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	Item
	Text
	Action
	Target Date

	1.0

Introduction
	· CV to chair the meeting;
· Agenda to cover:

· Protected Species; and,
· Marline Valley Woods SSSI.
LH explains the content of the Figures sent through to ESCC Planning and Natural England on Thursday/ Friday 16/17th October. Figures included all mitigation, habitat links and survey results for dormice and bats.MA comments that she is pleased with the Figures.


	
	

	2.0
Dormice


	MA/LB confirm that the mapping they have now received, and the supporting explanation and detail contained in the letter dated 16.10.08, is enough to satisfy NE with regards to the adequacy of the dormouse mitigation, as long as the Dormouse specialist Dr. Paul Chanin is willing to provide a written statement to endorse the methodology adopted. MA/ LB clearly state that they see this as a risk that NE would be willing to take with Paul Chanin’s recommendation. NE would expect for there to be a post construction monitoring strategy in place which would provide useful information on how the mitigation functions. 
AT reiterates that it is important to gain Paul Chanin’s support in writing. 

NE state that if they receive a written endorsement of the adequacy of the dormouse mitigation for the Scheme from Dr. Paul Chanin, they will be in a position to remove their objection to the Scheme on these grounds. 
LH/JB confirm that MM have spoken with Paul Chanin, and have a verbal confirmation of his support for the dormouse mitigation, which he was consulted on. JB will speak with Paul Chanin tomorrow (Wednesday 23rd October), and ask for him to provide written support for the mitigation.
	MM
	23.10.08

	3.0
Bats
	MA states that she is pleased with the Figures presented to NE to include all bat foraging routes, survey results and replacement roost locations. LH reiterates that the replacement roost locations are based on current data and survey results. Ongoing surveys are to continue in Spring 2009, to inform the required NE licensing. MA is satisfied with the location of the replacement roosts, in the context of the key bat foraging routes, hedgerows and woodland. 
MA states that NE is happy to withdraw the objection to the Scheme on the grounds of the impact on bats. 


	
	

	4.0
Marline Valley Woods SSSI
	Air Quality:

MO distributes a short technical note for an Assessment of Air Quality Impacts for Marline Valley Woods SSSI, and supporting Figures.
Figure 1: Illustrates predicted Atmospheric Nitrogen (NOx) contour plots for Marline Valley Woods in 2010. The red area on this figure is the area of the SSSI that the Scheme impacts upon (potentially significant change).

LB states that NE require an assessment of critical loads, not concentrations. 

MO explains that MM have completed an assessment of critical loads for Nitrogen Deposition, as well as concentrations for NOx. 

Critical loads have previously been presented within the Addendum to the ES in tabulated form and at varying distances from the road. Figure 2a presented today, graphically represents areas experiencing nitrogen deposition within Marline Valley Woods at greater than 1% of the critical load. Three contours are included, to represent the band of critical loads that are appropriate for Marline Valley Woods, based on the Temperate and Boreal Forest APIS vegetation classification that is applicable for Marline Valley Woods. 
MO queries why NE require the application of a 1% change to the critical load significance threshold?

LB: It is what is considered significant, based on a case assessment and NE National Air Quality specialist recommendation.

CV: Where does the 1% threshold originate from? 

LB: Advice from Zoe Masters, the NE National Air Quality specialist. LB confirms that the 1% threshold does not originate from the H1 (PPC permits) document. She states that there is no national guidance for significance thresholds for SSSIs (the H1 document is only in relation to Habitats Regulations and Natura 2000 sites). However, national guidance is evolving alongside the Transport Analysis Guidance (TAG) methodology and in conjunction with NE’s recommendations.

CV states that the 1% threshold therefore acts as the zone of influence from the Scheme on the SSSI for Air Quality.

LB confirms that the 1% threshold applies for Marline Valley Woods. However, she reiterates that it is the extenuating circumstances for this location and this case only, such as the high background adverse Air Quality, which allows NE to discuss compensation for the Air Quality impacts on Marline Woods rather than upholding an objection to the Scheme on these grounds. 
MO presents Figure 2b, which represents the application of a 5% significance threshold for Marline Valley Woods. LB comments that the impact at 5% is very small, with “hardly any” of the SSSI impacted. 

LB will forward the contour plots to Zoe Masters for her comments.
Ecology:

LH gives details of the recently undertaken Bryophyte survey (Simon Davey) and the Phase 1 Habitat assessment carried out by MM. LH identifies the location of Ancient Hedgerows, Woodland boundaries, semi-natural grassland etc that have been surveyed along the western boundary of the SSSI. LH explains that the assessment included a rapid Phase 1 and desk based archaeological assessment.
A suitable site for compensation land is identified between Alder Wood and Marline Woods SSSI. Other locations would not be suitable due to ancient hedgerows and potential heritage features. 
It is confirmed by RP that this location is the site where the Hastings LDF housing allocation is proposed. NE have objected to this development.

LB states that she thinks there would be quick vegetation succession, but that it would take a long period for bryophyte communities to develop. However, NE require this long term strategy. 
AT identifies that there is potential for a ghyll along the drainage ditch. 

LH recognises that there is a lichen interest for Marline Valley Woods, but LB confirms that it is the bryophytes only that are notified, and therefore under discussion in relation to the compensation land. 

The compensation habitat would be developed with natural regeneration and some planting. 

CV: Is there a possibility of agreeing, in principle, an area for compensation with a line drawn on a map now?

All agree, and confirm the location as between Alder Wood, Marline Valley Woods and Brickyard Shaw. LB clarifies that the reasons that NE require compensation land for Marline Woods SSSI are threefold:

· Shading impacts from the bridge over the London to Hastings railway line;

· Isolation to the south of Marline Woods SSSI; and,

· Air Quality impacts.

MA queries how this location could work in the context of the Hastings LDF housing proposal? AT suggest that Hastings have a Woodland Protection policy, and this may require them to have a woodland buffer zone for any development. It could therefore be possible to combine compensation sites for both Schemes.
LB makes the point that it is the BHLR Scheme that is under discussion today, and that the Hastings LDF should be left aside. It is the Hastings LDF that would have to include the combined effects of the BHLR Scheme as this development has not been progressed through planning yet. However, the choice of location could mean that the Hastings LDF object to the compensation site for the BHLR Scheme. LB also points out that there may be “hope value” placed on the land. 

AT questions whether Alder Wood and Brickyard Shaw could be included in the compensation package? It is agreed that combining this woodland within the compensation land, with planting between the woodland edge of both Alder Wood and Marline Woods, would result in a natural copse development, and would be satisfactory to the requirements of the compensation land. This combination would give the maximum benefit for successful compensation land at this location. 
LB states that NE would be happy in principle with this location. LB notes that they would like to take a pragmatic approach to the area and size of the compensation land, so as to gain a functional woodland. LB states that NE would be less concerned by the size of the compensation land than the functionality of the site. 

RP queries the bryophyte opportunities of the proposed location. LB suggests that the stream (drain) would give potential for bryophyte communities to develop, but that the SSSI is notified for a number of other important features as well as bryophytes. 

AT suggests that using the already agreed (for the rest of the Scheme) compensation package of 2 for 1 compensation land should be applied here. All agree. Therefore, it is confirmed that the area to be compensated for would be roughly twice the 3.3 Ha that fall into the “red zone” on the Air Quality Figure 2a. This is the area where a 1% change  significance threshold is applied to the critical load of 20 kg N ha-1 yr-1 which is given as the limit where it is confirmed that there would be a known degradation impact upon vegetation communities within the SSSI as a result of nitrogen deposition. 
TC raises the point of this request for compensation land as being a Regulation 19 issue. He states that Hastings (and other parties) should have the opportunity to comment on the proposals under Regulation 19 of the EIA Regulations. 21 days would be required for consultation. 
AT also comments that to satisfy any CPO application there would have to be a case that there are no other suitable sites for compensation land. LH states that this is the case because there is no other site that has a large expanse of woodland and appropriate ghyll structure in the area. Therefore, all other locations are ruled out. TC states that alternative sites that have been ruled out need to be documented. LH confirms that this will be done through a habitat feasibility report to be submitted to the LPA. This report will outline the framework for a compensation package at this location, to include the details of the planting and management of the proposed site. 
(Post meeting note: a habitat feasibility report will be submitted in the form of a Supplementary Nature Conservation report). 

It is confirmed that MM will produce a CAD map to identify the proposed compensation site, to be submitted to the LPA and to NE. CV asks if receiving such a plan will enable NE to remove their objection to the Scheme on the grounds of the compensation for indirect impacts upon Marline Valley Woods SSSI? LB says yes in theory, but that they will have to see the plan and will have to discuss the compensation proposed with Zoe Masters. 
	NE

MM
	ASAP

29.10.08

	5.0
Additional comments
	TC states that there is a need to confirm the location of the bat replacement roost for the loss of the roost at Adam’s Farm Barn, and that the setting of the Listed Building at Adam’s Farmhouse is considered. MM will therefore issue a figure to identify the bat roost at Adam’s Farm Barn, and potential replacement roost locations (2 options), at a scale of 1:500 for clarity. NE require this location to be close to existing bat foraging routes. 

AT comments that should the habitat feasibility report for the compensation land under discussion here be included as a Regulation 19 issue with consultation, then the resolved dormouse and bat issues should be included in this consultation.

NE make clear that once they have received all outstanding information, to include a written statement from Paul Chanin and the location of the proposed compensation land, they will issue a letter to the LPA which will withdraw their objections on the grounds of dormice, bats and the indirect impacts upon Marline Valley Woods SSSI, assuming that they are satisfied with the additional information. 

(Post meeting note: NE ISSUED A LETTER TO THE LPA TO WITHDRAW THEIR OBJECTION TO THE SCHEME ON 27.10.08)
	MM

NE
	23.10.08

24.10.08
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