Lancaster Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) Consultation Event 

Specific Comments Raised

This is a summary report of the specific questions and points that attendees raised whilst in the individual breakout sessions at this meeting. If you feel that your question or point has not been noted, please contact Fiona Crayston at smp2@mycoastline.org . All relevant comments will be considered as part of the SMP review.  

There were comments about a lack of notice of the SMP process with many stating they had only heard about the event on the day. Also some people felt they should have been involved earlier in the process.

A lot of comments were about a lack of value of rural/agricultural land and the issue of food security and livelihoods. It was stated to people at the meeting that this was more to do with national policy, which raised further questions of why there were no higher people (eg MPs) to answer those questions.

Questions around MR (especially in the Thurnham Moss area) were raised. The main one that was repeated was regarding where the line was going to be, so that they can plan for the future. The answer given to this was that we did not know until further studies were done but this led to concerns about not being able to plan and property blight until the studies were done. The other question which related to this was that there is a policy of HTL in the first epoch but given that the policy will change after 20years will there be any maintenance of the defences or repairs if they fail before the 20years is up.

Some Thurnham Moss residents also raised concerns over the EA flood maps with some low lying areas shown as not being at risk with higher land further back being at risk.

There has been a further meeting arranged with residents of Thurnham Moss to try to address some of their concerns.

Representatives from Sunderland Point felt that the historic value of the village had been underestimated as there are a lot of listed buildings which they didn’t feel had been counted. When this was questioned further, it appears that the building numbers are included in the historic element of the Theme review but do not appear on the map, which was explained that was to do with the scale of the map and a decision that not all listed buildings could reasonably be shown. It was also stated that the tourism/amenity value might have been underestimated.

There was a question raised about the erosion rates and how they were calculated as it was thought they had been calculated from photography.

Sunderland Point representatives were not happy with the Outcome Measures and are looking to escalate their concerns. However there is a further meeting arranged with the residents and there will be a formal written response before the end of the consultation period.

Farmers or residents from the area immediately behind the defences in PU2.3, near Cockerham Sands, where the draft plan has MR in 2nd epoch said there has been accretion in this area and the sand / saltmarsh has built up to seawards of the defence, which would enable seaward realignment to reclaim some extra land area by moving the defences, although realistically they thought this not likely to be allowed. We discussed how in this location MR may not mean abandoning the front line defence, but could be creating an improved secondary defence, and allowing the seaward area to flood with increasing frequency due to sea level rise, but overtopping flows could be contained seaward of the secondary defence.

A member of the public suggested that the area seaward of Leighton Moss would be suitable for managed realignment for habitat creation, but we presently have a NAI draft policy. This also applied to a low lying area of land adjacent to the river Keer, near Millhead, Warton, which could be good for wildlife.

