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	Theme:
	BHLR: Natural England Additional Concerns
	
	

	
	APPLICANTS OWN RECORD
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Location:
	Natural England (NE) Offices, Lewes
	Meeting Date
	08.10.08

	
	
	
	

	Present:
	Marian Ashdown (MA)
	NE
	

	
	Louise Bardsley (LB)
	NE
	

	
	Tony Cook (TC)
	ESCC (Planning)
	

	
	Peter Earl (PE)
	ESCC (Planning)
	

	
	Alex Tait (AT)
	ESCC (Planning – County Ecologist)
	

	
	Carl Valentine (CV)
	ESCC 
	
	

	
	Giles Hewson (GPH)
	MM
	
	

	
	Lisa Huckstep (LH)
	MM
	Notes Taken by:
	JB

	
	Julia Barrett (JB)
	MM
	
	



	Item
	Text
	Action
	Target Date

	1.0 

Meeting Agenda
	· Introductions;
· NE to state their current position with regards to BHLR in the light of the additional information received from the Applicant since their letter of 17th September 2008;
· Marline Valley Woods SSSI;
· Protected Species;
· Programme;
· Conditions/ Obligations; and,
· AOB.

	
	

	2.0 

Introductions 
	All present were introduced with a brief explanation of their roles in relation to the Scheme. 

Note: MA is the key point of contact for NE in relation to BHLR. 


	
	

	3.0 

NE to state current position with regards to BHLR and any additional information received since their letter of 17th September 2008


	LB indicates that since the last meeting of 22nd July 2008, NE is much happier with the Scheme design and mitigation proposed.
MA indicates that NE do not feel that there has been much development. since their letter of 17th September which raises their continuing concerns regarding the Scheme, 
TC queries if NE still maintain an objection to the Scheme?

MA: Yes. The “show stoppers” are mitigation for the indirect impacts upon Marline Woods SSSI, the assessment and mitigation for Bats (particularly maternity roosts), and mitigation for Dormice. 
	
	

	4.0 

Marline Valley Woods SSSI
	LB: It is the lichens along the Ghyll that are of interest in Marline Valley Woods SSSI. 
Post Meeting Note: As confirmed by a telephone conversation between MA and LH dated 14.10.08, any reference made within this meeting to lichens should have been in reference to bryophytes (mosses and liverworts). Marline Valley Woods SSSI is noted for bryophytes. Lichens are not included in the notification
LB states that there are no Lichens in the eastern sections of the SSSI, and that this is as a result of the high background Air Quality (AQ) issues arising from Queensway. Increased traffic as a result of the Scheme on Queensway would worsen the situation. There is no mitigation for bryophytes.
LB states that NE is only able to discuss mitigation for this increase because of the high background levels, which creates an “exceptional circumstance”. If background levels were lower, and the change as a result of the Scheme was the same, then LB suggests that NE would have to maintain an objection to the Scheme as a matter of principle. 

Concern exists regarding surrounding development (approved and planned), to include the Hastings District Council proposals for 1000 houses to the north of Marline Valley Woods. This development, along with the BHLR, would isolate the SSSI to the north and the south. NE therefore maintain that they would wish that the Scheme mitigates for the indirect AQ impacts on the SSSI, with compensation habitat to the north west and connected to the SSSI, so as to create a habitat suitable for the bryophytes for which the SSSI is designated. 
PE asks for clarification of the “physical” impact as a result of the Scheme on Marline Valley Woods. These were confirmed as:
· overshadowing at the tip (less that 0.1% of the SSSI);

· isolation (to the south); and,

· air quality impacts.

There is some debate over the “significance” of the exceedence of the critical loads. LB confirms that she is not an Air Quality specialist. However, the significance of the exceedence of the critical loads that is attributed to the Scheme continues to be a contentious issue.

NE maintain that they will uphold their objection unless suitable mitigation to the north of the SSSI is included within the Scheme design. 

AT asks what scale of compensation land would be required?
LB: Compensation must be a functional area that copes with the pressures made on the Woodland. (NB: It is suggested by LB later in the meeting that this land would be in the order of less than 100ha, but probably around 50ha. AT suggests that it may be more like 10 or 20ha). 

CV: CV confirmed that any compensation land to the north of the Woods would be outside of the current CPO area. 

The 2 for 1 compensation land basis has been developed through consultation with NE and other SEBs since 2005. Specific mitigation in relation to Marline Valley Woods SSSI has not been mentioned prior to this round of objections (letter dated 17th September 2008, from NE). Objections to the impact on Marline Valley Woods SSSI were first mentioned in NE’s letter of 2007, following their review of the ES. 

To Compulsory Purchase land for such compensation, ESCC as the promoters would need to demonstrate to the planners that the specific land chosen represents the only solution to the impacts. 

GPH stated that the compensation land (size and location), should not be predicated on the unconfirmed housing scheme to the north of the SSSI. The location and size of any compensation land, and the overall mitigation suggested for Marline Woods, should only be in relation to the Slight Adverse impacts (as assessed by the ES and AES), of AQ, fragmentation and shading on the SSSI as a result of the Scheme. 
AT states that sites to the south of the SSSI and north of the Scheme boundary would not be suitable as compensation land due to the existing AQ issue at this location, regardless of the source of that AQ issue. 
TC queries what NE would expect for the future management of the SSSI should there be no BHLR and no housing development? LB answers that linking the SSSI to the north or to the south, and managing that habitat to improve the quality would be the objective. The SSSI is currently in a favourable condition. Sussex Wildlife Trust currently manage the site, with grazing practices to remove biomass and nitrogen content. They have enough funding to secure the future management of this site. 

TC asks CV if there will be any more to offer on finding a solution to NE’s objection by securing compensation land prior to the Planning Committee (Scheduled 5th November). CV states that he will now take this information to the Board (Scheduled 15Th October). 

Some discussion follows on the implications of finding a potential compensation site, outside of the current CPO boundary. TC’s initial thoughts are that it would require an additional Addendum to the ES. An extended Phase 1 habitat survey would be required, as well as other desk based assessments of certain environmental topics covered within the Scheme EIA.  

GPH queries NE’s position in relation to Dry Deposition for AQ. This has been raised as a concern within their letter dated 17th September 2008. LB states that NE is consulting with their AQ specialist, and are not in a position to comment as yet. Their specialist will respond by Tuesday (14th October) at the latest. 

	
	

	5.0

Protected Species

Bats

Dormice

Great Crested Newts (GCN)

	MA is concerned that the finer detail for the mitigation of the impacts upon a long eared bat maternity roost and the loss of Adam’s Farm barn has not been provided to date. ESCC Members have suggested that the barn could potentially be re-located to a suitable site. All agree that this is a favourable possibility, as long as the location is carefully chosen for bat foraging routes. This proposal could be conditioned as part of the Scheme. 

MA requires for a definite location of replacement roosts. 

The issue of access being denied at Glover’s Farm is of concern, but is likely to constitute an “exceptional circumstance” due to the historical safety risk regarding access.

GH states that MM will provide further detail on the bat mitigation with potential replacement roost locations identified on a Figure, with current bat survey data overlayed to support the proposed locations. Mitigation for the potential impacts at Glover’s Farm will be addressed, with potential options should a replacement roost be required. This is a risk, because mitigation will depend on the species and numbers. The replacement roost location(s) would be conditioned as part of the Scheme. 

Latest 2008 survey results were presented to MA. MA and AT confirmed that the current survey information is adequate. 
MA is concerned about the adequacy of the mitigation to support populations that will potentially be isolated as a result of the Scheme and existing constraints of the watercourses. NE/AT state that the mitigation suggested is quite “cutting edge”, and they have some reservations about the suitability of this method.

It is agreed that MM will present the latest dormouse survey results, together with all previous results, on a Figure that includes the mitigation proposed. Some further discussion of the suitability of this mitigation will follow. Additional consultation with Dr. Paul Chanin (who developed the mitigation strategy as included in the AES) will be required. AT states that the mitigation needs to be adequate for the Small populations present in isolated locations. 

AT queries connectivity in relation to GCN. However, following a brief discussion, it is concluded that the GCN mitigation proposed will be adequate. GCN are therefore no longer a concern. 


	MM 

MM
	17Th October

17Th October



	6.0

· Programme

· Conditions/ Obligations

· AOB


	The meeting closes due to time constraints. These topics are not discussed.  
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