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Mark Wilson responded that banning people was not under discussion, but that control may be
appropriate for particularly sensitive biodiversity sites.

Stephen Preston commented that access to such sites should be open and not limited.

Nicky Court commented that there may be cases for controlling access and this had been
considered in other areas.
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Summing Up

Jonathan Porter (Countryscape) summed up the key points from the discussion sessions. He
thanked West Berkshire and Hampshire for the work they had put into developing the
methodology and holding the workshop. He then made the following points:

* A theme running through the day was the clear value in taking a multidisciplinary and
holistic approach to landscape sensitivity. The benefits were twofold: increased
understanding of many aspects of landscape and rewarding opportunities to work with
and learn from colleagues from other disciplines.

e There is a need for clarity of communication of the results from the various stages of
analysis. Whether or not the approach results in an overall assessment of sensitivity, it is
essential that the underlying information is made clearly and easily available to people
using the results.

* A need for using a consistent terminology across the different themes was observed, as
varying definitions of key terms has the potential to confuse an already complicated
method.

* There is a need to consider how the methodology could be adopted for use by other
authorities who do not have access to key datasets such as soil types or Phase | Habitat
Survey.

e There was disagreement during the day about the merits of using a scoring system to
explain judgements. It was felt that they can be a useful way to express the combination
of different data, but that there is danger that scores can be misinterpreted by people
using the results.

* There is a challenge to present the results of decisions that consider multiple
dimensions. It is difficult to express the combination of condition with the robustness
and significance matrix and further work is needed to clarify this.

He concluded by suggesting that the discussion that had taken place during the workshop
should continue via the sensitivity discussion forum on the Countryside Character Network
website as the ideas and thoughts of the day had proved to be useful and valuable.
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Discussion Six: Conclusions

Geoffrey Griffiths commented that he was surprised that nobody had mentioned LandMap, the
Welsh mapping initiative: although this is a national initiative, it is similar in approach to the
methodology developed. He stated that there may be a role for using multi-variant statistical
techniques for understanding the complex ‘third dimension’ of the cube model. He described
software that could be used to provide a robust scoring system where the different themes
could be separated.

Rebecca Knight brought up the issue of what to call the project, stating that ‘Strategic
Landscape Issues’ may be more appropriate than ‘Strategic Landscape Sensitivity’, because it
was a neutral description with no positive or negative connotations. She questioned how the
approach may impact on the way that landscape characterisation work is carried out. She
stressed the need for fully integrated LCAs; she questioned the need for a desired landscape
vision for each character area, stating that this would be complex to achieve; she also felt there
is a need to record greater experiential information and access data as part of LCAs.

Graham Bryant suggested that the sensitivity study would be improved by information regarding
the function of the environment. He suggested that this may sit alongside the sensitivity study as
opposed to being a part of it. He described how the work could interact with an assessment of
natural resources or landscape viability, and how this would be useful for land management
work. He stated that there was a need to understand how these different components could
interact before any application of the information. He saw understanding this interaction as a
way of addressing the issues of site-based versus landscape-scale work which had been raised
during the discussion of the biodiversity aspect of the project.

Andy Goode suggested that weighting needed to be easily understood and transparent. He
commented on the production of an overall map with averages, saying that this had been
carried out in Staffordshire but in that instance there had been a clear flow of derivation
between the different layers of mapping. He added that while consultants welcomed the
detailed information, planners often did not. He finished by saying there is a balance between
too much information and not enough, and that GIS is a useful tool for supplying all the
information and a simplified end result.

David Carman responded that it may be useful on the final map to have a box which explains
the derivation of the result briefly. An exchange between David Carman and Linda Tartaglia-
Kershaw concluded that there is a need to show how the different fields have been
amalgamated into the end result.

David Went endorsed this, commenting that a similar approach had been used in a study for
the Thames Gateway where three different historical strands were drawn together to create
joint historical character areas, with drop down text to explain the main elements of historic
character and their relationship to other similar elements. He expressed concern that by
producing maps which represent an overall judgement based on one aspect there is a risk that
people will not understand or assess the underlying information and will concentrate solely on
the overall judgement.
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Stephen Preston commented that there is a tendency to treat characterisation as a ‘balancing
act’, and that this tendency needs to be replaced by a willingness to make informed judgements
that do give weight to different elements dependent on context and geographical location.

David Went replied that it is a question of how effectively complex, multi-variant analysis can
be reduced to a single line. He felt that it is possible to do this, so long as the underlying
messages are easily accessible and that checks and balances exist.

Linda Tartaglia-Kershaw stated that the approach had not tried to balance but had instead
prioritised the more important elements. She felt this approach is fine as long as it is possible to
see and understand how these judgements had been made.

David Went expressed concern that the approach of seeing designations as a means of
measuring significance is risky, because it potentially removes the robustness analysis. He felt an
internationally designated site would have enough protection to be considered robust rather
than sensitive.

Emma-Jane Lee felt that if an overall judgement is not given there is a risk of allowing piecemeal
development around sensitive sites. She stated that this may link to why LCA had been
conceived in the first place: to move away from the management of designated landscapes
towards an appreciation of the wider landscape.

Duncan Coe responded that the Strategic Landscape Sensitivity approach is not about
prevention, as there is already enough fine grained information for designated areas: the
approach is instead about design and understanding sensitivity within broad landscapes and how
this influences, shapes and forms development, rather than approving or rejecting development.

Emma-Jane Lee stated that while holistic overviews of character areas are useful, there is still a
value in retaining the underlying descriptive detail.

Nicky Court countered that she felt there are problems with the argument that designated
landscapes are robust, as biodiversity sites are easily destroyed by external influences.

David Carman replied to Emma-Jane Lee’s comment, stating that the work does not stand
alone but is joined to the LCA, which addresses the issues that she raised.

Mark Wilson felt that the sliding scale of colours used for differing sensitivities could form a
basis for different levels of policy prescription, with the more sensitive landscapes having a
more prescriptive policy base in the South East Plan.

Linda Tartaglia-Kershaw asked Chris Bolton which of the three possible concluding maps would
be most useful for making land management decisions.

Chris Bolton responded that the information most useful for applying environmental
stewardship is proactive information providing strategic guidance. He felt the sensitivity study
could developed into a proactive integrated landscape strategy, with the inclusion of case
studies and some reference to future reviewing and monitoring change.



Strategic Landscape Sensitivity
Peer Group Review Workshop

David Carman commented that the work could provide a monitoring framework for Strategic
Environmental Assessment: this is an area where the work could be further developed.

Linda Tartaglia-Kershaw outlined how the work had been taken up and used by planners for
cases such as the Western Corridor and the Blackwater Valley, to the point where they are
now requesting the project outputs for South Hampshire. She then asked whether, given the
comments from the workshop, it would be worthwhile pushing the project to become a
regional planning tool to inform the outputs of the South East Regional Plan.

Stephen Preston replied that the resource-intensive nature of the project may make it difficult
to roll out across the region or wider. He explained that it would be useful for SEA for
something similar to develop, but the necessary building blocks are not in place and nor is a
joint working framework. He wished the project team luck and stated that there was a lot of
work necessary to get people up to date with the thinking of the project.

Emma-Jane Lee asked whether there was a potential to follow the approach of the 2002 LCA
Guidance for England and Scotland, where there are pointers for carrying out an assessment
with limited resources and how to tailor the assessment to what data is available.

Linda Tartaglia-Kershaw explained that Hampshire County Council did not have endless
resources, and instead the project team had worked very hard to develop the methodology.

Duncan Coe explained that in West Berkshire it had been difficult to find the time and
resources for the project. He went on to say that the project has had much wider application
than first intended and that it has clear uses in the area of strategic planning, particularly
regarding the new planning system and the production of Local Development Frameworks: this
is potentially an important area to take the work forward, and more funding may be available by
promoting the approach as a strategic planning tool.

Graham Bryant explained that his perspective had changed at the workshop. He felt that the
ability for this type of spatial analysis would be the basis for Natural England work at a sub-
regional level. He thanked Hampshire for progressing the work as far as they had and described
it as an absolutely critical resource, saying that if it was a resource at a sub-regional level then it
should be possible to have it at a regional level. He felt he could utilise the work so far and any
future outputs. He commented that the project could be moved into informing landscape
restoration and creation, and that this could be a valued toolkit at the regional level, particularly
in the South East where housing pressures and development pressures are great.

Linda Tartaglia-Kershaw then closed the proceedings and thanked everybody for their
attendance.





