
South East England Biodiversity Forum’s 
response to the Sectary of State proposed changes of the South East Plan

Overview, General Comments and Conclusion 
SEEBF considers that when taken as a whole the plan is unsound. As currently presented, the implementation of the development identified in the plan will make it impossible to implement the policies in this plan (e.g. NRM5) that aim to protect and enhance biodiversity. This view is clearly supported by the Sustainability Appraisal, which concludes that “the SE Plan would lead to significant environmental costs, to the point of potentially approaching environmental limits. Inter alia, these costs include 

· Biodiversity, as exemplified by problems in ensuring that the integrity of sites of international nature conservation importance is not significantly affected”

Furthermore the Plan itself, including the Proposed Changes, explicitly states (Chapter 9, 22) that the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) identified a number of sites of international importance for nature conservation where it was not possible to conclude that there would be no adverse effect on site integrity due to urbanisation and “in combination” effects. In our view it is entirely unacceptable to finalise the Plan on this basis – rather, changes must be made to the Plan such that it is possible to conclude that there will be no such adverse effects.
Specific concerns within the document are as follows: 
1. Poor identification of the required links between the policies and duties identified in the plan and implementation: 

The proposed changes do not make clear links between the policies and the implementation of the policies, failing to place responsibility for policies with specific organisations or authorities. Without clear links policies supporting biodiversity are likely to be sidelined in favour of delivering development targets.   

2. A lack of the use of environmental limits as a guide to policy changes: 

The Sustainability Appraisal recommends that environmental limits are used to guide the future iterations of the plan. SEEBF agrees with this and recommends that, where data are presently available, environmental limits should guide the present set of changes to the plan. If environmental limits are not recognised, the impact of urbanisation and recreation and housing growth on water quality and availability in the SE will have adverse effects on European sites (SAC, SPA and Ramsar sites). 

3. The extended minimal housing targets: 
With the exception of air quality, the additional housing numbers proposed will exacerbate the scale of all identified impacts, leading to difficulties and further uncertainties in the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. Unless further mitigation measures and/or reviews of housing numbers are adopted in the final RSS, SEEBF cannot support a conclusion of no adverse effect. Furthermore, the housing target is “proposed that Policy H1 numbers are treated as a minimum that needs to be the subject of a review in discussion with the Regional Planning Body.”  If the number stated in the plan increases from this ‘minimum’ a further sustainability appraisal and habitat regulation assessment would be required.
South East England biodiversity Forum response to the proposed changes to the SE Plan
	Secretary of States’s Proposed Change Number 


	Policy Number and Name
	Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes with suggested changes by SEEBF (additions in bold, underlined and blue text, deletions are double scored out in blue text (e.g. like this) 

	SEEBF’s comment and justification including support/oppose/comment

	Chap. 4 (17)


	
	
	CHANGES TO THE KEY DIAGRAM

The plan suggests that the proposed development at White Hill Bordon is with in 4km of 4 European Designated sites and on the border of the New Forest. Bordon is actually on the border of Woolmer Forest (SAC) and the proposed South Downs National Park. These considerations are not mentioned in relation to this proposed development. 



	Chap. 4 (8)
	New.


	Eight SDAs are identified, and are set out in the relevant sub-regional chapter and included on the

key diagram. Supporting text in the Spatial Strategy chapter to read as follows:

Strategic Development Areas (SDAs).

The region as a whole performs strongly on the economic level with much of its wealth generation coming from the highly networked information-rich knowledge economy centred in the ‘Golden Arc'

(27) – from Bournemouth and Poole and South Hampshire and extending into a Western Crescent taking in Reading and Oxford and onto Milton Keynes to Cambridge. Challenges for managing

expected growth, include predicted labour shortages, high housing demand and transport congestion.

Research indicates that it would be inappropriate to limit the natural growth to the west of the region (28) as it would inhibit wealth creation and lead to more pressure on existing housing stock and longer journeys to work.
This Plan promotes development surrounding towns in the northern part of this arc (from Reading to Oxford to Aylesbury and Milton Keynes) to support current spatial patterns of service economy clustering, economic growth potential and to better align employment and housing growth. Further opportunities for significant new growth also exists on land formerly in public use in Mid Hampshire and through the redevelopment and regeneration of land on the south coast. Eight Strategic Development Areas are identified in this Plan. The eight locations are:
South East Milton Keynes 

South West Milton Keynes 

East of the M1 Motorway, Milton Keynes 

Fareham , Hampshire

North of Hedge End, Hampshire

Whitehill/Bordon, Hampshire

South of Oxford

Shoreham, West Sussex

Further information and policies for SDAs are included in the relevant sub regional sections of this

document. A review of this Plan will identify further opportunities for Strategic Development Areas

in the 'Golden Arc' to support continued wealth generation in the South East.
	Shoreham 
Shoreham has been included in the key diagram and as a Strategic Development Area. The proposed development of Shoreham potentially has a negative impact on biodiversity and stringent environmental tests need to be incorporated into the policy to ensure it and other SDAs can be achieved without infringing other elements of the plan, particularly NRM5

The level of housing increase proposed for this area will potentially have a negative impact on Sites of Nature Conservation Importance, SSSIs, areas of flood plain, areas prone to coastal erosion and flooding.  This will compromise policies to conserve and enhance nature conservation, particularly under NRM5.

Whitehill/Bordon 

There is no reference at all to the need to protect the European sites in the vicinity, including Wealden Heathes (SPA, Woolmer Forest SAC and Shortheath SAC. This is inconsistent with the approach taken to Thames Basin Heaths, where impacts from housing are virtually identical. 

For these reasons SEEBF request the removal of both  Whitehill/Bordon, Hampshire and Shoreham, West Sussex from the SDAs. 

The removal of the strategic development area South of Reading (Kennet Park) is supported strongly by SEEBF.  



	Chap. 4 (14)


	Policy CC10a.


	POLICY SP5 CC10a: GREEN BELTS

The existing broad extent of Green Belts in the region is appropriate and will be retained

and supported and the opportunity should be taken to improve their land-use management

and access as part of initiatives to improve the urban rural rural urban fringe. However, in

order to meet regional development needs in the most sustainable locations, selective

reviews of Green Belt boundaries are required in the following locations:
· In the Metropolitan Green Belt to the north east of Guildford, and possibly to the south

              of Woking, and 

· In the Oxford Green Belt to the south of the city. 

In addition, boundary review will be required in the area of the former DERA site at Chertsey.

Smaller scale local reviews are likely to be required in other locations, including around Redhill-Reigate, and these should be pursued through the Local Development Framework process.
These reviews should satisfy national criteria for Green Belt releases, accord with the spatial strategy, and ensure that sufficient land is safeguarded to avoid the need for further review to meet development needs to at least 2031. Where reviews cover more than one local authority area they should be undertaken through a joint or co-ordinated approach. Where selective reviews are undertaken Local Authorities should satisfy themselves that there will not be a need for further review before 2031. In undertaking this exercise the same annual rate of development as set out in Table H1b of this strategy should be assumed for the years 2026-2031.
	We support the statement ‘ The existing broad extent of Green Belts in the region is appropriate and will be retained

and supported and the opportunity should be taken to improve their land-use management and access as part of initiatives to improve the urban rural urban fringe.’ However, SEEBF wish to see links to the implementation of this policy identified. 

This could include initiating or supporting partnership groups working to deliver HLS/ELS or other land use management tools. SEEBF would like to see a clear line of responsibility for taking forward the opportunity to improve the ‘land-use management and access’ of Green Belts.   


	Chap. 4 (21)
	Section B, Box

B1.
	No changes to the text suggested by SEEBF. 
	SEEBF welcome the presence of the section ‘SUPPORTING AND PROTECTING OUR RURAL AREAS’


	Chap. 5 (5)
	Policy CC1

 
	POLICY CC1: SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

The principal objective of the Plan shall be is to achieve and to maintain sustainable development in the region. The Strategies and Policies of the Plan promote measures that contribute to: Sustainable development priorities for the South East are identified as:

The principal objective of the Plan shall be is to achieve and to maintain sustainable development in the region. The Strategies and Policies of the Plan promote measures that contribute to: Sustainable development priorities for the South East are identified as:
· Achieving sustainable levels of resource use

· Reducing greenhouse gas emissions associated with the region

· Ensuring that the South East is prepared for the inevitable impacts of climate change

· Ensuring that the most deprived people also have an equal opportunity to benefit from

              and contribute to a better quality of life
· Ensuring physical and natural environment of the SE is conserved and enhanced 
i. Achieving a sustainable economy.

ii. Promoting good governance.

iii. Using sound science responsibly

iv. Living within environmental limits

v. Ensuring a strong, healthy and just society.
All public authorities, agencies and individuals responsible for delivering the policies in this Plan shall ensure that their actions contribute to meeting the objectives set out in the Regional Sustainability Framework. (29) Integrated Regional Framework (IRF)
	SEEBF support the policy but are concerned that the implementation of the plan as a whole will prevent the delivery of the sustainable development policy. 

This should reflect the UK sustainability strategy “Securing the Future”.  In this the key outputs are:

Living Within Environmental Limits: Respecting the limits of the planet’s environment, resources and biodiversity – to improve our environment and ensure that the natural resources needed for life are unimpaired and remain so for future generations.

Ensuring a Strong, Healthy and Just Society: Meeting the diverse needs of all people in existing and future communities, promoting personal wellbeing, social cohesion and inclusion, and creating equal opportunity for all.

These are achieved through:

· Achieving a sustainable economy.

· Promoting good governance.

· Using sound science responsibly

It has been suggested that Living within Environmental Limits might be deleted.  If that is the case then the SE Plan makes no pretence of endeavouring to deliver sustainable development and we find this unacceptable and wish to object to it.

	Chap. 5 (7)
	Policy CC2


	POLICY CC2: CLIMATE CHANGE

The strategy and policies of the Plan will promote Measures to mitigate and adapt to the

current and forecast effects of climate change and should will be implemented through

application of local planning policy and other mechanisms. Behavioural change will be

essential in implementing this policy and the measures identified.

In addition, and in respect of carbon dioxide emissions, regional and local authorities,

agencies and others shall include policies and proposals in their plans, strategies and

investment programmes to help reduce the region’s carbon dioxide emissions by at least

20% below 1990 levels by 2010 and by at least 25% below 1990 levels by 2015. A target for

2026 will be developed and incorporated in the first review of the Plan (and no later than

2011).

Adaptation to risks and opportunities will be achieved through:

i. Guiding strategic development to locations offering greater protection from impacts

such as flooding, erosion, storms, water shortages and subsidence

ii. Ensuring new and existing building stock is more resilient to climate change impacts

iii. Incorporating sustainable drainage measures and high standards of water efficiency

in new and existing building stock

iv. Increasing flood storage capacity and developing sustainable new water resources

v. Ensuring that opportunities and options for sustainable flood management and

migration of habitats and species are not foreclosed actively promoted 
Mitigation, through reducing greenhouse gas emissions, will primarily be addressed through greater resource efficiency including:

i. Improving the energy and carbon efficiency performance of new and existing buildings

and influencing behaviour of occupants

ii. Reducing the need to travel and ensuring good accessibility to public and other sustainable modes of transport

iii. Promoting land use that acts as carbon sinks

iv. Encouraging development and use of renewable energy

v. Reducing the amount of biodegradable waste landfilled
	SEEBF support points iii. and v. but would like to see links made with the implementation of these policies. 

	Chap. 5 (10)


	Policy CC3. 


	POLICY CC3: RESOURCE USE

In order to reflect the Plan’s emphasis on more sustainable resource use the Regional

Assembly will promote measures that seek to A sustained programme of action to help
stabilise the South East’s ecological footprint by 2016 and to reduce the ecological footprint during the second half of the Plan period reduce it by 2026 should be incorporated into plans

and programmes. Such actions will include: Implementation will require a sustained new

programme of action incorporating:
i Increased efficiency of resource use in new development

ii Adaptation of existing development to reduce its use of energy, water and other resources

iii Complementary legislation and fiscal measures by Government

iii Changes in behaviour by organisations and by individual
	SEEBF understand why iii. has been deleted but the ‘Complementary legislation and fiscal measures by Government’ are essential for the successful implementation of the plan. Otherwise the proposed changes in this section strengthen this policy and are welcomed by SEEBF. 

	Chap. 5 (19)


	Policy CC12
	No changes to the text suggested by SEEBF.
	SEEBF broadly support point i. that states ‘Respects, and where appropriate enhances the character and distinctiveness of settlements and landscapes throughout the region’ . 

	Chap. 5 (23)


	Section D1.


	No changes to the text suggested by SEEBF. 
	Box CC2

SEEBF welcome Green Infrastructure being included in this list defining infrastructure.

	Chap. 5 (24)


	New Policy


	POLICY CC8: GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

Local authorities and partners should work together to plan, provide and manage connected and substantial networks of accessible multi-functional green space. Networks should be planned to include both existing and new green infrastructure. They should be managed

with the primary aim of maintaining and improving biodiversity, but should also delivering recreational and cultural benefits and ensure that an improved and healthy environment is available for the benefit of present and future communities. recreational and cultural benefits and ensure that an improved and healthy environment is available for the benefit of present and future communities.

The provisions of this policy apply region-wide. However, the successful designation and management of Green Infrastructure will be particularly important in areas designated as regional hubs, in areas close to sites of international ecological importance and in areas identified for significant growth (Strategic Development Areas).

Areas close to sites of international ecological importance should be carefully managed across lead authority boundaries so as to ensure that sufficient land of the appropriate scale and nature is provided as mitigation against any possible adverse effect on those European sites as required by NRM5.


	We welcome and strongly support the policy on Green Infrastructure (GI) and that biodiversity is given a high priority.  However, it is important that GI networks are multifunctional delivering a range ecosystem services. 

GI networks should be designed and managed as a multifunctional resource capable of delivering ecological services required by the community it serves.
We support the reference to regional hubs and SDAs in relation to GI. However, the text in the second paragraph could be strengthened to reflect the need to use GI as mitigation to avoid adverse impact on sites of ecological importance, including European sites (such as the Thames Basin Heaths), from urbanisation/recreational pressures, as has been identified in the HRA/AA.  



	Chap. 5 (25)


	New supporting text.
	For the purposes of spatial planning the term Green Infrastructure relates to the active planning and management of sub-regional networks of multi-functional open space. These networks should

be managed and designed to support biodiversity and wider quality of life, particularly in areas undergoing large scale change.

Whilst provision and maintenance of Green Infrastructure will be particularly important on the urban fringe and within new development consideration of the value of Green Infrastructure networks will

necessarily extend across all spatial scales, from the neighbourhood to the wider region, with the creation and maintenance of linkages between spaces being a prime concern. A list of Green Infrastructure Assets is included in Box CC3.

Consideration of planning and management of Green Infrastructure must be undertaken with the following multifunctional objectives in mind:

· Preservation and enhancement of biodiversity, including the need to mitigate the potential impacts of new development

· Creating a sense of place and opportunities for greater appreciation of valuable landscapes and cultural heritage

· Increasing recreational opportunities, including access to and enjoyment of the countryside and supporting healthy living
Improving water resources and flood management and sustainable design mitigation and reduced flood risk through sustainable surface water runoff management
· Making a positive contribution to combating climate change through adaptation and mitigation of impacts

· Sustainable transport, education and crime reduction

Policy CC8 is included in this Plan to ensure that connected networks of green spaces around new built environment are treated as integral to a planning and design process which is conscious of its place within Green Infrastructure Networks. Green Infrastructure should not just be considered as an adjunct to new development, and policies and strategies relating to Green Infrastructure assets in Local Development Frameworks should have a spatial expression and not just be restricted

to its definition.

Future revisions to this RSS should work to identify and map existing regionally and sub-regionally significant networks of Green Infrastructure in the South East. One mechanism to help work towards

this goal will be the Framework for Green Infrastructure in the South East, which is currently being prepared by Natural England and its partners.
	SEEBF endorse the statement following: ‘Policy CC8 is included in this Plan to ensure that connected networks of green spaces around new built environment are treated as integral to a planning and design process which is conscious of its place within Green Infrastructure Networks….’ 
Again the links to the implementation of this policy are needed. SEEBF would like to see Local Authorities  encouraged to develop focused GI Strategies as part of their Local Development Framework.  

It is vital to secure the long term management of green spaces so that they meet their design objectives and remain in good condition and continue to serve the community in the future. Consequently the funding for long term GI management needs to be available and supported. 

The supporting text for CC8 should could better reflect the benefits green infrastructure can have on water quality (thus meeting the objectives of the Water Framework Directive) and reduced flood risk through sustainable surface water management



	Chap. 5 (26)


	
	Box CC3: Green Infrastructure Assets

The following areas can form part of networks of Green Infrastructure:

· parks and gardens - including urban parks, count ry parks and formal gardens

· natural and semi-natural urban greenspaces - including woodlands, urban forestry, scrub, grasslands (eg downlands, commons and meadows) wetlands, open and running water, wastelands and derelict open land and rock areas (eg cliffs, quarries and pits)
· green corridors - including river and canal banks, cycleways, and rights of way

· outdoor sports facilities (with natural or artificial surfaces and either publicly or privately owned) - including tennis courts bowling greens, sports pitches, golf courses, athletics tracks, school and other institutional playing fields, and other outdoor sports areas

· amenity greenspace (most commonly, but not exclusively in housing areas) - including informal recreation spaces, greenspaces in and around housing, domestic gardens and village greens

· provision for children and teenagers - including play areas, skateboard parks, outdoor basketball hoops, and other more informal areas (eg 'hanging out' areas, teenage shelters)

· allotments, community gardens, and city (urban) farms

· cemeteries and churchyards

· accessible countryside in urban fringe areas,

· river and canal corridors
· Well designed intensive green roofs and walls
	It is important that the distinction is made between the function of the GI network, in which biodiversity is a key factor and the individual sites, which may not always support biodiversity.

Clarity is needed over how much GI is needed and what elements are needed where. 
We would recommend the removal of ‘provision for children and teenagers - including play areas, skateboard parks, outdoor basketball hoops, and other more informal areas (e.g. 'hanging out' areas, teenage shelters)’ from the box of GI Assets – this is because they are primarily associated with hard surfaces and as such cannot perform the multi-functionality associated with green-space.

We would recommend the inclusion of well designed intensive green walls and roofs on developments as adding to the GI of an area. This is in recognition of the benefit they can bring to urban biodiversity as well as their functioning in reducing surface water runoff and contribution to the reduction of the urban heat island effect.

The tools currently being developed by the South East Green Infrastructure Project will provide LPAs with a means of identifying their current GI resource and mapping opportunities for new space. The tools being developed will include information on data to inform mapping such as the Biodiversity opportunity mapping project currently being undertaken by the South East of England Biodiversity Forum. 



	Chap. 5 (29)


	Policy CC7, Section

D1, paras. 1.14 -1.19
	POLICY CC7 INTER-REGIONAL CONNECTIVITY

The Assembly will engage in joint research programmes and partnerships with neighbouring regions

in order to address issues of common interest. These will especially relate to the economy, housing,

transport, natural resources and water. The relationship with London will be of special significance but, over the Plan period, linkages with the East of England and East Midlands regions will grow has also been deleted

in economic, social and environmental terms. The scope for further links with the South West, West

Midlands and Nord-Pas de Calais regions will be kept under review


	The deletion of the section under ‘POLICY CC7 INTER-REGIONAL CONNECTIVITY’ with neighbouring regions is not justified. A policy covering this issue is required in order to drive landscape scale conservation of biodiversity needed to allow adaptation to the impacts of climate change.

To clarify ‘natural resources’ here should include biodiversity . 

	Chap. 8 (45)
	
	No changes to the text suggested by SEEBF.
	The implications of the section titled ‘POLICY T14: TRANSPORT INVESTMENT AND MANAGEMENT

PRIORITIES’ in many cases are not clear. Where the plans are clear there will be a negative  and unacceptable impact on biodiversity. 

All schemes need to be environmentally justified before they are included in Annex a, including those already listed. 

	Chap. 9 (3)
	Box NRM1


	Box NRM1 – THE REGIONS KEY ENVIRONMENTAL CHALLENGES

Challenge: Water Resources

Suggest amending text under ‘issue’ to read:

“Maintaining an adequate supply and encouraging water efficiency, whilst meeting Habitats, Birds and Water Framework Directives standards “
Suggest amending text under ‘response’ to read:

“Protect aquifers and surface waters from over-abstraction and pollution”


	Abstraction of surface/ groundwater has been shown through the Habitats Directive Review of Consents to have a potential/actual impact on international sites; it is therefore critical that we manage water resources with this in mind (WFD relies on Habitats Directive to meet good status in these protected areas).



	Chap. 9 (3)
	Box NRM1


	Box NRM1 – the regions key environmental challenges Challenge: Water quality

Suggest amending text under ‘issue’ to read:

“Maintaining and improving quality, meeting EU Habitats and Water Framework Directive Standards and objectives”

	We are pleased that the difference between water resources and water quality has been recognised in this table and that there is now a separate policy for water quality. We are also pleased to see that the importance of meeting the standards in Habitats and the  Water Framework Directives.

However, the issue column currently reads: Maintaining and improving quality, meeting EU Habitats and Water Framework Directive Standards. This should be updated. The word ‘objectives’ is fundamental as it picks up the WFD requirement of ‘no deterioration’. This is an important part of the WFD requirements, but is not picked up as such within the ‘standards’.

	Chap. 9 (3)
	Box NRM1


	Box NRM1 – the regions key environmental challenges

Challenge: Biodiversity. 

Suggest amending wording under ‘issue’ to read:

“Protecting and improving the diversity of habitats and species across the South East, especially those which are protected or of principle importance nationally1 and regionally, to help improve quality of life.”

1 as defined under NERC 2006 section 41.
	The wording is inadequate in describing key environmental challenges. 

The key challenge at the least to halt the loss of biodiversity and ideally enhance it across the region. In particular there is need to ensure this loss trend is reversed in both designated sites and across the wider countryside. 

Under ‘policy’ the table lists a core policy as CC1 yet Policy CC1 makes no reference to the environment (or the natural environment) as a key SD priority. This appears to SEEBF to be contradictory and inconsistent



	Chap. 9 

(4)
	Policy NRM1
	POLICY NRM1: SUSTAINABLE WATER RESOURCES AND GROUNDWATER AND RIVER

WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT

Water supply and ground water and river water quality will be maintained and enhanced through avoiding adverse effects of development on the water environment. A twin-track

approach of demand management and water resource development will be pursued.together with development of sewerage and waste water treatment infrastructure

In preparing Local Development Documents, and determining planning applications, local authorities will: should:

i. ensure compatibility with River Basin Management Plans and take account of other plans and strategies including water and sewerage company asset management plans, and the Environment Agency’s Regional Water Resources Strategy and Catchment Abstraction Management Strategies, groundwater vulnerability maps and groundwater source protection zone maps
i. Ensure that the rate and location of development does not lead to unacceptable deterioration of water quality and is in step with current and planned provision of adequate water supply, sewerage and waste water treatment infrastructure capacity ii. Require development that would use significant quantities of water to incorporate measures to achieve high levels of water efficiency, and reflect current best practice including BREEAM “very good” and increasingly “excellent” standards (or equivalent) for water, and where appropriate sustainable drainage solutions must be utilized where these are consistent with protection of groundwater quality
ii. identify any circumstances under which new development will need to be supported by water efficiency standards exceeding extant Building regulations standards

iii. set out circumstances under which sustainable drainage solutions should be incorporated into new development

iv. Work with water and sewerage companies and the Environment Agency to identify

infrastructure needs, allocate areas and safeguard these for infrastructure

development

iv. encourage winter water storage reservoirs and other sustainable farming land management practices which reduce summer abstraction, diffuse pollution and runoff, increase flood storage capacity and benefit wildlife and recreation

v. direct new development to areas where solutions for alternative water supply, required to meet the Habitats Directive have been identified and agreed. where adequate water supply can be guaranteed from existing and potential water supply infrastructure. Where this is not possible, development should be phased so that sustainable new capacity can be provided

ahead of new development

vi. Not permit development that presents a risk of pollution or where satisfactory

pollution prevention measures are not provided in areas of high groundwater

vulnerability (in consultation with the Environment Agency

	This policy is broadly supported but there are concerns over the clarity of the links to implementation 
SEEBF support point iv. ‘encourage winter water storage reservoirs and other sustainable farming land management practices which reduce summer abstraction, diffuse pollution and runoff, increase flood storage capacity and benefit wildlife and recreation’. 

SEEBF have concern that the water availability, quantity and quality needed to support sites and habitats within the region is not recognised.

We support the additional text to reflect the findings of the HRA/AA on water supply constraints (AA Box 16).  One of the core objectives of the plan is ‘xiii) Better natural resource management and efficiency will be pursued, leading to reductions in the consumption of water and energy and the production of waste’ (Chap.3 (3)). This is not consistent with policy NRM1 and does not support the AAs findings that ‘particularly acute problems are likely at Medway and South Hampshire’ in terms of securing new water supplies through PR09 following the Environment Agency Review of Consents.  Solutions for new supplies have not yet been worked up for South Hampshire, there is no guarantee that water companies will work together to seek a joint solution and the issue has not adequately been addressed in the draft water company management plans.  

Therefore it is recommended that this risk be addressed more pointedly in policy NRM1 (v) i.e. solutions for alternative water supply, required to meet the Habitats Directive, should be identified and agreed before development is directed to those areas; and paragraph 9.8 should flag Medway and South Hampshire (Test Valley, Portsmouth) as critical.



	Chap. 9

(5)


	New Policy,

partly based

on NRM2.
	POLICY NRM2: RIVER WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT
River Water quality will be maintained and enhanced through avoiding adverse effects

of development on the water environment.

In preparing Local Development Documents, and determining planning applications,

local authorities should:

i. take account of water cycle studies, groundwater vulnerability maps and

groundwater source protection zone maps prepared by the Environment Agency and water and sewerage company asset management plans
ii ensure environmental water quality standards and objectives are met i.e. those in Water Framework Directive
iii. ensure that the rate and location of development does not lead to an unacceptable deterioration of water quality breach relevant ‘no deterioration’ objectives or result in exceedence of environmental quality standards
iii.iv not permit development that presents a risk of pollution or where satisfactory pollution prevention measures are not provided in areas of high groundwater vulnerability (in consultation with the Environment Agency and Natural England)

Local authorities will work with water and sewerage companies and the Environment Agency to:

i. identify infrastructure needs, allocate areas and safeguard these for infrastructure development 

ii. ensure that adequate wastewater and sewerage capacity is provided to meet planned demand, and

iii. take full account of the cumulative impacts of wastewater discharges on

groundwater, inland and marine receiving waters

Local authorities should promote land management initiatives to reduce diffuse

agricultural pollution.

iii. ensure impacts of treated sewage discharges on groundwater, inland and marine receiving waters do not breach environmental quality standards or ‘no deterioration’ objectives.

iv ensure plans are consistent with River Basin Management Plans.

iv ensure that Sustainable Drainage Systems are incorporated in a manner to reduce diffuse pollution. 

Local authorities should promote land management initiatives to reduce diffuse agricultural pollution


	Whilst SEEBF are broadly supportive of policy NRM2, it is important to note that the Sustainability Appraisal
 states in its conclusions on water quality (Section 13.10.2) that “The RSS is likely to lead to negative impacts on water quality in some parts of the region …” We believe that this is evidence that the South East Plan has not fully taken into account the impact of development on water quality. Equally we concur with the SA report where  the report notes (paragraph 13.7.4) that any pressures identified for previous iterations of the plan will simply be exacerbated under conditions of uplifted housing figures.
NRM2 is not sufficiently robust - aspects of it are open to interpretation. We therefore suggest changes to the text for greater clarity and certainty over interpretation.

We welcome the proposed new text as it emphasises the importance of the Water Framework Directive and other EU Directives and other environmental quality targets such as River Quality Objectives. We must ensure that development meets the requirements of European legislation and water quality targets for England. 

We believe that the statement “unacceptable deterioration of water quality” is too open to interpretation. For example, different groups of users may have different understanding of “unacceptable deterioration”. We have therefore suggested a change in text to remove the potential for uncertainties with regard to availability, quantity and quality.  

We have requested that environmental water quality standards and objectives are met. The reference to environmental water quality standards and objectives are imperative to ensure that not only is new legislation (i.e. Water Framework Directive) is incorporated, but existing water quality standards (i.e. River Quality Standards) are also covered in the text. 

Policy NRM1 refers to River Basin Management Plans, and the need to ensure that plans are consistent with these. River Basin Management Plans will outline measures for waterbodies, to ensure compliance with the Water Framework Directive. When water quality was incorporated into NRM1 the statement on River Basin Management Plans applied to both water resources and water quality. However, this reference is missing from NRM2. We have therefore suggested that text be incorporated so that the importance of River Basin Management Plans for maintaining water quality is included. 

SEEBF welcome statement ii. that states ‘ensure that the rate and location of development does not lead to an unacceptable deterioration of water quality’


	Chap. 9

(10)


	Section D5,

Paragraph

3.2 & 3.6.
	Water resources and water quality have been taken into account in development of the plan,

and also through the Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment process.

Studies are ongoing and will continue to inform further preparation of this plan as well as

subsequent Local Development Frameworks.

Water quality assessments have taken account of water quality, physical capacity and

ecological considerations and have identified seven locations where water quality constraints

mean that a limit should be placed on additional housing. Analysis identified a further nine sites where further work needs to be carried out  [ADD FOOTNOTE]1. The implications of the Habitats and Water Framework Directives may also impact on the capacity of receiving waters, and further work  and monitoring may be required. Policy NRM2, together with the spatial strategy set out in this Plan is therefore designed to ensure that new development does not cause an unacceptable deterioration in water quality. 
The Habitats and Birds Directives already place constraints on the capacity of some receiving waters within European sites.  Future growth and the Water Framework Directive have further implications for both these and undesignated areas, and further work and monitoring will be required.  In addition, further investigations are required into the extent of infiltration into some sewerage networks which, if addressed, could increase the capacity of existing works in high constraint locations such as in/ near sites of international importance. The need to maintain and improve water quality should be taken into account at LDF level, and in light of any new information available.

[PROPOSED FOOTNOTE]1
These assessments did not take into account the implications of the Water Framework Directive standards. It should be noted that ongoing work into the implications of growth and the water framework Directive will need to inform future development in areas where water quality has already been identified as an issue. 

In locations where water quality constraints are identified as a result of ongoing investigations this will need to be reflected in LDFs and future reviews of the RSS.

Water supply constraints work has identified potential constraints in some areas, pending more detailed feedback from the Environment Agency. Should this feedback confirm such constraints, significant new development in the following districts should be directed to areas

where water supply can be guaranteed. Alternatively development should be phased so that supporting infrastructure (such as that required to avoid an adverse effect on Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas and Ramsar sites) can be put in place before

development commences. The districts currently identified are:

· Canterbury

· Crawley

· Havant

· Isle of Wight

· Maidstone

· Medway

· Mid Sussex

· Milton Keynes

· Portsmouth

· Reigate and Banstead

· Test Valley
	Supporting text to NRM2 set out in para 9.7 does not reflect the current situation in respect of water quality, implications of EU Directives and assessments that are currently being used to inform growth. 

Habitats and Birds Directives, and the Water Framework Directive are already impacting on the capacity of receiving waters, and this needs to be reflected in the text
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	Policy NRM3
	Replace existing section with text to read as follows:

A large number of schemes are under review, including reservoir developments, effluent reuse schemes, desalination plants and bulk transfers.   In developing preferred schemes, consideration should be given to:

i. Need at local, sub-regional, regional and inter-regional scales;

ii. Water companies working together to find the most optimal (economic) solutions;

iii. Presence of alternative options, including water efficiency in new and existing homes and businesses;

iv. Environmental impacts and potential to deliver social and environmental benefits;

v. Improving overall resilience and flexibility.

In considering applications for new water resource schemes, consideration should be

given to:

I. need at local, sub-regional, regional, and inter-regional scales

II. presence of alternative options and environmental impact including water efficiency

III. in new and existing properties

IV. potential to deliver social and environmental benefits”

	This section focuses too heavily on reservoir developments.  It is far from clear that these are the best options to provide the additional supplies and supply resilience that may be needed, especially in the light of uplift in housing figures. A more strategic approach mat well be required to secure the needed water supplies to meet all requirements.

We would welcome a more rounded reference to the wider pool of options available.  For example, to more conspicuously recognise that effluent reuse or desalination schemes or indeed a water grid might be appropriate ways to provide resilient enhanced water supply resources.

The timetable for delivery of each reservoir give a false impression of need and likelihood and does not take into account the effects (positive and negative) with regard to biodiversity.
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	Policy NRM4
	POLICY NRM4 3: SUSTAINABLE FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT

The sequential approach to development in flood risk areas set out in PPS25 will be

followed. Inappropriate development should not be allocated or permitted in flood zones

2 and 3 of the floodplain (Diagram NRM1), areas at risk of surface water flooding (critical drainage areas) or areas with a history of groundwater flooding, or where it would

increase flood risk elsewhere, unless there is over-riding need and absence of suitable

alternatives.
Where development is proposed for parts of zones 2 and 3, Local authorities, (in the

case of plan allocations) and developers (in the case of specific proposals) with advice

from the Environment Agency, should undertake a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

(SFRA) to provide a comprehensive understanding of the flood risk and put in place a

framework for applying the PPS25 sequential approach. This will facilitate allocating

sites in a decreasing probability of flood risk. options for managing that risk in a cost

effective manner. This should have regard to The SFRA would assess future climate

change and identify appropriate types of development in accordance with the PPS25

sequential test and flood vulnerability of different land uses. and suitable mitigation

and adaptation measures in scheme design and layout.
Existing flood defences will be protected from development. Where development is permitted in appropriately defended floodplains it must be designed to be resilient to flooding (to minimise potential damage) and to allow for the future maintenance, realignment or management of the defences to be undertaken. 

In the preparation of Local Development Documents and considering planning applications, local authorities in conjunction with the Environment Agency, should also:

i. take account of River Basin Management Plans, Catchment Flood Management Plans, Shoreline Management Plans and Surface Water Management Plans in developing Local Development Documents and other strategies. Where locationally specific flood risk and land management options such as flood storage, managed realignment and set back from coastal defences are identified, land should be safeguarded for these purposes and appropriate land use and land management practices should be encouraged

ii. consider the associated social and environmental costs and benefits to fisheries

and biodiversity in assessment of new flood management schemes

iii. require incorporation and management of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS),other water retention and flood storage measures to minimise direct surface run–off, unless there are practical or environmental reasons for not doing so

iv. take account of increased surface water drainage on sewage effluent flows on fluvial flood risk
	POLICY NRM4 3: SUSTAINABLE FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT 

SEEBF support the proposed changes to this policy with the suggested minor amendment.
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	Policy NRM5

	POLICY NRM 5 4: CONSERVATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF BIODIVERSITY

In the development and implementation of plans and strategies, local authorities and other bodies shall avoid a net loss secure net gain of biodiversity, and actively pursue opportunities to achieve a net gain across the region by:
i. providing the highest level of protection for giving a high degree of protection to internationally designated sites and ensuring that nationally designated sites are given a high degree of protection in accordance with their statutory designation and policy (Diagram NRM2)

ii. seeking to ensuring ensure that damage to county wildlife sites and locally important wildlife and geological sites is avoided, including areas outside the boundaries of Natura 2000 sites where these support the species for which that site has been designated wherever possible
iii. ensuring that unavoidable damage to wildlife interest is minimised through mitigation, that any damage is compensated for, and that such measures are monitored

iv. ensuring appropriate access to areas of wildlife importance, identifying areas of opportunity for biodiversity improvement and setting targets reflecting those in Box NRM3. Opportunities for biodiversity improvement, including connection of sites, large-scale habitat restoration, enhancement and re-creation in the areas of strategic opportunity for biodiversity improvement (Diagram NRM3) should be pursued 
v. influencing and applying agri-environment schemes, forestry, flood defence, restoration of mineral extraction sites and other land management practices to:

· deliver biodiversity targets

· increase the wildlife value of land

· reduce diffuse pollution

· protect soil resources
vi. promoting policies that integrate the need to accommodate the changes taking place in agriculture with the potential implications of resultant development in the countryside

vii. requiring green infrastructure to be identified, developed and implemented in conjunction with new development

vi. Maintaining and establishing accessible green networks and open green spaces in urban areas.

viii. identifying sites of international nature conservation interest (Natura Sites and Ramsar wetlands – see Diagram NRM2) sensitive to the pressures or recreation or urbanisation and, as appropriate, working with Natural England and other stakeholders to avoid any negative  impacts of urbanization and/or recreation or where this is not possible,  to identify the appropriate avoidance mitigation. 
set buffer zones around sensitive sites

· provide alternative recreation land as mitigation for any possible adverse impact,

               in accordance with (vii) above; and

· implement access management measures and work to secure improved habitat management
	We are generally supportive of POLICY NRM5: CONSERVATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF BIODIVERSITY.

This is generally a good policy recognising the need to enhance biodiversity, support species outside Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas and Ramsar sites and create habitat connectivity. The inclusion of soils in this policy is welcome. 

However, this policy has not informed the scale and distribution of housing in the sub-regions and the implications for this are not  adequately resolved at present. The plan needs to apply this policy in the assignment of areas of growth in the plan.  

For any European site (Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas or Ramsar site) there is an obligation to avoid and if this is not possible compensate and mitigate for adverse affects on the site. Thus decreasing the impacts of urbinsation and/or recreation must be addressed first by decreasing the causes of these issues. Only where this is not possible is it suitable to pursue mitigation measures. Further, the mitigation measures suggested in this section are not suitable for all habitats or sites and need to be assessed on a case by case basis. 

 It is not acceptable to leave it to Local Authorities to rectify a situation that the Plan recognises inherently causes an adverse effect to European sites. 
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	Section D5,

Paragraph

6.7

	The indicative Diagram NRM3 shows areas of greatest strategic opportunity for the enhancement, restoration and re-creation of key wildlife habitats. It is not a map of formaldesignations and constraints, although the areas of strategic opportunity do include protected sites with statutory designations including those identified in Diagram NRM2. It does not illustrate all local opportunities for improvement, including those that may occur outside of these areas, nor identify areas of importance for protected species.

A full list of Natura 2000 and Ramsar sites can be found in the Habitats Regulation Assessment that accompanies this Plan.


	The Area of Strategic Opportunity for Biodiversity map is presently being updated by SEEBF. This will make better links to local opportunities for biodiversity and will provide a tool for the adaptation of biodiversity to the impacts of climate change. SEEBF advise that this updated map replace the existing map at the earliest possible opportunity.  
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	During the preparation of this RSS Habitats Regulation Assessment identified the following sites of international importance for nature conservation where it was not possible to conclude

that there would be no adverse effect on site integrity due to urbanisation and ‘in combination’

effects. These are:

· Burnham Beeches SAC

· North Downs Woodlands SAC

· Thursley, Hankley and Frensham Commons SPA 
· Wealden Heaths SAC 
· Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC

· Thursley, Ash, Purbright and Chobham SAC

· Thursley and Ockley Bogs RAMSAR site
Local Authorities and partners will therefore need to ensure that any development proposals affecting these sites are able to demonstrate that in combination they will have no adverse effect on the integrity of these sites. This may include implementation of this policy, including

the possible deployment of mitigation measures identified in criterion (viii).
	As “it was not possible to conclude that there would be no adverse effect of site integrity…” this in itself makes the plan unsound.  The SE plan should only support development that has no adverse impacts on European Sites (SAC/SPA/Ramsar) and the plan itself needs to include measures to prevent adverse impacts on the integrity of any of these sites. 

It is not acceptable to leave it to Local Authorities to rectify a situation that the Plan recognises inherently causes an adverse effect.  Local Authorities are not best placed to accurately assess multiple cross-boarder effects, which is clearly the role of this plan. The plan needs to be amended throughout so that the policies, taken as a whole, do not lead to a situation where it cannot be shown that there will be not adverse effect to European sites.

SEEBF recognise that the list of sites are those listed in the sustainability appraisal.  However, the list of SACs is inaccurate and incomplete. Thursley, Hankley and Frensham Commons is an SAC rather that an SPA and Wealden Heaths SAC is called Wealden Heaths SPA Phase 1 and 2. Other European sites will be adversely affected by recreation and urbanization as a result of policies in this plan that are not listed here.  

This section and point viii. in Policy NRM5 lead to serious concern that the SE Plan is not presently compliant with the Habitat Directive and Habitat Regulations.
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	New Policy
	POLICY NRM6: THAMES BASIN HEATHS SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA

New residential development which is likely to have a significant effect on the ecological integrity of Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA) will be required to demonstrate that adequate measures are put in place to avoid and mitigate any potential adverse effects. 

Priority should be given to directing development to those areas where potential adverse effects can be avoided without the need for mitigation measures. Where mitigation measures are required local planning authorities, as Competent Authorities, should work in partnership to clearly set out and deliver a consistent approach to mitigation, based on the following principles:

i. a zone of influence should will be established where measures will need to must be taken to ensure that the integrity of the SPA is protected. In the interim  This is set at 5km linear distance from the SPA

ii. within this zone of influence there will be a 400m an “exclusion zone” should be determined locally and with the agreement of Natural England The purpose of any exclusion zone will be to demonstrate the extent of the area within which it is considered that  where mitigation measures will not are unlikely to be capable of protecting the integrity of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA

iii. where development is proposed outside the exclusion zone but within the zone of influence mitigation measures will be delivered prior to occupation and in perpetuity. Measures may  will be based on a combination of access management, habitat improvement and the provision of Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space (SANGS)

iv. Where mitigation takes the form of provision of Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space will be provided: the following standards and arrangements will apply:

i. In accordance with advice from Natural England

ii. a minimum of 8 hectares of SANGS land (after discounting to account for current access and capacity) should be provided per 1,000 new occupants

ii. developments of fewer than 10 dwellings should not be required to be within a specified distance of SANGS land provided that a sufficient quantity of SANGS land to cater for the consequent increase in residents were functional prior to occupation

iii) to ensure that SANGs function effectively (including through promoting the use of SANGs as alternative recreation areas to the SPA)
vi. authorities should co-operate and work jointly to implement mitigation measures. These may include assistance to assist those authorities with insufficient SANGS land within their own boundaries cooperation on access management, and joint development plan documents.

vii. relevant parties will co-operate with Natural England and other landowners and stakeholders in monitoring the effectiveness  of mitigation measures and additional visitor pressure on the SPA and review/amend the approach set out in this policy, as necessary

viii. local authorities will collect developer contributions towards mitigation measures, including joint contributions to the funding of access management and monitoring the effects of mitigation measures across the SPA

The approach set out in this policy shall be amended where further evidence demonstrates that ensuring the integrity of the SPA requires application of alternative arrangements, such as applying different linear thresholds or with can be protected using different linear thresholds or with alternative mitigation measures (including standards of SANGS provision different to those set out in this policy) these . Any alternative provisions must be agreed with Natural England.


	POLICY NRM6: THAMES BASIN HEATHS SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA 

Please see the amendments to the proposed policy. 
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	New

Supporting

Text

	The Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA) is designated under European Directive 79/409/EEC because of its populations of three heathland species of birds – Dartford Warbler, Nightjar and Woodlark. This designation covers parts of 11 district and unitary authority areas within three county areas and is likely to have a major impact upon the potential for development within these areas and others adjoining it (Diagram NRM[X]).

Natural England has identified that any new housing development (residential institutions and dwellings) up to 5km from the designated sites is likely to have a significant effect (alone or in combination with other plans or projects) on the integrity of the SPA. Advice from Natural England is that an exclusion zone of 400 metre linear distance from the SPA is appropriate. The district level housing allocations for the sub-region presuppose that an effective approach to dealing with the effects of development on the SPA can be found.
Local authorities that are affected by the designation should deal, in their local development documents, with the issue of the effects of development on the SPA, and put forward a policy framework to ensure the effective protection of the SPA whilst demonstrating that development requirements can be met. The focus of this policy is on avoidance and mitigation of the effects of residential development. This does not obviate the need for possible Habitats Regulation Assessment on other forms of development. Nor do the provisions of this policy exclude the possibility that some residential schemes (and in particular relatively large schemes) either within or outside the ‘zone of influence’ might require assessment under the Habitats Regulations due to a likely significant effect, alone or in combination with other plans or projects, and subject to advice from Natural England. Applications for all non-residential development will need to be subject to Habitats Regulations Assessment where they are likely to have a significant effect on the integrity of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.

To assist local authorities in the preparation of Local Development Documents and to enable development to come forward in a timely and efficient manner, Policy NRM6 sets out the extent of mitigation measures required, based on current evidence. The evidence available indicates that effective mitigation measures should comprise a combination of providing suitable areas for recreational use by residents to ‘buffer’ the SPA, and actions on the SPA to manage access and encourage use of alternative sites. Such measures must be operational prior to the occupation of new residential developments to ensure that the interests of the SPA are not damaged. Local Authorities and Natural England will need to co-operate so that the effect of mitigation measures can be monitored across the SPA.

Should it become apparent during the lifetime of this Plan that alternative arrangements may need to apply these must be brought forward with the agreement of Natural England. One route would be the publication of supplementary guidance to this Plan by Natural England to set out alternative arrangements or further details.
	NRM 6 – Thames Basin Heaths policy supporting text. Please see the proposed amendments to the policy. 
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	Policy NRM5 -
	POLICY NRM 7 5 WOODLANDS

In the development and implementation of Local Development Documents and other strategies, local authorities and other bodies will support the implementation of the Regional Forestry and Woodland Framework, ensuring the value and character of the region’s woodland are protected and enhanced. This will be achieved by:
i. protecting ancient woodland from damaging development and land uses

ii. promoting the effective management, and where appropriate, extension and creation of new woodland areas including, in association with areas of major development, where this helps to restore and enhance degraded landscapes, screen noise and pollution, provide recreational opportunities, helps mitigate climate change, and

contributes to floodplain management

iii. replacing woodland unavoidably lost through development with new woodland on at least the same scale

iv. promoting and encouraging the economic use of woodlands and wood resources, including wood fuel as a renewable energy source

v. promoting the growth and procurement of sustainable timber products through application of the Forestry Stewardship Council certification scheme

	It is important that it is highlight that point iii.  refers to secondary woodland. It is not acceptable for ancient woodland to be lost through development as it cannot be replaced. 

	Chap. 9 

(26)


	Policy NRM8
	POLICY NRM8 6: COASTAL MANAGEMENT

An integrated approach to coastal zone planning and the management and planning in

coastal areas should will be pursued. Appropriate social, economic and environmental

objectives should be taken into account in relevant plans. where The dynamic nature

and character of the coast is should be managed through enhanced collaboration

between organisations and across administrative boundaries.

In the development and implementation of the local development documents and other

strategies, local authorities and other agencies should:

i. take account of climate change and forecast effects on the coastal zone

 ii. promote and establish cross-border and cross-sectoral arrangements to facilitate an integrated approach to coastal management. This will include the conservation and enhancement of the most valuable habitats and environments (natural and

built), the development and management of public access, recreation and tourism potential, and identification and management of development and commercial opportunities. This will be within the context of flood protection management and

coastal defence measures contained in Catchment Management Plans, Shoreline Management Plans, Coastal Defence Strategies, Catchment Flood Management Plans, Estuary Management Plans, Harbour Management Plans and River Basin

Management Plans. implementation of Shoreline Management Plans, Estuary Management Plans and coastal habitat management plans (ChaMPs)

iii. identify opportunities for, and ensure that development does not prejudice options for managed realignment, significantly affect sediment inputs and transport, lead to an increase in flood risk or preclude the delivery of sustainable flood risk management solutions in the future

iv. avoid built Restrict development on the undeveloped coastline unless it specifically requires a rural coastal location, meets the sequential test set out in Planning Policy Statement 25 (Development and Flood Risk) and does not adversely affect

environmental, cultural and recreational resources. In particular, development must not compromise the ability to preserve the interest features of Natura 2000 sites through managed retreat of coastal habitats in response to sea level rise

v. prevent development on unstable land or areas at risk of erosion, as identified in Shoreline Management Plans

vi. realise opportunities for sustainable coastal defences which enhance the region’s wildlife, and fisheries, especially where this will contribute to the achievement of regional and national biodiversity targets and help meet the requirement of the

Habitats Directive

vii. consider whether permission for development should be time-limited to ensure the minimisation of risk to life and property in the long term but allow economic and social benefits to be gained in the short term
	SEEBF broadly support point ii, iii and vi. 
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	Policy NRM9


	POLICY NRM9 7: AIR QUALITY

Local authorities and other relevant bodies should seek an improvement in air quality

in their areas Strategies, plans, programmes and planning proposals should contribute to sustaining the current downward trend in air pollution in the region. This will include a seeking of improvements in air quality so that there is a significant reduction in the number of days of medium and high air pollution by 2026. Local Development Documents and development control can help to achieve improvements in local air quality through:

i. ensuring consistency with Air Quality Management Plans

ii. reducing the environmental impacts of transport and congestion management, and support the use of cleaner transport fuels

iii. mitigating the impact of development and reduce exposure to poor air quality through design, particularly for residential development in areas which already, or are likely to, exceed national and European air quality objectives

iv. encouraging the use of best practice during construction activities to reduce the levels of dust and other pollutants

v. considering assessing the potential impacts of new development and increased traffic levels on internationally designated nature conservation sites, and adopt mitigation measures to address these impacts.
	This policy should be amended in order to make it more robust. Point (v), requires the impact of new development on air quality to be considered with regard to European sites.  We suggest this needs to be ‘assessed, with a built in avoidance clause rather than ‘considered’ to make the policy more robust.  

Mere consideration of air quality impacts may not necessarily result in calculations to the level of detail required to determine whether there will be an adverse impact on European terrestrial sites which are sensitive to air quality critical thresholds.  The need to strengthen this policy point is supported by the HRA/AAs recommendation to direct development to areas where risk to European sites can be minimised, particularly as all other air quality HRA/AA recommendations for the proposed changes have not been accepted; and that air quality and causes of climate change (which is a factor for adverse effect in itself) has been found by the SA/HRA as likely to have a significant negative impact.
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	The South East region is blessed with a diverse and, in many areas, high quality natural environment and countryside, including a particularly high proportion of nationally designated landscapes (covering 35 per cent of the region - higher than any other region). The countryside of the region contributes to the quality of life for those living in the South East, and is a key asset to the region’s economy attracting visitors and businesses. At the same time, the demand for new development very scale and diversity of in the region brings with it special pressures both risks to precious environments and opportunities to plan for growth in a way that protects and cherishes the countryside and unique landscapes that make up much of the region.

This practical conflict can only be successfully addressed through one of the core themes of this Plan – active and creative management. The specially designated landscapes need special policy protection, but the rest of the region’s countryside also needs policy consideration, including measures to help facilitate the social and economic well-being of its communities. Indeed sometimes the problems and the opportunities that require more positive management are more acute in the non-designated areas.

-

The importance of protecting and supporting the countryside is a fundamental objective for this Plan, as the countryside performs various functions that contribute to quality of life in the region. It is valuable:

· Environmentally - through its provision of key habitats, providing ecosystem services such as flood management resource and carbon sink, and as a provider of renewable energy sources.

· Economically - through the jobs it creates, the millions of visitors it

              attracts and by helping the region retain and attract high value

               employees and businesses.

· Socially - through the enjoyment and tranquillity it provides its users,

              and by providing recreational opportunities and supporting       more healthy lifestyles 
	SEEBF support the statement that begins ‘The importance of protecting and supporting the countryside is a fundamental objective for this Plan…’ 
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	Section D7, para. 1.2
	Farmers will need to make important choices about their crops and production methods, or opportunities to diversify into more non-farming activities such as tourism or recreation, in order to stay competitive. The full effects of CAP reform will take some time to materialise, and particular attention should be given to support commercial viability of agricultural and horticultural enterprises that will also deliver high quality countryside management.

For the purpose of clarification, the Plan’s countryside and landscape

management policies have therefore been categorised into four groups:

i The New Forest National Park

ii The South Downs

iii The Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty

iv The remainder of the countryside.

Policy focus is also given to managing public access to the countryside and the rights of way network, which play a key role in maximising the public and economic benefits of the countryside.

Specially designated areas for nature conservation or cultural protection

(such as Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Scheduled Ancient

Monuments (SAMs)) are covered in other policy sections. Similarly, policy on Green Belt and Strategic Gaps is set out in other policy sections of the Plan (Policies CC10a, CC10b and BE4).
	The deletion here is supported by SEEBF.
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	Policy C1a


	POLICY C1: THE NEW FOREST NATIONAL PARK

High priority will should be given to conserving and enhancing land and its specific character within the New Forest National Park. The local planning authority and other partners should also develop supportivesustainable land management policies, both inside the National Park and within the zone of ‘New Forest commoning activity’, including protection of grazing land outside the National Park which is needed to support National Park purposes.

In considering proposals for development, the emphasis should be on small-scale proposals that are sustainably located and designed. Proposals which support the economies and social well being of the Park and its communities, including affordable housing schemes, will be encouraged provided that they do not conflict with the purposes for which the Park has been designated. Planning decisions should also have regard to the setting of the Park.
	The second paragraph is a helpful and useful addition and SEEBF support this policy. 
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	POLICY C3 2: AREAS OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY

High priority will should be given to conservation and enhancement of natural beauty in the region’s Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AoNBs) and planning decisions should have regard to their setting. Proposals for development should be considered in that context.

Positive land management policies should be developed to sustain the area's landscape quality. In drafting Local Development Documents Local Planning Authorities should have regard to statutory AoNB Management Plans.

In considering proposals for development, the emphasis should be on small-scale proposals that are sustainably located and designed. Proposals which support the economies and social well being of the Areas and their communities, including affordable housing schemes, will be encouraged provided that they do not conflict with the aim of conserving and enhancing natural beauty.
	POLICY C3 2: AREAS OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY [agreed to ask Laura Newland about P.247-248] 

	Chap. 11 (9)


	Policy C3


	POLICY C4 3: LANDSCAPE AND COUNTRYSIDE MANAGEMENT

Outside nationally designated landscapes, positive and high quality management of the region’s open countryside should will be encouraged and supported by local authorities and other organisations, agencies, land managers, the private sector and local communities, through a combination of planning policies, grant aid and other measures.

In particular, planning authorities and other agencies in their plans and programmes should recognise, and aim to protect and enhance, the diversity and local distinctiveness of the region’s landscape, informed by landscape character assessment.

Positive land management is particularly needed around the edge of London and in other areas subject to most growth and change. In such areas long-term goals for landscape conservation and renewal and habitat improvement should be set, and full advantage taken of

agri-environmental funding and other management tools.

Local authorities should develop criteria-based policies to ensure that all development respects and enhances local landscape character, securing appropriate mitigation where damage to local landscape character cannot be avoided.

In order to:

i) Protect and enhance its distinctive qualities

ii) Encourage the sustainable management of land and habitats in ways which contribute to landscape conservation and renewal, avoiding fragmentation of landscapes and habitats and encouraging the linking of habitats.

iii) Support local economies and social well-being of communities

through small scale development proposals to meet local needs.

Landscape Character Assessments should be used to contribute to the framing of development policies and sustainable agri-environment, and other land management regimes.
	We welcome the ‘POLICY C4 3: LANDSCAPE AND COUNTRYSIDE MANAGEMENT’ but would like to see clear links to implementation. 
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	Policy BE4
	POLICY C5 BE4 MANAGING THE URBAN RURAL URBAN FRINGE

Local Development Documents should identify:
i. identify issues and opportunities that require action to deliver a

sustainable multifunctional rural-urban fringe, using the key

functions set out in Box BE1 as a checklist.
ii. plan positively for facilities connected with the sustainable

management of urban areas.

iii. Boundaries of identify any parts of the rural-urban fringe around settlements that are currently or potentially subject to dereliction

iv. make clear links with the development of local Green Infrastructure strategies  (CC8) 

To ensure action will be taken local authorities should:
i. ensure better management of the rural-urban fringe, including

where applicable Green Belt, by working with neighbouring planning authorities and partners in developing and implementing strategies and action plans for rural-urban fringe areas
ii. target positive management on areas where urban extensions

are planned including engaging local communities and

landowners to ensure early consideration is given to landscape
and biodiversity enhancement, woodland management, recreation

provision and access routes.

iii. Be proactive in identifying appropriate opportunities in the urban rural fringe for sustainable developments, including urban

extensions
	The changes to this policy are positive. A link to Green Infrastructure and Sustainable Land Management policies is essential for this policy.
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	Policy C6


	POLICY C6 4: COUNTRYSIDE ACCESS AND RIGHTS OF WAY

MANAGEMENT.

Local authorities, through Rights of Way Improvement Plans and other measures, should encourage access to the countryside, taking full advantage of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, particularly

by:

i. Maintaining, enhancing and promoting the Public Rights of Way

system, and permissive and longer distance routes, to facilitate

access within, to and from the countryside for visitors and all

members of the local community

ii. Identifying opportunities and planning for routes within and

between settlements, seeking to reduce car use for shorter

journeys
iii. Where possible, making new routes multi-functional to allow

pedestrians, horses and cyclists to use them. for benefits by multiple users, and contribute to the wider objectives of green infrastructure.”
iv. On Natura 2000 and Ramsar wetland sites with an identified risk

of adverse impact from recreational use or other urbanisation

impact (including air pollution), promote implement appropriate access and other management measures (both pedestrian and vehicle), to

avoid such risks.
v. making clear links with the development of local Green Infrastructure strategies  (CC8) 


	We support revised text of this policy, particularly point iv (note this is shown as iii in error, in draft document)  which provides a strong link with Policy NRM5, viii and the findings of the Appropriate Assessment.

We would recommend that stronger links are made with Policy CC8 (Green infrastructure) to ensure that when planning and implementing green infrastructure, local authorities consider what management measures are required within and around Natura 2000 and Ramsar sites. Such management measures may include buffer zones and the need for joint working amongst local authorities, particularly in relation to large sites such as the New Forest, South Downs and Ashdown Forest.

As policy CC8 is new, this amendment would assist in ensuring that the cross-cutting nature of this policy is more fully considered within the plan.
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	New Policy
	POLICY C7: THE RIVER THAMES CORRIDOR
Riparian local authorities should work together to establish a

coordinated policy framework for the River and its valley corridor

through their Local Development Frameworks to reflect their

environmental, heritage and recreational value.
Local Authorities should work together and with other agencies to:
i. maintain and enhance the landscapes and waterscapes of the

River Thames Corridor, in terms of their scenic and conservation

value and their overall amenity

ii. conserve and enhance the nature conservation resources of the

River Thames Corridor through the protection and management

of its diverse plant and animal species, habitats (including wildlife

networks) and geological features
iii. provide accessible facilities and opportunities for countryside

and river-related recreation

iv. take account of the setting of the River in

v. exercising their normal development control duties.

Where the River passes through urban areas, Local Authorities should, working together where necessary:

i. make provision for riverside open spaces and access routes

ii. protect and improve scenic views of the River and from the River,

especially where they contain significant natural or built heritage

features

iii. ensure a high quality of sympathetic design of new developments within sight of the river; and

iv. seek the conservation and improvement of the historic built

environment that is part of the river’s heritage and setting

Local Authorities should:

i. ensure that new development does not restrict or endanger

navigation on the river

ii. seek to secure the protection and improvement of existing

river-related infrastructure that is necessary for the sustainable

development and use of the river

iii. safeguard land for river-related businesses that support sport

and leisure use of the River; and

iv. encourage the sustainable use of the River.
	We generally welcome the inclusion of the new River Thames Corridor policy and its application to the whole of the River Thames within the SE Plan area.  This policy should help to ensure a co-ordinated approach to planning and decision-making in relation to the river and its corridor and ensures consistency with adjacent regional plans (e.g. the London Plan) and national planning policy (i.e. RPG3b/9b).




South East Plan Proposed Changes - Habitat Regulation Assessment 
SEEBF comments

Broad comments
 

Despite additional amendments to the SE Plan Proposed Changes following the review of the HRA, a number of serious issues remain for which recommended mitigation measures have been wholly or partly dismissed by the SoS. In particular, significant uncertainty remains as to the ability of the RSS to ensure protection of the region’s European sites from the impacts of urbanisation and recreation, stress on water resources and deterioration of air quality.

The additional housing numbers proposed will exacerbate the scale of all identified impacts, leading to difficulties and further uncertainties in the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation.

No proper assessment of the potential impacts of new policy AOSR1: The Whitehill/Bordon Opportunity has been made on surrounding European sites.
Unless further mitigation measures and/or reviews of housing numbers are adopted in the final RSS, it is difficult to see how a conclusion of no adverse effect can be made.

More detailed points

Urbanisation/Recreation

· The HRA raises concerns that recommendations for mitigation measures are still restricted largely to Thames Basin Heaths SPA. Changes to NRM5 are insufficient to provide sufficient guidance to affected local authorities.

· The HRA expresses concerns regarding deliverability of mitigation of recreational impacts on terrestrial sites (based on TBH experience), which are heightened by the substantial increases in housing allocations around affected Natura 2000 sites.

· However, the HRA concludes that it should be possible to mitigate recreational impacts on estuarine sites, even with increases in housing numbers, as less reliance on open space provision, despite limited evidence to demonstrate effectiveness of access management measures to protect coastal European sites.

Water Resources

· The HRA is not confident that there won’t be impacts on European sites following the proposed increased housing levels.

· The HRA’s recommendation to reconsider housing allocations in the most highly constrained areas was only partly accepted by the SoS, with text added to acknowledge a need for further detailed feedback from EA.

· Further recommendation to require higher levels of water efficiency in areas under most stress were deemed not appropriate by SoS. Strongly disagree with this view, which potentially leaves the plan unsound.

 

Coastal Squeeze

· HRA notes that PUSH studies and EA modelling indicate that, under previous housing allocations, many South Hants authorities would have to build in areas of high flood risk which also constitute some of the last remaining locations for managed realignment to protect Solent European sites. 

· The HRA recommended revising housing allocations in Fareham, Gosport, Havant, Portsmouth and Southampton authorities to mitigate impacts. Although the SoS did not recommend any changes to the plan, they have invited views and evidence to support the recommendation from RSS consultees.

Air Quality

· Recommendations to mitigate the impact on air quality in the last HRA were not reflected in the Panel report.

· Increased housing will place further stress on air quality, however the HRA states that the impacts could still be addressed by the adoption of the previous recommendations.

· Nevertheless, SoS has again rejected the majority to mitigation recommendations, and air quality remains a significant potential impact on European sites in the region. 

Eco Town

· Aside of a brief summary of each of the Eco Town proposals, no detailed assessment is made of the impact of these proposals on European sites. 

· In particular, new Policy AOSR1 makes provision for thee Eco Town proposal of 5,500 new houses at Bordon, with no reference to the need to mitigate impacts on surrounding European sites.

· The HRA notes (para 15.4.9) that it is uncertain whether associated impacts on the Wealden Heaths can be mitigated, but no further assessment in made of impacts on this or any of the other surrounding European sites. 

South East Plan Proposed Changes – Sustainability Appraisal  

SEEBF comments

The SA concludes that the SE Plan would lead to significant environmental costs, to the point of potentially approaching environmental limits. Inter alia, these costs include:

· Biodiversity, as exemplified by problems in ensuring that the integrity of sites of international nature conservation importance is not significantly affected

The consultants add that:  “the SA findings reinforce our concerns that environmental limits in the South East are being approached and could conceivably be breached (although this is difficult to demonstrate empirically). Rapid housing and economic development is being promoted in an area that is already subject to significant environmental constraints and pressures”.

These findings add to the conclusion that the Plan is likely to be unsound, and may (subject to further consideration) be open to legal challenge.  

� Regional Spatial Strategy for the South East: Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment / Appropriate Assessment of the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes. 
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