Sub Matter 6B / Kent County Council (7296) 


SUB-MATTER:6B COUNTRYSIDE AND COAST 

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
Changes in the quality of the countryside could only be assessed using a number of indicators including land lost to development.

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)?

2
Policy C1a accords ‘high priority’ to conserving and enhancing land within the New Forest National park.  Policy C2 (Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty) refers only to ‘priority’ being given to conservation and enhancement of natural beauty in the AONBs.  This distinction implies a higher status for the National Park than the AONBs and is contrary to PPS7 that national parks and AONBs have the highest status of protection for landscape and scenic beauty.   Policies C1a and C2 should be consistent.
3
A particular concern is the absence of any intent within the South East Plan to recognise landscapes of regional/sub regional significance comparable to the Special Landscape Areas (SLAs) of county-wide importance identified by the Kent and Medway Structure Plan, and defined by local plans.  Unless they are carried forward by the RSS their strategic status in the development plan will be lost when Structure Plan policies cease to have effect.  In Kent, landscape protection would be greatly diminished for much of the Low Weald, at the heart of the ‘Garden of England’, the North Kent Marshes, Sandwich Bay/Pegwell Bay, Dungeness, the Greensand Ridge and Blean Woods.  The Plan should protect and enhance such unique and distinctive countryside by including policies that recognise special landscapes of regional and sub-regional significance.
4
Many of these “Special Landscape Areas” provide an important foreground to AONBs in the Kent area. They are long established designations that have been reviewed using current methodology. They are strongly supported by the planning authorities and communities and their role and extent has been recently reconfirmed through the Kent and Medway Structure Plan 2006. The examination and adoption of this Plan post dates the issue of PPS7.   PPS7 accepts that there are landscapes outside nationally designated areas that are highly valued, and the designations may be maintained where criteria based planning policies alone cannot provide the necessary protection.

5
It is not clear if the Assembly has carried out a formal assessment of the qualities of the countryside, as advised in PPS7, to inform whether regional or sub regional policies for the protection of the landscape, or revisions to nationally designated landscapes, are justified.   The robustness of landscape characterisation as a mechanism to protect landscapes that are not nationally designated is not fully proven.  It is a complex process not well tuned to guiding strategic decisions for example on the location of urban expansion.
6B.3
Is there a need for regional guidance on the River Thames Corridor?  What should this contain?  

6
KCC sees value in an integrated approach to the River Thames and the particular considerations that affect the region and Kent, including port traffic and the implications of the TE2100 study.   The Thames Estuary CHaMP and Thames Strategy East already provide strategic management for this area but the policies and management within these need to be fully integrated and consistent.

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 the provision of green space in town and country?  

7
The application of Policy C3, Landscape and Countryside Management, is confined to the countryside outside nationally designated landscapes.  However its provision should apply across the countryside as a whole including designated landscapes.
8
It would be appropriate to refer in Policy C3 to the major opportunities in the region to improve land-use management and access, including those in Kent Thames Gateway that are part of the “Greening the Gateway” initiative and the Thames Gateway Parklands, and the East Kent Natural Park.   KCC will provide further information on these initiatives for the sub region debates. 

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?

9
Many of the issues facing the coast are found throughout the UK but there are specific considerations in the South East that should set the context for Policy NRM6.   Coastal flooding and erosion are key issues in the region, with sea level rise in Southern England of about 6mm per annum, of which 4.5mm is attributed to climate change.  Climate change impacts are compounded by coastal tilting. In Kent sea level has increased by 115mm in the past 10 years and 10% of Kent’s population (161,532 people) are at risk from coastal flooding (2001).  
10
Para. 8.9 recognises that because of the built up nature of much of the coast, there is reduced opportunity for managed realignment and habitat creation.  This increases the importance of clauses (iii) and (vi), and the need for collaboration by coastal authorities and others to maximise opportunities to conserve and create inter-tidal habitats.  
11
The objectives and principles of Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) are clearly laid out in the EU Recommendation referred to in para. 8.7 and these should be adopted by the RSS and not redefined.  The RSS should refer ICZM, not CZM, and needs to be clear how it will be implemented in the South East.  The introduction of Policy NRM6 should be amended to read:
“An integrated approach to coastal zone planning and management should be pursued, consistent with the principles of ICZM, where the dynamic nature …” 

12
The text preceding NRM6 considers the impacts of climate change in relation to coastal defence and measures for addressing this are in line with current best practice – such as working with the dynamic nature of the coast and looking at opportunities for the creation of habitat potentially threatened by climate change.  However, although clause (i) requires that climate change and forecast effects be taken into account, there is no reference to specific forecasts and their effects, nor to TE2100.   
13
NRM6 does not deal with the forecast impact of climate change on coastal habitats other than through sustainable coastal defence schemes.   It does not recognise the potential impact of hotter summers, including increased visitors to the coast, pressure on the natural environment, disturbance to wildlife, crop changes and damage to coastal habitats.  There may be opportunities to work with and exploit climate change, for example through crop diversification and green projects.  
14
Policy NRM6 clause (v) refers to the use of SMPs to prevent development on unstable land or areas at risk of erosion.  The modelling and forecasts undertaken for Shoreline Management Plans (SMP’s) and CHaMPs can provide useful insight into future changes at the coastline.    A new clause should be added to NRM6 to require the forecasts and policies for the defence of the coast within SMP’s, CHaMPs and TE2100 to be taken into account as a whole in preparing LDF’s. 
b) are the expectations for areas subject to SMPs, CHaMPs and EMPs made sufficiently clear? 

15
Policy NRM6 clause (ii) recognises the need for an integrated approach to SMPs, CHaMPs and EMPs, and this is supported.   However, the expectations for areas that are subject to these plans could be better recognised in LDF’s and development decisions if the following amendments were made:
Amend clause (iii) to read:
“Ensure that development does not prejudice options for managed realignment, significantly affect sediment inputs and transport, lead to an increase in flood risk or preclude the delivery of sustainable flood risk management solutions in the future, as identified in SMPs and EMPs”.

16
Clause (vi) should also recognise that opportunities for “sustainable coastal defences which enhance the region’s wildlife etc.”  in LDF’s and other strategies should be integrated with measures included in CHaMPs to address any net loss of coastal habitats.  Therefore amend clause (vi) to read:
"Realise opportunities for sustainable coastal defences which enhance the region’s wildlife, and fisheries, especially where this will contribute to the achievement of regional and national biodiversity targets, having regard to measures recommended in CHaMP’s to address loss of coastal habitat”  

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?
17
Heritage Coasts are nationally important landscapes which have similar status to AONBs.  However there is no reference to Heritage Coats in Section D7 (Countryside and Landscape Management, for example in conjunction with Policy C2 on AONBs.  Para. 8.2 of Section D5 however refers to Heritage Coast and also states that the undeveloped areas of coast “are a finite and important resource and should be protected”.  However, Policy NRM6 makes no reference to Heritage Coast, and the Plan does not identify Heritage and other undeveloped Coast.   To ensure that Heritage Coast in particular is properly protected a new clause is recommended as follows:
(iv) Protect, conserve and enhance the natural beauty of Heritage Coasts “
 Consequentially renumber clause (iv) as clause (v)

18
KCC would like to see the sections of Heritage Coast and important undeveloped coast identified by the Plan.

PAGE  
1
Matter 6B Countryside and Coast Kent CC Statement

