH „at risk‟ areas.
7.2

Key lessons

As a starting point the key lessons learned assume that the selection of the area and
the need for the project has already been established. They are then classified under
the following headings:
Lessons for process design and engagement
Lessons regarding tools and techniques
Lessons regarding project communication and publicity
7.2.1

Lessons for Process Design and Engagement

1. Identify clear objectives at the outset
The objectives of the pathfinder were clear. However they could have addressed some
issues more specifically. In particular it would be useful to reference the need for a
long-term dialogue between stakeholders so as to support the on-going implementation
of coastal adaptation.
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2. Establish an effective steering group
As was the case with the CCATCH pathfinder, it is clearly important to establish an
effective and cohesive steering group that comprises committed representatives of the
key partner organisations; and to use their expertise fully.
3. Identify resource availability and cost effectiveness
Though not explicitly attributable to the evaluation, it is clear that effective stakeholder
engagement requires substantial resources. As such it is important to establish at the
outset what resources are available so as to best consider how to deploy them.
Consideration of cost effectiveness or cost benefit is therefore advisable.
4. Take an holistic approach to stakeholder engagement
The phased approach to engagement worked well and was seen as being open,
honest and inclusive. Criticisms were levelled at Phase 2 for being invitation only and
this might be something for consideration but otherwise was considered reasonable
and practicable. An alternative would be to develop a „community forum‟ approach as
employed by the Cuckmere pathfinder.
5. Provide engagement opportunities but do not waste effort in chasing
stakeholders who are not interested
Effort should be made to engage widely with stakeholders, particularly those who don‟t
think they have a stake; though this should not be to the extent that it puts a strain on
the project resources in terms of time or effort as it is impossible to force people to
become involved. Perseverance however may well be needed to engage specific
groups such as elected representatives and the main landowners. It is considered
unlikely that the local community apathy that affected the CCATCH pathfinder will be
played out in the other „at risk‟ areas.
6. Record all participants involved during the process
Phase 1 did not record any contact details of those involved during the various
activities and this made evaluating the effectiveness of those activities more difficult. It
would be useful therefore to build up a database of participants so as to enable a more
iterative process of consultation and evaluation.
7. Ensure all relevant issues are considered during the engagement
A completely „bottom up‟ stakeholder driven process will not necessarily identify all
relevant issues. As such there should be scope for introducing relevant issues, at
various stages during the process, on the basis of „expert‟ opinion. This was the case
with the introduction of conservation issues into Phase 2 of the pathfinder.
8. Use the best available information
Whilst generally considered appropriate, there was some criticism during the pathfinder
of significant information gaps as well as a lack of scientific experts to answer
questions. It is clearly imperative that the best available information is used and that
experts are on hand to help explain issues as they arise.
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9. Make the engagement relevant and enjoyable as well as productive
It is likely that these elements and characteristics of the engagement process go hand
in hand and in any case represent characteristics of good facilitation and process
management.
10. Effective stakeholder engagement requires specialized skills
The funding of specialized skills is obviously dependent on Lesson 3. However, the
success in achieving an understanding between stakeholders such that they can agree
actions is likely to require skilled facilitation specialists with the support of a wider
trained team.
11. Consideration should be given to the appropriate use of consultants
The pathfinder employed two principal consultants to lead different phases of the
engagement but it was not clear from the evaluation whether this distinct dual input
actually lead to a better final outcome. Both consultants would have preferred a wider
remit, and it is possible that employing a less packaged or bounded use of consultants
might have led to greater synergy. In effect this might resemble a consortium of
consultants coordinating their specialist skills and acting as service providers over the
duration of the project.
Given a consideration of cost benefit, if this is not possible, then a decision might be
made as to where expert skills are most essential. In this case, it might be considered
that a project officer or project team could initiate and operate Phase 1, whilst a
specialist consultancy should be employed to carry out Phase 2. During the pathfinder,
the workshops in Phase 2 were well organised and facilitated, and led to the
development of a shared understanding, and the production of an Adaptation Plan.
12. Manage responsibilities and commitment for the duration of the project
This relates to several points. For purposes of clarity, the respective roles of the
stakeholders should be made clear. This was not always the case during the project
where there was sometimes a lack of clarity regarding who was responsible for
particular aspects of the engagement. The point also relates to the need to identify
responsibilities for implementing specific actions in the Adaptation Plan. Though the
process effectively enabled a discussion of the problems and solutions, it was
ineffective in agreeing commitment to sign up too or implement those actions.
13. Effective stakeholder engagement takes time
Given the project objectives, sufficient time should be allowed for effective stakeholder
engagement. This requires an understanding and agreement of the project end point
such that all objectives are completed. For the pathfinder, it is likely that a third
workshop in Phase 2 would have identified priorities and commitment to implementing
the relevant adaptation actions, if this was indeed considered one of the projects key
objectives. This relates to Lessons 1 and 3.
14. Enable coastal adaptation engagement beyond the project
One of the main benefits of involving stakeholders from the outset is that it should
legitimise and support the Plan, reduce opposition, and enable greater buy-in to
achieve its implementation, when this actually happens. However, having formed a
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network, there is a clear need for effective engagement to continue into the future, so
as to maintain momentum; so that time; effort; and resources are not wasted. This
capacity is not evident in the CCATCH Pathfinder at present as it is in some other
coastal adaptation projects. Cuckmere Pathfinder is a good example, where the
Community Forum evolved into the „Friends of Cuckmere‟; a voluntary group focused
on implementing the agreed actions, and taking the project beyond its funding. In this
case the pathfinder funding has effectively pump-primed an example of the „Big
Society‟.
One way of seeking further support for this would be to apply for funding under the
recently launched Coastal Communities Fund that inter alia enables provision for
managing and adapting to flood and coastal erosion risk.
7.2.2

Lessons regarding Tools and Techniques

15. Local specificity and the applicability of tools and techniques
Phase 1 used a variety of tools and techniques to engage as many people as possible,
some of which were more successful than others. Local specificity and the need for
resource efficiency means that specific activities should be employed that suit the
locale. There is „no one size fits all‟. The most effective activities during the pathfinder
are likely to be so again in other areas. However, it is also considered for example,
that „coffee mornings‟, despite their low attendance, will fare better in more urban
settings; given that is, adequate and sufficient publicity.
16. Review the role of the arts-based activities
If the arts based activities are to run again in the other „at risk‟ areas, it is
recommended that a review be made of how the arts are used effectively, as a means
of public communication in other awareness raising and environmental projects.
17. Maximise objective visualisation as a means of communication
It is clear that the best way to communicate scientific and technical information to lay
people is through the use of visual communication. The Pathfinder employed modern,
dynamic tools such as the animated „fly-through‟. The use of such high quality
visualization however should be used as fully as possible throughout the process.
18. Ensure project longevity by enabling the on-going use of developed
materials
In cases where specific materials have been developed, it would make sense to
maximise their use wherever possible. One example of where this is happening is with
regard to the Stories of Change booklet. However, such longevity should be
considered at the project design stage as such materials will have added value as an
ongoing resource. In other adaptation projects, for example, the timeline is made
available as part of the project website.
7.2.3

Lessons regarding Project Communication and Publicity

19. Improve project communication and publicity
In order to maximise the project engagement it is important to put in place at the outset
a well planned strategy for communicating both to the project‟s stakeholders and the
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wider world. This appears to have been of peripheral concern in the Beaulieu –
Calshot Pathfinder, and it is considered that the project would benefit greatly from the
following:
Project website – an improved website where relevant information is readily
accessible and kept up to date
Use of social networking tools such as Facebook and Twitter
Use of local newspapers, TV and radio stations
These approaches have been employed successfully in other coastal adaptation
projects, and their use might increase the importance or relevance that certain groups
and individuals see in the project; thereby addressing engagement.
One suggestion would be for CCATCH to be involved in the making of a 30 minute TV
documentary focusing on climate and coastal change in the Solent. This would attract
attention and raise the profile of the project considerably. Potentially, it can also be
achieved without an excessive financial contribution.
7.3

Best Practice

The evaluation identified and highlighted a number of areas where the Beaulieu –
Calshot Pathfinder demonstrated „best practice‟. These are as follows:
1. Stakeholder engagement was underpinned by a supportive philosophy
The engagement was underpinned by a strong supporting philosophy that empowered
stakeholders to influence decision making by providing opportunities to gain knowledge
as well as the technical ability to engage effectively in the process. The process was
iterative so as to enhance learning; attempted to engage with all stakeholders equally;
and largely developed mutual trust and respect between those involved in the process.
Aspects of this can be improved upon and perhaps most obviously consideration could
be given to replacing the „invite only‟ workshops with an open forum approach.
However, this is not a specific recommendation of the evaluation.
2. Clear objectives for the process were agreed at the outset.
As stated in Lesson 1, the objectives for the Pathfinder were clear and reasonable. In
theory, developing the objectives through dialogue leads to greater ownership of the
process as well as better outcomes that are more relevant to stakeholders‟ needs and
priorities. As a critique of the Pathfinder this aspect of the process could still be
improved for future „at risk‟ areas since the objectives were framed before the steering
group became involved and there was a lack of clarity as to the end point of the
process.
3. Stakeholder engagement was viewed as a continual process
The pathfinder was clearly viewed as a process, with stakeholder engagement being
introduced almost at the project outset. This is essential if the process is to lead to
high quality, durable decisions.
There is scope for involving stakeholders further by drawing them into the process
design (i.e. project identification and preparation phases), and involving them in data
collection and analysis, and in monitoring and evaluating outcomes. For example, it
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should be noted that this evaluation is being carried out part-way at the plan drafting
stage and may need to be followed up at later stages as well.
4. Stakeholder analysis identified and engaged relevant stakeholders
The purpose of stakeholder analysis is to identify and categorise stakeholders, and to
investigate relationships between them. The Pathfinder employed this tool relatively
successfully though without identifying all relevant stakeholders, or all relevant issues.
In situations such as this where the project organisers do not have a complete
knowledge of individuals and groups, or where the issues are not clear, the technique
could be enhanced by the inclusion and active participation of stakeholders. This
participation could be in the form of asking stakeholders to provide further information
and influence who is or who should be included.
In theory, stakeholders should define all aspects of a system that is being affected.
However, it might not be realistic or feasible to involve all possible stakeholders, and a
line has to be drawn at some point.
5. Highly skilled facilitation was employed
Facilitation skills can greatly influence the degree to which the outcomes of the process
are successful. The Pathfinder employed such facilitation in the form of the
consultancy Dialogue Matters and this proved very effective. For this to be the case,
facilitators must be (and must be seen to be) impartial; open to different perspectives;
approachable. They need to be able to: maintain positive group dynamics; handle
dominating or offensive individuals; encourage questioning of assumptions and reevaluating of entrenched positions; involving reticent individuals.
6. Local and scientific knowledge was integrated into the process
The availability of „good‟ scientific knowledge and analysis is vital for any such process.
However so as to provide a means of triangulating, as well as validating, this
information it is best practice to provide a balance and to draw on local qualitative and
anecdotal knowledge as well. This was carried out during the Pathfinder, with the input
of local knowledge providing a more rounded and comprehensive understanding of the
complex, dynamic natural systems and processes on the coast.
Clearly, not all local knowledge should be accepted without question, given the
propensity for bias or distortion, but a collaborative approach to using both scientific
and local knowledge should provide better interaction in the process and more relevant
and effective environmental policy and practice in the long run. If the two support each
other in any particular narrative then this should certainly be the case. It can also help
in identifying and supporting the uncertainties involved in complex environmental
predictions as well as challenging the assumptions and prejudices of local people. In
any integration of the two types of knowledge, care should be of course take so as not
to impact on the rigour of the scientific information used.
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CCATCH – The Solent
Evaluation of the Beaulieu to Calshot Pathfinder
Stakeholders’ Questionnaire
Introduction
This questionnaire is designed for either a face-to-face or telephone interview, and is circulated
to interviewees in advance to help them prepare adequately. It is structured according to the
phases of the Project. Please note that it is highly unlikely that every interviewee will be able
answer every question. Some of the questions are primarily aimed at steering group members,
while others are for those who attended one or both workshops. Please feel free to skip any
questions that really do not apply to you or your organisation.
PHASE 1 – Community Engagement Strategy/Plan
(Consultants: Resources for Change)
General Questions:
Q1.1
A] How successful was the process of identifying stakeholders? Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1
= unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………………………………
B] With hindsight, were all the appropriate ones identified and involved in the process? Circle
Yes or No.
C] If not, which ones were missed out?........................................................................
D] How could the process be improved?......................................................................
Q1.2
A] Is it possible to estimate the number of participants involved during the Phase 1
engagement? Circle Yes or No.
B] If so, how many? ………………..
Q1.3
A] Were all the key messages identified and presented? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, can you suggest a better way for ensuring that key messages are identified and
agreed at the outset?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
Q1.4
A] How successful was Phase 1 in engaging the community in all aspects of coastal change?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)………………………
B] What evidence is there to support this score?
Q1.5
A] How successful was Phase 1 in engaging different stakeholder groups?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
B] What evidence is there to support this score?

45

Q1.6
A] How successful was Phase 1 in helping your organisation to understand better the
different stakeholder groups e.g. who they are, how they perceive coastal change, and what
their aspirations are?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
B] Comments: …………………………………………………………………………………
Specific Questions
Q1.7
How useful were the various approaches used in Phase 1? Respond for each one. If you were
not involved in a particular aspect, please record “don‟t know” in the Comments column.
Approaches
Rating*
Comments
A Face-to-face interviews
B Drop-ins
C Meetings with key bodies**
D Educational visits
E Door-to-door visits & leaflet drops
F Stands at events, eg Marine Week
*Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = not useful; 5 = very useful).
**including landowners
Q1.8
How successful were the various techniques and tools used in Phase 1? Respond for each
approach. Adding comments where appropriate. If you were not involved in a particular aspect,
please record “don‟t know” in the Comments column.
Techniques and tools
Rating* Comments
A Timeline
B Stories of change
C Maps and aerial photos
D Sculpture, beach art, etc
E 3D model
F Fly-through
G Website and online tools
*Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = not useful; 5 = very useful).
PHASE 2 – Dialogue
(Consultants – Dialogue Matters)
General Questions
Q2.1
A] How successful was the process for deciding the invitations to the workshops? Rate on a
scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
B] With hindsight, were there other stakeholders who should have been invited to be involved in
the workshops? Circle Yes or No.
If yes, which one(s)………………………………………………………………………..
C] How could this aspect of the process be improved?...........................................
Q2.2
A] How successful was Phase 2 in building consensus?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
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B] What evidence is there to support this score?
Q2.3
A] How successful was Phase 2 in managing conflicts between stakeholders?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
B] What evidence is there to support this score?
Q2.4
A] How successful was Phase 2 in agreeing actions?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
B] What evidence is there to support this score?
Q2.5
A] How successful was Phase 2 in clarifying what stakeholders can and cannot influence?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
B] What evidence is there to support this score?
Q2.6
A] To what extent was the degree of uncertainty associated with coastal change and/or the
lack of information available in the workshops a significant problem in developing actions for
the adaptation plan?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = not significant; 5 = very significant)……………………..
B] What evidence is there to support this score?
Q2.7
A] How successful was the organisation of the workshops?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
B] What evidence is there to support this score?
Q2.8
A] How successful was the facilitation of discussions at the workshops?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
B] What evidence is there to support this score?
Q2.9
A] How successful was the ‘word for word’ form of reporting of the workshops?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)……………………..
B] Any comments on this? ………………………………………………………………….
Specific Questions (Workshop 1)
Q2.10
Did you attend Workshop 1? Circle Yes or No. If not, go to Q2.14.
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Q2.11
To what extent was the Workshop successful with regard to the following aspects?
Aspect
A
B

Rating*

Comments

Briefing material (made available prior to
the Workshop)
2030 vision exercise

C

Information about coastal change
(including trends and predictions)
D Benefits and challenges of coastal
change
E Benefits of planning, and risks of not
planning, to adapt
F Exploring the 5 key topics, using the
same format for each
G Identifying and discussing potential
adaptation solutions
* Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)
Q2.12
A] In Workshop 1, were you able to put your views across easily and effectively?
Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, why? ……………………………………………………………………………………
Q2.13
A] Do you think your contribution to Workshop 1 made a difference? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, why? …………………………………………………………………………………..
Specific Qs (Workshop 2)
Q2.14
Did you attend Workshop 2? Circle Yes or No. If No, go to Q3.1.
Q2.15
To what extent was the Workshop successful with regard to the following aspects?
Aspect
Rating* Comments
The approach used for each of
the 5 topics**
The approach used for Lepe
visitor centre, Plan B***
* Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)
**What action is needed? What resources are required? What organisations? Etc.
***generation and discussion of ideas, etc.
Q2.16
A] In Workshop 2, were you able to put your views across easily and effectively?
Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, why? ……………………………………………………………………………….
Q2.17
A] Do you think your contribution to Workshop 2 made a difference? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, why? ……………………………………………………………………………………
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3 – Adaptation Plan
(Dialogue Matters and Hampshire County Council)
Answers to be based on the draft circulated in November 2011.
Q3.1
A] Does the draft Plan reflect to a reasonable extent the views and inputs of stakeholders
overall (or your particular organisation in particular)? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, why? …………………………………………………………………………………
Q3.2
A] Does the action plan (section 5) reflect fairly the recommendations and actions arising from
the Phase 2 workshops? Circle Yes or No.
B] if not, why? ………………………………………………………………………………..
Q3.3
A] Are there any aspects of the action plan that you feel are not practical, realistic and
achievable? Circle Yes or No.
B] If yes, please explain…………………………………………………………………..
Q3.4
A] Are there certain aspects of the Plan that are dependent upon influencing the policies and
plans of the relevant authorities? (e.g. Shoreline Management Plans, Local Development
Frameworks) Circle Yes or No.
B] If yes, please explain……………………………………………………………………….
Q3.5
A] Are the arrangements for ongoing communication satisfactory? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, what improvements would you suggest? …………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Q3.6
Are steering group members happy for the group to evolve into a Local Engagement Group?
Circle Yes or No.
4 – THE PROJECT OVERALL
Q4.1
A] Was the right approach used? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, why? …………………………………………………………………………………
C] How could the approach be improved? ………………………………………………..
Q4.2
A] Were the best possible techniques and tools used? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, what would you suggest could be used in similar projects in future?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Q4.3
A] Were the right issues addressed? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, why? …………………………………………………………………………………
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Q4.4
Looking at the whole project/process:
A] What worked well? ………………………………………………………………………
B] What did not work well? ………………………………………………………………..
C] How could it have been done better? …………………………………………………
Q4.5
A] Were there any barriers to engagement? Circle Yes or No.
B] If yes, what were they? ………………………………………………………………..
Q4.6
A] Was it a burden on you (or your organisation) as a stakeholder? Circle Yes or No.
B] If yes, why? ……………………………………………………………………………….
Q4.7
A] Did the benefits arising from the project justify the costs? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, why? ………………………………………………………………………………..
Q4.8
A] Has the project changed attitudes of stakeholders towards coastal change?
Circle Yes or No.
B] Is there greater willingness to accept change? Circle Yes or No.
Q4.9
What do you think will be the role/importance of the project in the wider context of planmaking and decision-making?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
Q4.10
A] Was the balance of community views and all other factors about right? Circle Yes or No.
B] If not, why? …………………………………………………………………………………
Q4.11
What were the key lessons to be learned from the project? (that could be helpful in the wider
CCATCH – the Solent project?)
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
Q4.12
A] With regard to communicating the project to the wider world, what measures were most
successful?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
B] What were least successful?................................................................................
C] What else could be done? ………………………………………………………………
Q4.13
Finally……
Have you any other comments you‟d like to make about the CCATCH project, especially with
regard to the suitability of approaches, techniques and tools used to other coastal areas?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
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CCATCH – The Solent
Evaluation of the Beaulieu to Calshot Pathfinder
INTERVIEWS WITH KEY STAKEHOLDERS: LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
FACE-TO-FACE INTERVIEWS
Jo Hale, Hampshire County Council
Alison Steele, Lepe Country Park (Hampshire County Council)
Charlie Gooch, Savills (for Cadland Estate)
Nigel Matthews, New Forest NPA
Rachael Pearson, Beaulieu Estate
Phil Turner, Planning Aid
Eddie Holtham, Fawley Parish Council
Dave Laurence, Friends of Lepe
Chris and Heather Lowe, Friends of Lepe
TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS
Pat Maxwell, Friends of Lepe
Stuart Moralee, Friends of Lepe
Nick Evans, New Forest NPA
Simon Thompson, Natural England
John O‟Flynn, Environment Agency
Richard Birkenshaw, Calshot Activities Centre
Cameron Critchfield, Solent Rescue
Gillian Mill, Stanswood Bay Osterfishermen
Michael Page, Lepe Estate
Dr Brearely, Beaulieu Parish Council
Peter Hebard, Solent Protection Society
Justine Jury, Southern IFCA
Jacqueline Moughtin, Hardley School
WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS
Rachael Gallagher, Hampshire County Council
Peter Murphy, English Heritage
Nick de Rothschild, Exbury Estate
Andrew Colenutt, New Forest District Council (and North Solent SMP)
John Knight, Calshot Beach Hut Owners Association
RESULTS
Summary of Interviews
This part of Appendix 1 summarises the responses to the questions in the Stakeholders‟
Questionnaire (see previous part of this Appendix )
It should be noted that many stakeholders had been involved in only parts of the project, and
that for some questions the numbers of responses received was relatively small compared with
the total number of people interviewed.
**refers to those questions where the interviewee was asked to rate the degree of success or
usefulness on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
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Phase 1 – Community Engagement Strategy
1.1 How successful was the process of identifying stakeholders?**
Most interviewees considered that the process of identifying stakeholders at the start of Phase 1
had been successful, and several considered it very successful [average rating: 4.5 out of 5]. It
was very inclusive and covered the whole spectrum of stakeholders, not just conventional
groups.
The general feeling was that all the appropriate groups and individuals had been included, but a
small number of interviewees felt that the following had not been included:
Sea users, especially fishermen, the Southern Sea Fisheries Committee, rowers and
canoeists;
Local residents, from Calshot village in particular.
The process could be improved by maintaining a comprehensive list of stakeholders, with all
their contact details, as a platform for launching Phase 2.
1.2 Were all the key messages identified and presented?
Almost all the interviewees considered that all the key messages had been identified at the
outset, and presented in Phase 1. One steering group member commented that the process of
assembling all the key messages had taken time, and that one or two additional ones emerged
during Phase 1.
1.3 How successful was Phase 1 in engaging the community in all aspects of coastal
change?**
This aspect of the process was relatively successful [average rating 4.0 out of 5]. Phase 1
involved local people in thinking about how the coast changes over a long timescale, and took
account of their own knowledge and experience (e.g. through the Stories of Change and
Timeline initiatives). Through broad discussions (coastal conversations) it started to make
people think about coastal change: past, present and future. For some local people in
generated a fresh interest in the coast.
1.4 How successful was Phase 1 in engaging different stakeholder groups?**
This Phase was also fairly successful in engaging a large number of different types of
stakeholder across the area [average rating: 3.7 out of 5]. Inevitably, many groups and
individuals were keener to become involved than others, and it was commented that some had
no interest in becoming engaged (e.g. Calshot village) even though considerable efforts had
been made. Some were interested only in a particular aspect, e.g. coastal access; water
quality. For those who were interested it was considered that the process gave ample
opportunity to become engaged very well (e.g. Friends of Lepe). It is interesting to note that the
main landowners (for whom a special meeting was set up in Phase 1) felt involved and heard.
Some interviewees commented that it was good to involve local people who had lived in the
area a long time.
1.5 How successful was Phase 1 in helping you and/or your organisation to understand
better the different stakeholder groups e.g. who they are, how they perceive coastal
change, and what their aspirations are?**
There is no doubt that Phase 1 enabled most stakeholders to understand better the aspirations
and concerns of others, and it provided a good record of stakeholders‟ views. [average rating:
3.9 out of 5] Because it involved landowners well, it provided a better understanding of their
views, and that helped to underpin the whole project. Some interviewees commented that they
already knew the views of others quite well, because of the recent consultations on the
Shoreline Management Plan.
1.6 Of the following could you please indicate which events you attended, which
activities you participated in or contributed to and which material you were aware of, and
indicate how useful and informative you thought the exercise (**):
Launch event [average score: 3.7 out of 5]
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The event was well attended, helped raise the awareness of the project, and introduced the
scope of the work to a lot of people. It showed how coastal change would affect a wide range of
people, and it stimulated minds. It also provided a good opportunity for networking between
stakeholders. One relatively isolated criticism is that the consultants‟ work could have been
better presented.
Drop-in Sessions [average rating:3.3 out of 5].
Although these sessions were considered worthwhile by those who attended, they were not well
supported, partly perhaps because of poor awareness of them.
Marine Week [average rating: 4.0 out of 5].
Including CCATCH project activities in the range of Marine Week events was considered a very
good idea that had been successful. The events were well supported, and certainly helped to
raise awareness. It brought in many families, and several interviewees commented that while
children were involved in traditional Marine Week activities the adults could become involved in
the CCATCH project. Conversely, some remarked that other activities drew attention away from
the CCATCH project.
Face to Face Interviews
There seemed to be little awareness of these among interviewees, but those who were aware
rated them highly [average rating: 4.0 out of 5]. Although labour intensive, it was a good way of
getting some individuals engaged with the project.
Coastal walks
Again, there was little awareness among interviewees. Those who did take part felt they were
rather unfocused; one respondent called them “ambulatory group interviews”.
Coffee mornings [average rating: 3.3 out of 5].
Although these were poorly attended, they were a good way to engage those who did attend.
Reasons given for poor attendance were the short notice given to organise them (two weeks),
the absence of publicity on site and in the local press, and the fact that they were held in the
classroom at Lepe Country Park which is away from the centre of activity.
Educational/school events
There was very little awareness of these among interviewees. However, those who were aware
rated them very highly [average rating: 4.8 out of 5], and commented how good it was to get
children so involved in the project. On the organisational side, the Country Park staff had to
“pick up the pieces” because the consultants were poor on delivery.
Door to door knocking
Very few interviewees felt able to comment on this aspect, but those who did considered it
useful in reaching „hard to reach‟ people, and in raising awareness. Door to door work had a
secondary purpose, because postcards about the project were put through the doors of those
who were not at home.
Workshops
It is difficult to report on this aspect, as very few seemed to know about any workshops in Phase
1 and there seemed considerable confusion with the Phase 2 workshops.
Stories of Change [average rating: 4.3 out of 5].
The SoC workshop held at the launch event was considered successful, and it was good that
the process involved so many people with good knowledge of this stretch of coastline. It was felt
by some that it was difficult to capture information from some people, and that better ways
should be considered. The SoC booklet that resulted is considered very impressive, is well
liked, and is selling well in the shop at Lepe.
Timeline [average rating: 4.5 out of 5].
This was very successful, producing such comments as “excellent” and “brilliant”. It was well
constructed, generated a great deal of interest, and people were fascinated by it. It was
enjoyable to do, and got children involved. It was a little disappointing that not many artefacts
were brought along. The fact that it was left in the classroom at Lepe, where it would be seen by
many people attending meetings, workshops, etc, was appreciated.
Beach art and sculpture (ERODE) [average rating: 3.3 out of 5].
These activities were not highly regarded by many interviewees, though it was recognised that
the beach art might have been good for children and at the same time gave an opportunity to
talk to adults about the project. The sculpture seems to have been controversial; to many it was
irrelevant and difficult to understand, and there is doubt as to whether it helped to get people
involved in coastal change issues. Some commented that modern art does not appeal to many
people.
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Google mapping
Not many commented on this. Of those who did, some considered it accessible and useful, and
should have been used more extensively, while others considered it too obscure and
unconvincing.
Sea level change fly through animation
This was considered to be an impressive way of conveying the impact over time of the changes
to the coastline, and it rated quite highly [average rating: 4.0 out of 5]. . However, probably
because it showed the future without sea defences, it caused some alarm. There was some
criticism that it was based on imprecise science, but some people might assume it possessed
greater certainty that it actually did. And some thought this type of presentation might appeal
more to younger people, and that older people may prefer more traditional tools.
Maps/aerial photos
These scored lower [average rating: 3.3 out of 5] than the fly through animation, and some
interviewees said that because they were static they compared unfavourably with the flythrough. However, perhaps for those who understand and appreciate maps and aerial photos,
they proved popular as a means of conveying changes over time.
Educational materials
Not many interviewees seemed aware of these materials. For those who were aware, they
scored quite highly [average rating: 4.0 out of 5], and are considered a good legacy from the
project.
Project website
This was considered quite poor, and did not score well [average rating: 2.6 out of 5]. It
contained little information compared with the large amount generated by the project. Some
criticised it for being poorly maintained and updated. A small number of interviewees were
unaware of the website, or had never visited it, in one case because of an inherent dislike of
computers.
Pamphlets [average rating: 3.6 out of 5].
These were considered by some to be a necessary and low-cost means of information, which
helped to focus minds on the project area and the issues of coastal change. Some considered
that they could have been produced to a better standard. A small number of interviewees were
unaware of the pamphlets, and questions were raised about their availability and how well they
were publicised.
Phase 2 - Dialogue
2.1 How successful was the process for deciding the invitees to the workshops?**
With hindsight, were there other stakeholders who should have been invited to be
involved in the workshops? How could this aspect of the process be improved?
Some background information: The steering group and the consultants (Dialogue Matters)
decided who would be invited to the Phase 2 workshops. Although the steering group‟s intention
had been to involve all who showed interest in Phase 1, this was hampered because [1] the
contact details of many Phase 1 stakeholders were not recorded; and [2] the consultants
wanted to limit the numbers attending the workshops because of their style of presentation.
Because it was almost inevitable that some who were invited would not be able to attend, the
workshops were not fully attended, especially the second one.
However, in spite of these limitations, most interviewees considered that the process of inviting
stakeholders to the workshops had been fairly successful [average rating: 3.8 out of 5], that
there was a good cross section of interests, and that most groups that ought to have been
invited were there. There was some criticism that there were no individuals not representing
particular interest groups, and no local residents at the workshops (though it was acknowledged
that few people actually live on the coastline in the project area). The absence of
representatives of the major landowners (especially Cadland), and of the Shoreline
Management Plan project team, was noted.
Some said that the requirement for the same representative to attend both workshops proved to
be a problem, as did the fact that the workshops were held during weekdays, which made it
difficult for some who were invited to attend.
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2.2 How successful was Phase 2 in building consensus?**
[average rating: 3.6 out of 5]. Most felt that the workshops were successful in developing mutual
understanding and building consensus, mainly because of the high standard of facilitation. The
process enabled participants to understand the perceptions and concerns of others, because
the facilitators were keen to build consensus by drawing out the views of all participants and
encouraging discussion. In spite of many different standpoints, it was possible to move forward
together.
A small number of interviewees were critical. One felt that the lack of hard facts made it difficult
to build consensus, and that the issues could have been put over more strongly. Another felt
that the concept of building consensus at the workshops was illusory and that, in reality,
although all views were recorded there was a complete mix of positions that changed little
through the process.
2.3 How successful was Phase 2 in managing conflicts between stakeholders?**
[average rating: 3.7 out of 5].
Most felt that, during the workshops, conflicts were successfully managed. Several participants
noted that the conflicts were low level, or non-existent, certainly that there were no significant
controversies, probably because of the nature of the project and the issues it covered.
Whatever conflicts arose were well handled by the facilitators, and dealt with by participants in a
non-confrontational (some said “polite”) way, and were reduced as the process went on.
2.4 How successful was Phase 2 in agreeing actions?**
[average rating: 4.0 out of 5].
The workshops were very successful in identifying actions, but less successful in agreeing
them. A wide range and variety of actions emerged through the workshops, but there was little
opportunity to prioritise them or decide responsibilities for taking them forward. Some steering
group members felt that a third workshop would have overcome these shortcomings. Some
commented that there appeared to be more agreement over long-term than short-term actions.
Others felt it was too early to respond confidently to the question, as the Adaptation Plan had
only just been circulated.
2.5 How successful was Phase 2 in clarifying what stakeholders can and cannot do?**
This question was prompted by the experience of previous projects where the expectations of
stakeholders about what could be achieved had not been tempered by the realities of such
matters as the policy framework, availability of funding, etc.
The responses with regard to this project were very positive on the whole [average rating: 3.9
out of 5]. The workshops had stayed realistic and kept feet on the ground. Nobody felt ill
informed, and it was made clear what could and could not be achieved. There was a good
degree of realism with regard to possible actions, with financial and other constraints being
considered. Some interested parties appeared to have shifted their position after reality checks
in the workshops. On the negative side, there were isolated comments; for example, one
participant felt that stakeholders had little influence over what major authorities and agencies
wanted to do.
2.6 To what extent was the degree of uncertainty associated with coastal change and/or
the lack of information available in the workshops a significant problem in developing
actions for the adaptation plan?**
[average rating: 3.2 out of 5; NB – for this particular question, the lower the score the better].
The majority felt that lack of certainty about coastal change issues, and the lack of information
in some key aspects, represented a problem that potentially hindered the success of Phase 2.
However, most recognised that it had been conducted on the basis of „best available
information‟. Where there were important gaps these had been flagged up for further work,
“areas for research”, etc.
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A small number of participants were cynical about the predicted effects of climate change on the
coast, and felt that predictions of sea level rise and increased storminess were exaggerated.
Others accepted that climate change, sea level rise and increased storminess are happening
but felt that authorities and agencies are over-reacting. These views, although minority ones,
challenge the fundamental rationale behind the CCATCH project and other Defra Pathfinder
projects.
2.7 How successful was the organisation of the workshops?**
Without exception, interviewees felt that the workshops had been very successfully organised
[average rating: 4.8 out of 5], and the consultants were widely praised for being thorough and
professional. One very experienced professional participant commented that the workshops had
been “excellent, the best I have ever been to”. There was a widespread feeling that the pace of
the workshops had been just right; as one participant said “I did not feel rushed, but there was
no hanging about”.
2.8 How successful was the facilitation of discussions at the workshops?**
Again, without exception, it was considered that the facilitation of discussions had been very
successful [average rating: 4.5 out of 5]. It was felt that everyone could have their say without
interruption, but no-one was allowed to dominate. Not only were the consultants‟ facilitators
considered to be excellent, but so were the project staff (from Hampshire CC) who they trained
for the workshops. This has had the ongoing benefit that these trained staff have since been
able to facilitate workshops for their own organisations.
2.9 How successful was the ‘word for word’ form of reporting of the workshops?
On the whole, the word-for-word form of reporting was considered very successful [average
rating: 4.2 out of 5]. Most interviewees felt that it had worked well, and they liked the way that
views were reported verbatim without any interpretation. Such reports were commended for
being very accurate. Several participants remarked that they liked seeing their views reported
faithfully, and that nobody could say their views had not been communicated. It provides a good
trail of what was said. On the negative side, it was considered that word-for-word reports are too
long, and go into too much detail. They need to be more succinct to be useful, and would
benefit from summarising. One of the steering group who had been involved in preparing the
reports commented that that they are very time-consuming to produce.
2.10 Did you attend Workshop 1?
6 out of 10 of those interviewed face-to-face, and 11 out of 20 interviewed by telephone, took
part in Workshop 1, although a small number refused to take part in the evaluation.
2.11 To what extent was the Workshop successful with regard to the following aspects?**
A] Briefing material (made available prior to the Workshop) [average rating: 4.0 out of 5].
The range and quality of briefing material was considered to be good to very good (by those
who could recall it!)
B] 2030 vision exercise [average rating: 4.0 out of 5].
It was felt that this provided a good introduction to the workshops, and got people to start
thinking about the long term. A small number of participants felt that it lacked useful information,
and was not very beneficial because it was not possible to look so far ahead.
C] Information about coastal change (including trends and predictions) [average rating: 3.8 out
of 5].
There were mixed feelings about this. Some thought it was excellent, as it provided the best
available information about trends and predictions, and was put across in an accessible way.
Others considered it too technical and hard to understand, or too opaque and lacking in detail.
Some commented that the trends were easy to understand and accept, but the predictions were
questionable.
D] Benefits and challenges of coastal change [average rating: 4.1 out of 5].
This was generally felt to be fairly successful, and was put across well, but several participants
commented that there was much more information on challenges than benefits. Discussion
showed that some stakeholders were resistant to change.
E] Benefits of planning, and risks of not planning, to adapt [average rating: 4.6 out of 5].
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Most interviewees considered that this was well presented and very successful. Steering group
members commented that it helped many people to realise that the process of planning to adapt
was necessary and needed to start now.
F] Exploring the 5 key topics, using the same format for each [average rating: 4.3 out of 5].
The common format for addressing the five key topics was considered to be very good, and it
worked well, enabling all the issues to be explored thoroughly. A small number of participants
felt that the key topics did not emerge very obviously from Phase 1, and questioned why certain
issues (e.g. beach huts) merited the same in-depth treatment as others.
G] Identifying and discussing potential adaptation solutions [average rating: 4.1 out of 5].
This was generally considered to be successful, with good brainstorming-style discussions.
However, some felt that the approach was too “starburst” or “scattergun” with not enough focus
on the solutions with the best potential.
2.12 In Workshop 1, were you able to put your views across easily and effectively?
Without exception, interviewees said they had been able to put across their views easily and
effectively. It was a very open forum with plenty of opportunities to contribute. Every effort was
made to allow everyone, even the quiet ones, to have their say. The use of post-its and
flipcharts was a good way of recording the views and comments of participants.
2.13 Do you think your contribution to Workshop 1 made a difference?
Most interviewees considered that their contribution had made a difference, but some were
uncertain – “I hope so” or “I believe so” were recorded more than once. Some wanted more time
to examine the Adaptation Plan before giving a firm answer to the question.
2.14 Did you attend Workshop 2?
6 out of 10 of those interviewed face-to-face, and 8 out of 20 interviewed by telephone, took part
in Workshop 2, although a small number refused to take part in the evaluation.
2.15 To what extent was the Workshop successful with regard to the following aspects?**
A] The approach used for each of the 5 topics [average rating: 4.6 out of 5].
The common format used for each of the five topics worked well, with no adverse comments.
B] The approach used for Lepe Visitor Centre, Plan B[average rating: 4.2 out of 5].
The approach used for Lepe Visitor Centre was well received, providing a good basis for a
brainstorming discussion; the visual aids helped. The organisers (HCC) were extremely pleased
with the outcome of the discussions, as it provided an excellent plan which potential funding
agencies are now looking at.
2.16 In Workshop 1, were you able to put your views across easily and effectively?
As with Workshop 1, all interviewees said they had been able to put across their views easily
and effectively. There were no adverse comments.
2.17 Do you think your contribution to Workshop 1 made a difference?
Again, as with Workshop 1, most interviews felt that their contribution had made a difference,
although some were rather uncertain.
Adaptation Plan
General comments on the Adaptation Plan (which had been discussed by the steering group
first, before other participants): Not exciting, not easy to read, woolly, needs
distillation/summary. Needs to be clearer for stakeholders to understand. Needs some
concrete actions to be achieved in the short-term, if the credibility of the CCATCH project is not
to be jeopardised.
3.1 Does the draft Plan reflect to a reasonable extent the views and inputs of
stakeholders overall (or your particular organisation in particular)?
Most stakeholders considered that their views and inputs had been reflected well in the Plan;
nothing seemed to have been held back. However, individual organisations considered that
some revisions would be required (e.g. NFNPA) or that clarification was needed regarding
related plans (e.g. the Shoreline Management Plan). Some stakeholder organisations were
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disappointed that their strong views about actions that should/must be taken (e.g. retention of
Lepe Road ) have not been presented decisively in the Plan
3.2 Does the action plan (section 5) reflect fairly the recommendations and actions
arising from the Phase 2 workshops?
It was generally considered that there was a good thread of continuity from the workshops to
the plan.
3.3 Are there any aspects of the action plan that you feel are not practical, realistic and
achievable?
There was widespread feeling that, because the Plan attempted to include all aspirations, it is
inevitable that some suggested actions will prove to be impractical when the availability of
resources – funding in particular – is given fuller consideration. Some actions are allocated for
the long term, not because they are unrealistic but because of the likely lack of resources in the
short term. The policy context might rule out some possible actions, e.g. small scale facilities for
water sports. Several interviewees stressed the need for prioritisation of the suggested actions
to take place as soon as possible, and through that process some actions might be removed
from the list. The main authorities who are nominated as lead organisations – especially HCC –
felt strongly that the action list needed fuller assessment and prioritisation in the light of the
ongoing economic situation, to provide more realism to the Plan. It is likely that some actions
might become more relevant over time as risks become more evident. A number of actions
related to coastal defences and shoreline management are already being undertaken or
progresses, but stakeholders may not be aware.
3.4 Are there certain aspects of the Plan that are dependent upon influencing the policies
and plans of the relevant authorities? (e.g. Shoreline Management Plans, Local
Development Frameworks)
This question proved to be somewhat irrelevant, as implementation of most of the actions in the
Adaptation Plan is not dependent on inclusion in other plans. The main exception was the new
visitor centre for Lepe Country Park, which is a sensitive area, and will need policy support from
the National Park Authority; however, the Local Development Framework is at the Core
Strategy stage, which is broad-brush, and the more critical stage will be at the detailed planning
level. Few other planning issues cropped up. The major landowners‟ plans for the defence of
their stretches of coast was discussed in the workshops and it was noted that because
Shoreline Management Plans are non-statutory and advisory, landowners are able to continue
to maintain their defences irrespective of SMP policies. Several interviewees commented that
the involvement of planners and policy makers (such as NPA planners and SMP staff) in the
CCATCH project helped to ensure that the Adaptation Plan will be taken into account in the
other planning processes. Some stakeholders found it difficult to understand the relationship
between the CCATCH process and the LDF, SMP and other planning processes.
3.5 Are the arrangements for ongoing communication satisfactory? If not, what
improvements would you suggest?
With regard to communications and monitoring, there are no dedicated funds to take
suggestions forward. Consequently several interviewees remarked that the emphasis must be
on using means of communication that are already in place – e.g. , the project‟s website, parish
councils, community groups, the NPA news bulletins, etc. Other measures, of a low key nature,
such as a regular newsletter, annual meetings of the stakeholders, updating the project website,
were suggested, as was the idea of the wider „CCATCH the Solent‟ project taking under its wing
any ongoing communication needs for the Beaulieu-Calshot project. Some commented that
regular liaison with the major landowners was needed in order to maintain trust and keep them
on board. As the lead authority, HCC considered that the draft Adaptation Plan put too much
load on them, and that the responsibilities should be shared.
3.6 Are steering group members happy for the group to evolve into a Local Engagement
Group?
Generally, there was willingness among members of the steering group for it to carry on in some
form, but it must not be kept going for its own sake, there must be a tangible need for it to
continue. For example, it could meet for specific purposes, such as providing an input to the
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development of LDF policies or to any Coastal Defence Strategy. Some steering group
members felt that, because of the resource implications in a worsening economic climate, they
might not be able to continue.
The Project Overall
4.1 Was the right approach used? If not, why? How could the approach be improved?
Among the interviewees there was strong and widespread support for the two-phased approach
that had been used. It was a well ordered process, with Phase 1 providing a sound foundation
for Phase 2. If Phase 1 had been omitted or narrowed in its scope, Phase 2 would have been
far less successful. For each phase the right kind of consultants had been employed. The whole
approach was very inclusive throughout, with every effort made to involve people at all stages.
The alternative approach of employing a project officer had been considered by the
organisers/steering group but rejected, as no single person would have had the range of skills
that consultants could provide. This decision was strongly vindicated by the success of the
approach adopted, as evidenced very well in this evaluation.
A few ideas for improving the approach were suggested. One was to add a third workshop to
Phase 2, so that the range of possible solutions discussed in the second workshop could be
narrowed and prioritised, with clearer indications of lead and partner organisations, and
appropriate timescales. A minor improvement would be to make more use of steering group
members to help run aspects of the project, and to include more “experts” especially with regard
to climate and coastal change, and shoreline management.
4.2 Were the best possible techniques used? If not, what would you suggest could be
used in similar projects in the future?
The range of techniques and tools had been much discussed by the steering group, and their
selection was strongly vindicated by participants. Almost all the interviewees considered that the
range and variety of techniques and tools in Phase 1, and the workshops in Phase 2, were very
good. Perhaps more use of visualisation tools could have been made, as they are appealing
and effective, and could have engaged general visitors to sites such as Lepe and Calshot who
are regular users but may not live locally.
The suggestions for additional or alternative techniques and tools that could be used in similar
projects in the future included:
A floodable model, properly used to avoid causing panic! (This had been considered by
the steering group but rejected on cost grounds);
A citizens toolkit, with characterisation tools such as used in landscape and seascape
assessment;
Informal meetings and/or roadshows;
Use of social media to provide regular blogs and updates, at least, to help engage
younger people who may have been left out of this project.
4.3 Were the right issues addressed? If not, why?
Again the original list of issues to be addressed had been produced/guided by the steering
group. The vast majority of interviewees considered that the right issues had been addressed,
and considered thoroughly, particularly with regard to the impacts of climate change on this
stretch of coast. Isolated criticisms included: issues were too focused on Lepe; and perhaps
many issues should have been put on the back burner for 10 years because of the uncertainty.
4.4 Looking at the whole project/process, what worked well, what did not work well, and
how could it have been done better?
A] Things that worked well:
The steering group was a fundamental factor in the success of the project. The
appointment of the appropriate range and number of participants with the right
experience, expertise and willingness to contribute positively, were all important.
The use of the right consultants for each Phase;
The range of innovative ways of engaging with stakeholders in Phase 1;
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The workshops were very well organised and facilitated, and all participants were given
the opportunity to become involved in the process.
B] By comparison with the aspects that worked well, those that did not work well were relatively
minor:
Each consultant had some weaknesses, and the early work by R4C was poor;
The coffee mornings and drop-in sessions in Phase 1 were poorly attended;
It was difficult to enthuse the general public and involve those who were not interested;
Some felt that the baseline information was incomplete, there was a lack of hard facts,
and there was uncertainty relating to predictions;
Activities were too focused on Lepe Country Park and Calshot Activities Centre.
C] Suggestions of what could have been done better included:
Do more to get the general public or “average residents” involved, perhaps by (a) going
to the community, find out what they do, and join in; (b) hold meetings/workshops in
evenings and/or weekends; (c) provide incentives to become involved.
Better and closer liaison in Phase 1 between the consultants and those “on the ground”;
Better recording of stakeholders‟ contact details in Phase 1, to help launch Phase 2;
Make more use of stakeholders‟ talents;
Be more flexible about workshop invitations and less strict about the same
representatives attending both workshops;
Involve scientific/technical experts more, especially in the workshops;
More tangible education/interpretation outcomes;
Involve support groups like Friends of Lepe at an earlier stage.
4.5 Were there any barriers to engagement?
Most interviewees answered „No‟ to this question. Overall, there were not considered to be any
significant barriers to engagement. On the contrary, the project – especially the workshops –
was very successful in breaking down barriers, for example between the major landowners and
the local authorities, National Park Authority, Natural England, etc.
It was recognised that many people are not interested in the issues, and no amount of effort will
get them involved. This might explain why it proved so difficult to engage the residents of
Calshot village, who are beset by ongoing social and economic problems, and might regard
coastal change issues as being low priority. Others might not have wanted to become involved
because of their perceptions of coastal change issues; for example, they might be sceptical
about climate change, sea level rise, and so on.
However, it was also recognised that there might have been some people who wanted to
become involved but could not, for a variety of reasons including: too busy; lack of time; working
during the day; etc. Also, the style of approach used might have been a barrier to young people.
It is also worth mentioning that the isolated nature of this stretch of coastline and the small,
dispersed settlements might have contributed to difficulties in engagement in a minor way.
4.6 Was it a burden on you (or your organisation) as a stakeholder?
The only interviewees for whom their involvement had been a significant burden were those
who had had major roles in the planning, organising and running of the project. By contrast,
most participants did not consider that engagement in the project had been a burden to them as
individuals or to the organisations they represented. Many commented that it had been well
worthwhile and enjoyable, and that they felt they had got more out of the project than they had
put in. A small number considered that it had been quite an intensive process, requiring a
significant commitment of time.
4.7 Did the benefits arising from the project justify the costs?
Although unintended, it was apparent that some interviewees had considered this question not
just at project level (did the benefits justify the overall project costs?) but at organisational level
(did the benefits accruing to the organisation justify their input?). Both sets of responses are
summarised below.
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At project level, many interviewees were not aware of the overall projects until told at the
interview. It was acknowledged by many that intensive stakeholder engagement is expensive
and time consuming. Some considered the high costs would be worth it. One remarked that
£80k is a “drop in the ocean” compared with the broader picture, and that getting people heavily
involved in the early stages of a planning process yields good dividends later on, as opposition
would prove very costly. In contrast, others doubted the costs would ever be justified. One
participant commented that the whole project had been a waste of money, and it would have
been better to have spent it on modest defences for the visitor facilities at Lepe Country Park.
Some felt that it was too early to answer the question, because so much depended on what
fruits were produced from it in the next few years. A significant number were hoping for or
expecting that some useful schemes would be developed and implemented in the short term,
otherwise they would doubt the value of the project.
At organisational level the general feeling was that the benefits had outweighed the costs of
involvement. Such benefits included:
A much greater level of awareness among stakeholders of the coastal change issues in
the area, of the need to plan to adapt, and of the pros and cons of different solutions;
A greater level of support for changes at Lepe, especially ideas for a new visitor centre,
and good evidence for the HLF bid of a high level of public engagement;
Better dialogue between Lepe and the Calshot Activities Centre and the NPA;
Greater involvement of the Friends of Lepe in determining the future of the Country
Park;
Greater awareness of the fragility and sensitivity of parts of the National Park;
Better dialogue and improved relationships between Hampshire CC and the major
landowners;
Excellent educational materials and other resources that can be used in other teaching
situations, and thus had an ongoing value;
HCC staff and volunteers trained as workshop facilitators;
An exemplar that will be useful in organising the wider CCATCH the Solent and
CC2150 projects.
4.8
A] Has the project changed the attitudes of stakeholders towards coastal change?
The most frequent responses to this question were “don‟t know”, “hope so” and “too early to
say”. Among those who ventured a fuller response it was generally considered that without
doubt there had been an increase in the awareness and understanding of the coastal change
issues, and of the needs and concerns of various stakeholder groups; thus it was likely that
attitudes will have shifted. However the direction and speed of change will vary from one
organisation to another. Many interviewees said that the attitudes of them and/or their
organisations had shifted.
It is interesting to note different perceptions of whether the attitudes of particular stakeholder
groups have changed. For example, some interviewees commented that the attitudes of the
major landowners had changed, while the landowners representatives said that they have not
changed!
B] Is there a greater willingness to accept change?
Many stakeholders now accepted that coastal change will happen, though uncertainty remains
about the nature and pace of change and the type of response that will be appropriate. Thus
there is a willingness to accept that change will happen, but uncertainty about the response.
Several interviewees commented that most/many people do not like change, and are inherently
resistant to it, and therefore unlikely to be willing to accept change.
4.9 What do you think will be the role/importance of the project in the wider context of
plan-making and decision-making?
Many interviewees refrained from answering this question, or simply answered “don‟t know”.
However, those that did respond more fully generally considered that the CCATCH project
should/would have an important role to play in the wider policv/planning context, because of the
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intensive stakeholder engagement that had been such an important feature of the project. It
was hoped and expected that the Adaptation Plan that had emerged from the project would be
influential at higher levels in the relevant authorities and agencies, and fully taken into account
by them in planning, policy making and decision making, as appropriate.
The New Forest NPA‟s Local Development Framework was mentioned, as being particularly
important with regard to any new visitor centre at Lepe. The North Solent Shoreline
Management Plan was mentioned by several interviewees, and some noted that it is a policy
document rather than a delivery tool, and that it will be followed at a more local, detailed level by
one or more Coastal Defence Strategies (CDS). It will be important for the CCATCH project‟s
Adaptation Plan to be taken into account by the CDS. One interviewee noted that the
Adaptation Plan should be linked to the sustainable community strategies of both New Forest
District Council and Hampshire County Council.
4.10 Was the balance of community views and all other factors about right?
This question recognised that in any planning process, no matter how much stakeholder
engagement there is, there are other factors that the planners and policy makers have to take
into account. Most respondents considered that both in the workshop discussions and the
Adaptation Plan, the balance of community views was about right, and that stakeholders‟
expectations about what could be achieved through the Plan had not been falsely raised. One
interviewee remarked that in any assessment of “community views” consideration had to be
given to how representative of the “community” were the stakeholders who were most fully
engaged in the project. However, it is apparent from other parts of this evaluation that, with
some exceptions, most elements of the communities in the CCATCH project area were
represented.
4.11 What were the key lessons to be learned from the project? (that could be helpful in
the wider CCATCH – the Solent project?)
This was a question of fundamental importance in the evaluation, and a wide range of answers
was received. These are grouped below into coherent clusters, as far as possible:
Be clear about the need for the project and what you want out of it;
As stakeholder engagement is costly, be clear about how much you can afford, and if
necessary trim the process to suit the money available;
The two-phase process worked well, and it is worth making a lot of effort to select the
right consultants for each phase;
Establish a good steering group; get the right partners involved; select key people who
are willing to input time to the project; enlist as much help from them as possible, and
make use of their expertise;
For phase 1 use a variety of techniques and tools to engage as wide a range of people
as possible; try to appeal to all age groups; be willing and brave to try new things; do
not rely on consultants to run activities;
Activities that are “modern” and dynamic – such as the 3D computerised fly-through –
are the most appealing and effective tools for increasing awareness;
Develop good educational materials to get school children involved (the materials will
be an ongoing resource);
Use local media better, to raise the profile of the project;
Identify all potential stakeholders at the outset; do as much as possible to engage hardto-reach people; it is difficult to engage with those who are not affected; you cannot
force people to get involved;
Involve all interested parties to get buy-in to the actions that emerge; make the process
as enjoyable and productive as possible;
Identify key issues to focus engagement;
Have good scientific information and technical experts available;
Record all stakeholders‟ contact details in Phase 1, as it is vital as a basis for Phase 2;
In Phase 2, running workshops effectively depends on having very good organisers and
facilitators; the staff of steering group member organisations can be trained effectively
to be good facilitators in the workshops (and that has benefits beyond the life of the
project);
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Be realistic about what can and cannot be achieved, so as not to raise stakeholders‟
expectations too high;
Need to keep dialogue going with landowners and other interested parties after the
project has finished.
4.12 With regard to communicating the project to the wider world, what measures were
most successful? What were least successful? What else could be done?
No specific measures were put in place to communicate the project to the wider world (i.e.
beyond the project area), although the website played a part in broader communication. Several
interviewees considered that the project had not been successful in this respect.
Although not necessarily planned at the outset to have such an effect, the project was
communicated at a professional level to a wider audience through talks at the Solent Forum and
at conferences, including a climate change conference held in Portsmouth.
Interviewees regarded the relatively low key use of the local media (newspapers, TV and radio)
as the least successful aspect of communication. There were also several adverse comments
about the website and its effectiveness in the wider context.
In terms of what else could have been done to raise public awareness of the project and
encourage more people to take an interest, the following were suggested:
Improve the website, make it more active and interesting; signpost to it from social
networking sites;
Make better use of local media; use the local newspapers such as the New Forest Post,
Echo, Lymington Times, etc; do more press releases;
Mention in Hampshire Now, the Solent Protection Society newsletter, etc.
Do more outreach, e.g. talks to local groups.
4.13 Have you any other comments you’d like to make about the CCATCH project,
especially with regard to the suitability of approaches, techniques and tools for use in
other coastal areas?
This question provided interviewees with the opportunity to make significant points that did not
fit conveniently elsewhere in the interview structure. The following miscellany of points were
recorded:
It is not clear why the project was needed;
Such projects would not happen without strong financial support from Defra; what will
happen in other projects that are less generously funded?
This type of project reflects the Government‟s emphasis on „localism‟;
There is a need to keep up the momentum or the large amount of money invested in the
project will have been wasted; need to achieve some short-term actions otherwise the
process will be discredited.
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Engagement Facilitation Consultants Questionnaire
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Consultants: Resources for Change
1. How successful was Phase 1 in engaging the community in all aspects of coastal
change? Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = very unsuccessful; 5 = highly successful)
2. Was it difficult to engage any particular types of stakeholder groups? If so, which ones,
and why?
3. Could you estimate the number of public participants involved during the Phase 1
engagement? If so, how many?
4. How successful was Phase 1 in raising awareness and understanding of coastal
change issues? Rate on a scale of 1 to 5
5. Were all the key messages identified and presented?
6. How useful were the various approaches used in Phase 1? Respond for each
approach, by rating on a scale of 1 to 5. Feel free to comment.
Face-to-face interviews
Drop ins
Stands at events
Educational visits
7. Have you employed these approaches before? If so were they as effective?
8. Are there any approaches you would have employed differently, and if so which?
9. Are there any other approaches you would have liked to employ, and if so what are
they?
10. How successful were the various techniques and tools used in Phase 1? Respond for
each technique, by rating on a scale of 1 to 5, and adding comments where appropriate.
Stories of change
Sculpture
Beach art
Country Park activities, including walks
3D model
Interviews
Mapping
Fly-through
11. Have you employed these techniques before? If so were they as effective?
12. Are there any techniques you would have employed differently, and if so which?
13. Are there any other techniques you would have liked to employ, and if so what are
they?
14. What are the main key lessons learnt from Phase 1 of this project?
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Consultants: Dialogue matters

1. Was the information collated during Phase 1 helpful for Phase 2?
2. Do you feel that there were any negative feelings towards the project or adaptation at
the start of the process?
3. Did the inconsistency of representation by some stakeholder groups, from one
workshop to the other, present any problems?
4. Do you feel that there were many conflicts between stakeholders at the start of the
process
5. How successful was Phase 2 in managing conflicts between stakeholders? Rate on a
scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 = very unsuccessful; 5 = highly successful)
6. Do you feel there was an open and equitable discussion of problems and solutions?
7. Was sufficient time available for discussing problems and solutions?
8. How successful was Phase 2 in clarifying what stakeholders can and cannot influence?
9. Was there any evident shifting of positions amongst workshop participants? Could you
exemplify?
10. Do you feel the workshops enabled the building of a consensus? Rate on a scale of 1 to
5
11. How successful was Phase 2 in agreeing actions? Rate on a scale of 1 to 5
12. To summarise could you please rate how successful the workshops were (on a scale of
1 – 5) with regard to the following aspects?
Identifying the need for adaptation?
Exploring information and perspectives?
Developing ideas and potential solutions?
Evaluating solutions?
Discussing ways of enacting solutions?
13. In your experience what worked well and what worked less well?
14. What are the key lessons learnt from Phase 2 of this project?

66

APPENDIX 3

Coastal Adaptation Projects Questionnaire
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Category 4 – Adaptation projects
1. Could you briefly describe the approach taken by your project?
2. How did you identify stakeholders to engage with? Who did you engage with?
3. In your opinion, how successful was your approach at engaging the wider community?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)
4. How did you go about such engagement? What was involved?
5. Are there any approaches you would have employed differently, and if so which?
6. Are there any other approaches you would have liked to employ, and if so what were
they? Why didn‟t you use them?
7. Can you recommend a particular technique, tool, or method of engagement that worked
particularly well with your stakeholders and which type of stakeholder was it suited to?
8. Do you feel that there was any negativity towards either adaptation or the project itself
at the start of the process?
9. Do you feel that there were many conflicts between stakeholders at the start of the
process?
10. How successful was it at raising awareness and understanding of coastal change
issues? Rate on a scale of 1 to 5
11. How successful was the process in clarifying what stakeholders can and cannot
influence? Rate on a scale of 1 to 5
12. Do you feel there was an open and equitable discussion of problems and solutions
throughout the process?
13. Were sufficient time and resources available for discussing these problems and
solutions?
14. How successful was your process in managing conflicts between stakeholders? Rate
on a scale of 1 to 5
15. Was there any evident shifting of positions amongst participants? If so, could you
exemplify?
16. Do you feel that the participatory process you employed enabled the building of a
consensus? Rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = unsuccessful; 5 = very successful)
17. How successful was the process in agreeing actions? Rate on a scale of 1 to 5
18. What lessons have you learned through your project?
19. What recommendations would you make to other adaptation projects?
20. What is the legacy of the project? How will it be taken forward once the funding ends?
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Coastal Communities Adapting to Climate Change (CCATCH): Public survey
This survey is aimed at assessing the success of a recent awareness raising
project looking at coastal change and how people can prepare or adapt.
Your help is very much appreciated!
Please post completed questionnaires into the collecting box.
Prize: If you wish to be entered for the prize draw, please leave contact details below:
............................................................................................................................................

1. How long have you been using the Calshot to Beaulieu River stretch of coast?
Less than 1 year
1-5 years
6-10 years
More than 10 years

2. How often do you use the Calshot to Beaulieu River stretch of coast?
Very regularly (Once a week)
Regularly (Once a month)
Occasionally (Once every couple of
months)
Infrequently (Once or twice a year)

3. Were you aware of the community engagement process relating to climate impacts and
coastal change carried out in Calshot and Lepe during 2010 and 2011?
Please circle: Yes or No

If ‘no’ please post this questionnaire in the
collecting box

4. Did you register your interest in the project by using the postcards sent to local houses?
Please circle: Yes or No
5. Did you participate in any of the activities that took place as part of this engagement?
Please circle: Yes or No

If ‘no’ please post this questionnaire in the
collecting box

6. Using the following table, could you please indicate which events you attended, which
activities you participated in, and which material you were aware of?
For those you contributed too, could indicate on a scale of 1 – 5 how useful and
informative you thought each exercise, where 5 is very useful and 1 is not useful.
Please add in any comments as you feel appropriate.
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Participant
Yes or No

Usefulness
score (1-5)

Comments

Events
Launch event
Drop in sessions
(Calshot Activity Centre, St
George Hall, Lepe)
Marine Week events
Face-to-face interviews
Coastal walks
Coffee mornings
Educational/school events
Door to door knocking
Workshops
Activities
Stories of change
Timeline
Beach art
Art Sculpture (ERODE)
Google mapping exercise
Materials
Sea level change fly
through animation
Maps/aerial photos
showing coastal change
Educational materials
Project website
Pamphlets about coastal
change

7. Do you feel you learnt something about coastal change whilst participating in the
project?
Please circle Yes or No: If yes, what did you learn? .......................................................
................................................................................................................................
8. Through participating in the project, did your views change as to what should be done
about coastal change and climate impacts?
Please circle Yes or No: If yes, how did your views change? .........................................
............................................................................................................................................

MANY THANKS FOR YOUR HELP
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PUBLIC SURVEY RESULTS

1. How long have you been using the Calshot to Beaulieu River stretch of coast?
Categories

Number of
responses
5
20
9
25
59

Less than 1 year
1-5 years
6-10 years
More than 10 years
Total

% cited
8.5
33.9
15.3
42.4
100

More than 10 years

42.4%

6 - 10 years

15.3%
No.

1-5 years

33.9%

Less than 1 year

8.5%
0

2.

5

10

15

20

25

30

How often do you use the Calshot to Beaulieu River stretch of coast?

Category
Very regularly (Once a week)
Regularly (Once a month)
Occasionally (Once every couple of
months)
Infrequently (Once or twice a year)
Total

Infrequently (Once or twice a year)

Number of
responses
22
16
13

% cited

8
59

13.6
100

37.3
27.1
22.0

13.6%

Occasionally (Every couple of
months)

22%

Regularly (Once a month)

27.1%

Very Regularly (Once a week)

37.3%
0

10

20

30
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3. Were you aware of the community engagement process relating to climate
impacts and coastal change carried out in Calshot and Lepe during 2010 and
2011?

26 (44.1%)

Yes
No

33 (55.9%)

4. Did you register your interest in the project by using the postcards sent to local
houses?

6 (23.1%)
Yes
No
20 (76.9%)

5. Did you participate in any of the activities that took place as part of this
engagement?

12 (46.2%)

Yes
No

14 (53.8%)
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6. Using the following table, could you please indicate which events you attended, which
activities you participated in, and which material you were aware of?
For those you contributed too, could indicate on a scale of 1 – 5 how useful and
informative you thought each exercise, where 5 is very useful and 1 is not useful.
Please add in any comments as you feel appropriate.

No. Of
Participant s

Average
score (1-5)

3

3.33

Drop in sessions
(Calshot Activity Centre, St
George Hall, Lepe)
Marine Week events

4

3.5

6

3

Face-to-face interviews

3

4.33

Coastal walks

5

3

Coffee mornings

3

4

Educational/school events

4
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Door to door knocking

0

0

Workshops

4

3.25

Activities
Stories of change

5

3.4

Timeline

5

4.2

Beach art

7

2.71

Art Sculpture (ERODE)

4

2.25

Google mapping exercise
Materials
Sea level change fly
through animation

1

2

5

4

Maps/aerial photos
showing coastal change
Educational materials

4

4.5

6

3.16

Project website

5

2

Pamphlets about coastal
change

7

3

Events
Launch event

Comments

Well organised

Could have had more attendees

Facilitators were very good

Very interesting
Very interesting to see history

Could have started further back in
time and taken account of existing
sea defences

Very interesting to read people‟s
memories
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7. Do you feel you learnt something about coastal change whilst participating in the
project?

2 (16.7%)
Yes
No
10 (83.3%)

Comments:
1. The different attitudes towards coastal change from different stakeholders makes it
incredibly taxing to find solutions
2. The changes along our coastline without realizing it
3. How devastating it will be for Lepe and Calshot
4. The impact of the beach disappearing
5. How to take care of our area more
6. That a lot has changed and will change due to the climate
7. That there is still a lot to be learnt. Much uncertainty surrounding timescales for
change. Potentially very difficult to achieve agreement for adaptation between
different sectors of the coastal community
8. How effects are relevant to today and past times and the need to protect for the
future
8. Through participating in the project, did your views change as to what should be
done about coastal change and climate impacts?

5 (41.7%)
7 (58.3%)

Yes
No

Comments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Take care and protect the coastline we have
Just thought it was a natural process but good to try and protect for the future
Convinced that major things need to happen to mitigate against tide rise
People should be better educated about what is happening to the coast
Be more aware of the natural beauty around us

75

APPENDIX 1

Project Timetable
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Project Timetable

TIMETABLE
7 – 21 Nov

22 Nov – 5
Dec

6 – 19 Dec

20 Dec – 2
Jan

3 – 16 Jan

17 – 30 Jan

31 Jan – 12
Feb

13 Feb -

Commence Project
Inception meeting with
HCC to discuss & agree
questionnaires for
categories 1, 2, 3 and 4
interviews
Literature Review and
information collation
Undertake interviews and
survey
Prepare report
Submit draft report
Final Report
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