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COASTAL  QUESTION

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?

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

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?

In relation to “guidance on coastline planning and management”, D5:8 and Policy NRM6 are entitled “Coastal Management” but some of the text and the question refers to “coastline management”. The latter is the narrower term and part of coastal management. This is the opportunity for SEERA to provide guidance on the wider topic. “Coastline” appears to be used instead of the recognised term, “shoreline” management. Planners must get accustomed to contributing to shoreline management and it is suggested that that term should be used. The subject, whether coastal management or shoreline management, of each piece of information/policy must be clear.

Paragraph 8.4, while useful, could refer to the integration of all coastal activities to ensure that the future decisions/actions of regulators/users do not impact on other users/regulators now or in future generations. 
8.7 refers to the EU Recommendation on “Coastal Zone Management”; the Recommendation is on Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM). The most important word is “integrated”. ICZM is also the activity promoted by the organisations listed. SEERA should promote ICZM, rather than CZM.  Except in relation to the Recommendation, the word “zone” could be excluded as it raises questions of what/where the zone is. 
In relation to taking into account the impacts of climate change on the coast, the explanatory text, while useful, does not sufficiently convey the importance of taking decisions with a view to their very long term implications. The time horizon for SMP2s and CFMPs is 100 years, much longer than the time horizons of regional plans and LDF policies and greater than the expected life of many properties. Although there is reference to future risk, SEP does not adequately emphasise the use of SMP2s and CFMPs in the determination of land use policy and decisions or that current decisions should not increase the risk burden to generations beyond current spatial planning plan time horizons. SEP could draw attention to the possibility that, in certain circumstances, it would be preferable not to grant planning permission in perpetuity but to time limit permission in a way that would allow a review of risk in the future to be made. This would allow future risk to be better managed. Plans/policy contributing to LDFs could include elements of SMPs and CFMPs or could adopt appropriate sections of these documents.
In relation to the expectations for areas subject to SMPs, CHaMPs and EMPs, the long term time frame of SMPs (and of CFMPs) needs to be emphasised (see above).
ICZM plans should incorporate the needs of, and policies for, Heritage Coasts so that SEP policy on ICZM should facilitate the protection of Heritage Coasts. However, the list of plans could include Heritage Coast Management Plans to make this clear. 
Suggested amendments to Policy NRM6

· Divide the policy more clearly between ICZM and coastline/shoreline management

· Line 1: Exclude the word “zone” 
· i. All spatial uses and development should take account of climate change and its forecast effects; the impacts extend throughout the region (eg on water supply and fluvial flood risk inland) and are not just at the coast. This policy should appear under Policy CC2. To remind policy users that the impacts of climate change are likely to be particularly significant at the coast, the introduction could be amended. 
· i. In the coastal zone, “….. local authorities and other agencies should: take account of SMPs, CFMPs, RBMPs, estuary and harbour and Heritage Coast management plans in their policy and decision making”. This should be part of ICZM related policy. Appropriate parts of these plans could be incorporated in LDF documents, thereby increasing the status of their policies.
· Ii. This should make reference to some additional plans: Harbour Management Plans (similar to estuary management plans); Heritage Coast Management Plans (see above), Catchment Flood Management Plans (which extend into estuaries and must join up with SMPs); and River Basin Management Plans (these are a legal requirement under the Water Framework Directive and the ground work for their preparation is underway; they extend 1 mile seaward). CHaMPs are less important to include in the list as they provide guidance for SMPs (though there is no problem if they remain)
· Ii. This refers to promotion and establishment of arrangements to facilitate integration in the implementation of a range of plans. It would be useful to make it clear that this refers to the collaboration necessary to achieve ICZM and shoreline and catchment risk management. The policy makes reference neither to the contribution that should be made to plan making nor to taking account of the content of these plans in other policy and decision making contexts. Spatial planning, LPAs particularly, must contribute to the formulation of these plans. Research indicates that LPA involvement currently is limited. So “local authorities and other agencies should collaborate with each other and other stakeholders to secure the integrated management of coastal resources and the minimisation of coastal risk” and “to ensure the appropriateness of LDF and other policies to secure the best use of coastal resources”
· ii. It is an integrated approach to the management of coastal resources and coastal risk that is required; management includes both plan making and subsequent decision making to implement plans/policy.
· Ii. Should include the “cross-organisational” with “cross-border and cross-sectoral”. Would be better to refer to “within and between organisations, areas and sectors” as there are limitations in the way that individual organisations and sectors respond to coastal and risk management

· Iii. “Sustainable flood risk management solutions” include managed realignment. They also include a range of other SMP policy options and CFMP policies on which development should not impact negatively, eg:

· no active intervention policy options - SMPs and CFMPs

· reduce flood risk management actions - CFMPs

· take action to increase the frequency of flooding policies - CFMPs

· iii. Should indicate that the “sustainable flood risk management solutions in the future” may be beyond the time horizon of this SEP and the first round of LDF policy and beyond the life time of property
· iv. This appears to be a policy related to landscape and openness criteria, not to risk. It would appear that this should refer to the “coast” rather than the “coastline”

· iv. “or increase risk” should be added

· vi. The wording gives the impression that defence works are implied here whereas the risk management response may be to withdraw from the coast or create salt marsh. Suggest policy should refer to “sustainable coastal risk management solutions”, not “defences”.

· vi.  Delete comma between  “wildlife” and “fisheries”. 

· Vi. Sustainable coastal risk management solutions may well also offer opportunities for public access to the coast and its associated habitats where it will not undermine efforts to secure biodiversity targets.  
Suggested rewording of Policy NRM6: Coastal management
An integrated approach to coastal planning and management should be pursued, where the dynamic nature and character of the coast and the particular impacts of climate change on the coast are managed through enhanced collaboration within and between organisations and sectors and across administrative boundaries. Local authorities and other agencies should:
i. Promote and establish arrangements to facilitate collaboration within and between organisations and sectors, across administrative boundaries and with other stakeholders to secure the integrated management of coastal resources, including of coastal risk
ii. Contribute to collaborative actions to develop integrated coastal management and integrated coastal risk management policy including  through estuary and harbour management plans, Heritage Coast  Management Plans, SMPs, CFMPs and RBMPs
iii. Ensure that account is taken of estuary and harbour management plans, Heritage Coast Management Plans, other plans for the integrated management of coastal resources, SMPs, CFMPs and RBMPs in their policy and decision making to secure the best use of coastal resources and the minimisation of coastal risk. Where appropriate, elements of these plans should be incorporated in LDDs and other plans and strategies.

In the preparation and implementation of Local Development Documents and other plans and strategies which contribute to the sustainable management of the shoreline, local authorities and other agencies should:
i. Ensure that development does not increase flood risk or prejudice the delivery of sustainable flood risk management solutions, in the short term and in the long term beyond a LDD or strategy plan period or the expected lifetime of a property, including through the maintenance of sediment inputs and transport and the implementation of policies of managed realignment, no active intervention, the reduction of flood risk management actions and action to increase the frequency of flooding
iii. Restrict development on the undeveloped coast unless it specifically requires a rural coastal location and does not adversely affect environmental, cultural and recreational resources or increase risk locally or elsewhere

iv. Prevent development on unstable land or in areas at risk of erosion as identified in SMPs

v. Consider whether permission for development should be time limited to ensure the minimisation of future risk to life and property but allow economic and social benefit in the shorter term

vi. Realise opportunities for sustainable coastal risk management solutions which enhance the region’s wildlife and fishery resources and public access to the coast, especially where this will contribute to the achievement of regional and national biodiversity targets
vii. Where necessary, develop policies for the relocation of property lost to flooding or erosion as foreseen in SMPs and CFMPs
Carrying through of coastal management policy through the rest of SEP
The coastal policy expressed in Policy NMR6 should be seen to underpin (with other policies) the policies for the SEP sub-regions. SEP elements which suggest some ambiguity include:
· The amount of development proposed for Portsmouth, a city that is very low to sea level and, therefore, a city likely to be subject to ever increasing tidal flood risk. See also Policy NRM3 on sustainable flood risk management and map NRM2, indicative flood zones
· The emphasis on brown land development with an implicit assumption that land, once developed, will always be available for built development. Brown land in coastal, including estuarine, locations is subject to more substantial flood risk than many other locations
· Implementation mechanisms for coastal sub-regions which do not refer to estuary and harbour management plans, SMPs, CFMPs and RBMPs. Some sub-regional implementation mechanisms include some of these; others refer to none
· Reference to infrastructure, particularly in relation to developer contributions. It should be clear that this can include coastal and flood defence works
· Separation of South Hampshire and the Isle of Wight into separate sub-regions. Although integrated coastal management is promoted by SEP and reference is made in E10 to the Isle of Wight’s interconnections with the mainland, the opportunity has not been taken to promote sub-regional spatial planning across the Solent or to promote spatial planning of the Solent.
ABBREVIATIONS
CFMP


Catchment Flood Management Plan

CHaMP

Coastal Habitat Management Plan

EMP


Estuary Management Plans

EU


European Union

ICZM


Integrated Coastal Zone Management
LDD


Local Development Document

LDF


Local Development Framework

LPA


Local Planning Authority

SEERA

South East England Regional Assembly

SEP


South East Plan

SMP


Shoreline Management Plan

SMP2
Shoreline Management Plan - second round with 100 year time horizon
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