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Meeting Minutes – South East Liaison Panel – 17 November 2015 

 

Meeting Minutes – South East River Basin Liaison Panel 
 

Location: Civil Service Club, London 

Date:  November 17, 2015  

 

Time:  10:00 – 14:00  

 

Date of next Meeting: Wednesday, 17th February 2016 

Attendance 
 

Panel Members:  

Andrew Pearce (AP), Chair – Environment Agency 

 

Louise Bardsley (LB), Natural England, Tom Ormesher (TO), National Farmers Union, Paul Raynor (PR), 

Royal Yachting Association, John Spence (JSp), Southern Water, Dave Brown (DB), South East Rivers Trust, 

Sue Simmonite (SS), Associated British Ports, Diane Millis (DM), Woodlands Trust, Tim Dapling (TD), Inshore 

Fisheries and Conservation Authority 

 

Environment Agency:  

Jon Sellars (JS), David Howarth (DH), James Cope (JC), Kathrynne Moore (KM), Richard Penn (RP) 

Apologies: 

Steve Gilbert, RSPB, Sebastian Anstruther, Arun & Rother Rivers Trust,  Ivor Llewelyn, Atlantic Salmon Trust, 

Kate Phillips, Kent County Council 

 

Agenda Items: 

1. Updated South East River Basin Management Plan (2015) 

2. Environment Programme, developing the medium term plan (MTP) 

3. South East RBD Liaison Panel – forward look 2016 

 

Action Items: 
1. Actions – JS provide update from National Liaison Panel on tracking RBMP’s measures and objectives. 

2. Action – JS to arrange meeting to discuss how (with the panel) we deliver more environmental 

improvements. (Will ask for volunteers).  

3. Action – Panel members to send back any comments on the criteria and process for creating the 

Medium Term Plan. 

4. Action – JS to provide information on the United Utilities NEP match funded LIFE bid. 

5. Action – JS to look into the reason for the lack of nitrate failures in protected areas.  

6. Action – JS to send copy of the latest National Liaison Panel meeting minutes 

7. Action – RP to send details and notes of the National Coastal Meeting 

8. Action – LB to circulate link to Natural England, Priority Rivers Map 
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Meeting Notes  
 

Welcome from Andrew Pearce  

Agenda Item 1 – Updated South East RBMP – JS/DH 

Objectives of this item:   

 Identify and discuss the key points on the updated RBMP. 

 Begin to identify where other activity is occurring in the RBD and where efforts need to be targeted to help 

achieve ‘Good’ status 

JS presented key points and data from the updated South East RBMP:  

The updated plans were submitted to defra on 30 Oct 2015, with the intention that final publication will take place 

on Dec 22. The updated plans (without ministerial sign off) are on the .gov.uk website.  

The discussion for this item explored where efforts needed to be targeted, outside of that which is committed in 

the plan. The plan contains measures that only have high certainty in terms of funding, location and effectiveness 

– largely limited to the Water Company NEP. It is a starting point, with a minimum number of outcomes over the 

next 6 years, therefore there is far more potential to help achieve environmental outcomes to 2021 and beyond. It 

is about unlocking the full ambition. 

The plan is made up of a number of statutory documents. Follow this link to access the suite of RBMP 

documents:  

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plan-update 

JS – summary of presentation - Part 1 provides information on the current state of the environment. A number of 

water bodies have decreased from Good Ecological Status (GES) since 2009. This is due to a number of factors 

which reflect a greater understanding of the true state of the water environment; these include an increase in the 

ecological monitoring network, improved evaluation techniques and better environmental standards. The 2015 

waterbody classification now becomes the new baseline. The plan provides a summary of the data, more detailed 

data and analysis can be obtained by following the links in the plan. There is a guide to assessing data and 

information as part of the suite of documents. 

Sections 4 and 5 of Part 1 of the plan summarise the cases where deterioration of status has occurred between 

2009 and 2015. Measures to prevent deterioration and restore the status of the waterbodies affected are also 

summarised in section 3 of Part 1. It was highlighted that waterbodies in the South East will deteriorate by 34% if 

none of the measures in the plan were undertaken. 

Environmental objectives have been set for each of the protected areas and waterbodies in the river basin district. 
They were identified through a process involving technical and economic appraisals and formal public 
consultation. The environmental objectives are legally binding. The environmental objectives default is GES/GEP 
by 2021 for all waterbodies. However, if this not possible, due to measures not being technical feasible, 
disproportionately costly or natural conditions not allowing an improvement to GES, then an alternative objective 
is set. This could be either a lower status or extended deadline to 2027.  
 
JS - to help determine the water body status an outcome prediction was made about the status of each element in 

2021. Predicted improvements in status are based on measures where there is high confidence that the measure 

will happen by 2021 including the exact location and that a change in element or waterbody status will occur as a 

result of the measures. It was also noted that the water body status objective does not always show whether an 

improvement in status is predicted to occur by 2021. For example, an element or water body may require an 

extended deadline to reach good status and so have an objective of ‘good by 2027’. However, it might be 

predicted to improve from poor to moderate status by 2021.  

In the plan Groundwaters have a default of ‘Good’ by 2027, JS pointed out that in reality, improvements will not be 

seen until much later due to the length of time it takes for benefits in GW bodies to materalise, but the EA have to 

report to Europe by 2027. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plan-update


Page 3 of 5 

 

Meeting Minutes – South East Liaison Panel – 17 November 2015 

 

Elemental improvements 

JS - although there hasn’t been great progress on overall waterbody status improvements, there has been a 76% 

improvement in elements at ‘Good’ status in the South East RBD. However, the remit is to report waterbody 

status improvements to Europe. There is an acknowledgment from Europe that waterbody level reporting using 

the ‘one out, all out rule’ prevents us getting to ‘Good’ in terms of reporting and masks real environmental 

improvements. 

Programme of measures 

JS – explained that the details can be found in section 3 of RBMP. The plan represents a starting point. Additional 

improvements are expected from other funded programmes, e.g. Countryside Stewardship, FCRM capital 

programme from 2016 and Highways England priority outfalls programme, where the location and scale of action 

is yet to be confirmed. Additional ambition is described in the catchment pages which describe some examples of 

local measures and possible achievements with future funding. 

Next steps – DH  

DH - The Environment Agency are the competent authority but not solely accountable for the delivery of WFD. 

Look to the panel to help facilitate delivery, provide advice, knowledge and expertise - add value.  

Some sector analysis has been undertaken (section 5, RBMP), enabling the identification of sectors which are 

responsible for failures and which sectors have funding available, simple analysis like this will help concentrate 

efforts and help unlock unrealised ambition. For example (in England), water companies have 24% of the reasons 

for not achieving ‘Good’, but have access to 64% of the funding. The agriculture sector on the other hand is 

responsible for more failures at 28% but has access to only 15% of the funding. 

DH – How can the panel help to inform the strategic view on which waterbodies to focus on – e.g. where elements 

could be improved to move waterbodies to GES? How could the panel help maximise funding opportunities? 

Questions and discussion from the panel following the RBMP presentation 

JSp – wanted to understand the use of Old and New building blocks in the plan. For 2013, 2014 and 2015 the EA 
has produced two sets of WFD classification results. Old building block, these results are based on the same 
methodologies that produced the classification results reported in the 2009 plans. They are used to assess 
progress against the objectives set in the 2009 plans, including improvements in the quality of water bodies, as 
well as check for any potential deterioration against the 2009 baseline. New building blocks set the baseline for 
the updated river basin management plans. They will help to inform future investigations and help determine 
appropriate measures and objectives. These changes have made a difference to the number of water bodies 
reported as being in high, good, moderate, poor and bad ecological status. 
 

DB – will cost benefit analysis methodology be used for future river basin planning? – KM - in Europe our cost 

benefit analysis and approach is seen as front runner and Sweden is now following our approach and 

methodology. However, there is still room for improvements and changes are likely to be made to the current 

methodology and this will be looked at for cycle 3 planning. 

SS – how are the measures and objectives in the plan being tracked? Will sectors be held responsible for tracking 

the plan? JS  - tracking methods currently being developed and  if resources allow, the external facing web based 

tool Catchment Data Explorer will be developed further to list not only those measures associated with the plan 

but the list of other measures which formed part of the bundles in the cost benefit analysis. 

Action – JS provide update from National Liaison Panel on tracking RBMP’s measures and objectives. 

DB – expressed concerns over the lack of funding available to catchment partners and the possibility of defra 

funding stopping for 2016. Other sources such as HLF and EU funds are oversubscribed and complex to 

complete. Panel -  need to explore match funding opportunities, for example use HLF funding as match for LIFE 

bids or water company NEP  as match funding. LB – need to understand all drivers for securing other types of 

funding.  
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AP - We need catchment hosts to influence the priority catchments- DB – hosts know what to do but funding in 

short supply. If defra funding stops, hosts will hibernate and momentum will be lost. 

DW – what we need is oversight of all catchment plans, a strategic overview to assess what they amount to. 

Action – JS – to arrange meeting to discuss how (with the panel) how we deliver more environmental 

improvements.   

Action – JS – to provide information on the United Utilities NEP match funded LIFE bid. 

Panel – wanted to understand what changes had been made since the consultation on the draft plan. JS 

explained that a document was available that summarised the responses at a National scale. Panel wanted to 

understand what changes had happened locally,  otherwise there was a risk that people will not bother 

responding in the future.LB – noted that as a result of the consultation objectives for Nature 2000 sites had 

improved nationally. 

Actions – JS – provide a summary list of changes for the SE RBD as a result of the consultation. 

Panel – agreement that we recognise the small number (9) of waterbodies predicted to get to GES in the plan will 

most likely happen but that there is a need to concentrate efforts on improving waterbodies beyond this number. 

We need to identify where we can make a difference. It is also perceived that there is a block between building 

good relationships with the panel and catchment partnerships. 

TO – concerns over the implications of the plan and the incentives for farming to deliver WFD objectives. TO -

would like to have specific sector workshops to work through the issues. 

TD – highlighted a positive outcome of WFD, using Chichester Harbour as an example of the importance of 

classification results and evidence on shellfish fisheries, it can mean the difference between the survival of the 

business or not, it would be good to have some case studies as examples. However, there was consensus 

amongst the panel that the emphasis on action for TraC waters was still taking second place.  

AP – suggested that we concentrate our efforts on protected areas and no deterioration - find funding for those. 

JSp – had concerns with how you prove for instance that invasive non native species are a cause of deterioration 

– e.g. impact from crayfish on fish populations. 

LB – surprised to see no nitrate failures for Protected Areas? 

Action – JS to look into the reason for the lack of evidence of nitrate failures in protected areas and report back to 

panel. 

Agenda Item 2 - Environment Programme – Developing the Medium Term Plan (MTP) – JC/DM 

Objectives of the item: 

 Comment on the extent to which the MTP has been developed, the process and the criteria used.  

 Explore and advise on how the MTP could be improved, including mechanisms for the panel to track, 

support and empower catchment partnership delivery. 

JC – provided an overview on the MTP which, if funded, will run from 2016-2021 

JC – the Environment Programme is an umbrella term for a number of project portfolios and funding mechanisms 

to deliver multiple environmental benefits; Defra WFD grant-in-aid (not yet decided in the spending review 2015 

(SR15)), water resources charge funding, local Area budgets and FRCM environment projects.  

Waterbody opportunity mapping and prioritisation has been undertaken to look at where it is possible to maximise 

spend. Looking to deliver against the specific objective for the funding stream but also maximise additional 

benefits. The Environment Programme medium term plan has been developed with catchment partners. 

Collaborative decision making is the default position. 

JC – Would like the panel to comment on the MTP development, process and criteria used. A paper explaining 

the process was included in the panel pack. 
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Action – Panel members to send back any comments on the criteria and process for designing the Medium Term 

Plan. 

Questions and discussion from the panel following the MTP presentation 

LB – concerns over the weighting system, e.g.  A waterbody that requires action under the eel regulations scores 

higher than a SCA or SPA. JC - some simple weighting has been undertaken but not everything has been 

considered TD – concerns that transitional and coastal waters and shellfish waters are missing from the mapping. 

JC - At the moment we have only undertaken the process on surface waters and have not included transitional 

and coastal waters (TRaC) waters. We recognise we need to do this for TraC and Groundwaters.  Also it is 

important to remember that this is not a ‘prioritisation tool’ it is simply highlighting the ‘opportunities’.  

JSp – opportunity mapping and identifying priority waterbodies are very different agendas. 

DB – concerns that catchment partners are not properly aligned with this work.  

Agenda Item 3 - Thames forward look for 2016 - CD 

Objectives of this item: 

 Planning for 2016 

 Products required to help plan i.e. evidence 

What type of items does the panel want discussed going forward, what are the ideas, what do we need to do to 

guide/support delivery? 

Discussion from the panel: 

Discussion continued around how to deliver more ambition outside the RBMP. Ideas such as producing another, 

more local plan to help deliver this ambition, working with catchment partners and understanding their local plans, 

common issues, efficiencies etc .Identifying priority geographic areas and concentrate efforts where we can make 

the most difference. Catchment partnerships provide the data and panel help fill the void. 

Need the panel to be engaged to help deliver this; ultimately we need more waterbodies at ‘Good’ status. 

 

AP - How do we articulate the priorities and identify funding – need to start with Protected Areas and no 

deterioration and then get more ambitious, identify the pathway to ‘Good’ status. Use mapping of actions to help 

create a picture of what is occurring on the ground. 

 

Potential to have more sector focused workshops to work on specific issues and engage panel this way. 

 

AOB 

Actions required as a result of discussion outside of the agenda items: 

Action – JS to send a copy of the latest National Liaison Panel meeting minutes 

Action – RP to send details and notes of the National Coastal Meeting 

Action – LB to circulate link to Natural England, Priority Rivers Map 

Action - JS to send out 2016 meeting dates.  

 

AP – summarised the session and brought the meeting to a close. 

 

End 

Date of next Meeting: Wednesday, 17th February 2016 
 


