6B / South East Forum for Sustainability (SEFS) (7404)
                                          CPRE South East (7124)    

Draft South East Plan Examination in Public Submission

Sub-Matter 6B
Countryside & Coast
6B.1
Does the Plan set out a positive, integrated strategy for the Region’s countryside in general?  
1. The countryside is very important for a large proportion of those in the South East, whether town or country dwellers.  This was confirmed by the results of the ‘Your Shout’ questionnaire and the MORI Poll commissioned by SEERA.  The UK’s recent ratification of the European Landscape Convention
 also highlights the importance of integrating landscape issues at a strategic policy level in the Plan.  Given these important factors
, 
 and the evidence base showing that countryside matters have not been adequately incorporated (see paragraph 5 below) SEFS and CPRE would like the public examination to give fuller consideration to these matters in the Plan.  This would also be a good opportunity to consider what may be necessary in spatial planning terms to comply with the new Convention.
2. While there is a Countryside and Landscape Management chapter, this is incomplete: and it is confusing that key countryside policies appear in other chapters.  For example Policy BE4 which is about managing the countryside in and around towns, appears in the Management of the Built and Historic Environment Chapter.  Given that the Plan trumpets how much of the region is covered by nationally designated landscapes, more than any other region, it then appears to give these landscapes and their setting a low priority when formulating policy.  Almost all landscapes are important environmental assets, just as important to the region as its biodiversity, water, air quality, etc. 
3. While it is accepted that the Plan cannot go into great detail it should provide a sense of what the main landscape and countryside assets of the region are and how they relate to its geology, biodiversity and historic and built environment.  The strategic role of the countryside should be acknowledged for water supply, local food production, health and well-being and for recreation.  In particular, the ‘dispersed’ nature of the designated landscapes throughout the region is an important asset in itself because it provides most people in the region and in neighbouring regions, particularly London, with relatively easy access to high quality countryside.  
4. What is far from clear in the Plan is how sustainable development and the conservation and enhancement of the natural and historic environment as required under PPS1 will be delivered.  While the Plan acknowledges that a healthy environment is important for economic and social reasons this is never really followed through into policy and action.  The environment is often seen as a constraint to development rather than in its beneficial spatial context, and conflicts arise from the location or scale of development proposals and their associated infrastructure contained within the Plan.  Examples include the Sussex Coast sub-region where policies SCT1 and SCT4, undermine the Plan’s core policies C2 and C3 and Government policy statements, e.g. PPS1, PPS7.  
5. It is encouraging that protecting and enhancing the countryside for its own sake is now a generally accepted aim.  But practical solutions need to be included to achieve this.  Part of the solution is the priority now being given to green infrastructure.  While it is welcome that this is now on the agenda, it is not yet considered in an integrated way as required by PPS1.  Equally important is the need for greater consistency between the Plan’s policies themselves and with national policy
, along with strong rural policies which will help to ensure that the quality and character of the countryside remains in good condition in a rapidly changing environment.  Examples of a lack of integration of landscape and countryside issues within the Plan include:

· the failure to properly take account of the economic importance of the countryside both directly and indirectly.  For example, few if any sub-regional strategies (a good example being the Sussex Coast) recognise the importance of the countryside in helping deliver economic regeneration;
· the placing of a key policy which is about managing the countryside in and around towns (BE4) in the Management of the Built and Historic Environment chapter.
· the linkage with cultural heritage is largely lost within the Plan despite the fact that many historic environmental designations and pre-historic features are in the countryside.  While Policy BE7 supports the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment it does not mention the importance of the setting of historic features within the wider landscape which can be as important as the features themselves.
· the separation of Heritage Coasts from Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) within the Plan.  Heritage Coasts are mentioned in the Sustainable Natural Resource Management chapter but no map is provided showing their location and they are given little policy protection;
· the failure to recognise tranquillity as an important asset that needs to be safeguarded and enhanced, particularly in nationally designated landscapes.  The policy on noise in the Sustainable Natural Resource Management chapter fails to adequately address tranquillity issues and appears to ignore advice given in PPG24;

· the support for rural tourism (TSR2) fails to make a specific link to AONBs where this economic benefit should be included in AONB management plans provided it does not prejudice the purpose of designation.  At the same time, policies such as TSR2 are too narrow in their outlook while the desire to increase tourism (TSR7:  Priority Areas for Tourism) could encourage developments which compromise environmental assets;
· the insufficient focus on the role that the natural environment can play in health and well-being and its economic benefits;
· the failure to provide a consistent approach between biodiversity, landscape and climate change issues demonstrated by the lack of consistency between polices NRM4, C3 and CC2;
· the failure to recognise that, in spite of the current upheaval in farming and horticulture, good quality soil remains an important natural resource in the region for both local food and potentially for bio-fuel production.
Would it be appropriate to include a ‘Countryside Quality’ Indicator as a measure of the success of the strategy?
6. SEFS and CPRE consider it is important to include a countryside quality indicator to monitor progress in the long term but that other indicators, such as tranquillity, also need developing.

6 B.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. No, as stated previously, there is recognition of, but no positive vision for, National Parks and AONBs.  Indeed Policies C1a and C2 are inconsistent with regard to the priority attached to the protection and enhancement of National Parks and AONBs, while greater protection is also required for the setting of these nationally designated landscapes.  These shortcomings combined with the countryside and landscape policy inconsistencies within Plan lead to countryside and landscape issues being inadequately addressed in the Implementation Plan
.  All too often the policy framework sees National Parks and AONBs acting as a constraint rather than a context to be valued for its opportunity.  It would be helpful to this process if SEERA were to be asked to demonstrate how it has fulfilled its legal duty to have regard to National Park purposes
 and conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of AONBs
.
2. With reference to Policy C1b, this policy as it stands serves no useful purpose.  It should provide interim protection to land designated as part of the South Downs National Park and not designated AONB until a South Downs National Park comes into being.  This is to ensure that the decision on the South Downs National Park is not compromised.

6B.3
Is there a need for regional guidance on the River Thames Corridor?  What should this contain?  
1. Yes. Regional guidance is needed:
a. to ensure an appropriate level of recognition for this national asset; and,
b. to encourage cross boundary consistency in local planning and other policies.

2. SEFS and CPRE support the policy proposals set out in the Chiltern Society’s (7125) written statement and the general thrust of its arguments in relation to the River Thames Corridor. 
3. The Plan fails to recognise the importance of the River Thames both regionally and nationally.  It should contain a coherent set of policies relating to the river to complement those in the London Plan and others that collectively reflect the Thames’ importance.
4. The Plan should contain strategic policies to protect the environs of the River Thames where it passes through urban areas and in the wider countryside.  The Thames and its tributaries are a natural feature of large areas of the region’s countryside, with the potential to support wildlife habitats and networks on a strategic scale.
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?  
1. Yes, at the strategic level the Plan should emphasise the need to support landscape scale restoration.  It should prioritise Environmental Stewardship, in particular the Higher Level Stewardship scheme in AONBs and National Parks and those areas with national or international biodiversity designations, assigning greater value to the linking up of habitats, allowing species migration and adaptation to climate change.  It should also call for greater funding for the Higher Level Stewardship scheme to allow more farms to take up and be accepted on these schemes. 
2. Since as much as 40% of the countryside in the South East is within 5 miles of a town, the policy  BE4 (Managing the Urban Rural Fringe) should be integrated in the countryside section, recognising its importance for providing sustainable access to, and management of, the countryside in areas that often can be neglected.  Linked to this is the need for the adequate funding of rights of way networks and open access and the need to properly integrate these networks.  For example, rights of way networks outside of AONBs and National Parks need to complement and support those within these areas.  The same is true across political boundaries.  This would also help those living in the countryside to access goods and services by sustainable means.
3. All of the above (and more) should be done within the context of supporting the role of AONB and National Park and other area based Management Plans and explicitly linked to the vision to create a healthy region.  

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. The section on Coastal Management acknowledges the transition now taking place from traditional coastal defence to coastal zone management (CZM).  The process of ‘managed retreat’ of flood defences to a more sustainable position is a potentially enormous change in coastal landscape and wildlife habitats for residents and visitors alike (birds and people).  Climate change will only add to the pressures for this new direction of policy to be implemented and indeed since the Plan was published, updated forecasts of the impacts of climate change have become available
.  In this context it seems reasonable to include climate change as one factor to be included in the integrated approach as set out in NRM6, but also that the Plan is re-examined in the light of this new evidence.  

2. There is a need to consider flood risk issues over the longer term, beyond the South East Plan period, particularly as a result of climate change.  Otherwise there is a danger that the Plan could require large amounts of development in the flood plain which subsequently will be placed at risk.
b) are the expectations for areas subject to Shoreline Management Plans, Coastal Habitat Management Plans and Estuary Management Plans made sufficiently clear?
1. The scale of institutional change to move from defence based to risk based coastal management is huge, even though many of the same agencies are involved.  The two Shoreline Management pilot plans being undertaken in the South East by the South East Coast Group (South Foreland to Beachy Head) and the South Downs Coastal Group (Beachy Head to Selsey Bill), do appear to be setting expectations and defining processes – including habitat management plans, strategic environmental assessments, etc. for those directly involved.  However it is not clear whether these expectations are yet being adequately shared with those who have a strong commitment to the current ‘shorescape’.   

2. The Appropriate Assessment of the Plan refers to the problems of coastal squeeze and makes recommendations to address this issue within the Plan.  These recommendations need to be fully incorporated into the Plan.
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?
1. Yes.  Heritage Coasts (and Voluntary Marine Conservation Areas) represent a valuable resource within the region but feature little within the Plan.  Currently Policy NRM6 part iv) provides some protection to Heritage Coasts by seeking to restrict development on the undeveloped coastline.  However, given the scarcity of Heritage Coasts and their often iconic value, greater priority should be attributed to their protection from development within NRM6, both from a land and sea-based perspective.
2. The importance and potential scale of change of coastal character requires its inclusion in the monitoring indicators.
4 December 2006
� Signatories to the Council of Europe’s (not EU) European Landscape Convention, agree to implement four general measures.  The first is to recognise landscapes in law, as an essential component of people’s heritage, identity and surroundings.  The second is to establish and implement landscape policies aimed at landscape protection, management and planning.  The third is to establish procedures for public participation in the definition and implementation of landscape policies.  The fourth is to integrate landscape into its regional and town planning policies and in its cultural, environmental, agricultural, social and economic policies as well as in any other policies with possible direct or indirect impact on landscape.  The UK Government announced it had ratified the convention on 21 November 2006.  The convention will become binding on 1 March 2007.


� Public opinion is an important aspect of promoting good governance a key principle of Securing the future – The UK Government Sustainable Development Strategy, March 2005.  


� PPS11, Annex D, paragraph 40 states that:  “Consultation and involvement cannot simply happen and then be ignored.  The community will disengage unless it is clear that what they say makes a difference…”


� PPS11, paragraph 2.49, part (iii) requires consistency with national planning policies unless the case has been made for a departure, while part (v) requires that the Plan’s policies are consistent with one another.


� Implementation Plan, Annex 1 and Annex 3


� Section 11A of the 1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, as amended by Section 62 of the 1995 Environment Act


� Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000


� Flood & Coastal Defence Appraisal Guidance: MFCDPAG3 Economic Appraisal
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