[image: image1.jpg]GOVERNMENT OFFICE
FOR THE SOUTH EAST




Matter 6B / GOSE (7447) 

	Matter 6B / Countryside and Coast    

Government Office for the South East of England (7447)

Draft RSS for The South East of England -The South East Plan

Examination in Public - November 2006 to March 2007

Written Statement on behalf of HM Government - December 2006



6B.1
Does the Plan set out a positive, integrated strategy for the Region’s countryside in general?  Would it be appropriate to include a `Countryside Quality’ Indicator as a measure of the success of the strategy? 

1. The suggested indicators only measure the trends and do not necessarily have targets attached.  It was suggested in the Rural White Paper review that a set of SMART, optimal targets for each of the indicators or a composite, overall index be developed – this will now be picked up by the newly formed Natural England on completion of the current consultation. 
6B.2
Does the Plan set out a positive vision for National Parks and AONBs that reflects the opportunities they provide for the region and beyond?  Is the policy guidance on New Forest and proposed South Downs National Parks appropriate (Policies C1a, C1b and C2)?

1. We refer the Panel to part B of GOSE’s representations on the draft plan which outlines Government’s concerns with Policy C1a.

2. In addition, we note the list of considerations in C1a and suggest that the Panel examine if these are sufficiently specific to the New Forest, and whether a reference to the specific character of the New Forest would add to the policy.  
3. There is a good reference in the AONB policy (C2) placing emphasis on small-scale development that is sustainably located and designed and also encouraging proposals supporting the socio-economic wellbeing of communities (with the important caveat that they should not conflict with the purposes of designation).  This should apply to the National Parks too as they also have a socio-economic duty and ‘no major developments’ policy.  This all lends support to the case for a single policy for nationally-designated landscapes. In addition,  the Panel may wish to consider whether it is appropriate to include a housing allocation for the National Park, in accordance with PPS7 (paragraph 21). At present Policy H1refers to a “New Forest” housing allocation, however,  it is not clear if this is referring to the New Forest District Council area solely, or whether it includes an element for development within the New Forest National Park .    
6B.3
Is there a need for regional guidance on the River Thames Corridor?  What should this contain?  

1. RPG9b Strategic Guidance for the River Thames was adopted in February 1997. RPG9 2001 Para 1.4 states that account was taken of RPG9b but the more detailed guidance remained that in RPG9b. Therefore RPG9b remains extant policy for the Thames within the South East Region (namely the stretches between Windsor and Hampton and Crayford Ness to the Sea) until cancelled or replaced.

2. GOSE considers that there is need to assess the extent to which the policies within RPG9b are still relevant, and therefore need to form part of the SE Plan.  This is important in terms of reflecting the aspects of the River Thames which are regionally significant, and are not covered by other policies in the RSS.  There is also the need to consider the extent to which the SEPlan is consistent with adjacent regions. 
3. The Panel may wish to explore with others the level of detail and the geographic extent of the Thames Policy. GOSE does not have a particular view on these matters. We suggest, however, that the level of detail contained in the London Plan’s Blue Ribbon Network policies and proposals reflects the highly urbanised and complex nature of the capital. And this is probably not appropriate for replication in the SE Plan.  The thinking behind the Blue Ribbon Network, bringing together a number of themes – water resources, flooding, environmental protection etc then differentiating them to reflect the varying significance of the component parts of the network might be worthy of consideration by the Panel.

6B.4 
Would it be appropriate to provide more regionally-specific guidance on the opportunities that may be available to improve land-use management and access including in the designated Green Belt?

1. The Panel may wish to explore the extent to which Policies C3 and BE4 add to or apply, rather than repeat, existing national guidance in PPG2 (e.g. Annex A Land Management) or PPS7 (e.g. para 26) and whether there needs to be separate policies. Moreover, while guidance regarding the need for, and means of, authorities and others to work together is needed in the SEP generally, GOSE is not aware of any evidence to suggest that particular named places or areas require specific RSS guidance on land management.

2. If the Panel conclude that one or more policies are necessary they may wish to further test the draft policies.  For example, Policy C2 on AONB’s requires “positive land management policies”, while C3 regarding non-designated land requires “positive and high quality management”. Such language may lead some to misconstrue the protection hierarchy and raise false expectations.

3. Similarly, the SEP appears to be seeking to make Landscape Character Assessments mandatory, whereas PPS7 (para 13) simply refers to them by way of example. It is also unclear what would happen in the absence of an up-to-date and robust assessment.

4. With regard to Policy BE4 it is often the case that fringe land uses, any development pressures and the need for, and form of, land management will vary greatly over space and time. Consequently we are unclear whether a one-off boundary approach is appropriate. We are equally unclear as to what RSS or DPD policy would be able to achieve in practice. The likes of the Lower Mole Countryside Management Project in Surrey/SW London appear to already do in practice what C3/BE4 aspire to but without the, perhaps unintended, inflexibility they might introduce. 

6B.5 
Does the Plan provide appropriate, regionally-specific guidance on coastline planning and management (Policy NRM6)? In particular: 

a) are realistic forecasts of the impacts of climate change on the coast taken into account in framing policies for managing coastal development? 

1. Climate change is expected to increase the risk of both coastal and river flooding
 as a result of sea-level rise and more intense rainfall (PPG25, paragraph 4). In addition, PPS1 (paragraphs13 and 20) indicates how planning should facilitate and promote sustainable patterns of development, avoiding flood risk and accommodating the impacts of climate change.

2. We are not in a position to comment on whether realistic climate change forecasts have been taken into account in framing policies for managing coastal development in the sub region.  The Panel may therefore wish to consider testing the evidence base underpinning the policy approach to managing coastal development, and also explore whether a more regionally specific policy warrants inclusion within the South East Plan.   

b) are the expectations for areas subject to Shoreline Management Plans, Coastal Habitat Management Plans and Estuary Management Plans made sufficiently clear?         

3. PPG25 (Annex C) sets out the aims of the above management plans and provides information on those bodies responsible for preparing them. In order to make the SEP regionally specific, the Panel may wish to consider whether greater clarity would be provided by listing those areas currently covered by management plans, and by setting out clearly the expectations for these areas in terms of their linkages with local development documents.  It should be noted that a new PPS25 relating to Flooding is expected to be published during the examination. 
c) 
should the draft RSS be more clear about the actions at regional and sub-regional levels that need to be taken to protect Heritage Coasts?     

4. Advice on Heritage Coasts and their objectives is set out in PPG20 (paragraphs 1.16 to 1.17), and the treatment of Heritage Coasts in development plan documents is set out at PPG20 (paragraph 4.15). Reference to Heritage Coasts is made in the SEP (paragraph 8.2) but no further advice is provided and it is not included within the Policy at NRM6. 

5. The Panel may wish to consider whether the reference in the SEP (paragraph 8.2) adds value. For example, does it provide sufficient regional/sub-regional guidance to local planning authorities on the protection of Heritage Coasts, and would the SEP provide greater clarity by listing those areas designated as Heritage Coast.  

6. PPS11 (paragraph 1.5) states that the RSS should address genuine regional/sub-regional matters, and should be sufficiently detailed to provide clear guidance for LDDs. Reference to Heritage Coast at paragraph 8.2 infers the SEP’s intention to provide guidance, but the Panel may wish to seek clarification from SEERA on this point.  

� Up to date figures on projected sea level rises are contained in DEFRA project appraisal guidance on flood defence published in October 2006 (see Table 1 at page 3 of: � HYPERLINK "http://www.defra.gov.uk/environ/fcd/pubs/pagn/climatechangeupdate.pdf" �http://www.defra.gov.uk/environ/fcd/pubs/pagn/climatechangeupdate.pdf�). This report indicates the following sea level rises for the South East. 
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