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Summary
The partner Minerals and Waste Planning authorities, as Competent Authorities with respect to the Hampshire
Minerals and Waste Plan (the Plan), and with all the legally delegated powers under the Habitat Regulations (1)have
undertaken a Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) during the preparation of this Plan, in conjunction with Land
Use Consultants (LUC). This report has been prepared on behalf of the partner authorities which are jointly
preparing the Plan. This report provides a record of the assessment of the policies in the Plan.
Required under Regulation 102 of the Habitat regulations, HRA is the process by which the Competent Authority
undertakes in order to confidently conclude whether or not that a land-use plan would have a significant effect on
the integrity of a sites designated for European level importance for nature conservation. Elements of the Plan
(including the policies, site proposals and elements which direct the interpretation of the policies) are evaluated to
ascertain whether, if implemented, they would have such an effect on European sites.

The Minerals and Waste Planning Authority is confident after conducting an appropriate level of assessment
for the Plan, and by applying legally enforceable and appropriate suite of mitigating measures in relation to
potential impacts on European sites, the development proposed to bring forward the required capacity can
be delivered.

The assessment has been undertaken in consultation with Natural England and other nature conservation consultees.
The assessment builds upon previous assessment stages and is a report of an iterative process. The report will be
revisited prior to the formal publication of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan, and adoption by the partner
authorities.
This is the final HRA Record (July 2013), which has been prepared in support of the adoption of the
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan.

1

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)
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Section 1 Introduction
1.1 Requirement to undertake Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
for Development Plans
1

In Great Britain, the Habitats Directive has been transposed into national law by means of ‘the Habitats
Regulations'(2). Regulation 102 refers to the need for an assessment of 'land-use plans' that meet specified
criteria. This requirement applies to Local Development Documents(3). The Hampshire Minerals and Waste
Plan falls within the definition of a Local Development Document(4) and requires assessment under the
Habitats Regulations.

2

Previously it had been considered that the Habitat Regulations(5), working in tandem with development
plans, provided sufficient protection for ‘European’ sites. Following a European Court of Justice ruling, it
was confirmed that development plans must themselves be subject to ‘Appropriate Assessment’ under the
Habitat Regulations in order to demonstrate that their implementation would not adversely affect the
integrity of such sites. In other words, it is no longer sufficient for development plans to rely on regulations
– instead they must be assessed to demonstrate no likely adverse effect(6).

3

The Habitats Regulations contain a number of requirements that planning authorities (i.e. Competent
Authorities) must comply with. Regulation 102 applies to land-use plans and states:

"(1) Where a land use plan—

4

2
3
4
5
6

a.

is likely to have a significant effect on a European site or a European offshore marine site (either alone
or in combination with other plans or projects), and

b.

is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site, the plan-making authority
for that plan must, before the plan is given effect, make an appropriate assessment of the implications
for the site in view of that site’s conservation objectives".

The procedure for satisfying this requirement is known as a Habitats Regulations Assessment.

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 consolidates and replaces the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 in England and Wales.
Regulation 102: Assessment of implications for European sites and European offshore marine sites.
Regulation 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. As amended June 2008)
The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994.
Amendments to the Habitats Regulations to implement the ruling were published for England and Wales in July 2007. The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2010 consolidate and replace the previous regulations and amendment regulations (amended August 2012).

3

4
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1.2 The purpose of the report
5

The purpose of this report is to document the full assessment under the Habitats Regulations that has been
used to assess the potential effects of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (the Plan) on European sites.
The main objectives of this report are as follows:

1.
2.
3.

To describe how the planning authorities have assessed the Plan and satisfied the procedural requirements of the Habitats
Regulations;
To demonstrate the need for an Appropriate Assessment, and provide a record of the subsequent assessment undertaken;
To explain how the appropriate nature conservation bodies have been consulted, and taken advice from these bodies on the
conclusions in this report.

6

This is the final HRA Record (July 2013), which has been prepared in support of the adoption of
the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan.

7

The Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State in February 2012 and was
subject to a public examination which ran until May 2013. In May 2013, the Planning Inspector issued his
report which concluded that the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan was sound, subject to the main
modifications identified as part of the public examination process being incorporated into the Plan.

8

This final version of the Record has been prepared following the completion of the public examination
which included two sets of public hearings in June 2012 and March 2013, a consultation on proposed
modifications to the Plan (October 2012) and the receipt of the Inspectors Report.

9

This final HRA Record updates previous versions of the HRA Record produced at submission (October
2012) and as part of the public examination.

10

This document should be read in conjunction with the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Habitats
Regulations Assessment Record appendices as revised(7).

1.2.1 Previous reports undertaken
11

7

This report (the HRA Record) is part of a 'suite' of HRA documents prepared in support of the Hampshire
Minerals and Waste Plan as it has been prepared. This record builds upon seven previous reports therefore
as follows:
1.

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan: Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - HRA Record
(Submission) - October 2012.

2.

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan: Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - HRA Record
(Submission) - February 2012.

3.

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan: Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - Methodology &
Baseline Draft Report - February 2011.

4.

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan: Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - Screening Report
(Version 1) - March 2011.

Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - HRA Record Appendices (Hampshire Authorities, July 2013)
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5.

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan: Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - Screening Report
(Version 2) - June 2011.

6.

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan: Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - Screening Report
(Version 3) - September 2011.

7.

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan: Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - Screening Report
(Version 4) - October 2011.

12

Natural England and other nature conservation bodies have been consulted on each of these supporting
documents. These documents are available on request from Hampshire County Council (see contact details
in 4.4 'Consulting on the HRA Record'), and are summarised in 4.5 'Summary of advice received from
Natural England' of this document.

13

The consultations of this record, and the opinion of Natural England will be published in the form of a
Record of Determination on publication of the Plan.

5

6
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1.3 Methodology and timing of HRA
14

Currently there is no official Government guidance on the Habitats Regulations Assessment process for
plans. The methodology and approach used to undertake the assessment for the Hampshire Minerals and
Waste Plan has been devised in conjunction with Natural England during 2010, based on available guidance
and best practice advice.

15

The approach to undertaking the assessment under the Habitats Regulations is described in detail in the
supporting Methodology and Baseline Report. This report explains:
Procedural requirements (i.e the stages of assessment required for land-use plans)
Guidance and approach adopted
Timing of the assessment (see Table 1.1 below)
Integration with plan preparation (notably integrated Sustainability Appraisal)
The level of assessment detail
Acknowledged limitations and uncertainty
Precautionary nature of the 'likely significant effects' test

16

Section 3(8) of the Methodology & Baseline Report describes in detail the process used to:
A.
B.

Screen proposed land-use changes for significant effects (the 'screening stages')
Assess any adverse effects of proposed land-use change on the integrity of a European site (the
'appropriate assessment' stage)

17

As explained above, the Habitats Regulations Assessment has been undertaken during the preparation of
the Plan in order that the assessment has a direct influence over the developing Plan. This ensures that the
Plan does not include general or specific proposals which would not fail the Habitats Regulations tests at
the project application stage. This integration also ensures Natural England are engaged throughout as the
advisory nature conservation body.

18

The following table sets out the main stages of plan preparation and assessment, seeking to demonstrate in
a simplified way the integration of the two processes (stages A-G). This report satisfies the requirements
under Stage G.

Table 1.1 Proposed integration of Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) with preparation of the Hampshire Minerals and
Waste Plan
Plan preparation stage

8

HRA Assessment stage

A.

Collecting baseline evidence to inform preparation of the Plan.

Gathering the evidence base on European sites and engaging nature
conservation bodies and stakeholders to agree methodology and
approach. Preparing Methodology Report.

B.

Generating policy options and appraising using Integrated
Sustainability Appraisal framework.

Stage 1 screening of policy options to identify likely significant effects
on European sites. Preparing Screening Report.

C.

Engaging stakeholders on reasonable policy options and most
sustainable plan approach.

Consulting nature conservation bodies on initial assessment findings.
Establishing the scope of Stage two assessment.

D.

Refining policy options and preparing Plan in response to
consultation findings and evidence.

Stage 2 Further iteration of screening if required, Appropriate
Assessment and reporting. Amending plan in light of ongoing
assessment to avoid any adverse effect on European sites as the Plan

Section 3 Undertaking the Habitats Regulations Process
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Plan preparation stage

HRA Assessment stage
is refined. The assessment will be iterative following such amendments
to the Plan.

E.

Prepare final draft Plan (for publication and consultation).

Document assessment process and produce draft HRA Record for
Natural England.

F.

Prepare final Plan (for submission to Government for
examination).

Produce HRA Record following Natural England comments.

G.

Adopt Plan.

Check any changes to Plan and finalise HRA Record.

1.3.1 Sources of information
19

It is advisable that the HRA Record includes references to any published sources of information relied upon
in support of the assessment. When assessing impacts on European sites it is important to draw upon
relevant research findings, in relation to the actual sites, or type of site (e.g. heathland birds), or type of
impact (e.g disturbance effects) for examples. The technical documents referred to throughout this record
to support assumptions or judgements made about effects will be listed in Annex E - Detailed information
on avoidance and mitigation measures(9). The key sources of supporting information can be categorised as:
i.
ii.

Published academic papers
Environment Agency Review of Consents (Southern Region) (includes guidance and Habitats Directive:
Work Instruction).
iii. Liaison with Natural England officers (with SSSI responsibilities)
iv. Neighbouring authorities' Habitats Regulations Assessments
v. South East Plan supporting evidence (Appropriate Assessment)
vi. Habitat surveys
vii. Land and habitat management plans

1.3.2 Limitations
20

It is advisable that the HRA Record outlines the limitations of the data used or knowledge available. This
acknowledges that selection of the best method that will make the assessment ‘appropriate’ is a judgement
that takes account of good practice and may be limited by the information available and the technical or
scientific know-how.

21

In accordance with the Habitats Directive and Regulations, wherever scientific uncertainty is encountered
a precautionary approach should be adopted. If in doubt, further assessment should be undertaken and the
worst outcome assumed. Competent authorities should conclude that a plan would not adversely affect the
integrity of a European site only if it has made certain that this is the case. In order to be certain, the plan
making authority should be satisfied that no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence of such
effects(10).

9
10

Habitats Regulations Assessment Record Appendices
Case C-127/02, Landelijke Vereniging tot Behoud van de Waddenzee

7

8
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22

Notwithstanding this, it is recognised that plans may have effects on European sites that are not sufficiently
understood for any reasonable scientific judgement to be made. In some cases a satisfactory assessment of
effects may not be possible in light of the available information, technical know-how and ecological
assessment techniques, and provided that it can be demonstrated that elements of the Plan can be
implemented in one or more ways without impacts on integrity to European sites, decisions with respect
to the impacts can be devolved to a lower tier of decision making(11). Where relevant and appropriate,
any such effects on the European sites will be acknowledged throughout this assessment.

23

There is inherent uncertainty associated with some aspects of Habitats Regulations Assessment. This is
particularly because the effects of the Plan will not normally be as clear as those of a specific planning
application for instance. The different ways that uncertainty in the plan assessment can be addressed are
explained in the supporting Methodology and Baseline Report. Where relevant and appropriate, aspects of
potential uncertainty (and how these have been addressed) will be acknowledged throughout this
assessment.

1.4 Supporting information (including European Site data)
24

It is advisable that the HRA Record includes baseline data on European sites, maps, analysis on condition,
vulnerability of interest features, changes likely to result from the proposed land-use changes etc.

25

As explained above, this draft record builds upon and is supported by the Methodology and Baseline Report.
Part 2 of the report (and the accompanying appendices) includes baseline data on European sites, and to
avoid duplication the draft HRA Record will refer to and draw upon this data rather than replicate herein.
Relevant baseline data and information has been used to support the screening exercise reported below,
and the AA stage reported in section 3 (particularly 3.2 'Potential effects on site integrity identified' and 3.3
'European sites potentially affected').

11

Therivel, R,. & Levett, R. Principles for good practice Appropriate Assessment of plans http://www.levett-therivel.co.uk/AAguidelines.htm (2009\
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1.5 The structure of the HRA Record
26

This Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Record consists of three main parts - the Screening, the
Appropriate Assessment, and the supporting annexes. Following this introduction, the Record is structured as
follows:
Section 2 describes the Plan that has been screened for the likelihood of significant effects; summarises
the adverse effects identified; and explains the need for an appropriate assessment.
Section 3 explains the process used to assess proposed development sites; demonstrates the assessor's
understanding of the European Sites potentially affected; identifies any potential effects and explains
the measures proposed to avoid these effects. Section 3 includes the conclusion of the Appropriate
Assessment.
Section 4 describes how nature conservation consultees have been engaged throughout the assessment
process and influenced plan development.

27

The supporting appendices address the following:
Appendix A lists the publications referred to in this report.
Appendix B includes the screening matrices referred to section 2.
Appendix C provides a summary of earlier concerns raised by nature conservation consultees.
Appendix D contains supporting information used to inform the Appropriate Assessment.
Appendix E sets out the changes to the Plan as a consequence of HRA recommendations.

9

10

Habitats Regulations Assessment Record Sept 2013

Section 2 Screening for significant effects
2.1 Description of the Plan
1

The Hampshire Minerals & Waste Plan sets out the vision, objectives, spatial strategy and policies to enable
the delivery of sustainable minerals and waste development that is right for Hampshire until 2030.

2

The Hampshire Minerals & Waste Plan replaces the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Core Strategy adopted
in July 2007 and the ‘saved’ policies from the Hampshire, Portsmouth and Southampton Minerals and Waste
Local Plan (1998). This plan forms a complete replacement of the Core Strategy and comprises three
elements, including the:
strategic approach and policies;
strategic sites considered necessary to deliver the plan objectives; and
generic and sites specific development policies.

3

In order to create a plan for sustainable development, the Hampshire Authorities have produced a policy
framework to guide decision making in relation to minerals and waste development. This framework aims
to provide for the protection of the environment and local communities whilst supporting the local economy.
It identifies a number of local extraction sites for sharp sand and gravel, soft sand and brick-making clay,
as well as for new rail depots and landfill sites, to help provide clarity and certainty of delivery. The Plan
does not generally identify waste sites, other than landfill, but instead the spatial policies are designed to
guide development to the right locations. The Plan considers the longer term options for the sustainable
development of minerals and waste management infrastructure and provides for them through a further
safeguarding policy.

4

The Plan also includes an Implementation and Monitoring Plan (Appendix C of the Plan) which sets out
how the authorities will implement the policies within the Plan.

5

The Plan is set out in three main sections dealing with the key elements of sustainability, including protecting
Hampshire’s environment, maintaining Hampshire’s communities and supporting Hampshire's economy
(this section includes the policies for the provision of minerals extraction and waste management
infrastructure).

6

The Hampshire Minerals & Waste Plan policies include:
1 policy relating to the presumption in favour of sustainable development;
8 policies which focus on environmental protection when considering minerals and waste development
proposals;
5 policies which address community involvement and protection when considering minerals and waste
development proposals;
19 policies which describes how mineral and waste can support local economy, the need for minerals,
supply issues, and the proposed locations for the delivery of sand and gravel, soft sand, brick-making
clay, chalk and oil and gas over the next twenty years. Also, the policies which set out the principles
for managing all types of Hampshire's waste, how proposals for maximising capacity would be
considered, the types of locations considered suitable for different types of facilities, and the need for
additional landfill capacity in Hampshire up to 2030. This also addresses the capacity requirements
for transporting minerals via wharves and depot infrastructure;
1 policy safeguarding the long-term protection of marine and rail infrastructure, so that consideration
can be given to their use for minerals and waste wharf or rail depot infrastructure.
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2.2 Likelihood of significant effects
7

Determining likely significant effect requires a judgement as to whether a plan or elements therein will have
a significant effect on European sites. In making this judgement, various factors relating to the type of
development needs to be considered in against the conservation objectives of the European sites that may
be effected.

"Likely significant effect is, in this context, any effect that may reasonably be predicted as a consequence of
a plan or project that may affect the conservation objectives of the features for which the site was designated,
but excluding trivial or inconsequential effects".(12)

8

Types of effect and how they may arise through minerals and waste development are set out in detail in
'Methodology and Baseline Report' table 7.1(13). What needs to be considered when making such judgement
is what the likely scale of these effects may be, and whether such effect will be short or long-lived, in terms
of the timing, duration or reversibility of the effect. A key outcome is whether there would result in a
permanent reduction in habitat area or species populations.

9

Such judgements should be based on best available information (data), in order to provide a reasonable
scientific certainty on the assumptions being made. Where such information is not available, other evidence,
such as that relating to similar operations effecting sites with similar conservation objectives can be used.(14)

2.2.1 Assessment of in-combination effects
10

It is a requirement of the Habitats Regulations that the potential for in-combination effects is considered.
This may involve effects from policies within the Plan acting in combination with one another, or effects
from Plan policies acting in combination with development proposed under other plans.

11

The screening stages of the HRA identified three policies, or elements of policies, in the Minerals and Waste
Plan that would not be likely to have significant effects alone, but that may have significant in-combination
effects when combined with the effects of other Plan policies or development proposed elsewhere. These
were:
Policy 20 – The part of the policy proposing extension of Mortimer Quarry;
Policy 20 – The part of the policy proposing a new sand and gravel extraction site at Cutty Brow; and
Policy 29 – Locations and sites for waste management.

12

12
13
14

These policies were therefore subject to an in-combination assessment during the Appropriate Assessment
stage of the HRA (See Section 3.4). At this stage, consideration was also given to the potential in-combination
effects that may arise from other plan policies interacting with one another.

Habitat Regulations Guidance Note 3 - The Determination of Likely Significant Effect under The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 English Nature 1999
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Assessment under the Habitat Regulations - Methodology and Baseline Report November 2011
Habitat Regulations Guidance Note 3 - The Determination of Likely Significant Effect under The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 - English
Nature 1999

11

12
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13

Other plans and projects being prepared or implemented across Hampshire and the surrounding area could
have the potential to cause negative effects on the integrity of European sites. These effects could potentially
be exacerbated if they are experienced in combination with the effects of the Hampshire Minerals & Waste
Plan, potentially leading to an insignificant effect becoming significant. It is therefore important to consider
which other plans and projects could act in combination with the impacts of the Hampshire Minerals &
Waste Plan. Appendix H in the Methodology and Baseline Report sets out the review of other plans that
has been undertaken, and this was again considered more closely during the Appropriate Assessment stage
(see Section 3.4).
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2.3 Need for Appropriate Assessment
14

All policies were screened through policy development. Screening versions 1-4 follow the stages of plan
development. Once the Plan was submitted to the Inspector only the modifications that came out of the
hearings (Screening 5 followed March 2012, Screening 6 followed March 2013) were assessed to ensure that
the modification did not alter the justifications for screening the policy out, or the detailed Appropriate
Assessment.

15

At each interaction of the screening following Version 4, the Appropriate Assessment has been revised and
adjusted as necessary.

16

The conclusions of the screening stage (Stage one) resulted in a large proportion of the policies being
screened out, primarily due to reasoning that no development was likely to arise, but also due to the way
that the Plan was changed throughout the process, eliminating the likelihood of significant effect. Justification
for the way in which each policy was judged to be screened out can be found in Table 2.4 of the Screening
Report Version 4(15) in Appendix B of this report, and in the Screening 4 modifications of the Plan within
Screening Version 5 and 6.

17

The baseline studies of the Plan provided evidence(16) on the probability of known waste sites and areas
that could potentially come forward under Policy 27 (parts II and III) and Policy 29. Though stage one
assessment identified uncertainty as to what development would arise from these policies, the evidence
required that further investigation could be carried out to further reduce this uncertainty. Assessment was
carried out to further investigate the potential sites and areas that may come forward as a result of Policy
27 ii and iii (potential extensions or increased capacity of existing waste management sites) or Policy 29 (Locations
and sites for waste management).

18

All elements of the plan identified as likely to give rise to significant effects to European sites, and those
that can't be dismissed without a greater level of certainty (applying the precautionary principle) are required
to be taken forward to more detailed examination under appropriate assessment (Stage two).

19

Table 2.1 summarises the elements of the Plan that were identified at the screening stage as requiring further
assessment under Stage two of the HRA. The justification for why these sites were taken forward, and what
the Appropriate Assessment would need to cover for these policies can be found in Table 2.5 of the Screening
Report Version 4(17), and Table F.9 of Screening Report Version 5

20

Table 2.2 summarises the waste sites and areas that were identified as requiring assessment under stage two
of the HRA. The justification for why these sites were taken forward for Appropriate Assessment can be
found in Table D.2 (Appendix D.2 of the HRA Record Appendices).

21

Tables D.3 - D.10 (Appendix D.2 of the HRA record appendices) sets out the Appropriate Assessment of
all the sites and areas that have been considered within the Appropriate Assessment of Policies 26 and 28.

22

Tables D.11 - D.19 (Appendix D.3 - D.11 of the HRA record appendices) sets out the detailed Appropriate
Assessment of all the site allocations that have been considered within the Appropriate Assessment of
Policies 20, 21 and 31.

15
16
17

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan - Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - Screening Report including Scoping Report - Version 4 - October 2011
Assessment of sites and Areas for Waste Management Facilities in Hampshire
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan - Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - Screening Report including Scoping Report - Version 4 - October 2011

13

14
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23

Table D.20 (Appendix D.12 of the HRA Record Appendices) summaries the potential implications of wharf
development which may arise under policies 19 (Aggregate wharves and rail depots) and 34 (Safeguarding
potential minerals and waste wharf and rail depot infrastructure).
Map 1: Location of HMWP sites and areas considered within the Appropriate Assessment

Table 2.1 Elements of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan that screening brought forward into Appropriate Assessment
Policy

Elements to be assessed

Policy 20

Extensions to existing minerals sites
(Bramshill Quarry extension)
(Bleak Hill)
Mortimer Quarry extension
Cutty Brow mineral extraction
Hamble Airfield mineral extraction
Purple Haze mineral extraction
Forest Lodge Farm Mineral extraction

Policy 22

Brick-making development at Michelmersh and Selborne

Policy 27 part b) and d)*

Provision of sustainable waste management - safeguarding and extensions to existing sites (see
Table 2.2 and Tables D.3 - D.5, Appendix D.2)

Policy 29

Potential new waste facilities
(see Table 2.2 and Tables D.6 - D.10, Appendix D.2)

Habitats Regulations Assessment Record Sept 2013

Policy

Elements to be assessed

Policy 32**

Purple Haze Non-hazardous landfill Reserve landfill site if need identified and mineral extraction
has taken place
Squabb Wood Non-hazardous landfill

Note:* Part ii and iii in earlier versions of the Plan.
** This is numbered 32 in Screening Version 4 due to changes to the Plan following the public consultation on the pre-submission version.

Table 2.2 Waste management sites and areas that have scoped into Appropriate Assessment following detailed screening of
policies 27 and 29
Site name
HRT 007 Hartley Wintney (Policy 27)
HRT 027 Land at Warren Heath, Bramshill (Policy 27)
HRT Eversley Haulage Park (Policy 27)
EHS 004 Spaniard Inn (Policy 29)

Waste category(18)
1 and 2
1
1 and 4
2

ELH 020 Withys Meadow (Policy 29)

2, 3 and 4

HRT 017 Land at Minley (Policy 29)

1, 2, 3, and 4

TTV 038 Land at Dunwood Nurseries (Policy 29)

18

1, 2

Assessment of Sites and Areas for Waste Management Facilities in Hampshire, Appendix 2 Broad Categories of waste management facilities

15

16
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Section 3 Appropriate Assessment & Effects on Site
Integrity
3.1 Process undertaken to assess ‘screened in’ sites
1

EC Guidance(19) states that the Appropriate Assessment (AA) stage of the HRA should consider the impacts
of the Plan (either alone or in-combination with other projects or plans) on the integrity of European sites
with respect to their conservation objectives, structure and function. European sites within Hampshire that
are scoped into the AA are;
Mottisfont Bats SAC
New Forest SPA/Ramsar/SAC
Solent Maritime SAC
Solent and Southampton SPA/Ramsar
Wealden Heaths SPA
Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar
River Avon SAC
Dorset Heaths SAC
Dorset Heathland SPA/Ramsar
River Itchen SAC
Thames Basin Heaths SPA

2

A European site’s integrity depends on it being able to sustain its ‘qualifying features’ (i.e. those Annex I
habitats, Annex II species, and Annex I bird populations for which it has been designated) and to ensure
their continued viability. A high degree of integrity is considered to exist where the potential to meet a site’s
conservation objectives is realised and where the site is capable of self-repair and renewal with a minimum
of external management. Further information on European sites conservation objectives and vulnerabilities
can be found in Appendix C of the Methodology and Baseline Report(20).

3

The AA therefore needs to focus on those impacts judged likely to have an effect on the qualifying features
of European sites, or where insufficient certainty regarding this remained following the Screening stage.

4

An AA was undertaken in relation to all of the sites that are proposed for allocation in the Plan or had
evidential relevance to Policy 27 ii and iii or Policy 29, and were identified with the potential for a significant
effect through the Screening stage.

5

When trying to reach conclusions about adverse effects on the integrity of European sites, particular
consideration was given to the possible pathways through which effects may be transmitted, from activities
associated with minerals activities proposed on the allocated sites in the Plan or on those arising from
Policies 27 and 29, to features contributing to the integrity of the European sites (e.g. groundwater, air, river
catchments etc.). A risk-based approach involving application of the precautionary principle was adopted
in the assessment of adverse effects, such that an assessment of ‘no adverse effect on integrity’ was only
made where it was considered very unlikely, based on current knowledge and information available, that
development of sites for minerals or waste uses could have an adverse effect on the integrity of the European
site(s).

19

Assessment of plans and projects significantly affecting European sites. Methodological guidance on the provisions of Article 6 (3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive
92/43/EEC. European Commission Environment DG, November 2001.
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Assessment under the Habitats Regulations Assessment - Methodology and Baseline Report - October 2011
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3.1.1 Assessing the effects on site integrity
6

The Appropriate Assessment focuses on those impacts that are judged likely to have a significant effect on
the qualifying features of a European site, or where uncertainty regarding this remained following the
Screening stage. A conclusion needs to be reached regarding whether or not development of an allocated
site in the HMWP or arising from Policies 27 or 29 would adversely affect the integrity of any European
site(s). In order to try and reach a conclusion, consideration was given to whether the predicted impacts of
the allocated site proposals/policies (either alone or in combination) have the potential to:
Delay the achievement of conservation objectives for the European site(s).
Interrupt progress towards the achievement of conservation objectives for the European site(s).
Disrupt factors that help to maintain the favourable conditions of the European site(s).
Interfere with the balance, distribution and density of key species that are the indicators of the favourable
condition of the European site(s).

7

In order to make a judgement about the likelihood of the Plan is allocated sites or Policy 27/29 sites having
an adverse effect on the integrity of any European site(s) a matrix was drawn up for each screened in site
(see Appendix D.2 (21)). For each site, the matrix considers separately each of the European site(s) which
may be affected by implementation of the proposed minerals or waste use that the site is allocated for (i.e.
sand and gravel extraction, clay extraction or landfill). This approach allows for the fact that the qualifying
features and particular vulnerabilities of each European site vary. The conservation objectives of each
European site are generally to maintain the qualifying features in favourable condition (further information
on Conservation Objectives can be found in the Methodology and Baseline Report).

8

For each site that was identified through the Screening stage as likely to be affected by a policy or group of
policies (or where the potential for this was uncertain), the likely impacts were set out and judgements made,
based on the information available, as to whether the impact was likely to affect the integrity of the site and
if mitigation measures may be implemented in order to reduce the likelihood or severity of the potential
impact. The assumptions and data sources that were used to make these judgements are outlined below, in
relation to the broad types of impacts that minerals and waste activities can have on European sites. When
reaching a final conclusion regarding the likelihood of the sites having an adverse effect on the integrity of
one or more European sites, mitigation measures have been taken into account, as described in Section 3.6
of this report.

9

The results of the Appropriate Assessment are set out in detail in Appendix D and are summarised in Section
3.3.

3.1.2 Data sources used
10

21

In order for the Appropriate Assessment to be carried out, large quantities of GIS data relating to nature
conservation interests, hydrology, transport and recreation and public access was collated. These digital data
sources allowed for a detailed assessment of the potential effects of the different types of minerals and
waste sites proposed in different locations.
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11

In addition to this GIS data, a number of other information sources contributed to the assessment, including
the Strategic Transport Assessment(22), which provides information about the likely traffic impacts of the
different sites (including predicted traffic volumes and locations), survey data from the Hampshire Biological
Record Centre and the Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (23). More information about the additional
data sources used to inform judgements about each type of effect is provided below.

3.1.3 Assumptions used during Appropriate Assessment
Physical damage/loss of habitat
12

For direct physical damage or loss of habitat to occur at a European site, it was assumed that the minerals
or waste development would need to extend within the boundary of the European site or into an off-site
area which is known to be used by one or more of the qualifying species of that site, for example sites used
by birds for roosting, foraging or breeding.

13

Where an allocated site is located within reasonably close proximity (up to 2.5km) of a European site with
qualifying features which are transient/mobile species such as birds and bats, the potential for physical
damage or loss to off-site habitat was highlighted. Although specific locations of off-site breeding, foraging
and roosting habitat areas or sites are unknown for many of the qualifying bird species, GIS data providing
the locations and boundaries for important Brent Geese feeding sites identified within the Solent Waders
and Brent Goose Strategy(24) were available.

14

Where an allocated minerals or waste site overlies one of the Brent Goose feeding sites identified as being
of ‘major’ or ‘high’ importance within the Strategy (based on a range of factors including proximity to
harbour, habitat type, disturbance, visibility and size), it was considered particularly likely that there would
be an adverse effect on the integrity of the relevant SPA(s).

15

For other bird species that are qualifying features of European sites in and around the Plan area, although
GIS data showing feeding, foraging and roosting sites were unavailable, ecological data from the Hampshire
Biodiversity Records Centre of sites within or within close proximity of some of the allocated sites was used
to indicate whether the minerals or waste site in question includes species records or the type(s) of habitat
that might be used by mobile species from nearby European sites.

16

For the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, because an allocated minerals extraction site (Bramshill Quarry) lies
within the boundaries of the SPA, and therefore the likelihood of direct physical loss of habitat was
particularly high, detailed consideration was given to the habitat types within the relevant SSSI unit that the
minerals site falls within, in order to try to determine the presence of habitats of importance to the qualifying
bird species of the SPA within the minerals site as there could be damage to roosting/nesting areas. In
addition, there is potential for direct physical damage (or mortality) to the birds themselves if that part of
the SPA is used by them. This information was taken from Natural England’s assessment of SSSI condition
and the site survey sheet provided by the Hampshire Biodiversity Records Centre which relates to Yateley
Common (south of the A30), the part of the Bramshill Quarry site which is adjacent to the proposed quarry
extension.

22
23
24

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Strategic Transport and Traffic Assessment (Hampshire Authorities, 2012)
Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (2010) Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy
Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (November 2010) Solent Waders and Brent Goose Strategy
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17

For the Mottisfont Bats SAC, the Mottisfont Bats Protocol(25) identifies the types of habitat that need to
be protected within a 7.5km radius of the SAC, in order to avoid damaging the integrity of the site. This
information was used to inform judgements regarding the likely effects of the Michelmersh Brickworks site,
which is within this 7.5km buffer zone as the detailed data (giving known location of commuting and
foraging) on which the bat protocol was formed is not available.

18

The potential for an adverse effect on integrity was also assumed if an allocated minerals or waste site is
very close to a European site, e.g. adjacent or within 100m, as there would be more chance of potential
edge effects e.g. habitat degradation from movement of machinery, and human trampling associated with
after-uses.

Non-physical disturbance
19

Non-physical disturbance from noise/vibration or light pollution was only considered likely to have an
adverse effect on the integrity of European sites, where a minerals or waste site was located within close
proximity (i.e. 500m) to a European site with qualifying features that are sensitive to these types of effects,
e.g. birds, bats and fish.

Changes to water levels and water quality
20

An adverse effect on the integrity of a European site from changes to hydrological regimes was assumed
to be likely only where the qualifying features of that site are sensitive to hydrological changes, for example
sites where qualifying features include aquatic habitats and species or heathland habitats which are known
to be particularly sensitive to such changes. In such cases, adverse effects were then assumed to be particularly
likely where the minerals or waste site overlies an aquifer in common with a European site, or lies on or
near to a river flowing towards a European site.

21

However, some of the conclusions relating to changes to hydrology at European sites were uncertain due
to the lack of specific details about the proposed minerals and waste sites (which will not be known until
the planning application stage), and because information to determine actual groundwater depths, flow and
gradient (and hence whether there is a hydrological pathway between the European site and the minerals
or waste site) is not available, and is considered a premature level of detail at this strategic level(26).

22

Despite the lack of detailed hydrological data, the likelihood of any of the minerals and waste sites having
an adverse effect on the integrity of European sites through changes to hydrological regimes is also dependent
on the nature of proposed activities that could take place at the allocated site, for example factors such as
whether minerals processing will take place onsite or elsewhere will affect the requirement for water
abstraction. In addition, if extraction takes place above the water table then there would be less chance of
adverse effects on water levels.

25
26

Mottisfont Bats Special Area of Conservation Protocol for Planning Officers – Report to Natural England (June 2010)
Guideline for Good practice Appropriate assessment of plans under Article 6(3) Habitats Directive- International Workshop on Assessment of Plans under the
Habitat Directive December 2009

19
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Air pollution
23

The likely effects of the minerals and waste sites on European sites in relation to air pollution were assessed
by examining the proximity of the key routes to and from the minerals and waste sites to those European
sites which are vulnerable to increased air pollution. The Strategic Transport Assessment(27) details the
proposed routes to and from each site, and presents existing and projected vehicle numbers along these
routes, including an estimate of likely vehicle movements arising from the allocated sites. The Highways
Agency guideline measure of 200 metres from a road(28) was applied, such that where a European site is
within 200m of the strategic road network, and where the road in question is likely to be a key route for
transporting minerals and/or waste, a potential adverse effect was highlighted if the increase in traffic
volumes was of a scale likely to have an adverse effect on the overall extent of the European site in question.
Thresholds for changes in traffic volume above which significant impacts on local air quality would be likely
are set out in the Design Manual for Road and Bridges(29). The thresholds are: a change in daily traffic flows
of 1000 AADT (Annual Average Daily Traffic), or in Heavy Duty Vehicle (HDV) flows of 200 AADT.

24

Judgements about the likelihood of adverse effects were supplemented by information about current level
of air pollution at the European sites (from APIS data(30)) and Natural England assessments of SSSI
condition(31) where information was available in relation to air quality. Where a European site already has
excessive levels of pollutants, or is already being affected by air pollution, it was considered likely that an
increase in HDV flows of 200 AADT along a route within 200m of the European site would have an adverse
impact on the integrity of that site.

Dust
25

Dust arising from mineral extraction or landfilling and deposited on ground or water has the potential to
smother plant species or contaminate the ground or receiving waters depending on the volume and/or
frequency of dust deposition and any contaminants contained within it. Where allocated minerals and waste
sites are located more than 500m from any European sites, or where the qualifying features of any nearby
European sites are not vulnerable to this type of impact, an adverse effect on integrity was ruled out as it
is unlikely that sufficiently large volumes of dust from a mineral extraction site would travel further than
500m.

26

However, where the minerals or waste site is within 500m of a potentially vulnerable European site, the
potential for this type of effect was highlighted, although it remained uncertain and largely dependent on
the practices used onsite.

Soil Contamination
27

27
28
29
30
31

Soil contamination at minerals sites can result from various onsite activities including industrial processes
(e.g. those involving fuels, oils and solvents) and from landfill site operation (e.g. as a result of leachate).
The potential for soil contamination to occur was highlighted where allocated sites are within close proximity
(e.g. 500m) of a European site with qualifying features that are sensitive to this type of impact. However,
it was assumed that environmental permitting requirements, for example requiring the appropriate disposal
of waste water produced onsite, would mean that the chances of soil contamination occurring would be
low.

Hampshire County Council Strategic Transport and Traffic Assessment
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, Volume 11. Highways Agency. 2003
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, (DMRB) Volume 11 Section 3 Part 1 (HA 207/07) Environmental assessment techniques. Air quality
UK Air Pollution Information System
Available online at: http://www.sssi.naturalengland.org.uk/Special/sssi/search.cfm
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In-combination effects
28

If there is more than one existing minerals or waste site as well as the newly allocated site, or an area
designated for housing or employment land in a local plan within 500m of a European site, it was considered
likely that an in-combination effect could occur in relation to physical loss/damage to habitat, non-physical
disturbance, changes to hydrology, air pollution, dust and/or soil contamination.

21

22
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3.2 Potential effects on site integrity identified
3.2.1 Physical damage/loss of habitat
29

Physical damage to European sites may occur as a result of habitat loss or direct disturbance to qualifying
features from onsite processes and machinery or to areas of land identified or provided to counteract adverse
effects (such as SANGs). Only one of the sites in the Plan is located within the boundaries of a European
site – Bramshill Quarry, which is allocated as an extension to an existing sand and gravel site under Policy
20.

30

Because this development is proposed within the boundaries of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, the potential
for physical disturbance to the qualifying bird species (either directly or through the loss of important areas
of habitat) was highlighted. As the SPA is already fragmented, further fragmentation of an already small
fragment, in-combination with existing minerals extraction in the area could result in significant impacts.

31

The site allocation covers two units of the Castle Bottom to Yateley SSSI. One unit, is likely to become
favourable over the next few years, and will support permanent foraging and breeding habitat for the
qualifying bird species. The other unit, designated due to its rotational forestry would provide intermittent
habitat for the 3-4 years following clear felling. It has been demonstrated (supported by Natural England
opinion) that similar operations in the same SSSI can adequately follow the pattern of rotational felling to
maintain the conservation objectives of the rotational forestry habitat of the SPA.

32

A reduction of the total mineral resource has taken into account the development consideration that excludes
the areas of higher nature conservation value in the area which include the Hartfordbridge flats, but would
also include as units of the SSSI that support permanent foraging and breeding habitat in favourable
condition. This will be based on best available data at the point of delivery of the site. Changes have been
made to Policy 3 to ensure that data being gathered on sites are carried out at appropriate times of the year
using the best available techniques. Further more, an additional development consideration was added to
the site allocation (Appendix A of the Plan) to ensure that there is no net loss of any habitat used by the
qualifying bird species as a result of development at the Bramshill Quarry extension site, and that areas of
high value including the Hartford bridge flats were excluded from extraction / development.

33

Long-term benefits are expected at this site, through provision of permanent (not cyclical forestry) net gain
of habitat available to qualifying bird species, and long-term extensive management, both of which are
required to be addressed within any submission.

34

Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species ensures that areas of land identified to counteract adverse
impacts to European sites (such as SANGs) are given equal importance to European sites.

35

None of the other minerals and waste site allocations, or sites under Policy 27/29 are located within or
directly adjacent to European sites. However, some are within fairly close proximity and so where the
qualifying features of those sites are transient species, the potential for physical disturbance to occur off-site
was highlighted, for example if off-site breeding, foraging or roosting sites used by qualifying bird or bat
species were to be affected. This was the case for the following site allocations/sites (the European sites
where off-site habitat supporting qualifying species could be affected are shown in brackets):
Forest Lodge Farm (Solent and Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar site, New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar
site)
Hamble Airfield (Solent and Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar site)
Hamer Warren Quarry (Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar site, Dorset Heathlands SPA/Ramsar site)
Michelmersh Brickworks (Mottisfont Bats SAC)
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Purple Haze (Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar site, Dorset Heathlands SPA/SAC/Ramsar site)
Roeshot Hill (Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar site, New Forest SAC/ SPA/ Ramsar site)
Squabb Wood landfill (Mottisfont Bats SAC, New Forest SPA/Ramsar site)
ESH004 Spaniard Inn, Liphook (Wealden Heath Phase 2 SPA)
HRT 017 Land at Minley, Blackbushe (Thames Basin Heath)
TTV 037/SCC012 Sites at Redbridge Lane, Nursling (Solent and Southampton SPA/ Ramsar)
36

However, there is a significant amount of uncertainty attached to these potential effects as the locations of
off-site foraging, roosting and breeding areas are unknown for most bird species, with data available only
for off-site sites used by Brent Geese. In addition, it was generally considered that adequate mitigation is,
or could be, provided by the development management criteria set out for the site allocations each site in
Appendix A of the Plan, the need to consider off-site effects on European site integrity (Policy 3), and the
survey requirement and consideration of European sites set out by Policy 3: Protection of habitats and
species.

Provided the mitigation is implemented, it was considered in all cases that adverse impacts on site integrity as
a result of physical damage/loss of habitat can be ruled out.

3.2.2 Changes to hydrology and water quality
37

All of the minerals and waste sites in Table 2.1 and 2.2 were found to overlie aquifers in common with
European sites. However, in all cases there was uncertainty associated with the likelihood of adverse effects
on integrity due to changes in water quality and quantity at the European site(s) in question. This uncertainty
is due to a lack of detailed information about the hydrological connectivity of the sites and the nearby
European sites. Until the exact details of each proposal come forward at the planning application stage, this
uncertainty cannot be entirely resolved.

38

However, it is recognised that to ensure that this uncertainty does not result in an adverse effect by means
of application of the precautionary principle, measures have been designed to ensure that appropriate
consideration of hydrological issues form an intrinsic element of the design of the proposal.

39

The development management considerations for particular all of the site allocations include a requirement
for consideration of 'Protection of the water quality and recharge of the underlying aquifer, groundwater
and surface water' (or other appropriate wording dependent on the local issues). The weight given to the
development considerations in the introduction of the Appendix A of the Plan further reduces the uncertainty.

40

Additionally, all of the minerals sites are likely to be worked ‘dry’ i.e. above the water table (unless other
technology can demonstrably be used without causing changes to the hydrological regime), reducing the
likelihood of adverse impacts related to changes in water quality or quantity. In the case of Purple Haze,
the mineral allocation (of 4 million tonnes in the plan period) is calculated on the basis of dry working. In
addition, a number of the smaller sites would be unlikely to involve onsite processing (which may require
water abstraction), further reducing the likelihood of adverse impacts resulting from reduced water levels.

23
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41

It was also considered that significant mitigation would be provided by the requirement for sites to comply
with environmental permitting regulations and to consult with the Environment Agency with regards to
any planning applications coming forward at the allocated sites. This is in addition to the protection imposed
by Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity and Policy 3: Protection of habitats and
species with regard to emissions and European sites, as well as the level of information that is required as
part of a planning submission.

It was not considered likely that any of the allocated minerals and waste sites would have an adverse impact
on the integrity of European sites in and around Hampshire as a result of hydrological changes, provided that
the identified mitigation measures are implemented.

3.2.3 Displacement of recreation
42

The likelihood of recreation-related effects on the integrity of European sites from minerals and waste-related
developments at the allocated sites varied quite considerably, being dependent on factors such as the
restoration plans for the site and the proximity to Public Rights of Way, country parks or other
recreation-related assets which may be affected by development. For example, where a site had one or more
PRoWs or country park running through or adjacent to it, it was likely that users of these areas may be
displaced for amenity reasons, which may increase visitor numbers at any nearby European sites. This was
the case for the following sites (the nearby European sites which may potentially be affected are shown in
brackets):
Purple Haze (Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar, River Avon SAC, Dorset Heathland SPA, Dorset Heaths
SAC, New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar)
Hamble Airfield (Solent and Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar site and Solent Maritime SAC)
Roeshot Hill (Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar site, River Avon SAC and New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar
site)
Hamer Warren Quarry (River Avon SAC, Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar site, Dorset Heaths SAC and
Dorset Heathlands SPA/Ramsar site)
Forest Lodge Home Farm (Solent and Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar site, Solent Maritime SAC
and New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar site)
No waste management site/areas were identified as having recreational impacts.

43

For all of the sites where recreation-related impacts were flagged up (Roeshot, Purple Haze, Hamble Airfield,
Forest Lodge Home Farm), the development management considerations for the site specifically require
the safeguarding of the relevant PRoWs, and/or specifically required that existing recreational use had to
be adequately maintained and managed to ensure that displacement did not occur (Purple Haze, Bramshill
Quarry). This is likely to require lengthy assessment of existing use and plan development of the site and
its surrounds, and therefore, due to the time lapse between plan preparation and site development, it is
appropriate that assessment of existing use and development of an appropriate mitigation plan is deferred,
especially in light of forthcoming management in the north east of Bramshill Quarry.

44

To further clarify the operators responsibilities towards minimising recreational impacts, the Plan states
that 'Where recreational displacement or similar environmental effects are considered an issue, minimising the area being worked
will be a key consideration of the principles of design. Areas of alternative greenspace may be required.'(32)This is likely to
be implemented by minimising the 'open' quarry area, and adopting progressive restoration. Maximising
the area available for recreation will ensure that displacement is less likely, and easier to manage.

32

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan: Policy 13, Paragraph 5.44
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45

Where sites are to be restored for recreation-related uses, this may in itself provide mitigation against the
effects of visitors at nearby European sites by providing alternative open space in the long-term. However,
in the case of Bramshill Quarry, although the site is to be restored for biodiversity use, because the site is
within the boundaries of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which is already under pressure from visitors, this
proposal may increase the likelihood of adverse effects on the site rather than providing mitigation, by
increasing its attractiveness to visitors. As such, in line with the implementation plan for Policy 9:
Restoration of quarries and waste developments, the restoration proposals for this site will be developed
in consultation with Natural England, the Hampshire Wildlife Trust and the RSPB, to determine that
conservation objectives are adequately addressed in the design and implementation of restoration.

Based on these findings, in all cases it was concluded that, provided the identified mitigation is put in place,
adverse effects on the integrity of European sites from recreation-related impacts can be ruled out.

3.2.4 Air quality (toxic and non-toxic contamination)
Air pollution
46

A number of European sites which are vulnerable to the impacts of air pollution were found to be located
within close proximity (200m) of the strategic road network, including roads which are likely to be used to
transport minerals and/or waste to and from the allocated sites. However, the Strategic Transport and
Traffic Assessment for Hampshire provided detailed data about current and projected traffic movements
to and from each minerals and waste site and identified the routes most likely to be used to access each site,
and in all cases it was concluded that the increase in traffic volumes on the relevant roads was small enough
that adverse effects on the integrity of any European sites as a result of increased air pollution would not
occur.

Dust
47

A number of the minerals and waste sites were found to be located more than 500m from any European
sites, therefore adverse effects on integrity associated with dust deposition were able to be ruled out on this
basis. This was the case for Forest Lodge Farm, Bleak Quarry, Michelmersh Brickworks, Roeshot Hill and
Selborne Brickworks, and all the waste sites and areas that were excluded from the initial screen of Policies
28 and 30.

48

Although Bramshill Quarry is located within the boundaries of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, the qualifying
bird species are not known to be particularly sensitive to the impacts of dust; therefore adverse effects on
integrity were able to be ruled out.

49

Hamble Airfield, is located within reasonably close proximity (approximately 300m) of European sites which
may be sensitive to dust produced as a result of onsite activities (Solent and Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar
site and Solent Maritime SAC, which are sensitive to smothering and contamination). However, the small
scale of the extraction proposed there, combined with the strict environmental controls that would be in
place, indicates that significant effects are unlikely.

25
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50

Purple Haze is also located within reasonably close proximity (approx 250m) of European sites which may
be sensitive to dust produced as a result of onsite activities (Dorset Heaths SAC, Dorset Heathlands SPA)
which are sensitive to smothering. However, only limited site activities would give rise to such effects,
combined with the strict environmental controls that would be in place, indicates that significant effects
are unlikely.

51

Similarly, Squabb Wood landfill was flagged up for potential effects on the Mottisfont Bats SAC as a result
of dust produced, as although the site is more than 500m from the SAC, the qualifying bats are known to
travel over long distances of up to 7.5km and are potentially sensitive to the impacts of dust. However,
there is uncertainty associated with this potential effect as the specific off-site areas used by the bats are
unknown.

52

Strict statutory environment controls and the requirements of Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety
and amenity would apply in all developments, and there is a requirement that effects to the integrity of
European sites from development outside of the European site (off-site habitats) are taken into consideration
when assessing overall impacts to European sites, Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species and
determining the detail of planning applications of allocated sites.

53

The development management considerations for both the Hamble Airfield and Squabb Wood sites relating
to the protection of local amenity is expected to help to mitigate the potential impacts of dust – particularly
the requirement for ‘appropriate measures to protect the amenity of nearby residential properties and local
businesses e.g. screening, bunding, “stand offs” and measures to avoid nuisance from noise, dust etc.’

As such, it is considered that the mitigation provided by the development management considerations for
these sites is adequate to rule out adverse effects on the integrity of European sites from dust arising from
development of the allocated sites.

3.2.5 Non-physical disturbance from noise/vibration and light
54

Where allocated sites are within 500m of European sites, the potential for noise/vibration and/or light
pollution to affect the integrity of the site was flagged up. This was the case for the following sites (the
European sites that could be affected are shown in brackets):
Bramshill Quarry (Thames Basin Heaths SPA)
Hamble Airfield (Solent and Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar site),
Bleak Hill Quarry (Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar site, Dorset Heathlands SPA/Ramsar site)
Purple Haze (Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar site, Dorset Heathlands SPA/Ramsar site)
HRT 007 Hartley Wintney HWRC (Thames Basin Heaths SPA)
NFT 035 Former Marchwood Incinerator Site (Solent Maritime SAC, Solent and Southampton Water
Ramsar and SPA)
HRT 021 Eversley Haulage Park (Thames Basin Heaths SPA)
EHS 004 Spaniard Inn (Wealden Heaths Ph2 SPA)
ELH Withys Meadow (River Itchen SAC)
SCC 012/TTV 037 Sites at Redbridge Lane (Solent Maritime SAC, Solent and Southampton Water
Ramsar and SPA)
TTV 098 Land at Dunwood Nurseries (Mottisfont Bats SAC)
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55

Adverse impacts relating to noise/vibration and light pollution were considered to be particularly likely at
the Bramshill Quarry extension as it is located within the boundaries of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, the
qualifying features of which are bird species and are thus particularly sensitive to these types of disturbance.
Detailed site surveys are required under Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species to be carried out
as part of any planning application coming forward in order to establish the presence of the SPA’s qualifying
bird species within the quarry site, enabling appropriate measures required under development considerations
appendix to be put in place.

56

All other minerals and waste site allocations are located more than 500m from the nearest European sites;
therefore impacts from noise/vibration and light pollution were considered to be less likely on that basis.
However, where the qualifying features of European sites are transient species such as birds or bats, the
potential for noise/vibration or light pollution to have an adverse effect on those species in areas outside
the European site boundary cannot be ruled out, even where the minerals or waste sites are located more
than 500m from a European site. As such, the potential for adverse effects on integrity from noise/vibration
or light pollution arising at the following sites was highlighted, even though they are more than 500m from
the nearest European site (the European sites that could be affected are shown in brackets):
Forest Lodge Farm (Solent and Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar site, New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar
site
Michelmersh Brickworks (Mottisfont Bats SAC)
Roeshot Hill (Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar site, New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar site)
Squabb Wood landfill (Mottisfont Bats SAC, New Forest SPA/Ramsar site.

57

Where allocated sites are within 500m of European sites that are sensitive to noise/vibration and/or light
pollution, or where the sites have transient species that may be affected, in most cases it was considered
that the development management criteria for each allocated site set out in Appendix A of the Hampshire
Minerals and Waste Plan would provide adequate protection; for example the general requirement to ensure
that adverse impacts on nearby European sites did not occur.

58

In addition, Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity requires proposals for minerals and
waste developments to demonstrate that they would not have unacceptable noise, vibration or lighting
impacts. Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species consideration of impacts to the integrity of European
site arising from development outside of European site (off-site habitat), including consideration of habitats
within the 7.5km radius of Mottisfont Bats SAC.

As such, in all cases (as listed above), adverse effects on the integrity of European sites as a result of
noise/vibration or light pollution were able to be ruled out, provided that the identified mitigation measures
are put in place.
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3.3 European sites potentially affected
59

The following European sites were scoped into the Appropriate Assessment. Using the Appropriate
Assessment of potential effects (section 3.2), the following is a summary of the effects on each European
site and conclusion on whether effects on site integrity have been identified. Map 7 of the Methodology
and Baseline Report(33) show the location of these European sites, and Appendix C of that same report
sets out the conservation objectives and vulnerabilities to integrity for each of the sites.

3.3.1 Avon Valley
River Avon SAC
Brief description and location and extent
60

The Avon in southern England is a large, lowland river system that includes sections running through chalk
and clay, with transitions between the two. Five aquatic Ranunculus species occur in the river system, but
stream water-crowfoot Ranunculus penicillatus ssp. pseudofluitans and river water-crowfoot R. fluitans are the
main dominants. Some winterbourne reaches, where R. peltatus is the dominant water-crowfoot species, are
included in the SAC.

61

The Avon represents sea lamprey Petromyzon marinus in a high-quality river in the southern part of its range.
There are excellent examples of the features that the species needs for survival, including extensive areas
of sand and gravel in the middle to lower reaches of the river where sea lampreys are known to spawn.

62

The Avon is a high-quality river that represents the southern part of the range of brook lamprey Lampetra
planeri. A healthy, stable population occurs in the main river and in a number of tributaries. The main river,
and in particular its tributaries, provides clean beds of gravel for spawning and extensive areas of fine silt
for juveniles to burrow into.

63

The Avon represents a south coast chalk river supporting Atlantic salmon Salmo salar. The salmon populations
here are typical of a high-quality chalk stream, unaffected by the introduction of genetic stock of non-native
origin. The Avon has an excellent mosaic of aquatic habitats, which include extensive areas of gravels
essential for spawning and growth of juvenile fry. There has been limited modification of the river course
by comparison with many other southern lowland rivers in England.

64

The Avon represents bullhead Cottus gobio in a calcareous, relatively unmodified river in the southern part
of its range in England. The River Avon has a mosaic of aquatic habitats that support a diverse fish
community. The bullhead is an important component of this community, particularly in the tributaries.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
65

33

Purple Haze (sand and gravel and reserve landfill), Roeshot (sand and gravel extraction), Bleak Hill Extension
(sand and gravel extraction).

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Assessment under the Habitat Regulations - Methodology and Baseline Report November 2011
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Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
66

All of the sites lie outside of the boundary of the SAC, and do not support habitat similar to the SAC or is
directly or indirectly connected to the SAC, and is therefore not likely to support Annex II species. Areas
of land that have been identified to counteract adverse impact on European sites (such as SANGs) are given
the same level of importance as European sites within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species.

67

Though the River Mude flows adjacent to the western boundary of Forest Lodge, it is not connected to the
SAC.

Noise pollution, lighting and vibration
68

Though some of the qualifying species (fish species) are known to be sensitive to such effects, as all of the
sites are more than 500m away from the SAC, such effects are thought unlikely to impact the SAC.

Changes to water levels and water quality
69

The maintenance of an appropriate hydrological regime is required to maintain the integrity of the SAC.
There are no directly surface water links between any of the sites and the SAC, though a minor stream runs
towards the SAC from nearby the northern end of Purple Haze. Though the detailed hydrological connection
between this site and the European designation is unknown, it is likely that extraction has potential to impact
on this hydrological regime, and therefore the development considerations for this site specifically requires
that the underlying aquifers, groundwater or surface water will be protected, and also that hydrological
investigations dictate the zone of protection of the Ebblake bog, which may mean that part of the 'red line'
area will not be extracted, but will remain to give development steer over other functions of development
such as offsetting recreational impacts.

70

Some of the sites (Roeshot, Purple Haze) share a secondary aquifer in common with the SAC, and given
the size of the proposed extractions in the area, there is potential for hydrological impacts to occur. An
element of uncertainty remains as the hydrological connectivity between the sites and the SAC is unknown.
However, all of the sand and gravel extraction sites in this area have a requirement within the development
management considerations to protect the recharge and water quality of the aquifers, groundwater and
surface water and the sites are considered likely to be worked dry (unless other technology can be used
without causing adverse effects. In the case of Purple Haze, the mineral allocation (4 million tonnes in the
plan period) has been calculated on the basis of dry working. Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species
requires that consideration of any proposal and the design of mitigation is based on strong clear evidence,
(in this case detailed hydrological assessments) removing this element of uncertainty.

Air pollution
71

Though the SAC is known to be sensitive to the effects of air quality, none of the sites assessed identified
any significantly increased traffic or similar effects that would impact on the integrity of the SAC.
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Recreation-related impacts
72

Minerals and waste development could result in short or long-term realignment of footpaths or cycle paths,
which may lead to displacement of recreational users onto more sensitive or vulnerable sites, especially onto
the western part of the SAC which is already vulnerable to visitor pressure. All of the site allocations where
this may occur have development considerations that require that these routes are safeguarded, and there
are no such impacts identified in the waste sites/areas assessed. Additionally, development could give rise
to displacement where the amenity of Country Parks or permissive access is damaged. Where this has been
identified or where future potential displacement has been identified, the development considerations require
that the existing recreation is investigated, maintained and managed.

73

Provisions within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species and Policy 9: Restoration of quarries
and waste developments and the implementation plan for these policies provides sufficient protection
and guidance with respect to the establishment of restoration for access at these allocated sites and Policy
3: Protection of habitats and species also provides sufficient steer to consideration of impacts to offsite
areas that may impact integrity of European sites, and protection of identified SANGs. Restoration to
access at Roeshot may have some alleviating effect in the long-term.

Other impacts
74

No other effects have been identified as likely in the SAC.

Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar
Brief description and location and extent
75

The Avon Valley SPA encompasses the lower reaches of the River Avon and its floodplain on the south
coast of England. The site extends for approximately 20 km between Bickton and Christchurch. The River
Avon displays wide fluctuations in water level and parts of the valley are regularly flooded in winter.
Consequently, the valley includes one of the largest expanses of unimproved floodplain grassland in Britain,
including extensive areas managed as hay meadows and grazing marsh under low–intensity agricultural
systems. These extensive floodplain grasslands support wintering Bewick's Swans Cygnus columbianus bewickii
in numbers of European importance, and Blashford Lakes Gravel Pits within the SPA are particularly
important for wintering Gadwall Anas strepera.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
76

Purple Haze (sand and gravel and reserve landfill), Roeshot (sand and gravel extraction), Bleak Hill Extension
(sand and gravel extraction).

Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
77

Though none of the sites assessed lie within the boundary of the SPA/Ramsar, there is a possibility that
the qualifying species could utilise the area for off-site foraging habitat, though the extent of such foraging
habitat on these sites and the distances that these species would travel remains uncertain. The development
consideration for all of these sites requires the SPA/Ramsar is protected, but also that the off-site foraging
use is also considered plus the consideration required for offsite areas specified within Policy 3: Protection
of habitats and species. In addition, Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species ensures that this
consideration is based on strong clear evidence.
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Noise pollution, lighting and vibration effects
78

The off-site foraging by the qualifying species of the SPA/Ramsar would be sensitive to such effects, and
given the uncertainty around the current use of the allocated sites by the birds there remains some potential
for operations to effect the integrity of the SPA/Ramsar. However, Policy 3: Protection of habitats and
species makes requirement that sufficient detailed assessments are submitted to inform the requirement
under that policy to not effect the integrity of European sites plus the consideration required for offsite
areas specified within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species. In addition to the requirements of
Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity for development to not cause unacceptable
noise, lighting or vibration impacts, it is felt that such effects would not significantly effect the integrity of
the SPA/Ramsar.

Changes to water levels and water quality
79

The maintenance of an appropriate hydrological regime is required to maintain the integrity of the
SPA/Ramsar. There are no direct surface water links between any of the sites and the SPA/Ramsar. Roeshot
shares a secondary aquifer in common with the SPA/Ramsar, and given the size of the proposed extractions
in that area, there is potential for hydrological impacts to occur. An element of uncertainty remains as the
hydrological connectivity between all of the sites and the SPA/Ramsar is unknown. However, all of the site
allocations in this area have a requirement within the development management considerations to protect
the recharge and water quality of the aquifers, groundwater and surface water and the sites are likely to be
worked dry (unless other technology can be used without causing adverse effects). In the case of Purple
Haze, the mineral allocation (4 million tonnes in the plan period) has been calculated on the basis of dry
working. Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species also requires that consideration of a proposal is
based on strong clear evidence, (in this case detailed hydrological assessments) removing this element of
uncertainty.

Air pollution
80

Though the SPA/Ramsar is known to be sensitive to the effects of air quality, none of the sites assessed
identified any significantly increased traffic or similar effects that would impact on the integrity of the
SPA/Ramsar.

Recreation-related impacts
81

Minerals and waste development could result in short or long-term realignment of footpaths or cycle paths,
which may lead to displacement of recreational users onto more sensitive or vulnerable sites, especially onto
the western part of the SAC which is already vulnerable to visitor pressure. All of the site allocations where
this may occur have development considerations that require that these routes are safeguarded, and there
are no such impacts identified in the waste sites/areas assessed. Additionally, development could give rise
to displacement where the amenity of Country Parks or permissive access is damaged. Where this has been
identified or where future potential displacement has been identified, the development considerations require
that the existing recreation is investigated, maintained and managed. Provisions within Policy 3: Protection
of habitats and species and Policy 9: Restoration of quarries and waste developments and the
implementation plan for these policies provides sufficient protection and guidance with respect to the
establishment of restoration for access at these allocated sites and Policy 3: Protection of habitats and
species requires off-site impacts that may effect the integrity of European sites ensure that development
other than these site allocations adequately consider exacerbate recreational displacement. Restoration to
access at Roeshot may have some alleviating effect in the long-term.

Other impacts
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82

No other effects have been identified as likely in the SPA/Ramsar.

It is therefore considered that none of the sites assessed within the Appropriate Assessment would have any
significant effect on the integrity of the European sites within the Avon Valley area, provided that the mitigation
measures identified are implemented.

3.3.2 Dorset heathland
Dorset Heath SAC
Brief description and location and extent
83

This site comprises 37 SSSIs with fine transitions between 4010 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica
tetralix, dry heaths and other habitats. Dry heath NVC types include H2 Calluna vulgaris – Ulex minor, H3
Ulex minor – Agrostis curtisii, H4 Ulex gallii – Agrostis curtisii and H8 Calluna vulgaris – Ulex gallii. The area of
heathland has been reduced and fragmented, with about 86% lost since the mid-18th century. However,
the Dorset heaths represent some of the biggest and finest remaining areas of lowland heathland in the UK.
The dry heath occurs on very infertile soils and is not very diverse botanically, but occasionally some
nationally scarce plants occur, such as mossy stonecrop Crassula tillaea and yellow centaury Cicendia filiformis.
In places, where heather Calluna vulgaris occurs in mature stands, lichens of the genus Cladonia are very
abundant. Uncommon features of the south-eastern heathlands are the localised presence of bilberry
Vaccinium myrtillus and the co-existence in some areas of western gorse Ulex gallii and dwarf gorse U. minor.
The dry heaths support populations of European importance of several species, including rare butterflies
(e.g. silver-studded blue Plebejus argus), grasshoppers and spiders. Among birds, the dry heath is very important
for woodlark Lullula arborea, European nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus, Dartford warbler Sylvia undata and
some migrants such as hen harrier Circus cyaneus and Eurasian hobby Falco subbuteo. All six species of native
British reptiles, including the Annex IV species sand lizard Lacerta agilis and smooth snake Coronella austriaca,
occur within the Dorset Heaths.

84

The two Dorset Heaths SACs, together with the New Forest SAC, support a large proportion of the resource
of Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion within England. The habitat is widespread on
the Dorset Heaths, both in bog pools of valley mires and in flushes. There are numerous valley mires within
the Dorset Heaths, and the habitat type is most extensively represented here as part of a habitat mosaic.
This location shows extensive representation of brown-beak sedge Rhynchospora fusca and is also important
for great sundew Drosera anglica and bog orchid Hammarbya paludosa.

85

This site in south-west England, along with Dorset Heaths (Purbeck and Wareham) and Studland Dunes,
represents the Dorset stronghold of southern damselfly Coenagrion mercuriale. The large size of the two SACs,
and a long history of records indicating well-established populations, should ensure the future viability of
the small populations that occur here.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
86

Purple Haze (sand and gravel and reserve landfill), Roeshot (sand and gravel extraction), Bleak Hill extension
(sand and gravel extraction).
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Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
87

All of the sites lie outside of the boundary of the SAC, and the qualifying features of the SAC are not
transient species which may be effected by off-site disturbance. Areas of land that have been identified to
counteract adverse impact on European sites are given the same level of importance such as SANGs, as
European sites within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species.

Changes to water levels and water quality
88

The maintenance of an appropriate hydrological regime is required to maintain the integrity of this SAC.
Some of the sites (Purple Haze, Bleak Hill) share a common secondary aquifer with the SAC. Though
hydrological connections will remain uncertain until more detailed investigations are carried out to inform
proposed development (Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species), the development management
considerations for all allocated sites specifically require protection of aquifers/groundwater and surface
water and all of the extraction sites are to be worked dry (unless other technology can be used without
causing adverse effects) and would therefore have limited water take. In the case of Purple Haze, the mineral
allocation (4 million tonnes in the plan period) has been calculated on the basis of dry working.

Air pollution
89

Minimal air pollution is one of the key environmental conditions required to support the integrity of the
SAC. Levels of acid deposition, nitrogen deposition and ozone are already exceeding critical loads at this
SAC, indicating that any increase in emissions from site traffic or operations may be particularly harmful.
However, the assessment showed that there was no likely increase in traffic that would cause such effect,
and that Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity would provide sufficient protection
from site emissions.

Recreation-related impacts
90

34

Minerals and waste development could result in short or long term realignment of footpaths or cycle paths,
which may lead to displacement of recreational users onto more sensitive or vulnerable sites. All of the site
allocations where this may occur have development considerations that require that these routes are
safeguarded, and there are no such impacts identified in the waste sites/areas assessed. Additionally,
development could give rise to displacement where the amenity of Country Parks or permissive access is
damaged (Purple Haze). Where this has been identified the development considerations require that the
existing recreation is investigated, maintained and managed, ensuring that displacement does not occur. For
all other development, Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species, specifies that impacts from
development outside of European sites should not effect the integrity of European sites and gives areas of
land identified to counteract impacts to European sites the same importance as European sites. To minimise
the effect, the Plan states that 'where recreational displacement or similar environmental effects are considered an issue,
minimising the area being worked will be a key consideration of the principles of design, and that alternative greenspace may
be required'(34). This is likely to be implemented by minimising the 'open' quarry area, and adopting progressive
restoration. Maximising the are available for recreation will ensure that displacement is less likely, and easier
to manage.

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan, Policy 13, paragraph 5.44
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91

Provisions within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species and Policy 9: Restoration of quarries
and waste developments and the implementation plan for these policies provides sufficient protection
and guidance with respect to the establishment of restoration for access at these allocated sites and other
development arising from the Plan. Restoration to access at Roeshot and Purple Haze may have some
alleviating effect in the long-term.

Other impacts
92

No other impacts were considered likely within the SPA/Ramsar.

Dorset Heathland SPA/Ramsar
Brief description and location and extent
93

The Dorset Heathlands cover an extensive complex of heathland sites at the western edge of the Hampshire
Basin in southern England (8168.79 hectares). The area is centred around the large estuary of Poole Harbour
and lies in close proximity to the urban conurbation of Bournemouth and Poole. Past losses of the heathland
(an estimated 75% during the twentieth century to development, agriculture and afforestation) have left the
remaining heaths in a highly fragmented state. Despite this decline and fragmentation, the heaths show a
high degree of ecological cohesion. They contain large areas of dry heath, wet heath and acid valley mire,
all habitats that are restricted to the Atlantic fringe of Europe. The examples of the Dorset Heathlands are
among the best of their type in the UK. There are also transitions to coastal wetlands and floodplain fen
habitats. The whole complex has an outstanding fauna in a European context, covering many different taxa.
Many species have a specialist ecology, strongly associated with, or restricted to, heathland. The area is
ornithologically important for specialist breeding birds of lowland heathland, as well as for some wintering
raptors.

Dorset Heathland Ramsar
94

Extensive and fragmented, these heathland areas are centred around the estuary of Poole Harbour and are
adjacent to the urban conurbation of Bournemouth and Poole. The heathland contains numerous examples
of wet heath and acid valley mire, habitats that are restricted to the Atlantic fringe of Europe. These heath
wetlands are among the best of their type in lowland Britain. There are also transitions to coastal wetland
and fen habitat types. The wetland flora and fauna includes a large assemblage of nationally rare and scarce
species, especially invertebrates.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
95

Purple Haze (sand and gravel and reserve landfill), Roeshot (sand and gravel extraction), Bleak Hill extension
(sand and gravel extraction).

Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
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96

Although all of the sites lie outside of the boundary of the SPA/Ramsar and the proposed sand and gravel
extraction would not result in any direct habitat loss, the qualifying features of the SPA/Ramsar, may be
effected by disturbance to off-site breeding, roosting or foraging habitats. Given the distance that these
sites are from the SPA/Ramsar this is likely to apply only to nightjar, merlin and hen harrier (which are
known to travel these distances). Though uncertainty remains about the location of off-site use by the
qualifying bird species, the development considerations for all of these site allocations specifically require
consideration of off-site disturbance to SPA/Ramsar birds. The levels of assessment required by Policy 3:
Protection of habitats and species will ensure that such consideration is based on strong clear evidence
in addition to the requirements for consideration of impacts to off-site areas that may have impacts to the
integrity of the site.
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Changes to water levels and water quality
97

The maintenance of an appropriate hydrological regime is required to maintain the integrity of this
SPA/Ramsar. Some of the sites (Purple Haze, Bleak Hill) share a common secondary aquifer with the
SPA/Ramsar. Though hydrological connections will remain uncertain until more detailed investigations are
carried out to inform proposed development (Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species), the
development management considerations for all allocated sites specifically require protection of aquifers,
groundwater and surface water to be considered and its likely that all of the extraction sites are to be worked
dry (unless other technology can be used without causing adverse effects) and would therefore have limited
water take. In the case of Purple Haze, the mineral allocation (4 million tonnes in the plan period) has been
calculated on the basis of dry working.

Air pollution
98

Minimal air pollution is one of the key environmental conditions required to support the integrity of the
SPA/Ramsar. Levels of acid deposition, nitrogen deposition and ozone are already exceeding critical loads
at this SPA/Ramsar, indicating that any increase in emissions from site traffic or operations may be particularly
harmful. However, the assessment showed that there was no likely increase in traffic that would cause such
effect, and that Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity would provide sufficient
protection from site emissions.

Recreation-related impacts
99

Minerals and waste development could result in short or long-term realignment of footpaths or cycle paths,
which may lead to displacement of recreational users onto more sensitive or vulnerable sites. All of the site
allocations where this may occur have development considerations that require that these routes are
safeguarded, and there are no such impacts identified in the waste sites/areas assessed. Additionally,
development could give rise to displacement where the amenity of Country Parks or permissive access is
damaged (Purple Haze). Where this has been identified the development considerations require that the
existing recreation is investigated, maintained and managed, ensuring that displacement does not occur. To
minimise the effect, the Plan states that 'where recreational displacement or similar environmental effects
are considered an issue, minimising the area being worked will be a key consideration of the principles of
design, and that alternative greenspace may be required'(35).

100

Provisions within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species and Policy 9: Restoration of quarries
and waste developments provides sufficient protection and guidance with respect to the establishment
of restoration for access at these allocated sites and Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species gives
sufficient steer for the consideration of impacts to off-site areas that may impact the integrity of European
sites and protection of identified SANG. Restoration to access at Roeshot and Purple Haze may have
some alleviating effect in the long-term.

Other impacts
101

No other impacts were considered likely within the SPA/Ramsar.

It is therefore considered that none of the site assessed within the Appropriate Assessment would have any
significant effect on the integrity of the European sites within the Dorset heathland area, provided that the
mitigation specified is implemented.

35

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan, Policy 13, paragraph 5.44
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3.3.3 New Forest
New Forest SAC
102

Hatchet Pond in the New Forest in the south of England is in fact three ponds, one of which is an example
of an oligotrophic waterbody amidst wet and dry lowland heath developed over fluvial deposits. It contains
shoreweed Littorella uniflora and isolated populations of northern species such as bog orchid Hammarbya
paludosa and floating bur-reed Sparganium angustifolium, alongside rare southern species such as
Hampshire-purslane Ludwigia palustris. Hatchet Pond is therefore important as a southern example of this
lake type where northern species, more common in the uplands of the UK, co-exist with southern species.

103

In the New Forest vegetation of the Littorelletea uniflorae and/or of the Isoëto-Nanojuncetea occurs on the
edge of large temporary ponds, shallow ephemeral pools and poached damp hollows in grassland, which
support a number of specialist species in a zone with toad rush Juncus bufonius. These include the two
nationally scarce species coral-necklace Illecebrum verticillatum and yellow centaury Cicendia filiformis, often in
association with allseed Radiola linoides and chaffweed Anagallis minima. Heavy grazing pressure is of prime
importance in the maintenance of the outstanding flora of these temporary pond communities. Livestock
maintain an open habitat, controlling scrub ingress, and trampling the surface. Commoners’ animals also
transport seed in their hooves widely from pond to pond where suitable habitat exists. Temporary ponds
occur throughout the Forest in depressions capable of holding water for part of the year. Most ponds are
small (between 5-10 m across) and, although great in number, amount to less than 10 ha in total area.

104

The New Forest contains the most extensive stands of lowland northern Atlantic wet heaths in southern
England, mainly of the M16 Erica tetralix – Sphagnum compactum type. M14 Schoenus nigricans – Narthecium
ossifragum mire is also found on this site. The wet heaths are important for rare plants, such as marsh gentian
Gentiana pneumonanthe and marsh clubmoss Lycopodiella inundata, and a number of dragonfly species, including
the scarce blue-tailed damselfly Ischnura pumilio and small red damselfly Ceriagrion tenellum. There is a wide
range of transitions between wet heath and other habitats, including dry heath, various woodland types,
Molinia grasslands, fen, and acid grassland. Wet heaths enriched by bog myrtle Myrica gale are a prominent
feature of many areas of the Forest. Unlike much lowland heath, the New Forest heaths continue to be
extensively grazed by cattle and horses, favouring species with low competitive ability.

105

The New Forest represents European dry heaths in southern England and is the largest area of lowland
heathland in the UK. It is particularly important for the diversity of its habitats and the range of rare and
scarce species which it supports. The New Forest is unusual because of its long history of grazing in a
traditional fashion by ponies and cattle. The dry heaths of the New Forest are of the H2 Calluna vulgaris –
Ulex minor heath type, and H3 Ulex minor – Agrostis curtisii heath is found on damper areas. There are a wide
range of transitions between dry heath and wet heath, Molinia grassland, fen, acid grassland and various
types of scrub and woodland. Both the New Forest and the two Dorset Heath SACs are in southern England.
All three areas are selected because together they contain a high proportion of all the lowland European
dry heaths in the UK. There are, however, significant differences in the ecology of the two areas, associated
with more oceanic conditions in Dorset and the continuous history of grazing in the New Forest.
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106

The New Forest represents Molinia meadows in southern England. The site supports a large area of the
heathy form of M24 Molinia caerulea – Cirsium dissectum fen-meadow. This vegetation occurs in situations of
heavy grazing by ponies and cattle in areas known locally as ‘lawns’, often in a fine-scale mosaic with 4010
Northern Atlantic wet heaths and other mire and grassland communities. These lawns occur on flushed
soils on slopes and on level terrain on the floodplains of rivers and streams. The New Forest Molinia
meadows are unusual in the UK in terms of their species composition, management and landscape position.
The grasslands are species-rich, and a particular feature is the abundance of small sedges such as carnation
sedge Carex panicea, common sedge C. nigra and yellow-sedge C. viridula ssp. oedocarpa, and the more frequent
occurrence of mat-grass Nardus stricta and petty whin Genista anglica compared to stands elsewhere in the
UK.

107

The New Forest, one of three sites selected in southern England, is considered to hold the largest area in
England of Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion, in complex habitat mosaics associated
primarily with the extensive valley bogs of this site. The habitat type is developed in three situations: in
natural bog pools of patterned bog surfaces, in flushes on the margins of valley mires and in areas disturbed
by peat-digging, footpaths, tracks, ditches etc. In places the habitat type is rich in brown mosses Cratoneuron
spp. and Scorpidium scorpioides, suggesting flushing by mineral-rich waters. The mosaics in which this habitat
type occurs are an important location for bog orchid Hammarbya paludosa.

108

The New Forest is the largest area of mature, semi-natural beech Fagus sylvatica woodland in Britain; much
of it is a form of W14 Fagus sylvatica – Rubus fruticosus woodland that conforms to the Annex I type
Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests. The mosaic with other types of woodland and heath has allowed unique
and varied assemblages of epiphytic lichens and saproxylic invertebrates to be sustained, particularly in
situations where the woodlands are open and the tree trunks receive plenty of light. The traditional common
grazing in the Forest by cattle and ponies provides opportunities to explore the impact of large herbivores
on the woodland system.

109

The New Forest is representative of old acidophilous oak woods in the southern part of its UK range. It
is the most extensive area of active wood-pasture with old oak Quercus spp. and beech Fagus sylvatica in
north-west Europe and has outstanding invertebrate and lichen populations. This site was preferred over
other sites that lack a succession of age-classes because, although scattered over a wide area, the oak stands
are found within a predominantly semi-natural landscape with a more balanced age-structure of trees. The
traditional common grazing in the Forest by cattle and ponies provides opportunities to explore the impact
of large herbivores on the woodland system. The New Forest has been identified as of potential international
importance for its saproxylic invertebrate fauna by the Council of Europe (Speight 1989).

110

Within the New Forest, in southern England, birch – willow Betula – Salix stands occur over valley bog
vegetation, with fringing alder Alnus – Sphagnum stands where there is some water movement. These stands
appear to have persisted for long periods in stable association with the underlying Sphagnum bog-moss
communities. The rich epiphytic lichen communities and pollen record provide evidence for the persistence
of this association. The Bog woodland occurs in association with a range of other habitats for which the
site has also been selected.
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111

The New Forest contains many streams and some small rivers that are less affected by drainage and
canalisation than those in any other comparable area in the lowlands of England. Associated with many of
the streams, particularly those with alkaline and neutral groundwater, are strips of alder Alnus glutinosa
woodland which, collectively, form an extensive resource with a rich flora. In places there are examples of
transitions from open water through reedswamp and fen to alder woodland. The small rivers show natural
meanders and debris dams, features that are otherwise rare in the lowlands, with fragmentary ash Fraxinus
excelsior stands as well as the alder strips. In other places there are transitions to 9190 Old acidophilous oak
woods with Quercus robur on sandy plains and 9120 Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes
also Taxus in the shrublayer (Quercion robori-petraeae or Ilici-Fagenion), for which this site has also been selected.

112

The New Forest in central southern England is an outstanding locality for southern damselfly Coenagrion
mercuriale, with several population centres and strong populations estimated to be in the hundreds or thousands
of individuals and with a long history of records. With Preseli, Dorset Heaths and the River Itchen, it
represents one of the four major population centres in the UK.

113

The New Forest represents stag beetle Lucanus cervus in its Hampshire/Sussex population centre, and is a
major stronghold for the species in the UK. The forest is one of the most important sites in the UK for
fauna associated with rotting wood, and was identified as of potential international importance for its
saproxylic invertebrate fauna by the Council of Europe (Speight 1989).

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
114

Squabb Wood (landfill), Forest Lodge (sand and gravel extraction), Roeshot (sand and gravel extraction)

Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
115

No sites lie within the European site, and therefore will not have any direct habitat loss. However, there
are some species such as the great crested newt which may travel over longer distances outside of the
boundaries of the SAC, and so disturbance to the habitats that they use may be detrimental to the integrity
of the SAC. The relatively close proximity of the Forest Lodge Farm site to the SAC (approximately 680m
away) means that the potential for such impacts cannot be ruled out; however the great crested newt is
largely nocturnal, and is generally thought to roam within 500m of a breeding pond which reduces the
likelihood of adverse impacts relating to disturbance.

116

Areas of land that have been identified to counteract adverse impact on European sites (such as SANGs)
are given the same level of importance as European sites within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and
species.

Noise, vibration and light effects
117

These allocated sites are all more than 500m away from the SAC and therefore direct disturbance to the
habitats are unlikely to be an issue. However there are also some qualifying species such as the great crested
newt which may travel over longer distances outside of the boundaries of the SAC, and so disturbance to
the habitats that they use may be detrimental to the integrity of the SAC. The relatively close proximity of
the Forest Lodge Farm site to the SAC (approximately 680m away) means that the potential for such impacts
cannot be ruled out; however the great crested newt is largely nocturnal, which reduces the likelihood of
adverse impacts relating to disturbance. Furthermore, the requirements of Policy 3: Protection of habitats
and species to consider both the European site and European protected species, and to provide sufficient
and well designed surveys to inform this point, it is felt that it is unlikely to cause significant effect to this
species
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Changes to water levels and water quality
118

The wetland and heathland habitats of this SAC are vulnerable to low flows, and changes to water quality,
particularly in summer, when a combination of low flow and poor water quality will exacerbate the effect.
Roeshot is particularly close to the SAC, and some of the sites (Forest Lodge, Roeshot) overlie a common
secondary aquifer with the SAC. Though hydrological connections will remain uncertain until more detailed
investigations are carried out to inform proposed development (Policy 3: Protection of habitats and
species), the development management considerations for all allocated sites specifically require protection
of aquifers/groundwater and surface water. All of the extraction sites are likely to be worked dry (unless
other technology can be used without causing adverse effect) and would have limited water take. In the
case of Purple Haze, the mineral allocation (4 million tonnes in the plan period) has been calculated on the
basis of dry working.

Air pollution
119

Levels of acid deposition, nitrogen deposition and ozone are already exceeding critical loads within the
SAC. The A31/M27 and A35 are major routes bisecting the designated area, and the A326 buffers the
eastern side of the SPA. Though the condition of the SSSI's lining these routes are all unfavourable declining,
it isn't clear that air pollution is a factor in this. Traffic increases could lead to further loading of air pollution,
and the landfill could contribute sulphur as a result of the breakdown of biodegradable organic matter.
However, none of the Plan sites will result in significant traffic increases on these roads, and Squabb Wood
landfill is more than 500m from the SAC and therefore unlikely to have significant effect.

Recreation
120

Minerals and waste development could result in short or long-term realignment of footpaths or cycle paths,
which may lead to displacement of recreational users onto more sensitive or vulnerable sites, especially onto
the western part of the SAC which is already vulnerable to visitor pressure. All of the site allocations where
this may occur have development considerations that require that these routes are safeguarded, and there
are no such impacts identified in the waste sites/areas assessed. Additionally, development could give rise
to displacement where the amenity of Country Parks or permissive access is damaged. Where this has been
identified or where future potential displacement has been identified, the development considerations require
that the existing recreation is investigated, maintained and managed.

121

Provisions within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species and Policy 9: Restoration of quarries
and waste developments provides sufficient protection and guidance with respect to the establishment
of restoration for access at these allocated sites. Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species ensures that
areas identified as SANG are as important as European sites, and also ensures that sufficient consideration
be given to impacts outside European sites where development may impact its integrity. Restoration to
access at Roeshot may have some alleviating effect in the long-term.

Dust and soil contamination
122

Given the distance between the SAC and all of these sand and gravel extractions, it is thought very unlikely
that there would be any risk of effect from dust or soil contamination. In addition, the relatively high
moisture content of sand and gravel deposits means that dust generation is likely to be lower than at other
types of extraction sites, and also strict environmental controls and the requirements of Policy 10: Protecting
public health, safety and amenity would apply in all development arising from the Plan.
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New Forest SPA
123

The New Forest is located in southern Hampshire, west of the Solent in southern England. It comprises a
complex mosaic of habitats overlying mainly nutrient-poor soils over plateau gravels. The major components
are the extensive wet and dry heaths with their rich valley mires and associated wet and dry grasslands, the
ancient pasture woodlands and inclosure woodlands, the network of clean rivers and streams, and frequent
permanent and temporary ponds. The area supports important populations of breeding birds associated
with such habitats, including Nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus, Woodlark Lullula arborea and Dartford
Warbler Sylvia undata. Breeding Honey Buzzard Pernis apivorus and wintering Hen Harriers Circus cyaneus
are also notable.

New Forest Ramsar
124

The New Forest is an area of semi-natural vegetation including valley mires, fens and wet heath within
catchments whose uncultivated and undeveloped state buffer the mires against adverse ecological change.
The habitats present are of high ecological quality and diversity with undisturbed transition zones. The suite
of mires is regarded as the locus classicus of this type of mire in Britain. Other wetland habitats include
numerous ponds of varying size and water chemistry including several ephemeral ponds and a network of
small streams mainly acidic in character which have no lowland equivalent in the UK. The plant communities
in the numerous valleys and seepage step mires show considerable variation, being affected especially by
the nutrient content of groundwater. In the most nutrient-poor zones, Sphagnum bog-mosses, cross-leaved
heath, bog asphodel, common cottongrass and similar species predominate. In more enriched conditions
the communities are more fen-like.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to these European Sites
125

Squabb Wood (landfill), Forest Lodge (sand and gravel extraction), Roeshot (sand and gravel extraction)

Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
126

None of the sites assessed within the appropriate assessment lie within the European site, and therefore
will not have any direct habitat loss. There is always the risk that mobile species that are qualifying features
for this SAC may use areas for offsite foraging, roosting or shelters. Given the distances that the allocated
sites lie from the SAC, it is only possible that nightjar could travel so far. Though it is felt that this is unlikely,
development management considerations for these sites to ensure the foraging habitats are taken into
consideration have been added and Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species ensures sufficiant
consideration of impacts to off-site areas, where this may effect the integrity of the European sites.

127

Areas of land that have been identified to counteract adverse impact on European sites are given the same
level of importance such as SANGs, as European sites within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species.
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Noise, vibration and light effects
128

Disturbance would only effect the more mobile species of birds, nightjar, which are nocturnal and therefore
are only likely to be effected in nest establishments. The distance from the European site means that it is
unlikely that disturbance effects will interfere with nesting on the European site. Also, nightjars migrate
south during the winter and are therefore only likely to be effected during the summer months when lighting
is rarely used in normal operations. Furthermore, development management considerations (Squabb) to
protect foraging or interests of the SPA/Ramsar (Roeshot) have been added, and Policy 10: Protecting
public health, safety and amenity requires minerals and waste development provides general protection
against unacceptable operational noise and lighting impacts.

Changes to water levels and water quality
129

The integrity of the SPA/Ramsar are vulnerable to changes in water quality or level as the condition of the
qualifying species is effected by the condition and extent of the vegetation and soils at the site. Some of the
sites share a common aquifer (Roeshot, Forest Lodge), or have nearby rivers that flow towards the SPA
(Roeshot). Though hydrological connections will remain uncertain until more detailed investigations are
carried out to inform proposed development, development management considerations for all allocated
sites specifically require protection of aquifers, groundwater and surface water and rely on these detailed
hydrological assessments to inform the design of the scheme (Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species).
All of the extraction sites are likely to be worked dry (unless other technology can be used without carrying
adverse effects to the hydrological effects) and would have limited water take.

Air pollution
130

Levels of acid deposition, nitrogen deposition and ozone are already exceeding critical loads within the
SPA/Ramsar. The A31/M27 and A35 are major routes bisecting the designated area, and the A326 buffers
the eastern side of the SPA/Ramsar. Though the condition of the SSSI's lining these routes are all
unfavourable declining, it isn't clear that air pollution is a factor in this. Traffic increases could lead to further
loading of air pollution. However, none of the Plan sites will result in significant traffic increases on these
roads.

Recreation
131

Sand and gravel extraction could result in short or long-term realignment of footpaths or cycle paths, which
may lead to displacement of recreational users onto more sensitive or vulnerable sites, especially onto the
western part of the SPA/Ramsar which is already vulnerable to visitor pressure and which supports large
densities of the SPA/Ramsar birds. All of the site allocations where this may occur have development
considerations that require that these routes are safeguarded, and there are no such impacts identified in
the waste sites/areas assessed.

132

Additionally, development could give rise to displacement where the amenity of Country Parks or permissive
access is damaged. Where this has been identified or where a future potential has been identified, the
development considerations require that the existing recreation is investigated, maintained and managed.

133

Provisions within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species and Policy 9: Restoration of quarries
and waste developments provides sufficient protection and guidance with respect to the establishment
of restoration for access at these allocated sites. Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species ensures that
areas identified as SANG are as important as European sites and also ensures that sufficient consideration
is given to impacts outside European sites where development may impact its integrity. Restoration to access
at Roeshot may have some alleviating effect in the long-term.
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Dust and Soil contamination
134

Given the distance between the SPA and all these sand and gravel extractions, it is thought very unlikely
that there would be any risk of effect from dust or soil contamination. In addition, the relatively high
moisture content of sand and gravel deposits means that dust generation is likely to be lower than at other
types of extraction sites, and also strict environmental controls and the requirements of Policy 10: Protecting
public health, safety and amenity would apply in all developments arising from the Plan.

It is therefore considered that none of the site assessed within the Appropriate Assessment would have any
significant effect on the integrity of the European sites within the New Forest area, provided that the mitigation
specified is implemented.

3.3.4 Solent
Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar
Brief description and location and extent
135

The Solent and Southampton Water are located on the south English coast. The area covered extends from
Hurst Spit to Hill Head along the south coast of Hampshire, and from Yarmouth to Whitecliff Bay along
the north coast of the Isle of Wight. The site comprises a series of estuaries and harbours with extensive
mud-flats and saltmarshes together with adjacent coastal habitats including saline lagoons, shingle beaches,
reedbeds, damp woodland and grazing marsh. The mud-flats support beds of Enteromorpha spp. and Zostera
spp. and have a rich invertebrate fauna that forms the food resource for the estuarine birds. In summer,
the site is of importance for breeding seabirds, including gulls and four species of terns. In winter, the SPA
holds a large and diverse assemblage of waterbirds, including geese, ducks and waders. Dark-bellied Brent
Goose Branta b. bernicla also feed in surrounding areas of agricultural land outside the SPA.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
136

Squabb Wood (landfill) Hamble Airfield (sand and gravel extraction), Forest Lodge Farm (sand and gravel
extraction).

Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
137

All of the sites are outside of the boundary of this SPA, and therefore development would not result in any
direct loss of the habitat. However, there is always the possibility that mobile species that are qualifying
features of this European site may use these sites for off site foraging, roosting or shelter. Though evidence
exists to show that the sites do not currently provide such habitat for Brent geese, it is not certain that this
would still be the case when the sites come forward for development. In addition, there is little evidence
for known wader/tern/gull off-site foraging, which are known to forage great distances beyond the boundary
of the SPA/Ramsar. Therefore all of these allocated sites have specific development considerations that
require that the off-site foraging of the qualifying species are taken into consideration; Policy 3: Protection
of habitats and species requires that this consideration is based on strong clear evidence, and that sufficient
consideration for all development is given to areas outside European sites where impacts may effect the
integrity of the European site.
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Noise pollution, lighting and vibration effects
138

All these allocated sites except Hamble Airfield are more than 500m away from the SPA/Ramsar and
therefore direct disturbance to the habitats are unlikely to be an issue. Though Hamble is approximately
200m away, the area already experiences noise disturbance given the urban fringe on the coast, and the busy
freight traffic. Development considerations to protect foraging or roosting interests of the SPA/Ramsar
have been added to all these sites, Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species requires general
consideration of impacts to off-site areas that may effect European site integrity and Policy 10: Protecting
public health, safety and amenity requires minerals and waste development provides general protection
against unacceptable operational noise and lighting impacts.

Changes to water levels and water quality
139

Maintenance of an appropriate hydrological regime and high quality surface water inputs is required to
maintain the integrity of the SPA/Ramsar. Though Squabb Wood lies within 1km of the River Test and
there is a stream that runs close to the allocated site, the site does not contain any water bodies, and it is
unlikely that the site would have any significant effects on water quality as strict statutory environmental
controls, and the requirements of Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity means that
such impacts are unlikely. Forest Lodge and Hamble Airfield do overlie a secondary aquifer in common
with the SAC. The exact hydrological regime and the relationship of the site allocation with the surface
water will remain uncertain until more detailed investigations are carried out to inform the design and scope
of development (Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species). In addition, these site allocations all have
specific requirements within the development management considerations to protect the underlying aquifers,
ground water and surface waters.

Air pollution
140

Levels of acid deposition and ozone are already exceeding critical loads at this SPA/Ramsar. Fragments of
the SAC are within close proximity of the strategic road network, which may be used to serve the extraction
sites. However, none of the extraction sites would generate any significant increases in road traffic, and it
is therefore not considered that effects to the integrity of the SPA/Ramsar would result. Operational and
traffic impacts are controlled under Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity and Policy
12: Managing traffic.

Recreation-related impacts
141

Sand and gravel extraction could result in short or long-term realignment of footpaths or cycle paths, which
may lead to displacement of recreational users onto more sensitive or vulnerable sites. All of the site
allocations where this may occur have development considerations that require that these routes are
safeguarded, and there are no such impacts identified in the waste sites/areas assessed. Additionally,
development could give rise to displacement where the amenity of Country Parks or permissive access is
damaged. Where this has been identified or where a future potential has been identified, the development
considerations require that the existing recreation is investigated, maintained and managed.

142

Provisions within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species and Policy 9: Restoration of quarries
and waste developments provides sufficient protection and guidance with respect to the establishment
of restoration for access at these allocated sites. Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species ensures that
areas identified as SANG are as important as European sites and also ensures that sufficient consideration
is given to impacts outside European sites where development may impact its integrity. Where possible,
restoration to access which, may have some alleviating effect for the SAC in the long-term was considered,
though it is likely that only Hamble Airfield would be able to provide long-term recreational access.
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Dust and soil contamination
Given the distance between the SPA/Ramsar and all of these sand and gravel extractions, it is thought very unlikely
that there would be any risk of effect from dust or soil contamination. In addition, the relatively high moisture
content of sand and gravel deposits means that dust generation is likely to be lower than at other types of extraction
sites, and also strict environmental controls and the requirements of Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety
and amenity would apply all development arising from the Plan.

Solent Maritime SAC
Brief description and location and extent
143

The Solent encompasses a major estuarine system on the south coast of England with four coastal plain
estuaries (Yar, Medina, King’s Quay Shore, Hamble) and four bar-built estuaries (Newtown Harbour,
Beaulieu, Langstone Harbour, Chichester Harbour). The site is the only one in the series to contain more
than one physiographic sub-type of estuary and is the only cluster site. The Solent and its inlets are unique
in Britain and Europe for their hydrographic regime of four tides each day, and for the complexity of the
marine and estuarine habitats present within the area. Sediment habitats within the estuaries include extensive
estuarine flats, often with intertidal areas supporting eelgrass Zostera spp. and green algae, sand and shingle
spits, and natural shoreline transitions. The mudflats range from low and variable salinity in the upper
reaches of the estuaries to very sheltered almost fully marine muds in Chichester and Langstone Harbours.
Unusual features include the presence of very rare sponges in the Yar estuary and a sandy ‘reef ’ of the
polychaete Sabellaria spinulosa on the steep eastern side of the entrance to Chichester Harbour.

144

Solent Maritime is the only site for smooth cord-grass Spartina alterniflora in the UK and is one of only two
sites where significant amounts of small cord-grass S. maritima are found. It is also one of the few remaining
sites for Townsend’s cord-grass S. x townsendii and holds extensive areas of common cord-grass Spartina
anglica, all four taxa thus occurring here in close proximity. It has additional historical and scientific interest
as the site where S. alterniflora was first recorded in the UK (1829) and where S. x townsendii and, later, S.
anglica first occurred.

145

The Solent contains the second-largest aggregation of Atlantic salt meadows in south and south-west
England. Solent Maritime is a composite site composed of a large number of separate areas of saltmarsh.
In contrast to the Severn estuary, the salt meadows at this site are notable as being representative of the
ungrazed type and support a different range of communities dominated by sea-purslane Atriplex portulacoides,
common sea-lavender Limonium vulgare and thrift Armeria maritima. As a whole the site is less truncated by
man-made features than other parts of the south coast and shows rare and unusual transitions to freshwater
reedswamp and alluvial woodland as well as coastal grassland. Typical Atlantic salt meadow is still widespread
in this site, despite a long history of colonisation by cord-grass Spartina spp.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
146

Squabb Wood (landfill) Hamble Airfield (sand and gravel extraction), Forest Lodge (sand and gravel
extraction).

Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
147

All of the minerals sites are outside of the boundary of this SAC, and therefore development would not
result in any direct loss of the habitat. The qualifying features of the SAC do not include features which
may suffer off site disturbance.
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148

Areas of land that have been identified to counteract adverse impact on European sites (such as SANGs)
are given the same level of importance as European sites within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and
species.

Noise pollution, lighting and vibration effects
149

The majority of the qualifying features for the sites are not sensitive to the effects of noise and vibration,
and none are sensitive to light effects. Additionally, these allocated sites are all all more than 500m away
from the SAC and therefore direct disturbance to the habitats are unlikely to be an issue. Furthermore,
development management considerations (Squabb) to protect foraging or interests of the SPA/Ramsar
(Roeshot) have been added, Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species requires general consideration
of impacts to offsite areas that may effect the European site integrity and Policy 10: Protecting public
health, safety and amenity provides general protection against unacceptable operational noise and lighting
impacts.

Changes to water levels and water quality
150

Maintenance of an appropriate hydrological regime and high quality surface water inputs are required to
maintain the integrity of the SAC. Though Squabb Wood lies within 1km of the River Test and there is a
stream that runs close to the allocated site, the site does not contain any natural water bodies, and it is
unlikely that the site would have any significant effect on water quality as strict statutory environmental
controls, and the requirements of Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity means that
such impacts are unlikely. Forest Lodge and Hamble Airfield do overlie a secondary aquifer in common
with the SAC. The exact hydrological regime and the relationship of the site allocation with the surface
water will remain uncertain until more detailed investigations are carried out to inform the design and scope
of development (Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species). In addition, these site allocations have
specific requirements within the development management considerations to protect the underlying aquifers,
ground water and surface waters.

Air pollution
151

Levels of acid deposition and ozone are already exceeding critical loads at this SAC. Fragments of the SAC
are within close proximity of the strategic road network, which may be used to serve the extraction sites.
However, none of the extraction sites would generate any significant increases in road traffic,and it is
therefore not considered that effects to the integrity of the SAC would result. Operational and traffic impacts
are controlled under Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity and Policy 12: Managing
traffic.
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Recreation-related impacts
152

Sand and gravel extraction could result in short or long-term realignment of footpaths or cycle paths, which
may lead to displacement of recreational users onto more sensitive or vulnerable sites. All of the site
allocations where this may occur have development considerations that require that these routes are
safeguarded, and there are no such impacts identified in the waste sites/areas assessed. Additionally,
development could give rise to displacement where the amenity of Country Parks or permissive access is
damaged. Where this has been identified or where a future potential has been identified, the development
considerations require that the existing recreation is investigated, maintained and managed.

153

Provisions within Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species and Policy 9: Restoration of quarries
and waste developments provides sufficient protection and guidance with respect to the establishment
of restoration for access at these allocated sites. Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species ensures that
areas identified to counteract impacts to European sites (such as SANGs) are as important as European
sites and also ensures that sufficient consideration is given to impacts outside European sites where
development may impact its integrity. Where possible, restoration to access that may have some alleviating
effect for the SAC in the long-term was considered; both Hamble and Forest Lodge are thought to be
able to provide long-term recreational access.

Dust and soil contamination
154

Given the distance between the SAC and all of these sand and gravel extractions, it is thought very unlikely
that there would be any risk of effect from dust or soil contamination. In addition, the relatively high
moisture content of sand and gravel deposits means that dust generation is likely to be lower than at other
types of extraction sites, and also strict environmental controls and the requirements of Policy 10: Protecting
public health, safety and amenity would apply at all development arising from the Plan.

It is therefore considered that none of the site assessed within the Appropriate Assessment would have any
significant effect on the integrity of the European sites within the New Forest area, provided that the mitigation
specified is implemented.

3.3.5 Thames Basin Heaths
Thames Basin Heaths SPA
Brief description and location and extent
155

The Thames Basin Heaths SPA is a composite site that is located across the counties of Surrey, Hampshire
and Berkshire in southern England. The open heathland habitats overlie sand and gravel sediments which
give rise to sandy or peaty acidic soils, supporting dry heathy vegetation on well-drained slopes, wet heath
on low-lying shallow slopes and bogs in valleys.

156

The site consists of tracts of heathland, scrub and woodland, once almost continuous, but now fragmented
into separate blocks by roads, urban development and farmland. Less open habitats of scrub, acidic woodland
and conifer plantations dominate, within which are scattered areas of open heath and mire.
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157

The site supports important breeding populations of a number of birds of lowland heathland, especially
Nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus and Woodlark Lullula arborea, both of which nest on the ground, often at the
woodland/heathland edge, and Dartford Warbler Sylvia undata, which often nests in gorse Ulex sp. Scattered
trees and scrub are used for roosting.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
158

Bramshill Quarry extension (sand and gravel), HRT 007 Hartley Wintney (waste management). Land at
Warren Heath (waste management), HRT 021 Eversely Haulage Park (waste management), HRT 017 Land
at Minley, Blackbushe (waste management).

Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
159

Bramshill Quarry lies within the boundaries of the SPA and therefore the qualifying bird species may be
particularly vulnerable to physical disturbance. In addition, waste site/area HRT 017 may support habitat
that could be used as off-site foraging habitat for the qualifying species. Development considerations against
Bramshill specifically require that no net loss of the habitats required for SPA birds occurs in the short or
long-term, and also that avoidance and buffering of the more valuable areas within the site including the
Hartfordbridge Flats would be required. Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species and its
implementation plan requires that this consideration is based on strong clear evidence. Site/area HRT 017
is a sufficient distance away from the SPA to mean that only nightjar would be able to use it during the
summer nights as foraging habitat; similarly, the evidential requirement of of Policy 3: Protection of
habitats and species will ensure that this issue is adequately considered and mitigation/compensation
applied.

Noise pollution, lighting and vibration effects
160

The qualifying species of the SPA are particularly vulnerable to noise and vibration. However, these potential
effects are influenced by factors such as the hours of site operation and the overall design of features such
as buffers and bunding which cannot be considered in detail at this stage of development planning. However
development considerations against Bramshill specifically require the consideration of the presence of the
SPA birds, and that avoidance and buffering of the more valuable areas would also be required. Policy 3:
Protection of habitats and species requires that this consideration is based on strong clear evidence.
Site/area HRT 017 is a sufficient distance away from the SPA to mean that only nightjar would be able to
use it during the summer nights as foraging habitat. Given that lighting effects would only be felt during
winter evenings, and noise effects during operating hours, it is unlikely, given the requirements of Policy
10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity (to not cause unacceptable noise vibration and lighting
impacts) that such effects would result in impacts to the integrity of the SPA.
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Recreation-related impacts
161

The SPA is known to be heavily used for informal recreation, and there may be an element of recreational
displacement if Bramshill Quarry and HRT 017 either reduce the available area, or impact on the amenity
of the existing footpaths. However, measures have been put in place to ensure that impacts are fully explored
and addressed changes to development considerations to include assessment of recreational impact. A
requirement to maintain and manage existing use will need to be supported by clear evidence for Bramshill,
and general requirement for other sites under Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species. The
implementation plan for Policy 9: Restoration of quarries and waste developments requires that where
sites fall within or adjacent to European sites, that restoration proposals consider the opinion of Natural
England and other relevant nature conservation bodies. This will ensure that the conservation objectives
of the SPA are taken into consideration in deciding the outcome of restoration.

Other impacts
162

No other significant likely effects were identified for sites within the Thames Basin Heaths

It is therefore considered that none of the sites assessed within the Appropriate Assessment would have any
significant effect on the integrity of the European sites within the Thames Basin area, provided that the
mitigation specified is implemented.

3.3.6 Mottisfont Bats SAC
Mottisfont Bat SAC
Brief description and location and extent
163

The Mottisfont woodland supports an important population of the rare Barbastelle bat Barbastella
barbastellus. It is one of only six known maternity sites in the UK (2002 data) and the only one in
Hampshire. Mottisfont contains a mix of woodland types including hazel coppice with standards, broadleaved
plantation and coniferous plantation which the bats use for breeding, roosting, commuting and feeding.
The foraging and commuting area around the SAC extends to 7.5 km from the boundary.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
164

Squabb Wood (landfill), Michelmersh (Clay extraction), TTV 038 Land at Dunwood Nurseries (waste
management)
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Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
165

Though none of the sites assessed lie within the boundary of the SAC, there is always the possibility that
the mobile species for which the site is designated could utilise areas outside of the boundary for foraging
or commuting between roosts and foraging areas. The Mottisfont Bats have been extensively studied, and
it is know that they utilise an area surrounding the SAC that extends up to 7.5km. Habitats known to be
used by the species (hedgerow, unimproved pasture, woodland, wet woodland, ponds and streams) within
the 7.5km radius may be important to the integrity of the SAC. Policy 3: Protection of habitats and
species recognises the 7.5km radius as important in the consideration of impacts to this particular species.
The three sites listed above could result in direct loss of off-site habitat used by the Mottisfont Bats.

166

The development considerations set out for Squabb Wood, and Michelmersh Brickworks specifically
require that the foraging and commuting habitat is taken into consideration for the development at these
sites. A development consideration included in the Plan relating to the avoiding any loss of hedgerows,
commuting or foraging areas used by the Mottisfont bat population within the extraction site, or replaced
above or beyond the length or area lost has been added for Michelmersh. Alongside the requirements of
Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species for adequate survey, enhancement and mitigation, adverse
effects on the integrity of the SAC are therefore not considered to result from development of these sites.

167

The uncertainty surrounding the waste developments (there is no site allocation, only an assessment of
potential deliverability) means that effects cannot be predicted with certainty. The site at Dunwood Nurseries
(TTV 028) contains habitat that could support foraging bats, with good connectivity to the wider landscape.
However, it is thought that the protection imposed by Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species will
be sufficient to ensure that adequate survey informs the decision, mitigation strategy and compensation
that would be required.

Noise pollution, light and vibration
168

Bats species, including Barbastelle are sensitive to these effects, especially when commuting corridors or
feeding areas are lit, many bats species will exhibit avoidance behaviour. However, as bat species are active
during the dusk/dawn and night time, and as impacts arising from operations will only be present during
working hours it is unlikely that the SAC would be at risk from these effects. As above, development
considerations for Squabb Wood and Michelmersh specifically require that commuting/foraging habitat
is adequately considered, and additional requirements within Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety
and amenity for development to not cause unacceptable noise impacts are sufficient to ensure that no
effect on the integrity of the SAC would occur.

Changes to water levels, and water quality
169

The Barbastelle bats are known to use wet woodland and the wetland habitat associated with stream corridors.
Significant changes to water levels and a reduction in water quality would effectively reduce available habitat
for the invertebrate on which the species feeds, and as a result reduce the foraging habitat for the bats.
However, no effect on the water levels or water quality of the area within the 7.5km radius of the SAC were
identified.
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Other effects
170

The distance of all the sites assessed from the SAC, means that no other impacts could be considered likely
to directly effect it, and were considered unlikely to effect the commuting and foraging behaviour of the
bats, and so would not have effect on the integrity of the SAC

It is therefore considered that no effect on the integrity of the Mottisfont Bat SAC would occur as a result of
the implementation of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan, provided that the mitigation specified is
implemented.

3.3.7 River Itchen SAC
River Itchen SAC
Brief description and location and extent
171

The Itchen is a classic example of a sub-type 1 chalk river. The river is dominated throughout by aquatic
Ranunculus spp. The headwaters contain pond water-crowfoot Ranunculus peltatus, while two Ranunculus species
occur further downstream: stream water-crowfoot R. penicillatus ssp. pseudofluitans, a species especially
characteristic of calcium-rich rivers, and river water-crowfoot R. fluitans.

172

Strong populations of southern damselfly Coenagrion mercuriale occur here, estimated to be in the
hundreds of individuals. The site in central southern England represents one of the major population centres
in the UK. It also represents a population in a managed chalk-river flood plain, an unusual habitat for this
species in the UK, rather than on heathland.

173

The Itchen is a classic chalk river that supports high densities of bullhead Cottus gobio throughout much
of its length. The river provides good water quality, extensive beds of submerged plants that act as a refuge
for the species, and coarse sediments that are vital for spawning and juvenile development.

Minerals and waste development sites relevant to this European Site
174

Hamble Airfield (sand and gravel), ELH 020 Withys Meadow (waste management)

Comments

Physical disturbance/loss of habitat
175

Though neither of the above sites lie within the boundary of the SAC, EHL 020 lies directly adjacent to it,
and could support operations that may lead to smothering of the habitats within the river. This stretch of
the River is currently unfavourable no change, due to the current inappropriate water levels, inappropriate weirs
dams and other structures, invasive freshwater species, siltation, water abstraction, water pollution
(agriculture/run off, discharge). The environmental agency will require adherence to permitting standards
that will prevent siltation, in addition to the strict requirement of Policy 10: Protecting public health,
safety and amenity.
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Changes to water levels and water quality
176

The qualifying features of the SAC are very sensitive to changes in the water level of the river and it's
tributaries. The close proximity of ELH 020 to the river, and the fact that it overlies a secondary aquifer in
common with the SAC indicates that water quality impacts cannot be ruled out. However, strict statutory
environmental controls, and the requirements of Policy 10: Protecting public health, safety and amenity
means that such impacts are unlikely. It is unlikely that the proposed development would require any changes
to the structure of the river, and provision of sufficient buffer and protection of the riparian habitat would
be a requirement under Policy 3: Protection of habitats and species. The likely development would have
very little water requirement, and therefore would have no significant demands on water resource.

Air pollution
177

The qualifying features of the SAC are known to be sensitive to the effects of air quality. Parts of the access
and transport links required by the sites/areas identified above (Hamble Airfield), are in close proximity
to parts of the SAC.

It is therefore considered that none of the sites assessed within the Appropriate Assessment would have any
significant effect on the integrity of the River Itchen, provided that the mitigation specified is implemented.

Habitats Regulations Assessment Record Sept 2013

3.4 Considering whether the effects are cumulative
178

Regulation 102 of the Habitats Regulations requires the Appropriate Assessment of land use plans to
consider the effect of the Plan in-combination with other plans or projects. As described in Section 2.2.1,
a review of other plans that could potentially combine with the proposals in the Minerals and Waste Plan
to cause in-combination effects was carried out (see Appendix H of the Methodology and Baseline Report(36)).
Information regarding the location of other proposed development was taken into account in the Appropriate
Assessment (as described further below).

179

It is also necessary to consider the potential for in-combination effects to arise from the policies within the
Minerals and Waste Plan interacting with one another.

Potential In-combination Effects Identified at the Screening Stage
180

As described in Section 2.2.1, the screening stage of the HRA identified three policies or components of
policies that may have significant effects when considered in combination with other proposals, despite the
fact that alone they are not considered likely to result in significant effects. These are considered further
below.

Part of Policy 20 – The part of the policy proposing extension of Mortimer Quarry
181

The screening assessment identified the potential for this part of Policy 20 to have in-combination effects
on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA (11.5km from Mortimer Quarry) when considered alongside other
proposals in the Plan and elsewhere, as a result of increased vehicle traffic and the resulting air pollution.

182

However, the Strategic Transport Assessment(37) found that the extension of this site would not result in
any increase in vehicle movements from the current levels (76 daily HGV movements, 36 in and 36 out).
In addition, the Thames Basin Heaths SPA lies over 11km from the site, and the main strategic routes away
from the site do not lead directly to the SPA, so it is likely that only a small proportion of the site traffic
would pass in that direction.

183

The only other site allocation which was identified as potentially having an impact on the Thames Basin
Heaths SPA was Bramshill Quarry. As described fully in Appendix D.11, because that site is also allocated
for an extension of existing activities, vehicle movements to and from that site are also expected to remain
at current levels. As such, it is not considered likely that the Mortimer Quarry extension proposal would
have a significant adverse impact on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA as a result of increased vehicle traffic
when considered in combination with other proposals in the Minerals and Waste Plan.

184

The screening assessment also highlighted the potential for this proposal to have in-combination effects
on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA with development proposed in other plans, again in relation to increased
air pollution. However, as described above, the Mortimer Quarry extension is not expected to result in any
changes to existing traffic flows, and the proportion of vehicle movements that will travel towards the SPA
is likely to be relatively small, based on the layout of the strategic road network. Although there are a number
of new development sites (housing and employment) within Basingstoke, to the south of the Mortimer
Quarry site, it is not considered likely that the extension of the quarry site will contribute enough of an
impact on the SPA that in-combination effects with this other new development would be likely.

36
37

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Assessment under the Habitat Regulations - Methodology and Baseline Report February 2012
Hampshire County Council Strategic Transport and Traffic Assessment
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Policy 20 – The part of the policy proposing a new sand and gravel extraction site at Cutty Brow
185

The screening assessment identified the potential for this part of Policy 20 to have in-combination effects
on Porton Down (part of the Salisbury Plain SAC, 15km from Cutty Brow) when considered alongside
other development proposed in the area. This could result in increased vehicle traffic and an increase in the
associated air pollution.

186

The Strategic Transport Assessment found that this site is likely to result in a total of 40 traffic movements
per day (20 in and 20 out). These would mainly lead onto the A303 - although this route does not lie within
200m of the Porton Down SSSI component of the Salisbury Plain SAC, it does cross a small fragment of
the Salisbury Plain SSSI (also part of the SAC) further to the west of Andover. However, the small number
of vehicle movements on this route that could be attributed to the Cutty Brow site resulted in the Strategic
Transport Assessment concluding that it would have no material impact on HGV numbers on the A303.
Although there is other development proposed in and around Andover (including two strategic employment
sites on the north-eastern and south-western fringes of the town), it is not considered that the extent of
this additional development would result in a significant impact on air pollution at this SAC in-combination
with the Cutty Brow site.

187

None of the site allocations in the Minerals and Waste Plan were identified as having a potential impact on
the Salisbury Plain SAC; therefore in-combination adverse effects with other Plan policies on this SAC are
not considered likely.

Policy 29: Locations and sites for waste management
188

The Screening assessment identified the potential for in-combination effects to arise from sites that come
forward as new waste management facilities under this policy. Any types of effects, on any of the nearby
European sites, could result depending on the nature and location of new facilities that come forward.

189

Because of the uncertainties regarding which sites will be developed under this policy, it is not possible to
assess all of the potential in-combination effects; however those sites that are considered most likely to be
developed have been subject to an AA (see Appendix D.2) and so it is possible to consider the potential
in-combination effects of these sites. This assessment has been incorporated into the cumulative impacts
assessment below, set out by European sites.

Cumulative Impacts on European Sites
190

A number of the European sites considered in the assessment of the Plan site allocations (and those sites
considered most likely to come forward under Policies 27 and 29) may be affected by impacts from more
than one minerals or waste site. This may occur where more than one minerals or waste site is within
reasonably close proximity of a particular European site, where these minerals or waste sites will be operational
at the same time, and where potential effects of the sites are similar.

191

In addition, there may be in-combination effects from minerals and waste sites and other types of
development proposed in the Local Development Plan Documents for Hampshire’s constituent and
neighbouring local planning authorities where both will take place near to European sites and may have
similar types of effects. A summary of the potential for in-combination effects to result from sites in the
Plan interacting with one another and with other plans or projects is provided below, by groups of related
European sites. As described above, this summary also takes account of the sites that are considered most
likely to come forward for new waste management facilities to be developed under Policies 27 and 29,
although it should be recognised that these are not site allocations and there is no indication of the timescale
over which any of these may be developed.
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Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar and River Avon SAC
192

There are three Plan site allocations within reasonably close proximity of these European sites – Roeshot
(to the south east), Purple Haze (to the north) and Bleak Hill Quarry (also to the north). All of these
sites are allocated for sand and gravel extraction, therefore the onsite activities and potential effects on
nearby European sites are likely to be similar. The potential effects of all these sand and gravel sites on the
River Avon SAC and Avon Valley SPA/Ramsar site are wide ranging and include physical damage/loss of
habitat, noise/vibration, light pollution, changes in water quality/quantity, recreation-related impact, dust
and soil contamination. In addition, one of the sites that is considered particularly likely to be developed
for new waste management facilities under Policy 27 is located within fairly close proximity of these European
sites. However, this site was screened out of the assessment as it was not considered individually likely to
have an effect on these sites. In addition, as this site is not allocated through the Plan, and there is no
indication yet regarding the nature or timescale of any waste developments that may come forward there,
there is considerable uncertainty with regards to its potential contribution to cumulative impacts on these
European sites.

193

In addition, the allocated sites described above are anticipated to be developed at different times within the
Plan period, with Bleak Hill Quarry due for development sometime after 2020, Purple Haze from 2018 and
Roeshot from 2012. This phasing should spread out the occurrence of any impacts and reduce the chances
of in-combination effects on these European sites, depending on the more specific timings of developments
coming forward and the length of time that each site remains active for. The timings for development also
depend on an operator seeking to submit a planning application for development and this getting permission.

194

Purple Haze is located adjacent to an existing landfill site (Blue Haze) and so there is potential for
in-combination effects between the two sites, for example in terms of air pollution caused by HGV
movements to and from the sites, which would be likely to make use of the same roads. However, Purple
Haze would be used for landfill only after the remaining capacity at Blue Haze has been exhausted, so the
two sites should not be operational for landfill at the same time, reducing the likelihood of in-combination
effects.

195

There is also a new employment site allocation to the east of the River Avon SAC and Avon Valley
SPA/Ramsar site and so any effects from development there (e.g. air pollution from additional vehicle
traffic or increased demand for water abstraction/treatment) may combine with effects from the minerals
and waste sites.

Dorset Heathlands SPA/Ramsar site and Dorset Heaths SAC
196

There are two Plan site allocations within reasonably close proximity of these sites - Purple Haze and
Bleak Hill Quarry (both to the north east). As above, the effects of these sites on the heaths are wide
ranging and could include physical damage/loss of habitat, noise/vibration, light pollution, changes in water
quality/quantity, recreation-related impact, dust and soil contamination. Although, as described above, these
two sites would become operational at different times, with Bleak Hill Quarry due for development after
2020 and Purple Haze after 2018, the relatively small difference means that (depending on the life span of
both sites and the exact development date) there is likely to be some overlap in operations, meaning that
in-combination effects are more likely.
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197

With the exception of a new employment site allocation at Ringwood to the east of the heaths, there does
not appear to be any significant new development proposed in Hampshire that may have in-combination
effects with any impacts from these Plan site allocations. In addition, none of the sites that are considered
particularly likely to be developed for new waste management facilities under Policies 27 and 29 are located
within close proximity of these European sites; therefore cumulative impacts relating to those sites are not
considered likely.

198

However, the heathland designations also lie within the adjacent county of Dorset, where there is pressure
for housing and other development in the areas around the heaths. The HRA report for the Christchurch
and East Dorset Core Strategy concluded that there are likely to be significant effects on the Dorset Heaths
SAC and Dorset Heathlands Ramsar site as a result of the urban extension proposed at east of New Road,
West Parley and the proposal to widen the A338. Local authorities in that area are working together, however,
to minimise the impacts of housing development on the heaths through the production of a Joint Heathlands
DPD.

New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar site
199

There are two Plan site allocations within close proximity of these European sites – Roeshot (to the south
west) and Forest Lodge Home Farm (to the east). The New Forest is also within close enough proximity
of Squabb Wood landfill (approximately 5km to the north) for effects on the SPA/SAC/Ramsar site to
be possible. Although these site allocations are spread far apart around these large European sites, meaning
that any effects are likely to be experienced at different parts of the New Forest, the integrity of the
designations as a whole may still be affected by any in-combination effects. Roeshot and Forest Lodge
Home Farm are both allocated for sand and gravel extraction, and so may have similar types of effects.

200

There is not a significant amount of known new development proposed close to the New Forest
SAC/SPA/Ramsar site; however, there are a small number of housing and employment site designations
to the south and east of the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar site. New housing and employment developments
could give rise to similar types of effects as the allocated sites, which are wide ranging, and may include
physical damage/loss of habitat, noise/vibration, light pollution, changes in water quality/quantity,
recreation-related impact, dust and soil contamination. Therefore there is some potential for further
in-combination effects with these housing and employment site designations to the south and east of the
New Forest depending on when those sites are developed. None of the sites that are considered particularly
likely to be developed for new waste management facilities under Policies 27 and 29 are located within close
proximity of these European sites, therefore cumulative impacts relating to those sites are not considered
likely.

Thames Basin Heaths SPA
201

Although only one site allocation is within close proximity of this SPA (Bramshill Quarry extension, which
is located within the boundaries of the SPA), there are a number of existing and operational minerals sites
in very close proximity to the Bramshill Quarry extension, which could have in-combination effects. In
addition, four of the sites that are considered particularly likely to be developed for new waste management
facilities under Policies 27 and 29 are located within fairly close proximity of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA,
and one is within the boundaries. However, as these sites are not allocated through the Plan, and there is
no indication yet regarding the nature or timescale of any waste developments that may come forwards at
these sites, there is considerable uncertainty with regards to their potential contribution to cumulative
impacts on the SPA.
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202

In addition, Bramshill Quarry is proposed for development beyond 2020; therefore depending on the
operational time periods of the other nearby operational minerals sites and potential new waste sites,
in-combination effects caused by these nearby sites operating simultaneously may be avoided. In addition,
the Thames Basin Heaths SPA is well documented as being under pressure from impacts associated with
the high volume of new housing requirements within the numerous local authorities that include the Thames
Basin Heaths SPA, thus any effects from extraction of the Bramshill Quarry site may combine with effects
from other development proposed in the area. However, these local authorities have worked with Natural
England to prepare the Thames Basin Heaths Delivery Framework, which has guided local avoidance and
mitigation strategies to enable the delivery of dwellings in the vicinity of the SPA without having a significant
effect on the SPA as a whole. The framework approach focuses on avoiding the impact of recreation
(especially dog-walking) and urbanisation on the SPA habitat and qualifying bird species, in particular by
not allowing new housing development within 400m of the SPA boundary. Two main forms of mitigation
are included in the framework: the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace to encourage
recreation in areas away from the SPA; and delivery of Strategic Access Management and Monitoring
Measures, both to be funded by developer contributions.

River Itchen SAC
203

The Appropriate Assessment has identified potential air pollution impacts on this site from the Hamble
Airfield sand and gravel site only. In-combination effects with other minerals or waste site allocations are
not considered likely as there are no site allocations within close proximity to the SAC, and no other sites
where pathways of potential effects to the SAC have been identified. One of the sites considered particularly
likely to be developed for new waste management facilities under Policy 29 is located within close proximity
of this European site, and was identified as potentially having significant effects individually. However, as
this site is not allocated through the Plan, and there is no indication yet regarding the nature or timescale
of any waste developments that may come forwards there, there is considerable uncertainty with regards
to its potential contribution to cumulative impacts on the SAC.

204

However, there are two major housebuilding sites in Winchester, to the west of the SAC, and if these were
to lead to increased traffic volumes on the same roads which cross the SAC (the M27 and M3) there may
be in-combination adverse effects. However, the increase in vehicle traffic on these routes from the Hamble
Airfield site is very small – the Strategic Transport Assessment concluded that there was not likely to be
any material impact on traffic flows on the M27 as a result of this site being developed. On this basis, it is
unlikely that the development of these housing sites would have a great enough impact to combine with
that of the Hamble airfield site to create a significant in-combination effect.

Mottisfont Bats SAC
205

There are two site allocations within close proximity of this SAC – the Squabb Wood landfill (to the south
east) and Michelmersh Brickworks (to the east). Because of the distance over which the bats from the
SAC are known to travel (7.5km around the SAC), a range of potential effects from these sites have been
identified, including physical damage/loss of habitat, noise/vibration, light pollution, water quality, air
pollution and dust. Although the sites are located some way apart from one another, the effects of both
sites on the bats may combine to have a significant adverse effect, depending on whether the two site
allocations include any areas used by the bats for offsite breeding, foraging and roosting sites used by the
bats, which would not be known until the planning application stage. The development considerations set
out for Squabb Wood, and Michelmersh Brickworks specifically require that the foraging and commuting
habitat is taken into consideration for the development at these sites, and for Michelmersh, now state that
loss of any hedgerows, commuting or foraging areas used by the Mottisfont bat population should be
avoided within the extraction site, or replaced above or beyond the length or area lost.
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206

In addition, one of the sites considered particularly likely to be developed for new waste management
facilities under Policy 29 is located within fairly close proximity of this European site and was identified as
potentially having significant effects individually. However, as this site is not allocated through the Plan,
and there is no indication yet regarding the nature or timescale of any waste developments that may come
forwards there, there is considerable uncertainty with regards to its potential contribution to cumulative
impacts on the SAC.

207

There are also two housing site allocations in and around Romsey to the south east of the SAC, any effects
of which could combine with any caused by the minerals and waste site allocations. However, these are
located further from the SAC than the allocated sites, and the potential for any impacts from the housing
development to affect the integrity of the SAC will again depend on the exact flightpaths and offsite areas
used by the bats, which is uncertain at this stage, and should be determined through the planning application
process undertaken by the relevant local authorities when the housing proposals come forward.

Solent Maritime SAC/Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar site
208

There are two Plan site allocations within reasonably close proximity of these sites – Hamble Airfield (to
the east) and Forest Lodge Home Farm (to the west). The potential effects of these sites on the
SAC/SPA/Ramsar site are wide ranging and could include physical damage/loss of habitat, noise/vibration,
light pollution, changes in water quality/quantity, air pollution recreation-related impact, dust and soil
contamination. Although these two sites would become operational at different times, with Hamble Airfield
due for development after 2012 and Forest Lodge Farm after 2016, the relatively small difference means
that (depending on the life span of both sites and the exact development date) there is likely to be some
overlap in operations, meaning that in-combination effects are more likely.

209

There is a significant amount of new development (including housing and employment development)
proposed in and around Southampton, particularly to the north and east of these European sites. This may
result in in-combination effects with these Plan site allocations. In addition, three of the sites considered
particularly likely to be developed for new waste management facilities under Policies 27 and 29 are located
within fairly close proximity of these European sites. However, these sites were screened out of the assessment
in relation to their potential for significant effects individually. In addition these sites are not allocated
through the Plan, and there is no indication yet regarding the nature or timescale of any waste developments
that may come forwards at the sites, there is considerable uncertainty with regards to their potential
contribution to cumulative impacts on the SAC.

Wealden Heaths SPA
210

Although none of the allocated minerals and waste sites are within close proximity of this site, two of the
sites that are considered particularly likely to be developed for new waste management facilities under Policy
29 are located within fairly close proximity of this SPA. However, as these sites are not allocated through
the Plan, and there is no indication yet regarding the nature or timescale of any waste developments that
may come forwards there, there is considerable uncertainty with regards to the potential for these two sites
to have cumulative impacts on the SAC. In addition, one of the sites was screened out of the assessment
as it was not considered individually likely to have a significant effect on the SPA.
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3.5 Monitoring
211

Monitoring in relation to plans and projects is not specified by the Habitats Directive(38), but it is considered
to be good practice, and guidance suggests that monitoring the effects of plan implementation in relation
to any issues identified by the HRA should be undertaken.

212

It is important that measures for monitoring and review of European sites of interest in the plan area are
established in support of the HRA findings and mitigation measures which will provide the necessary policy
tools to ensure that adverse effects on the integrity of sites do not occur over the Plan period.

213

Monitoring for an HRA should be in tandem with the SA/SEA requirements and will link up with the
Hampshire Authorities Annual Monitoring Report on the implementation of the Hampshire Minerals and
Waste Plan through the provisions of the Implementation and Monitoring Plan (as set out in Appendix C
of the Plan). Monitoring of those planning permissions that are within European sites are incorporated into
this annual monitoring exercise. This will allow the Hampshire Authorities to determine if the Plan is having
an adverse effect on any European sites.

214

Where site allocations cannot be permitted, the Plan's Implementation and Monitoring Plan will be used
to monitor the impact of this on the Plan and the monitoring triggers will act to instigate a review of the
plan in light of any such decisions. This will include proposals that may be refused on the effects to European
sites.

215

In addition, each of the sites and areas that have been assessed within this HRA process will be subject to
conditions and other planning obligations that will have elements of monitoring and compliance attached.

3.6 Measures for avoiding adverse effects on site integrity
216

Mitigation measures have been built into the Plan through its development, which can be noted throughout
the iterations of the screening stage (see 1.2.1 'Previous reports undertaken').

217

Furthermore, more changes were brought about following a closer examination of the specific areas of
potential development that may arise by means of the Appropriate Assessment. These are discussed within
the detailed Appropriate Assessment in Appendix D of this record.

218

These measures broadly cover:
Changes to the wording of policies
Changes to the supporting text or implementation plan attached to the policies
Reduction in total mineral resource available for a site allocation
Changes to or additional development considerations that must be addressed as part of a planning
submission

219

38

Appendix E of this record summarises changes to the Plan resulting from the HRA process (not exhaustive).

Article 11 requires that ‘Member States shall undertake surveillance of the conservation status of the natural habitats and species referred to in Article 2 with particular
regard to priority natural habitat types and priority species'. In England this surveillance is undertaken by Natural England in their statutory nature conservation
role.
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3.7 Conclusion of the Appropriate Assessment
220

This report presents the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan
Development Plan Document. It follows on from the screening stages which were subject to targeted
consultations with nature conservation bodies including Natural England which helped inform policy
development.

221

The assessment establishes the nature of effects on the integrity of the European sites of interest. It
recommends a variety of avoidance and mitigation measures which have been built into the Hampshire
Minerals and Waste Plan to help remove identified effects, and demonstrates how the Hampshire Minerals
and Waste Plan has been developed to respond to these.

222

The HRA has concluded that there are no likely significant effects as a result of the Hampshire Minerals
and Waste Plan policies. It is also considered that all negative effects of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste
Plan in relation to conservation objectives of European sites can be satisfactorily avoided and reduced, and
do not require further assessment in-combination with effects of other plans and projects, provided the
recommended avoidance and mitigation measures are adopted and implemented successfully.

223

This conclusion will be published in the form of a formal Record of Determination on publication and
adoption of the Plan.
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Section 4 Consultation
224

Regulations 102(2) and 102(3) set out the requirement for consultation on the Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA).

225

Regulation 102(2) of The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 states the authority must consult
the nature conservation body (Natural England) and have regard to any representations made. The authority
is required to consult and reach agreement with Natural England before concluding that a Plan would have
no adverse effect on the integrity of a European site.

226

Public consultation is a discretionary requirement in respect of Habitats Regulations Assessment. Under
the provisions of Regulation 102(3) it is for the planning authority to consider if wider public consultation
is appropriate. The plan-making authorities consider that a targeted consultation as necessary throughout
the process was appropriate, rather than a single wider consultation. Natural England, the Environment
Agency and other nature conservation bodies have been invited to comment informally on the documentation
which has informed this HRA Record, and the Record itself throughout the process. The public had the
opportunity to view the conclusions when the Plan was published for pre-submission and also following
publication of the proposed modifications to the Plan in October / November 2012.
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4.1 Consulting on the methodology and baseline data
227

Natural England recommend that they are consulted on the method by which planning authorities wish to
assess their plan. It was also recommended that other nature conservation bodies and the Environment
Agency are consulted on the method and the evidence base about European sites. The Environment Agency
(EA), while not a statutory nature conservation body for the purposes of HRA, is also in a strong position
to provide advice and information during the HRA, as the EA is required to undertake HRA for its existing
licences and future licensing of activities.

228

Voluntary nature conservation bodies own and manage a number of European sites in Hampshire and
therefore were consulted to obtain their expertise and local knowledge on any current management issues
or sensitives. These bodies are the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) and the Hampshire &
Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust.

229

The Methodology report was sent to targeted nature conservation bodies for a period of four weeks
commencing 10th September 2010. This period of time was agreed with Natural England.
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4.2 Consulting on the results of the screening exercises
230

The Habitats Regulations Assessment should be undertaken during the preparation of the Plan being
assessed. This ensures the assessment has a direct influence over the developing Plan. It also ensures that
the Plan does not include any land-use policies which would be likely to fail the Habitats Regulations tests
at the project application stage. This integration also ensures Natural England are engaged throughout as
the advisory nature conservation body.

231

By completing several versions of screening, the plan making authorities have recorded the iterative process
of assessing the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan throughout its preparation.

232

Natural England, the Environment Agency and other nature conservation bodies were invited to comment
informally on each version of the screening report and attend three meetings during this time at which the
Plan development and assessment progress were discussed. This informed the on-going assessment of any
likely significant effects of the emerging plan on the European sites.

233

Natural England and the other nature conservation bodies (RSPB, Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife
Trust and the Environment Agency) were asked to comment on: the details provided in the screening
matrices (including the suggested changes to policy approaches to avoid significant effects); the suggested
requirements to undertake Appropriate Assessment; and the final conclusion. The findings from each
consultation exercise were reported in the subsequent version of the screening report and taken into account
in any subsequent screening exercises. The screening reports were subject to the following consultation
periods:
The first Screening Report was sent to targeted nature conservation bodies for a period of five weeks
commencing 2nd March 2011 (deadline of 6th April).
The second Screening Report was sent to targeted nature conservation bodies for a period of three
weeks commencing 28th June 2011 (deadline of 19th July).
The third Screening Report was sent to targeted nature conservation bodies for a period of three weeks
commencing 23rd September 2011 (deadline of 14th October).
The fourth Screening Report was produced to support the submission version of the HRA Record
(February 2012).
The fifth Screening Report, providing only a screening of the schedule of the pre-hearing proposed
modifications to the Plan was produced to support the pre-hearing version of the Plan(39)
The sixth Screening Report, providing only a screening of the schedule of the post-hearing modifications
to the Plan in support of the final version of the Plan(40).

39
40

Screening report was sent to Natural England for comment in October 2012
Screening report was sent to Natural England for comment in June 2013
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4.3 Consulting on the scope of the Appropriate Assessment
234

The Habitats Regulations Assessment should be undertaken during the preparation of the Plan being
assessed. This ensures the assessment has a direct influence over the developing Plan. It also ensures that
the Plan does not include any land-use policies which would be likely to fail the Habitats Regulations tests
at the project application stage. This integration also ensures Natural England are engaged throughout as
the advisory nature conservation body.

235

The Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan; Assessment Under the Habitats Regulations Screening Report
Version 2 set out the scope of stage 2 (Appropriate Assessment) of the HRA. Summaries of the responses
to this consultation can be found in Appendix C of this Record.

Table 4.1 Proposed integration of Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) with preparation of the Plan
Plan preparation stage

HRA Assessment stage

A.

Collecting baseline evidence to inform preparation of the Plan.

Gathering the evidence base on European sites and engaging nature
conservation bodies and stakeholders to agree methodology and
approach. Preparing Methodology Report.

B.

Generating policy options and appraising using Integrated
Sustainability Appraisal framework.

Stage 1 screening of policy options to identify likely significant effects
on European sites. Preparing Screening Report.

C.

Engaging stakeholders on reasonable policy options and most
sustainable plan approach.

Consulting nature conservation bodies on initial assessment findings.
Establishing the scope of Stage two assessment.

D.

Refining policy options and preparing Plan in response to
consultation findings and evidence.

Stage 2 Further iteration of screening if required, Appropriate
Assessment and reporting. Amending Plan in light of ongoing
assessment to avoid any adverse effect on European sites as the Plan
is refined. The assessment will be iterative following such amendments
to the Plan.

E.

Prepare final draft Plan (for publication and consultation).

Document assessment process and produce draft HRA Record for
Natural England.

F.

Prepare final plan (for submission to Government for
examination).

Produce HRA Record following Natural England comments.

G.

Adopt Plan.

Check any changes to the Plan and finalise HRA Record.
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4.4 Consulting on the HRA Record
236

The planning authority should consult and reach agreement with Natural England before concluding that
a plan would have no adverse effect on the integrity of a European site. Under the provisions of regulation
102(2) the planning authority must consult the nature conservation body (Natural England) and have regard
to any representations made. This Record represents the conclusions on which the Planning Authority has
sought formal consultation from Natural England. Natural England were consulted on previous versions
of this record(41) and agreed with its conclusions.

The plan making authorities will prepare a record of the Habitats Regulations Assessment, including:
a.
b.

a draft of the Appropriate Assessment; and
the initial conclusions as to whether it can ascertain that, with the proposed changes, and other
counter-acting measures in the Plan there would be no adverse effect on the integrity of any European
site.

237

Following the Public Examination of the Plan, the Authorities have prepared this final Record in support
of the final version of the Plan. Prior to publication Natural England opinion of the conclusions will be
sought and formally published in the form of a Record of Determination.

238

The Record will not be a free standing document as it will refer to other supporting documents. Detailed
analytical work that informed the conclusions will be made available on request.

Further information

Contact Us:
County Planning
Economy, Transport & Environment Department
Hampshire County Council
Floor 1, Elizabeth II Court West
The Castle
Winchester
SO23 8UD
Email: planning.policy@hants.gov.uk
Tel: 0845 603 5634 (Contact Centre - Hantsdirect)

41

Assessment under the Habitats Regulations - HRA Record (Submission) (Hampshire Authorities, February 2012)
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4.5 Summary of advice received from Natural England
Summary of advice received from Natural England
239

As explained in section 4.1 and 4.2 of this report, Hampshire County Council (HCC) undertook a targeted
consultation with Natural England and other nature consultation bodies on the HRA Methodology and
Baseline Report and various iterations of the HRA Screening Report (Versions 1-5). Natural England have
previously responded with comments on the HRA Methodology Baseline Report and their advice has been
summarised in Table 4.5. They also provided their comments on the HRA Screening Report (Version 1)
and the HRA Screening Report (Version 2) and their comments have been summarised in Tables 4.4 and
4.3 respectively. The Hampshire County Council response to these consultations and Natural England's
advice is summarised in each table.

239

Following the Public Examination of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan, Natural England were
consulted on the June 2013 version of the HRA Record on 28th May 2013 and their response is dated 15th
July 2013. The Hampshire Authorities met with Natural England on 19th July 2013 to discuss the content
of the letter and a formal rebuttal from the Hampshire Authorities was sent to Natural England on the 26th
July 2013. Natural England's final response to the July 2013 version of the HRA Record was received on
1st August 2013 and concluded that all of their previous concerns had been addressed. A copy of all three
of these letters are included below.

240

Natural England responded with comments on the proposed modifications to the Hampshire Minerals and
Waste Plan (October 2012). A copy of this letter is included below, and their comments summarised in
Table 4.2.

241

Natural England responded with comments on the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Publication Version
(November 2011) and the draft HRA Record (November 2011) in their letter dated 21st December 2011
(see below) and their comments are summarised in Table 4.3.
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Natural England response to Hampshire Authorities rebuttal (2013)

Date: 01 August 2013
Our Ref: 93474
Your ref: PLAN/LK/HMWPHRA

Mr Stuart Jarvis
Director of Economy, Transport and
Environment
Hampshire County Council
BY EMAIL ONLY

Dear Stuart
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan and Habitats Regulations Assessment
Thank you for your recent letter, dated 26 July, relating to the above. Natural
England welcomes the comprehensive detail provided in your letter, which takes
into account a meeting held on 19 July 2013 to discuss Natural England’s
outstanding concerns with the Draft Minerals and Waste Plan. Your letter is
accompanied by an updated Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), which has
been edited following our meeting.
Our detailed response to your letter and updated HRA is provided below:
1)

Plan preparation

Thank you for the useful summary, which sets out the plan preparation to date.
Natural England concurs with the detail provided and appreciates that at this
stage of the plan making process no additional changes can be made to the Plan,
over and above those identified within the Inspectors Report. We are aware that
minor errors and/or clarification to existing text can be made within the delegated
powers afforded to the Hampshire Authorities. On this basis, Natural England has
welcomed the opportunity to discuss the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
of the Plan in terms of clarifying existing detail and discussing minor alterations.
2)

Letter dated 15 July 2013 from Natural England

Protection of habitats and species) of the HMWP previously policy 2 in the
submission Plan February 2012)
At the meeting on 19 July 2013 Officers representing the Hampshire Authorities
provided clarity on the evolution of Policy 3, including previous consultations to
date. We note that Policy 3 has been subject to extensive consultation and
acknowledge that the Policy was examined by the Inspector after the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in March 2012. We note that
Policy 3 was considered in the first stage of public hearings in June 2012 and the
Inspector released his issues and questions in relation to the policy in April 2012.
We welcome the clarification that comments made by Natural England on the
requirements of the NPPF are contained within the supporting text to Policy 3.
Due to the fact the Plan should be read as a whole, the supporting text and policy
are both taken into account during the decision making process, and therefore

Natural England
Consultation Service
Hornbeam House
Electra Way
Crewe Business Park
CREWE
CW1 6GJ
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Natural England agrees that our previous comments have been adequately
addressed.
On this basis and due to the clarification received in your letter dated 26
July 2013, Natural England withdraws our concerns with respect to Policy 3.
Working of Purple Haze
Much of the discussion at our meeting on 19 July 2013 was focussed on the
working of Purple Haze. Natural England welcomed the opportunity for an
extensive conversation on Purple Haze and to gain clarification on the
consultation history surrounding the site:
a) Paragraph 2.33 (new version 2.32)
Natural England acknowledges that confusion has arisen with respect to
paragraph 2.32 and we note that it did form part of the October 2012 HRA.
The meeting on the 19 July provided an opportunity for further discussion on the
statement that the strategic sites (including Purple Haze) are ‘critical to the
delivery’ of the Plan. At the meeting Council officers emphasised that the Plan
should be read as a whole and although strategic sites are critical in the
delivery of mineral resources, this is on the basis of them meeting all other
parameters of the Plan, including the development considerations in
Appendix A and the policies and supporting text. Natural England welcomes
this clarification.
b) Need for the mineral and scarcity of soft sand
Natural England welcomed confirmation at the meeting on 19 July 2013 that there
is no presumption that an allocated site would be given permission and that it
would be judged in relation to the policies set out in the Plan as a whole.
c) Wet working
Natural England’s primary concern relates to the proposed nature of working at
Purple Haze. As previously outlined Natural England was satisfied with the
conclusions of the HRA provided the Purple Haze site was to be dry worked
only. Therefore we do not agree with the statement in your letter of 26 July 2013
(page 6) that ‘the issue of wet working has never been raised previously by
Natural England as part of the development of the HRA.’ The presumption that
the site would be dry worked only was based on previous versions of the HRA,
which concluded dry working at Purple Haze, for example the 2011 version of the
HRA stated (paragraph 86) that ‘all of the extraction sites are to be worked dry
and would have limited water take’. The same comment was included in the 2012
version of the HRA, under paragraph 87. In response to the 2012 consultation
Natural England stated in our letter (December 2012) that ‘In accordance with the
assumption in the current Habitats Regulations Assessment Paragraph 87 and
information from the Authority, all our comments are based on the workings at
Purple Haze being above and not adversely affecting the groundwater that
supports Ebblake Bog, part of the Dorset Heaths SAC, SPA and Ramsar site
and the Bramfield site also being worked dry with limited water take’ (our
emphasis).
Therefore from Natural England’s perspective, uncertainty has arisen as a result
of the statement that ‘other forms of working cannot be ruled out as technology
advances cannot be ruled out’ and the editing error in paragraph 88, which did not
state the predicted resource of 4 million tonnes has been calculated on the basis
of dry working only. However we appreciate that other sections of the HRA,
including Appendix D, make explicit reference to the site being worked ‘dry’ based
on 4 million tonnes within the Plan period.
During the meeting we appreciated the clarification given with respect to the
working of Purple Haze, in particularly the following key points:
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Confirmation from the Council that amendments would be to the HRA
Record for clarification purposes. As a result changes have been made to
the HRA to state that mineral sites are likely to be worked dry, i.e. above
the water table. In the case of Purple Haze there is a level of certainty
on this fact as the resource (4 million tonnes in the plan period) is
calculated on the basis of dry working.
Appendix A of the Plan sets out the proposed generic restoration for the
site. This does not include wet restoration as it is not considered suitable
and therefore has been ruled out as an option for restoration. Any variation
from this restoration specification would, as discussed, be a departure
from the Plan once it is adopted. Given that a future wet use would be
a departure from the Plan Natural England are satisfied that this
issue does not have to be included in the HRA.

Development considerations in Appendix A of the Plan
We note that comments made with respect to Appendix A were not within the
scope of the consultation made to Natural England in June 2013. As mentioned
in our response of 19 July 2013 we do not consider wording in Appendix A
to be unsound and therefore have no further comments to make on this
issue.
Local Nature Reserves
We also appreciate that these comments were outside the scope of the
consultation and therefore our comments can be withdrawn following the
clarification received at the meeting on 19 July 2013.
Paragraph 4.11 of the Plan
Natural England welcomes the clarification to be provided in glossary of the Plan
with respect to potential, possible and candidate designations for European and
International sites. On this basis we withdraw our previous concerns
outlined in our letter dated 15 July 2013.
3)

Outcomes and Next Steps

With respect to the comments made above and the changes made to the HRA,
Natural England is satisfied that our concerns outlined in our letter dated 15
July 2013 have been adequately resolved. We particularly welcome the
clarification provided in relation to the Purple Haze allocation and that the current
expected resource of 4 million tonnes is based on dry working of the site.
Thank you for the feedback received on this case and we hope to continue close
dialogue with you on the issues contained in the Plan. We also appreciate your
commitment that future consultations will summarise the stage of the plan making
process, particularly in cases where there is an extensive, complex history.
We trust that the above offers sufficient clarity on Natural England’s position,
however should you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me on
0300 060 4654 zoe.buddle@naturalengland.org.uk.
Yours sincerely

Zoë Buddle Bsc (Hons) MA MRTPI
Senior Adviser
Development Plans Network
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Hampshire Authorities rebuttal to Natural England 15th July 2013 response (2013)

Ms Zoe Buddle

Econo m y, T rans por t and E nvi ro nment D ep art m ent
Eliz abet h II Co ur t W es t, T he Cas tl e
Winc hest er, H amps hir e SO2 3 8UD
Tel:

By email
Cc: Planning Policy – County Planning
Wanda Fojt – Natural England

0845 603 5638
0845 603 5633
0845 603 5634
Textphone 0845 603
Fax 01962 847055
www.hants .gov.uk

(General Enquir ies)
(Roads and T ransport)
(Recycling Waste & P lannin g)
5625

Enquirie s to

Stuart Jarvis

My reference

PLAN/LK/HMWPHRA

Dire ct Line

01962 845260

Your refe rence

89611

Date

26 July 2013

Email

Stuart.jarvis@hants.gov.uk

___

Dear Zoe,

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan and Habitats Regulations
Assessment
Thank you for your letter dated 15 July 2013 regarding the Hampshire Minerals and
Waste Plan (HMWP) and the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA). I would also
like to thank you for your and Wanda’s attendance at a meeting with Megan Owen,
Lisa Kirby and Peter Chadwick from Hampshire County Council (HCC)1 on 19 July
2013 to discuss the HMWP and the HRA.
At this meeting it was agreed that in writing:
 The Hampshire Authorities would set out their position on the issues raised
by Natural England in the letter dated 15 July 2013.
 The Hampshire Authorities would summarise the main issues arising from
the meeting on 19 July 2013 and any associated outcomes.
This letter therefore considers the following:
1. a summary of the plan making process as discussed at the 19 July 2013
meeting;
2. a response from the Hampshire Authorities to the letter dated 15 July 2013
along with a summary of main points arising from the meeting on 19 July
2013 in relation to these; and
3. meeting outcomes and next steps.
1) Plan preparation
As you will be aware from previous correspondences and from discussions at the
meeting held on 19 July 2013, Natural England has been consulted both formally and
informally throughout the HMWP preparation. Natural England’s advice has been
welcomed and has been both constructive and useful, informing the development of
1 on behalf of the Hampshire Authorities

Dir ecto r of E nvi ro nment
Stuart Jarvi s
F:\Personal\HantsFile_Checkout_envnlk\HCC Letter blank_(HF000005053772).doc
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the plan’s policies and supporting text as well as the Habitats Regulation Assessment
(HRA). In particular, the Hampshire Authorities received detailed responses from
Natural England on the following consultations:
1. Publication version of the plan (November 2011) prior to submission2
including comments on the HRA;
2. The proposed modifications to the submission plan produced following the
first stage of public hearings in June 20123 including comments on the HRA
(consulted on between October-December 2012); and
3. The modifications arising from the reconvened hearings in March 2013
(which formed part of the final submission to the Inspector in April 2013) to
the HRA Record4.
In relation to the HRA work in particular, Natural England have been engaged and
have contributed to the HRA work in the following ways:
 Methodology which was developed under advice from Natural England and
agreed in September 2010
 Screening of which six iterations have been formally produced and have
been provided to Natural England at various stages of plan development.
 Consultation on the various versions of the HRA Record which have been
produced for the publication and submission stages of plan making. The
Hampshire Authorities have sought and gained Natural England’s approval
at each of the stages.
A public examination of the Plan took place from February 2012 following its
submission. This included two separate sets of hearing sessions in June 2012 and
March 2013 as well as a consultation on proposed modifications to the Plan.
As you will be aware, the HMWP was found sound by the Planning Inspector in May
2013 subject to modifications.
The HMWP has been produced in partnership with Southampton and Portsmouth
City Councils and the New Forest and South Downs National Park Authorities. The
five partners (the ‘Hampshire Authorities’) have now embarked on the process to gain
democratic approval to adopt the Plan. This commenced on 22 July 2013 with HCC
taking the HMWP to cabinet. The County Council’s cabinet agreed to forward the
Plan to Full Council with a recommendation for adoption.
The Hampshire Authorities can only adopt the HMWP in line with the
recommendations of the Inspector’s Report. If the Hampshire Authorities do not
agree to adopt the plan, the current plan would have to be withdrawn (even though it
has been publically examined and found sound) and a new plan would need to be
prepared. Therefore, there is no further opportunity to re-consult or re-examined parts
of the Plan. In addition, no changes to the Plan (over and above those identified in
the Inspectors Report) can occur if the plan is to be adopted. Minor errors and
clarification of existing text are within the delegated powers afforded to the
Hampshire Authorities.

2 NE response 21 December 2011
3 NE response 17 December 2012
4 NE response 15 July 2013
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2) Response to letter dated 15 July 2013 from Natural England
The purpose of our request set out in our letter dated 19 June 2013 for agreement on
the HRA is part of the adoption process to meet the requirements of the Habitat
Regulations paragraph 102(2). In the Hampshire Authorities’ initial letter Natural
England were requested to focus only on the modifications which resulted from the
second stage of the public hearings which took place in March 2013. This was
presented in the table of modifications included with the letter as well as the
assessment of the modifications presented in Appendix G of the HRA Appendices.
All previous modifications to the plan (following submission) were subject to public
consultation between October and December 2012 and had been reflected in the
version of the HRA provided to Natural England in October 2012. However, Natural
England’s letter dated 15 July 2013 picks up issues that pre-date the stage of the
consultation reached and as a result does not consider the modifications as
requested by the Hampshire Authorities in the letter dated 19 June 2013.
The Hampshire Authorities response on the issues raised in the 15 July 2013 letter
and a summary of the issues discussed at the 19 July 2013 meeting are set out in
turn below.
Policy 3 (Protection of habitats and species) of the HMWP (previously policy 2
in the submission Plan (February 2012))
The Hampshire Authorities note the issues raised by Natural England in relation to
Policy 3 in the letter dated 15 July 2013. However, as explained at the meeting on 19
July 2013, the Hampshire Authorities do not agree with Natural England’s position in
relation to this. At the meeting you will be aware that HCC officers summarised how
Natural England had been involved in the evolution of Policy 3 and its associated
supporting text. This included:
 Natural England officers being engaged actively in the development of the
policy wording before the publication stage; and
 Natural England had an opportunity to comment on Policy 3 during the
consultation on the submission of the Plan (November 2011).
It is important to note that the reference in Natural England’s letter that the policy had
not being publically examined or that the public examination took place before the
publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in Natural England’s
letter is incorrect. The Public Examination took place after the publication of the
NPPF. The NPPF was published in March 2012, the first stage of hearings took place
in June 2012. Policy 3 was considered in the first stage of public hearings in June
2012 and the Inspector released his issues and questions in relation to the policy in
April 2012. Natural England did not submit a response to these and did not request to
attend the public hearing session which related to Policy 3.
As HCC officers explained at the meeting, comments were received from Natural
England as part of the consultation on proposed modifications to the submission Plan
(October 2012). However, these comments fell outside the scope of the consultation
for the reasons outlined in our letter date 19 June 2013. This included the fact that
Policy 3 had previously been examined and no modifications were required in light of
these hearings. Even in light of this, the Hampshire Authorities made the Inspector
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aware of the comments received from Natural England to this consultation and the
Hampshire Authorities response to these. The Inspector did not set another hearing
session on the policy following this as part of the second stage of hearings in March
2013.
In addition, as explained by HCC officer at the meeting, it is the opinion of the
Hampshire Authorities that Natural England’s view that the policy does not meet
requirements of NPPF is confused by a misunderstanding that the supporting text
isn’t part of the policy. It is important to note that Policy 3 was based on the draft
NPPF and the Inspector considered consistency of all policies in the Plan as part of
the public examination as it is one of the test of soundness as set out in paragraph
182 of the NPPF. As set out in our letter dated 19 June 2013, the Hampshire
Authorities highlight that the issues raised by Natural England are already included in
the supporting text for the plan. The Plan also clearly states that both policy and
supporting text will be taken into account in decision making. This issue was raised at
the public hearings and the Inspector agreed with this approach. This policy has been
examined by an independent Planning Inspector, and has been found sound and
consistent with national planning policy. For these reasons, the Hampshire
Authorities do not agree with the position of Natural England in relation to Policy 3.
At the meeting, Natural England officers acknowledged the position of the Hampshire
Authorities in relation to Policy 3 and agreed that their response could be withdrawn
based on the issues discussed and the clarification received.
Working of Purple Haze
The Hampshire Authorities note the issues raised by Natural England in relation to
the working of Purple Haze in the letter dated 15 July 2013 and the issues are dealt
with in turn.
a) Paragraph 2.33 (new version 2.32)
As Natural England will be aware our letter dated 15 June 2013 and the meeting,
paragraph 2.33 was consulted upon as part of the consultation on proposed
modifications to the Plan (October 2012). The paragraph was also assessed in the
HRA October 2012 version (Table F3 reference d8/d9) which Natural England had
the opportunity to comment on as part of this consultation. The letter dated 15 July
2013 indicates that this is ‘new information’ which Natural England had not had an
opportunity to comment on. This is incorrect for the reasons outlined above. In
particular, Natural England commented on the insertion of this paragraph in their
December 2012 response. Concerns regarding inflexibility were not raised at this
time.
In addition, as indicated at the meeting, even in light of the above, the Hampshire
Authorities do not agree with the stance of Natural England that this materially
changes the flexibility of the plan. The purpose of the modified wording is to only
clarify the whole premise of the Plan that allocated sites are essential to delivering
the level of minerals required, within the parameters set out by the policies within the
plan. This includes the development considerations set out in Appendix A – Site
allocations. In addition, as the Hampshire Authorities indicated at the meeting, the
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policies in the plan and associated supporting text should not be viewed in isolation
and the plan should be considered as a whole. This is clearly set out in the Plan.
As already indicated in our letter dated 19 June 2013, the Hampshire Authorities
believe that there is sufficient reference to the requirement for HRA set out in the
supporting text for policies 3 and 20 of the plan in relation to HRA for allocated sites.
It is the Hampshire Authorities opinion that the Purple Haze site is deliverable, even if
a reduced level of resource is required following further assessment at the planning
application stage. The site would still contribute to meeting a local and plan area
need for aggregate.
In addition to the above, the Implementation and Monitoring Plan (as set out in
Appendix C of the Plan) provides a robust methodology for monitoring the
implementation of the Plan. This will identify if allocated sites do or do not come
forward and what impact this has on mineral supply. Monitoring of the plan will also
pick up any differences between the allocation yield and what is permitted. It is quite
common for an allocated site to have a different permitted yield to that was allocated
as the passage of time or indeed other considerations can impact this. This cannot be
envisaged at the plan making stage. Monitoring of the plan provides flexibility that in
the event a site does not come forward or is not granted planning permission, the
impacts on mineral supply are assessed and a review of the plan is considered if
monitoring shows this to be required.
b) Need for the mineral over environmental and d) scarcity of soft sand
As we the Hampshire Authorities indicated in our letter dated 19 June 2013 and at
the meeting on 19 July 2013, the scarcity of soft sand and the implications on the
plan is not new information. This issue has been communicated at all stages of the
plan making process. The potential impacts to European sites has been in part
responsible for the scarcity, as it has been acknowledged that other sites considered
for soft sand would not be able to demonstrate with certainty that no significant effect
would occur at this time. As a result, the plan includes a shortfall with respect to soft
sand as site appraisal work has shown that there are no other deliverable or
sustainable options for soft sand at this time.
Any proposal for the extraction of soft sand, whether an allocation or an unallocated
site, would be judged against the relevant policies in the Plan at the time of
application and would be judged on its merits. It is important to note that there is no
presumption that an allocated site would be given planning permission.
c) Wet working
The Hampshire Authorities have acknowledged the concerns raised regarding the
potential impact of working Purple Haze on Ebblake bog which has been worked into
the Plan as it has evolved. Indeed, Natural England officers have advised on the
construction of the development considerations to address potential impacts as the
Plan has developed.
As indicated at the meeting held on 19 July 2013 by HCC officers, the Plan does not
give any weight to specific methods of working for any of the allocations. In addition,
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the issue of wet working has never been raised previously by Natural England as part
of the development of the HRA.
Determining the method of extraction cannot be determined at plan level, as it is
possible (though unlikely in some cases) that sites could be worked wet and not have
environmental impacts. It is important that plan-making authorities should not place
undue constraints to development, when it cannot be proved at this stage that such
constraint is necessary. The Hampshire Authorities anticipate that this proposal is
unlikely to come forward as an application until the middle or back end of the Plan
period when changes in the environment could influence any proposal (e.g.
designations, hydrological changes etc).
The strategic nature of the plan cannot rule out whether these impacts would arise
and therefore cannot categorically state which way each site will be worked in order
to main full flexibility of the plan. Indeed, the Plan contains policies which will restrict
any development should wet working be considered to be an overriding issue (e.g.
Policies 10, 11 etc). The development considerations included in the plan will ensure
that hydrological impacts are addressed by any method of working and also overlay
the restrictions on causing harm to habitats and species, and to ensure that the
hydrological regimes are not affected.
If, at project level this result’s in the conclusion that the site cannot be worked wet or,
conversely, the site can be worked wet without harm, then the plan must not
prejudice this.
In addition, if, at project level, an allocated site is considered to have any adverse
impact on the issues identified of ecological or hydrological interest which cannot be
mitigated, planning permission will not be granted. This point was also notably
echoed in the Inspector’s report in relation to the Purple Haze site. As mentioned in
the meeting, this has happened in Hampshire a number of times in the past. For
example, a site allocation included in the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan
(1998) at the Triangle, near Romsey was refused planning permission on the grounds
of hydrological impact in 2005. In such instances, where a site allocation is
considered to be undeliverable at the application stage, the Implementation and
Monitoring Plan would pick up the shortfall and take subsequent action as designed
through the monitoring of the Plan.
The HRA correctly presumes that Purple Haze is likely to be worked dry, as 4mt can
be taken from the site above the water table. The level of extraction is clearly stated
in Appendix A of the Plan which sets out the parameters of the site allocation and this
level has been based on mineral resources available above the water table.
However, the HRA does acknowledge5 that other methods could be used if they can
be found to not cause effect, and therefore it has never been presumed that ‘working
dry’ would have to be a development consideration in order to mitigate effects.
Natural England has been party to the understanding on this, as this assessment was
subject to consultation in October 2012.
This aside, the likelihood for wet working at Purple Haze to arise at this stage (plan
making) is considered small enough to be determined at a later stage of assessment
5 Paragraph 40, 97 October 2012 and June 2013 version Record and all detailed assessment of Purple Haze Table D14 Appendices
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(planning application stage. Again, the development considerations included in the
plan relating to hydrology will ensure any impacts will be suitably assessed to
determine how the site can and will be worked without significant impact. This
premise has not altered since the consultation on proposed modifications to the Plan
(October 2012).
The Hampshire Authorities do acknowledge that the October 2012 and June 2013
version of the Record did have an editing error in paragraph 88. However, as
indicated at the meeting, as this is at cross purposes to the detailed assessment in
Appendix D table D14 and other similar paragraphs within the Record relating to the
other European sites, the Hampshire Authorities do not believe that it is misleading.
However taking into account the issues raised by Natural England and following
discussions at the 19 July 2013 meeting, the Hampshire Authorities will amend the
HRA (see 3) Meeting outcomes and next steps) to clarify the issue.
Appendix A of the Plan also sets out the proposed generic restoration for the site.
This does not include wet restoration as it is not considered suitable and therefore
has been ruled out as an option for restoration. Any variation from this restoration
specification would, as discussed, be a departure from the Plan once it is adopted. In
light of the above, wet working as a restoration use is not required to be considered
by the HRA.
It is important to note that Natural England would be consulted on any planning
application for mineral working at Purple Haze or indeed any of the site allocations.
As previously noted, there is also no presumption that an allocated site would be
given planning permission. All proposals will be judged on their merits against the
policies in the Plan.
As already set out above, the Implementation and Monitoring Plan provides a robust
methodology for monitoring the implementation of the Plan following adoption. This
will include if allocated sites do or do not come forward and what impact this has on
mineral supply.
In relation to Natural England’s concerns about the Inspector’s comments in his
Report on wet working, the Hampshire Authorities believe that this is a general
comment on mineral working which acknowledges that there may be some
circumstances where a given mineral site could be worked wet. In addition, with
reference to Natural England’s comments that the Inspector is reliant on information
from elsewhere rather than on locally sourced evidence, the Hampshire Authorities
do not agreed with this view. The Inspector reviewed all information submitted by the
Hampshire Authorities and considered it to be robust for the purposes of plan making.
Development considerations in Appendix A of the Plan
In the letter dated 15 July 2013, Natural England indicated that the development
considerations lie in Appendix 1 of this Plan. For your future reference, this
description is incorrect. The development considerations are and have always been
set out in Appendix A (Site allocations) of the Plan.
Natural England officers were also heavily involved in the evolution of the wording for
the development considerations for the Purple Haze site and indeed other allocations
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in the plan. Natural England officers also had the opportunity to also comment on the
soundness of the development considerations as part of the soundness consultation
(October 2011). Alterations to the wording were proposed by Natural England at this
stage and the Hampshire Authorities ensured that this wording was included in the
submission version of the Plan.
It is important to note, as previously documented in our letter dated 19 June 2013 that
the response made by Natural England on the wording of the development
considerations was made outside of the scope of the consultation on proposed
modifications. As with the comments received on Policy 3, the Hampshire Authorities
made the Inspector aware of the comments received from Natural England to this
consultation and the Hampshire Authorities response to these. The Inspector did not
set another hearing session on the site allocations following this as part of the second
stage of hearings in March 2013. In any event, the Hampshire Authorities considered
that further changes to the development considerations were not required as the
considerations alongside all other policies within the Plan provide sufficient protection
to the European and Internationally important species and habitats. The Plan has
been found sound subject to main modifications. This includes the site allocations
included in the plan.
It is also important to note that detailed measures required as a result of the
development considerations would have to be agreed at the time of any planning
application. Natural England will be consulted on any application. In addition, there
are other policies in the Plan which addresses the issues of recreational
displacement in more detail.
Local Nature Reserves
The Hampshire Authorities note the comments from Natural England on the
consideration of Local Nature Reserves. This issue was not raised by Natural
England at previous stages of consultation and Plan development. The Hampshire
Authorities have already previously indicated (letter 19 June 2013) that the list
provides a local interpretation of what the Hampshire Authorities consider to be
nationally important sites within the Plan area. This is also over and above the
requirements set out in national planning policy. As this is a local Plan about local
issues and approaches this is considered to be appropriate.
At the meeting, Natural England officers acknowledged the position of the Hampshire
Authorities in relation to Local Nature Reserves and agreed that their response could
be withdrawn based on the issues discussed and the clarification received.
Paragraph 4.11 of the Plan
As indicated in our letter (19 June 2013) and at the meeting, the comments received
by Natural England as part of the proposed modifications consultation on the wording
of paragraph 4.11 fell outside of the scope of the consultation. The Hampshire
Authorities do not agree that the wording within the Plan does not meet the
requirements of paragraph 118 of the NPPF. As HCC officers also explained at the
meeting, the Hampshire Authorities believe that this is purely semantics. Potential
and candidate are merely descriptive adjectives of the status of the sites, not implying
the stage of that process, clearly demonstrated by the use of lower case. The
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Hampshire Authorities believe that the point raised in relation to 'potential' European
and international sites and species is adequately covered by the supporting text for
Policy 3 (as amended). No further changes are therefore considered to be required.
The Plan has also been found sound in this respect. However, for clarification, it was
agreed at the meeting that a definition of potential, possible and candidate
designations would be added to the glossary of the Plan (see 3) Meeting outcomes
and next steps).
At the meeting, Natural England officers acknowledged the position of the Hampshire
Authorities in relation to paragraph 4.11 of the plan and agreed that their response
could be withdrawn based on the issues discussed, the clarification received and
amendments to the glossary of the plan.
3) Meeting outcomes and next steps
Outcomes
The issues discussed at the 19 July 2013 meeting have already been summarised in
this letter. At the meeting the following actions / outcomes were agreed:
1) Amendment to the HRA Record for clarification. This means changes to the
following sections:
a. Section 3.2.2 para 40- Add reference to the fact that the minerals sites
are likely to be worked ‘dry’ i.e. above the water table (unless other
technology can demonstrably be used without causing changes to the
hydrological regime), reducing the likelihood of adverse impacts
related to changes in water quality or quantity. In the case of Purple
Haze, the mineral allocation (of 4 million tonnes in the plan period) is
calculated on the basis of dry working.
b. Section 3.3.1, para 69– Amendment to the existing text to say that the
detailed hydrological connection between the site and the European
designation is unknown
c. Section 3.3.1, paragraph 70 – As changes to para 40 above.
d. Section 3.3.1, paragraph 79- As changes to para 40 above.
e. Section 3.3.2, paragraph 88 - As changes to para 40 above.
f. section 3.3.2, paragraph 97 – As changes to para 40 above.
g. Section 3.3.3, paragraph 188 - As changes to para 40 above.
h. Section 3.5 paragraph 3.13 – Amend existing text on the monitoring of
the plan for clarification that monitoring for an HRA will be undertaken
in tandem with the SA/SEA requirements and will link up with the
Hampshire Authorities Annual Monitoring Report on the
implementation of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan through
the provisions of the Implementation and Monitoring Plan. Add new
text on what happens when site allocation are not permitted in relation
to monitoring.
i. Section 4.2, paragraph 10 – Add dates in which the fifth and sixth
screening reports were sent to Natural England for comment.
j. Section 4.4, paragraph 13-15 – Minor changes to the existing text for
clarification and correction of typos.
2) Amendments to HRA Appendices:
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a. Amendment to the wording of the column on ‘will the mineral
development have an adverse effect…’ in table in D6 clarification of
‘Although this extraction site is expected to be worked ‘dry’ i.e. above
the water table as the allocation (4 million tonnes within the plan
period) has been based on a calculation on the basis of dry working
(unless other method can be used that do not impact the hydrology of
the area).
3) Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan
a. Add definition of potential, possible and candidate designated sites to
the glossary of the Plan. This will be worded as follows:
Potential/candidate European sites: This includes potential Special
Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation and
proposed Ramsar sites.
Next steps
As indicated earlier in the letter, this letter is accompanied by a revised:



Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) – Record; and
Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) –Appendices;

The HRA Record and Appendices reflect the changes agreed at the 19 July 2013
meeting. As this is the final version of the HRA, in line with the methodology
approved by Natural England in 2010, we now require only Natural England’s final
comments on the Competent Authorities’ statement within the Record of
Determination.
As previously noted, this is the third version of the Record (as amended), updated to
support the adoption of the HMWP, and updated as set out above to incorporate
Natural England’s comments. The screening/summary of this new assessment can
be found in Appendix G of the HRA appendices.
The Hampshire Authorities ask Natural England to review these minor changes
to the HRA and provide a response to these changes and to the minor
modifications to the plan arising from the final stage of public hearings of the
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan. The Hampshire Authorities also ask for
comments on the draft Record of Determination which was previously sent to
Natural England for comment.
The letter sent to Natural England on 19 June 2013 enclosed copies of the
schedules6 of MAIN and ADDITIONAL modifications proposed as part of the public
examination process7 as well as a Record of Determination (draft) – for information
at this stage. These have not been resent as part of this package. HCC officers will
6 Please note, as indicated in previous letter,, With reference to the schedules please see modifications DC204-DC295. These are the changes which have
not previously been considered by Natural England as part of the HRA process.

7 Please note, as indicated in previous letter, although the HRA refers to the ‘Schedule of further proposed changes to the Hampshire Minerals
and Waste Plan’ (February 2013) as well as the further additional modifications proposed at the second stage of hearings’, for completeness we
feel it is better to provide you with all the modifications submitted to the Inspector (in April 2013) for him to prepare this report rather than provide
you with separate schedules detailing these changes.
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send a CD with all documentation associated with this letter first class today as
promised.
As agreed at the meeting, following clarification of the Hampshire Authorities position
on the issues raised by Natural England, the discussions held and the outcomes, the
Hampshire Authorities would welcome a revised response on the HRA clarifying that
their concerns (if agreeable) raised in the letter dated 15 July 2013 have been met /
resolved. Based on the fact that our initial request for comments was made on 19
June 2013 and we have had our subsequent meeting, we would welcome your
further comments in response to this letter as soon as possible, but not later than 9
August 2013. If you have any issues with this timescale, please let us know as soon
as possible.
In addition, if you have any comments on the definition to be added to the glossary of
the Plan as noted above, please let us know.
Other issues
At the close of the meeting Wanda asked for feedback on the process of consultation
with Natural England. HCC officers indicated that the letter dated 19 June 2013 had
requested that if there were any issues associated with our request that HCC officers
were contracted before any formal response was made so issues could be
discussed. In our opinion, if Natural England officers had done this, this issue could
have been resolved more quickly and to the satisfaction of both parties. The
Hampshire Authorities hope this issue can be avoided in the future.
In addition, at the meeting, HCC officers also made a commitment to ensure that
when we are seeking further views of Natural England officers on plan making, that
the accompanying letter summarises what stage in the plan making process the
request is being made under. We hope this will help Natural England officers with
further request for views in the longer term.
I hope this letter provides an adequate summary of the Hampshire Authorities
position in relation to the issues raised by Natural England as well the discussions
and outcomes of the meeting on 19 July 2013. I also hope that this letter will also
help inform further discussions on the sign off of the HRA.
As with the previous letter sent to Natural England in relation to this issue, if you have
any detailed queries and issues associated with the contents of the letter or the HRA,
please contact Megan Owen on the contact details previously provided.
Yours sincerely

Stuart Jarvis
Director of Economy, Transport and Environment
Hampshire County Council
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Natural Englands response to post Public Examination changes (2013)

Date: 15 July 2013
Our Ref 89611
Your ref:
Lisa Kirby
Planning Policy
Hampshire County Council

BY EMAIL ONLY

Natural England
Consultation
Service
Hornbeam House
Electra Way
Crewe Business
Park
CREWE
CW1 6GJ
T: 0300 060 3900

Dear Lisa,
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
Localism Act 2011
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan and Habitat Regulations Assessment
Thank you for consulting us on the above dated 19 June 2013. This consultation
was received on 20th June 2013.
Technical Advice
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to
ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for
the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable
development.
We have considered your comments in table 1 accompanying your letter and
have the following comments to make below. Our greatest concern is regarding
the new information provided regarding working at Purple Haze: in particular the
likelihood of wet working on the site, that it be cannot be ruled out at this stage,
and that this hasn’t been considered in the current draft of the HRA.
1. Policy 3
We consider Policy 3 to be insufficient at present as it does not protect the
integrity of Natura 2000 sites and is contrary to Paragraph 113 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It should be noted that Natural England did
not object to this policy in our pre –submission response because Planning Policy
Statement 9 (PPS9) contained sufficient higher level policy to overcome any
objection. As no other party objected to it, Policy 3 was not considered at the
Examination in Public, which took place before the introduction of the NPPF. We
would therefore expect the Authority to review this policy at the earliest
appropriate opportunity so that it is compliant with the NPPF.
Having regard to delay to the adoption of the Plan on this point alone, we would
be content to rely on the text in the Plan in paragraph 3.13 (though not new
paragraph 4.19 as suggested) until such a review.
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2. Purple Haze
We have noted the new information you have provided to us that “Dry working of
the site is considered the most likely at this stage but other forms of working
cannot be ruled out as technology advances cannot be ruled out.” (Our emphasis)
This is stated in Table 1. We are also mindful of the new paragraph 2.33 in the
Plan as this restricts the flexibility of the Plan. We have considered the
implication of both of these for the Habitat Regulations Assessment.
In the case of the Hampshire Mineral and Waste Plan, our understanding has
consistently been working below the water-table was not likely to be required. We
based all our responses on this understanding. For example in the record of the
meeting 17th November 2011 and through the HRA compiled by the Authority that
stated in development management considerations that all extraction sites are to
be worked dry only and would have limited water take, (previously numbered
paragraph 87, paragraph 88 in June 2013 document ). The Habitat Regulation
Assessment at no time to date or indeed currently, has considered below water
table working and there is currently no evidence available to be able to be certain
that such form of working would not give rise to likely significant effects.
In addition, the Plan through Policy 20 gave sufficient flexibility for an alternative
approach in allocations which allowed for the policy wording the Authority
preferred in Development Management Considerations in Appendix 1 so that the
Plan could be certain of no likely significant effects. It was therefore previously
considered that Habitat Regulations Assessment was satisfactorily concluded.
You will be aware that Natural England has had previous concerns regarding the
potential hydrological impact of workings on the adjacent Ebblake Bog SSSI. This
was raised in previous correspondence 21 December 2011 and at meetings on 7th
November 2011 and 17 November 2011. The need for a hydrogeological survey
to investigate potential impacts before formal allocation was discussed at the
meeting on 17 November 2011. Natural England was informed by officers of the
Authority that the estimated yield of 4 mt was based on above water table
extraction. In addition Natural England was also assured that should any of the
allocated sites be found not to be deliverable after application-level Environmental
and Habitats Regulations Assessment, it would not be an issue in terms of
deliverability of the plan. Policy 20 does allow for the provision of alternative sites
should an allocated site be shown not to be deliverable or have a lower yield.
In common with our response to other planning authorities in similar situations,
the key question is whether working below the water-table is likely to be required
and whether there is flexibility / contingency for not doing so in the Plan. This
crucial in determining at what stage further hydrological information should be
required to ensure that the plan could establish certainty of no likely significant
effects to internationally designated sites.
We understand that question of the need for working below the water table at
Purple Haze was discussed at the Examination in Public and the conclusion to
this is included in the Inspector’s report. We do not entirely agree with paragraph
86 of the Inspector’s report that “Further, as noted at other sites, wet working is
not necessarily a barrier to extraction” The Inspector is not relying on evidence
here rather supposition of the possible effects of an-unspecified amount of wet
working in the future.
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Whilst wet- working which did not disrupt the water table may usually be a
deliverable technique to lessen hydrological impacts, this is not the only effect that
needs to be considered in this case. The likelihood of a wet after use and its
effect on Natura 2000 sites must be established through the HRA. In addition, the
interrelationship with the subsequent proposed waste deposition needs to be
considered. In this case, in contrast to mineral extraction, waste deposition in
such circumstances will have additional hydrogeological constraints and is
unlikely to be permitted below the water table where ground-water provides an
important contribution to river flow or other sensitive surface waters.
(Environment Agency Policy E1 - Landfill location, Groundwater protection:
Principles and practice (GP3)).
Purple Haze is a reserve site for landfill if required and if mineral extraction has
taken place. If working is below the water-table, restoration to heathland or similar
would not be possible and a wet after-use is likely to be the only use deliverable in
such circumstances. Therefore, the effect of a potential permanent water
feature, such as the permanent loss of foraging and breeding areas for Annex 1
birds, permanent displacement of loss of recreational land and potential pollution
of Ebblake Bog (or even westwards into the Avon catchment) amongst other
impacts needs to be tested through the Habitat Regulation Assessment to assess
if these impacts would give rise to likely significant effects. Moreover, Natural
England’s assessment has been made on the basis of above water-table working
only as set out in the HRA (paragraph 88 extraction sites are to be worked dry
and would have limited water take).
At present, in the absence of further evidence, likely significant effects are
uncertain and therefore if such is proposed, this must be considered by the
Habitat Regulations Assessment before the Plan could proceed. In the absence
of further hydrological evidence, we would only agree with the Inspector’s view in
paragraph 90 “that it should be possible to resolve outstanding matters at the
application stage”, but only if working were above the water table is the only
option.
In summary Natural England advise that the plan has not considered the likely
significant effects of the two proposals (alone or in-combination) and the scope of
the likely range of options against the possible effects on European and
internationally protected sites. The Inspector is reliant on information from
elsewhere rather than on locally sourced evidence. The considerations at this
time are such that he is unable to provide clear screening of options which may
not provide necessary mitigation and avoidance or a clear direction for those
which the evidence suggests are acceptable. The Habitats Regulation requires
the competent authority to be certain in reaching a decision, the use of terms such
as “not necessarily” and “possible” indicate uncertainty.
We are also aware of the scarcity of soft sand in the County and the reliance that
the Authority therefore may place on Purple Haze for its supply as a major
strategic allocated site. In addition, we had noted the new paragraph 2.33 “The
sites for local land-won sand and gravel (including extensions) identified in the
Plan are all considered strategic. These strategic sites will each make a
significant contribution (over 0.5 million tonnes) to the supply of aggregates over
the plan period and are critical to the delivery of the strategy for minerals.”
As it appeared that working below the water-table may have changed from not
likely to be required to could be required, we advised in our response dated 17
December 2012 that
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The reference to critical in paragraph 2.33 should reflect that allocations at
Purple Haze and Bramshill, which could be revised by a Habitat
Regulation Assessment at the Project stage.
The ambiguity raised at the EIP regarding working method should be
clarified in the Development Management considerations in Appendix 1

Proposed Solutions
If
1. working above the water table is now in doubt as seems the case and
2. the Authority considers that new paragraph 2.33 cannot include wording
for the required flexibility to the Plan for an alternative approach,
then the Habitat Regulations Assessment should now consider below water table
impacts and whether these would give rise to subsequent likely significant effects
in order to justify the authorities statement in table 1 that “both Purple Haze and
Bramshill extension are deliverable even if a reduced level of resource is required
as a result of the allocation or following further assessment at the planning
application stage”. That “other forms of working cannot be ruled out” gives rise to
uncertainty of Likely Significant Effects and therefore in line with the precautionary approach of the Habitat Regulations, requires further consideration.
Alternatively, subject to legal advice the Authority may wish to
a. Consider how paragraph 2.33 could include wording that allows for
sufficient flexibility so that the Plan is sound and acknowledges the
constraints with some allocations, particularly Bramshill and Purple Haze.
b. Consider retracting the from the statement in table 1 the underlined text as
follows “Dry working of the site is considered the most likely at this stage
but other forms of working cannot be ruled out as technology advances
cannot be ruled out and cross-referencing the Development management
considerations with your Habitat Regulations Assessment that the
workings should be dry working only with limited water take. However the
competent authority should be aware that if wet working cannot be
discounted at this stage then the precautionary principle should be applied
and further assessment undertaken to ensure the policy is deliverable over
the lifetime of the plan.
c. Consider whether the allocation should be reduced to reduce the LSE to
insignificant.
d. Consider another way of reducing the Likely Significant Effects to
insignificant.
We acknowledge that some of these solutions may require possible reconsultation and re-submission with a subsequent time-delay in the adoption of
the Plan. However, in the light of the new information you have provided to us, at
this very late stage,
 that workings cannot be ruled out below the water–table,
 the weighting the inspector’s gives to possible working below the watertable;
 the inflexibility of the Plan by virtue of new paragraph 2.33 as regards
strategic sites
 and the acknowledged scarcity of soft sand,
We believe it is not possible at this stage to conclude no adverse effect on
integrity of Natura 2000 sites as set out in the conclusion of Habitat
Regulation Assessment June 2013.
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3. Development Considerations in Appendix 1
We are disappointed that our suggested re-wording in our letter December 2013
of the Development Management considerations in Appendix 1 regarding Purple
Haze has not been accepted. Whilst we are fully aware that any application is
likely to require a full Appropriate Assessment, we considered that a re-wording
would be of benefit to potential developers to enable them to consider all potential
impacts at the earliest opportunity.
Although the present wording evolved from discussions with Natural England as
part of the plan–making policy, we are not aware of being consulted upon the
present wording. Whilst we do not consider the present wording unsound, we do
not consider it helpful to all users of the Plan, we would advise re-consideration of
not including them.
4. Local Nature Reserves
Whilst we agree that Local Nature Reserves are an important constituent of ecosystems which should be protected and enhanced through the planning
framework, they are not nationally important as stated in paragraph 3.14.
5. Paragraph 4.11 Additional sites now to be treated as European sites
We do not agree that the phrase All candidate or potential sites, and sites
supporting offsite habitat for nearby international sites are given the same
protection as fully designated sites in paragraph 3.12 of the Plan is sufficient to
comply with paragraph 118 bullet 6 of the NPPF. Currently paragraph 3.12 does
not refer to Possible Special Areas of Conservation, nor Proposed Ramsar nor
sites required for compensatory measures for Natura 2000 sites. We accept the
current wording could apply to Potential Special Protection Areas. These terms
apply to sites which have reached a certain recognised stage in the designation
process which are now to be treated in the same way as fully designated sites. As
there are currently no proposals for Possible Special Areas of Conservation, or
Proposed Ramsar in Hampshire the Authority could consider whether these sites
should be added to paragraph 3.12 or 3.11 now or review the Plan should any be
proposed.
I hope that these comments are helpful, Natural England would be happy to
attend a meeting to discuss solutions to adoption.
For any correspondence or queries relating to this consultation only, please contact
Laura Horner on 0300 060 2018 laura.horner@naturalengland.org.uk For all other
correspondence, please contact consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have
attached a feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might
have about our service.
Yours sincerely

Zoe Buddle
Senior Adviser
Land Use
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Natural England comments on the proposed modifications to the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan
(2012)

Date: 17 December 2012
Our Ref 66668
Your ref:
Mr Adrian Flavell
Planning Policy Manager
Hampshire County Council

BY EMAIL ONLY

Natural England
Consultation
Service
Hornbeam House
Electra Way
Crewe Business
Park
CREWE
CW1 6GJ
T: 0300 060 3900

Dear Adrian,
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
Localism Act 2011
Hampshire Waste and Minerals Plan Proposed Modifications
Technical Advice
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to
ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for
the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable
development.
We note that these modifications to the Plan have arisen due to changes in the
planning framework and in addition, representations at the Examination in Public. We
have the following comments to make on the Modifications

Vision
We would advise a change to the bullet point regarding protection of the
environment with the additional wording and deletion shown in bold italics.
Protecting and conserving the New Forest and South Downs National Parks and
other valued landscapes. Likewise the sensitive nationally and internationally
designated habitats like such as the Thames Basin Heaths SAC will be
protected and enhanced and our archaeological and historic heritage will be
treated similarly.
Other Modifications
We note the change of wording to paragraph 2.33, as this reflects the position that
both Bramshill and Purple Haze extraction sites may be subject to conditions at
application stage which could limit the material available.
However we would advise additional clarification in the wording to conform with
policy 20 i (a change which we welcome), “monitoring indicates that the sites
identified in 2) and 3) are unlikely to be delivered to meet local need and demand to
meet landbank requirements”; that the full extent of extraction of both Purple Haze
and Bramshill extraction sites could be limited by Appropriate Assessment as set
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out in the Habitat Regulations. The reference to critical in the same paragraph
2.33 should therefore reflect this position.
We welcome the modifications to Policy 4 regarding designated landscapes.
Purple Haze and Bramhill
In accordance with the assumption in the current Habitat Regulations
Assessment Paragraph 87 and information from the Authority, all our comments
are based on the workings at Purple Haze being above and not adversely
affecting the groundwater that supports Ebblake Bog, part of the Dorset Heaths
SAC, SPA and Ramsar site and the Bramfield site also being worked dry with
limited water take.
We note the modification to Policy 20 i. monitoring indicates that the sites
identified in 2) and 3) are unlikely to be delivered to meet local need and demand
to meet landbank requirements; as this reflects the position that both Bramshill
and Purple Haze may be subject to Appropriate Assessment at application which
could limit the material available. We also note paragraph 6.70 as text
accompanying policy 20. We also note the inclusion of “including the
Hartfordbridge Flats management area which” for clarification in the relevant
development considerations in respect of Bramhill.
Whilst noting the additional text in Policy 32 provided any proposal addresses the
relevant development considerations outlined in ‘Appendix A- Site allocations’ and
unless regarding Purple Haze, we do advise for the benefit of developers and
mindful of the need to plan positively, additional clarification of the Purple Haze
site in Appendix A site allocations as follows:
To explicitly state in the Proposed land–use that all workings, including temporary
workings, shall be above groundwater levels supporting the wetland features of
the designated sites at Ebblake Bog.
To include the following in the development considerations:
Protection of the Dorset Heathland SAC , SPA and Ramsar site (including the
provision of suitable measures to prevent displacement of recreational use
affecting these sites), the Avon Valley SPA and Ramsar site, the River Avon
SAC*.
The impact on the offsite Provision of suitable alternative habitat, foraging and
breeding areas of the qualifying bird species of adequate extent and location, to
maintain the integrity of nearby SPA/ Ramsar* for qualifying bird species and for
maintaining populations and distributions of European protected species.

Protection of the water flows, quality and levels of the underlying aquifer,
groundwater and surface water (including the containment of sediment run-off)
and safeguard the hydrological regime and integrity of Ebblake Bog SAC
Addirtional Comments not included in Proposed Modifications:
Although not a proposed Modification, in compliance with paragraph 118 of the
National Planning Framework, the following designations should also be included
in paragraph 4.11.



potential Special Protection Areas
possible Special Areas of Conservation;
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proposed Ramsar sites;
sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse
effects on European sites, potential Special Protection Areas, possible
Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites.

Although not an Proposed Modification, In a paragraph 4.14, it should be noted
that local nature reserves although created by the same legislation as SSSI
should not be regarded as nationally important. Therefore “Local Nature Reserves
(LNRs) (where they correspond with SSSIs)” should be deleted.
Although not a proposed Modification, Paragraph 4.18 should note the existence
of the Nature Improvement Area (NIA ) –South Downs Way ahead which lies
solely within the South Downs National Park, west of Winchester. In compliance
with the NPPF paragraph 157, the Plan should show how the NIA will be
supported where appropriate.
Although not a proposed Modification, notwithstanding paragraph 4.19, Policy 3 is
not now considered HRA compliant. In order to make it compliant, additional
wording should be included to protect the integrity of internationally designated
sites. For example (underlined)
Development which is likely to have a significant adverse impact upon
such sites, habitats and species will only be permitted where it is judged, in
proportion to their relative importance, that the merits of the development
outweigh any likely environmental damage. Appropriate mitigation and
compensation measures will be required where development would cause
harm to biodiversity interests. Proposals which effect the integrity of international
sites will not be permitted
I hope that these comments are helpful,
For any correspondence or queries relating to this consultation only, please contact Laura Horner
on 0300 060 2018 laura.horner@naturalengland.org.uk For all other correspondence, please
contact consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have
attached a feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might
have about our service.
Yours sincerely

Laura Horner
Lead Adviser, Forward Planning Network
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Natural England comments on the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Publication Version (2011)

Date: 21 December 2011

County Planning Policy Team
Economy, Transport & Environment
Hampshire County Council
The Castle
Winchester
Hampshire
SO23 8UD

Cromwell House
nd
2 Floor
15 Andover Road
Winchester
SO23 7BT
Tel: 0300 060 3899

By email only – no hard copy

Dear Sir/Madam
Minerals & Waste Plan (Publication version) November 2011
Habitats Regulations Assessment Record November 2011 (HRAR)
Integrated Sustainability Appraisal (Version 4) November 2011 (ISA)
Thank you for consulting Natural England on the above. Having had a number of meetings on various
versions of the above reports our comments are limited to those which follow up on and clarify our previous
responses.
Natural England previously raised concern regarding the wording of Policy 2: Protection of habitats and
species. We welcome the consideration of sites, habitats and species according to the level of their
designation. Our only concern was with regard to the use of the word ‘undue’ in relation to adverse effects,
as it may be open to arguement that a negative impact is not undue where we would advise that it should
be avoided or mitigated. However, whilst the policy is not as clear as it might be we accept that the wording
is your choice and we will manage any such cases at application level. We welcome the reference to the
Implementation Plan in Appendix C to offer further guidance to applicants on the consideration they must
give to matters relating to nature conservation.
Policy 3: Protection of designated landscapes is welcomed in guiding developments away from areas of
outstanding natural beauty and national parks and encouraging landscape enhancement where possible.
Protected landscapes play a key role in the conservation, enhancement and delivery of sustainable use
and management of our natural environment. Land use within and adjacent to these protected landscapes
can impact on the protection, enhancement and enjoyment of their special qualities, and affect the
purposes of their designation and this is recognised within the policy.
We fully support Policy 7: Protection of Soils. Soil is a fundamental natural resource as the basic building
block for ecological systems and iconic landscapes. It also provides a valuable ecosystem service in
carbon storage. Soils in the UK contain around 10 billion tonnes of carbon, losing this store to the
atmosphere would create emissions that are equivalent to more than 50 times the UK’s current annual
greenhouse gas emissions.
The restoration of extraction sites and waste developments is essential to maintain our landscapes and
ensure ecosystem services for the future. Natural England welcomes the requirement in Policy 8 for
restoration to contribute to biodiversity and strongly supports the requirement in Appendix C:
Implementation Plan for operators to engage us in early discussions relating to restoration and aftercare
schemes. We will be particularly concerned with seeing evidence that the operator has considered the
methodology of successful restoration schemes and can demonstrate how their proposals have been
developed with regard to these and site specific considerations.
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In terms of avoidance of impacts from extraction in the first instance we welcome Policy 18 in encouraging
the re-use of aggregates.
In our last formal responses to the plan and its supporting documents in July and August Natural England
raised concerns regarding the selection of sites under Policy 20, in terms of the way in which the
assessment was undertaken and the weighting given to different factors. This resulted in the choice of sites
within and adjacent to internationally designated sites without a transparent rationale as to how they came
to be selected over sites without connectivity to designated interest feautures. Whilst we have considered
the ISA tables, referred back to the Minerals Proposal Study and discussed this at meetings with you, our
concerns remain. This concern is further supported by what might be seen as a lack of regard to the spirit
of the Habitat Regulations, in that the draft plan went to Cabinet prior to the full assessment of sites and
policies being published.
Having regard to the fact that the plan is now at Regulation 27 stage and is due to be submitted to the
Secretary of State with a view to adoption we have turned our attention to considering the sites selected.
The Authority has also assured us that should any of the allocated sites be found not to be deliverable after
application-level environmental and habitats regulations assessment it will not be an issue in terms of
deliverability of the plan, as there have been previous cases of the resource within an allocated site not
being as predicted and therefore not being viable anyway, so the impact to the plan will be no diffferent.
We raised concern in relation to the Bramshill Quarry extension and Purple Haze allocations. The Bramshill
allocation includes unit 6 of the Castle Bottom to Yateley and Hawley Commons Site of Special Interest
(SSSI), part of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA). Whilst we agree that designated
sites can benefit from restoration resulting from extraction this is not always the case. We discussed the
fact that the Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust has taken on a management agreement with the
landowners of this site and it is likely that it will be in favourable condition with a good heathland cover by
the time the site is brought forward for development. We therefore expressed our concern relating to its
inclusion.
However, we are now satisfied that the development considerations for the site in Appendix A allow for the
current management of the unit to be considered and impacts to it to be avoided by exclusion and
buffering. The resource figure given to this site has also been amended accordingly. As recommended in
Appendix C: Implementation Plan we will expect to be fully involved in pre-application discussions to
develop the restoration plan for any application at this site. As a result of these measures Natural England
considers that any adverse effect on site integrity can be avoided at application stage and do not object to
the inclusion of the site, though an application level habitat regulations assessment will be required.
With regard to Purple Haze our concern was in relation to the lack of evidence to support the viability of the
site in terms of avoiding impact to the Dorset Heaths Special Area of Conservation (SAC) at Ebblake Bog
SSSI. We advised that a hydrological study would be required to ensure the site could be extracted without
impact to the bog. Further discussion on this site and the detail offered in the Appendix A site specific
considerations has satisfied us that an application at this site can also be managed to avoid any adverse
effects on site integrity. However, given that the hydrology of the site is not known Natural England has
requested the amendment of the development considerations, as follows:
From: Exclusion from extraction and buffer of the northern end of the site to protect the hydrological regime
of Ebblake Bog SSSI and amenity of local residents.
To:
a)The protection of the hydrological regime of Ebblake Bog SSSI
b) Exclusion from extraction and buffer of the northern end of the site to protect the amenity of local
residents.
We agree that full pre-application hydrological monitoring will allow for a more detailed and accurate draw
down zone to be calculated and an appropriate exclusion zone to be agreed at that time.
Natural England also had concerns that there may be indirect effects to Dorset Heaths SPA from any
extraction at Purple Haze, resulting from displaced recreational use. Evidence is not provided to support
the assertion in the Habitat Regulations Assessment Record that footpaths near the site will adequately
provide alternatives and that the heaths are of a character that won’t attract people from Purple Haze. We
have asked for this text to be removed or supporting evidence included. We will also expect to be consulted
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on a study to consider the recreational use of the site and the need for alternative provision at preapplication stage for this site.
On the basis of the above consideration and amendments we do not object to the inclusion of this site,
though, once again, we advise that an application level habitat regulations assessment will be required.
Natural England warmly welcomes the authority’s aim to divert 100% of waste from landfill in Policy 24 and
the requirement in the Implementation Plan for providers to demonstrate that facilities represent the most
sustainable solution in environmental terms. Policies 27, 29 and 31 support this approach in encouraging
the use of waste as a resource wherever possible. We also welcome the need to consider cumulative
impacts where a number of facilities are in the same locality, as set out within the Implementation Plan
under Policy 26.
Whilst we had initial concerns regarding the safeguarding of temporary waste infrastructure around the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA at Castle Bottom to Yateley and Hawley Commons SSSI in Policy 25, we note
that Policy 26 requires that any capacity requirements do not result in inappropriate permanent
development of temporary facilities. As a result we consider that there is a mean, with reference to Policy 2
to prevent temporary permissions which may be inappropriate due to potential impacts on the SPA from
becoming permanent permissions.
Alot of weight is given to the potential for allocated sites to offer opportunities for protection and
enhancement of biodiversity, with sites assessed as having a positive impact even where they are
internationally designated for conservation where such benefits may arise. As a result we would like to see
an indicator relating to biodiversity protection, such as the number of hectares of habitat maintained or to
be gained through restoration plans.
To conclude, we consider the plan to be legally compliant and sound, though the process could have been
improved by a greater evidence base and discussion and clarification of the weight given to different
objectives within the ISA, which resulted in the choice of site allocations.
I hope that you agree that this response reflects our discussions. Should you wish to continue to engage on
the plan prior to the examination we would be happy to do so. We are also happy to provide written
representation to the inspector should it be felt that we can offer clarity to any of the points raised above in
relation to the concerns of third party stakeholders.
Yours sincerely

Vanessa Burley
Lead Advisor
Land Use Operations Team
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Note the change of wording as this reflects the position that both Bramshill and
Purple Haze extraction sites may be subject to conditions at application stage
which could limit the material available.

Welcome modifications regarding designated landscapes.

Would advise additional clarification in the wording to conform with Policy 20
i, that the full extent of extraction of both Purple Haze and Bramshill sites could
be limited byindicated
Appropriate
as set out
Regulations.
Reference
Monitoring
thatAssessment
the sites identified
in in
2)Habitat
and 3) are
unlikely to
be
critical in to
same
paragraph
2.33
therefore
this requirements;
position.
delivered
meet
local need
andshould
demand
to meetreflect
landbank
as this
reflects the position that both Bramshill and Purple Haze may be subject to
Appropriate Assessment at application which could limit the material available.

Paragraph 2.33

Policy 4

Policy 20

Additional text provided any proposal addresses the relevant development
considerations outlined in ‘Appendix A – Site allocations’ and unless regarding
Purple Haze, we do not advise for the benefit of developers and mindful of the
need to plan positively, additional clarification of Purple Haze site in Appendix
A as follows:
To explicitly state in proposed land-use that all workings, including temporary
workings, shall be above groundwater levels supporting the wetland features of
the designated sites at Ebblake Bog.

First point to include after Ramsar site. ……..

Policy 32

Development
considerations - Purple
Haze

(including the provision of sustainable measures to prevent displacement of
recreational use affecting these sites)

We note the inclusion of “including the Hartfordbridge Flats management area
which” for clarification in the relevant development considerations in respect of
Brasmhill.

Paragraph 6.70

Policy 20 i. 2) and 3)

We would advise a change to the bullet point regarding protection of the
environment with the additional wording and deletion shown in bold italics;
“Protecting and conserving the New Forest and South Downs National Parks
and other valued landscapes. Likewise the sensitive nationally and
internationally designated habitats like such as the Thames Basin Heaths SAC
will be protected and enhanced and our archaeological and historical heritage
will be treated similarly.”

Consultee comments

Vision

Policy

HCC Response

Displacement of recreation, impacts to off-site use of SPA birds and
hydrological impacts have already been adequately addressed within the
development considerations and previously found adequate by Natural
England.

This issue is already covered in the Development consideration for this site
– hydrological assessments will guide the working of the site to ensure that
impacts to the European site are fully considered. Dry working of the site is
considered most likely at this stage, but other forms of working cannot be
ruled out as technology advances cannot be ruled out.

Noted

Both sites would contribute to meeting a local need and demand.

This clarification is already more appropriately provided within the
development considerations for these sites.
It is HCCs opinion that the sites are still deliverable, even if a reduced level
of resource is required as a result of development considerations or at the
planning application stage.

Noted

Noted

‘Sensitive habitats’ have a wider interpretation than international and nationally
designated sites as defined within Policy 3. Protecting and conserving is already
covered within the paragraph.

Table 4.2 Summary on Natural England comments following consultation on modifications October 2012
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Although not a proposed modification, in compliance with paragraph 118 of the
NPF, following designations should also be included:

Paragraph 4.11

Although not a proposed modification, it should be noted that local nature reserves
although created by the same legislation as SSSI should not be regarded as
nationally important. “Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) (where they correspond
with SSSIs)” should be deleted.

Although not a proposed modification, should note the existence of the Nature
Improvement Area (NIA) – South Downs Way ahead which lies solely within
the South Downs National Park. In compliance with the NPPF paragraph 157,
the Plan should show how the NIA will be supported where appropriate.

Paragraph 4.14

Paragraph 4.18

Potential SPA
Possible SAC
Proposed Ramsar sites;
Sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects
on European sites, potential SPA, possible SAC and listed or proposed
Ramsar sites.

Working at Purple Haze being above and not adversely affecting the groundwater
that supports Ebblake Bog, part of the Dorset Heaths SAC, SPA and Ramsar site
and Bramshill site also being worked dry with limited water take.

Protection of the water flows, quality and levels of the underlying aquifer,
groundwater and surface water (including the containment of sediment
run-off) and safeguard the hydrological regime and integrity of Ebblake Bog
SAC.

Third point to include……

Provision of suitable alternative habitat, of adequate extent and location, to
maintain the integrity of nearby SPA/ Ramsar* for qualifying bird species and
for maintaining populations and distributions of European protected species.

Second point to be reworded as…….

Consultee comments

HRA Paragraph 87
(Purple Haze)

Policy

Noted – this has been addressed in paragraph 4.14

This is HCC stance on the designations.

This is already addressed within Policy 3 (see paragraph 4.12 and part a of
policy).

This issue is already covered in the Development consideration for this site
– hydrological assessments will guide the working of the site to ensure that
impacts to the European site are fully considered. Dry working of the site is
considered most likely at this stage, but other forms of working cannot be
ruled out as technology advances cannot be ruled out.

HCC Response
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Policy 3

Policy

Although not a proposed modification, notwithstanding paragraph 4.19, Policy
3 is not now considered HRA compliant. To make it compliant additional wording
should be included to protect the integrity of internationally designated site. To
add at the end of Policy 3……
Proposals which effect the integrity of international sites will not be
permitted.

Consultee comments
This policy has not changed since previous support from Natural England.
This point is addressed within the Policy – see paragraph 4.19.

HCC Response
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Natural England previously raised concern regarding the wording of Policy 2:
Protection of habitats and species. We welcome the consideration of sites, habitats
and species according to the level of their designation. Our only concern was with
regard to the use of the word ‘undue’ in relation to adverse effects, as it may be
open to arguement that a negative impact is not undue where we would advise that
it should be avoided or mitigated. However, whilst the policy is not as clear as it
might be we accept that the wording is your choice and we will manage any such
cases at application level. We welcome the reference to the Implementation Plan
in Appendix C to offer further guidance to applicants on the consideration they
must give to matters relating to nature conservation.

Policy 3: Protection of designated landscapes is welcomed in guiding developments
away from areas of outstanding natural beauty and national parks and encouraging
landscape enhancement where possible. Protected landscapes play a key role in the
conservation, enhancement and delivery of sustainable use and management of our
natural environment. Land use within and adjacent to these protected landscapes
can impact on the protection, enhancement and enjoyment of their special qualities,
and affect the purposes of their designation and this is recognised within the policy.

We fully support Policy 7: Protection of Soils. Soil is a fundamental natural resource
as the basic building block for ecological systems and iconic landscapes. It also
provides a valuable ecosystem service in carbon storage. Soils in the UK contain
around 10 billion tonnes of carbon, losing this store to the atmosphere would create
emissions that are equivalent to more than 50 times the UK’s current annual
greenhouse gas emissions.

The restoration of extraction sites and waste developments is essential to maintain
our landscapes and ensure ecosystem services for the future. Natural England
welcomes the requirement in Policy 8 for restoration to contribute to biodiversity
and strongly supports the requirement in Appendix C: Implementation Plan for
operators to engage us in early discussions relating to restoration and aftercare
schemes. We will be particularly concerned with seeing evidence that the operator
has considered the methodology of successful restoration schemes and can
demonstrate how their proposals have been developed with regard to these and
site specific considerations.

Policy 3: Protection of
designated landscapes
(Policy 4 in under the proposed
modifications)

Policy 7: Protection of
soils (Policy 8 in under the
proposed modifications)

Policy 8: Restoration
(Policy 9 in under the proposed
modifications)

Consultee comment

Policy 2: Protection of
habitats and species (Policy
3 in under the proposed
modifications)

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

HCC Response

Noted

Noted

Noted

Your concern has been noted, and the word 'undue' has been changed to
'significant'.

Table 4.3 Summary of Natural England comments following Publication of the HMWP and draft HRA Record December 2011
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In terms of avoidance of impacts from extraction in the first instance we welcome
Policy 18 in encouraging the re-use of aggregates.

This concern is further supported by what might be seen as a lack of regard to the
spirit of the Habitat Regulations, in that the draft Plan went to Cabinet prior to the
full assessment of sites and policies being published.
Having regard to the fact that the Plan is now at Regulation 27 stage and is due to
be submitted to the Secretary of State with a view to adoption we have turned our
attention to considering the sites selected. The Authority has also assured us that
should any of the allocated sites be found not to be deliverable after application-level
environmental and habitats regulations assessment it will not be an issue in terms
of deliverability of the Plan, as there have been previous cases of the resource within
an allocated site not being as predicted and therefore not being viable anyway, so
the impact to the Plan will be no different.

We raised concern in relation to the Bramshill Quarry extension and Purple Haze
allocations. The Bramshill allocation includes unit 6 of the Castle Bottom to Yateley
and Hawley Commons Site of Special Interest (SSSI), part of the Thames Basin
Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA). Whilst we agree that designated sites can
benefit from restoration resulting from extraction this is not always the case. We
discussed the fact that the Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust has taken on
a management agreement with the landowners of this site and it is likely that it will
be in favourable condition with a good heathland cover by the time the site is
brought forward for development. We therefore expressed our concern relating to
its inclusion.
However, we are now satisfied that the development considerations for the site in
Appendix A allow for the current management of the unit to be considered and
impacts to it to be avoided by exclusion and buffering. The resource figure given
to this site has also been amended accordingly. As recommended in Appendix C:
Implementation Plan we will expect to be fully involved in pre-application
discussions to develop the restoration plan for any application at this site. As a
result of these measures Natural England considers that any adverse effect on site
integrity can be avoided at application stage and do not object to the inclusion of
the site, though an application level habitat regulations assessment will be required.

With regard to Purple Haze our concern was in relation to the lack of evidence to
support the viability of the site in terms of avoiding impact to the Dorset Heaths
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) at Ebblake Bog SSSI. We advised that a
hydrological study would be required to ensure the site could be extracted without

Policy 20: Sand and gravel
developments

Bramshill Quarry
Extension

Purple Haze

Consultee comment

Policy 18: Recycled and
secondary aggregates
development

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

The development considerations have been altered accordingly
Agreement on the level of detail required for hydrological assessment
noted

Satisfaction of previous concerns noted

The HRA had been completed to support the draft Plan that went to Cabinet
in October, though was not in its published form due to a delayed QA
process. There is no requirement in the Regulations for this to be published
at this time, only for the process to have been completed.

Noted

HCC Response
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Natural England warmly welcomes the authority’s aim to divert 100% of waste
from landfill in Policy 24 and the requirement in the Implementation Plan for
providers to demonstrate that facilities represent the most sustainable solution in
environmental terms.

Policies 27, 29 and 31 support this approach in encouraging the use of waste as a
resource wherever possible.

Policy 27
Policy 29
Policy 3
(Policies 28, 29 and 32 in the
proposed modifications)

We agree that full pre-application hydrological monitoring will allow for a more
detailed and accurate draw down zone to be calculated and an appropriate exclusion
zone to be agreed at that time.
Natural England also had concerns that there may be indirect effects to Dorset
Heaths SPA from any extraction at Purple Haze, resulting from displaced recreational
use. Evidence is not provided to support the assertion in the Habitat Regulations
Assessment Record that footpaths near the site will adequately provide alternatives
and that the heaths are of a character that won’t attract people from Purple Haze.
We have asked for this text to be removed or supporting evidence included. We
will also expect to be consulted on a study to consider the recreational use of the
site and the need for alternative provision at pre-application stage for this site.
On the basis of the above consideration and amendments we do not object to the
inclusion of this site, though, once again, we advise that an application level habitat
regulations assessment will be required.

From: Exclusion from extraction and buffer of the northern end of the site
to protect the hydrological regime of Ebblake Bog SSSI and amenity of local
residents. To:
a) The protection of the hydrological regime of Ebblake Bog SSSI.
b) Exclusion from extraction and buffer of the northern end of the site to
protect the amenity of local residents.

impact to the bog. Further discussion on this site and the detail offered in the
Appendix A site specific considerations has satisfied us that an application at this
site can also be managed to avoid any adverse effects on site integrity. However,
given that the hydrology of the site is not known Natural England has requested
the amendment of the development considerations, as follows:

Consultee comment

Policy 24: Sustainable
waste management
development (Policy 25 in
under the proposed
modifications)

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

Noted

Noted

Text with reference to the footpaths removed, as it was acknowledged
that this was irrelevant to the issue of displaced recreation
Satisfaction on the inclusion of this site noted.

HCC Response
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Whilst we had initial concerns regarding the safeguarding of temporary waste
infrastructure around the Thames Basin Heaths SPA at Castle Bottom to Yateley
and Hawley Commons SSSI in Policy 25, we note that Policy 26 requires that any
capacity requirements do not result in inappropriate permanent development of
temporary facilities. As a result we consider that there is a mean, with reference to
Policy 2 to prevent temporary permissions which may be inappropriate due to
potential impacts on the SPA from becoming permanent permissions.

A lot of weight is given to the potential for allocated sites to offer opportunities
for protection and enhancement of biodiversity, with sites assessed as having a
positive impact even where they are internationally designated for conservation
where such benefits may arise. As a result we would like to see an indicator relating
to biodiversity protection, such as the number of hectares of habitat maintained or
to be gained through restoration plans.

To conclude, we consider the Plan to be legally compliant and sound, though the
process could have been improved by a greater evidence base and discussion and
clarification of the weight given to different objectives within the ISA, which resulted
in the choice of site allocations.
I hope that you agree that this response reflects our discussions. Should you wish
to continue to engage on the Plan prior to the examination we would be happy to
do so. We are also happy to provide written representation to the inspector should
it be felt that we can offer clarity to any of the points raised above in relation to the
concerns of third party stakeholders.

Policy 25: Safeguarding Waste infrastructure

General comment Protection and
enhancement of
biodiversity

General comment

MIN3 - (NE)

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

Evidence as to whether the policy could affect sites protected under the Habitat
Regulations is entirely possible for the authority to provide as the sites are existing
and this should allow for assessment to be undertaken before the policy is screened
out. At this time the removal of the policy from further consideration lacks a
suitable evidence base by just referring to draft policy ENV 2.

Consultee comment

Table 4.4 Summary of Natural England comments following version 2 screening report June 2011

(Policy 26 in under the
proposed modifications)

We also welcome the need to consider cumulative impacts where a number of
facilities are in the same locality, as set out within the Implementation Plan under
Policy 26.

Consultee comment

Policy 26:
(Policy 27 in under the
proposed modifications)

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

Noted. However, we consider that the continued use of existing sites
can be screened out of assessment due to the strict industry and
development management controls that are in place.

HCC Response

Satisfaction on legal compliance and soundness noted.

The list of indicators reflect the delivery of the objectives required to deliver
minerals and waste development across Hampshire. This would not be an
adequate indicator of this. However, such outcomes would be recorded in
the annual monitoring report.

Satisfaction of initial concerns noted.

Noted

HCC Response
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Draft Policy MIN 5 aims to maximise aggregate recycling but without knowing
where this currently takes place this policy could be used to support continued
use of plants which are currently on protected sites, such as at Eversley Common.
There is no assessment of the potential allocated sites either, to see which of them,
if any, could be used to bring forward greater capacity to allow delivery against
this policy. The current document appears to lead to this policy being screened
out, leaving the authority in a situation where there is the potential that it cannot
deliver against it.

There are also places within the report where statements are made without the
necessary evidence. For example, under Draft Policy MIN 8 the impact resulting
from transportation arising from the Plan is said to be likely to be de minimis, but
no reasoning is provided. This raises concern that the matter has not been given
due regard. The conclusion may well be correct, if extraction is likely to be less
than has historically been the case and the increase in transportation movements
is a small percentage of background levels around sites, but it is not clear that such
consideration has been given.

Under Draft Policy MIN 10 it is planned to have a landbank of permissions for
seven years supply of sand and gravel. If the sites to provide this landbank are not
further assessed at the planning stage, as discussed above, there is not reasonable
assurance that this will be possible and that allocated sites will be deliverable.
Further to this, under the column Is appropriate assessment required? Reference
is made to safeguarding European sites from rail depot relocation. This has
presumably been cut and pasted from elsewhere and not developed against the
policy, giving more evidence of the lack of development of the screening opinion.

Natural England supports the consideration of impacts under Draft Policy MIN
11 and the conclusion that site allocations for sand and gravel will require
Appropriate Assessment. However, we note that under the type of impact listed
for Purple Haze it has already been considered that the changes to the hydrological
regime for Ebblake Bog are unlikely to be replicated through a mitigation scheme.
This suggests that this site should have been screened out of the Plan at the options
stage. Further to this the potential need for an alternative area for recreation (to
ensure that no displacement to the Dorest Heaths SPA takes place) may bring the
feasibility of the site in to question. We trust that this matter is in discussion with
the landowners/extraction companies to ensure that appropriate development
criteria can be written into the Plan, should the hydrological issue be overcome.

MIN8 - (NE)

MIN10 – prioritising
minerals site extensions
(NE)

MIN11 - (NE)

Consultee comment

MIN5 - (NE)

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

We disagree that such a potential issue should have screened out this
sites, as counteracting measures such as those that are considered
within this current version should adequately ensure that these impact
does not arise. The full consultation with landowners/industry is more
appropriate to when the site comes forward as we would not want to
restrict the potential in light of available best practice. The principles
of provision of appropriate alternative recreation and avoidance of
the northern part of the site as set out in development considerations
will provide strong framework for future discussions.

All sites that will be considered 'landbank' consist of existing permitted
sites (which are not pertinent to this HRA Assessment for reasons
given above) and the proposed sites that are put forward under Policy
20 which have been considered within this HRA - nearly all are going
forward to AA. The principle of 'landbank' does not require assessing,
only the sites that have been designed to fulfil this requirement.

Noted and addressed within the latest iteration.

Noted. However, we consider that the continued use of existing sites
can be screened out of assessment due to the strict industry and
development management controls that are in place. This policy is an
in principle policy and will be seen as part of the whole framework of
the draft Plan, which include those that will look at the deliverability
of any proposal within the restrictions imposed by European sites.

HCC Response
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I.

V.

IV.

III.

II.

Yateley Heath Wood extension is now included, following the consultation on
further potential allocated sites. The evidence does not support the conclusion
that there is no potential to change the policy to reduce effect. The statement in
the following column states that further assessment is required to establish where
the impacts may arise, such an assessment may highlight the potential to change
the policy to reduce effects.

Yateley Heath Wood emerging policies screened
In

The features of interest of all designations relevant to the site and likely impacts
upon them, including the hydrological regime where it supports the interest.
The total area of the site impacted at any one time - this should not be an increase
in the extent impacted at designation where extraction is already taking place on
a site, so as to ensure that the site’s interest is maintained
The level of assurance of the required restoration being delivered - we would
suggest that 50% of heathland landscape areas be returned to dwarf shrub heath
communities. We can work with landowners/operators to find a mutually agreeable
site manager if this is not within their capabilities.
The previous management of the site - where public money has been used to
finance the management of a site to improve its condition the investment should
not be lost by clearing the area for extraction.
Any Forest Design Plan - where this includes areas of clear fell during the time of
the Minerals Plan careful consideration needs to be given to ensuring no net loss

Whilst Natural England does not object out right to mineral extraction on
designated sites where a short term impact may allow for restoration to a much
improved habitat, this will need to be clearly demonstrated at the first opportunity
to prevent our objecting to any policy or plan. The following should also be
considered in determining the level of impact:

The consideration of Purple Haze under Draft Policy WAS 17 considers that
encouraging recreational use of the site may be an issue due to its proximity to
the Dorset Heaths SAC. The use of the Country Park may well be offering an
alternative to the heathland SAC/SPA and increasing its potential to do so would
be a positive impact on the European designations.

WAS17 - non-hazardous
biodegradable landfill
capacity (NE)

(NE)

Whilst not a matter for this screening report it is worth mentioning with regard
to Draft Policy WAS 17 that the fact that Squabb Wood is mapped partly as
ancient/semi natural woodland replanted is not taken into account. This is an
irreplacable habitat and should be considered directly, not just against the needs
of the Mottisfont bats. To my knowledge the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic
Environmental Assessment so far only considers minerals sites and therefore the
wider impacts of the waste policies have not been assessed.

Consultee comment

WAS17 - non-hazardous
biodegradable landfill
capacity (NE)

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

Noted - this will be taken forward to the AA.

Noted

Noted. Policy 2 specifically protects ancient woodland against no net
loss and therefore will be a significant issue for the applicant to address
when this site comes forward.

HCC Response
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Whilst BAP gain seems to be a key consideration on heathland sites it is not
considered positively for the Warsash area and no reason is given for why Hamble
airfield is considered more sustainable. Why is this?

42
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(NE)

(NE)

Appendix B - Table B.1

Redlands Farm is not in an AONB (though it would be an unsuitable site due to
the hydrological link with the adjacent SSSI and NNR).
Bickton is not in the New Forest National Park

For other sites the choice of the option chosen is not clear. For example, with
regard to Yateley Heath Wood Extension, we would advise that the extraction of
material across an SPA is a lesser impact than extraction within an SPA. It is
therefore not an adequate reason to remove a site as an option in favour of a site
which is in an SPA.

II.

I.

This table causes concern as some of the decisions have been made on erroneous
information.

With regard to the response to our comments under Q37 and the consideration
of European protected species. The Annex IV species for which Dorset Heaths
SAC is designated is the great crested newt. This species is also listed in Annex II
of the directive and therefore habitat regulations assessment does apply.

The comments relating to our previous consultation response offer little assurance
that our concerns have been dealt with, as illustrated by our comments above. It
is not adequate to respond to say that implications to SSSIs will not be considered
in the HRA, the authority should be considering them and a needs assessment
does not meet the needs of the Strategic Environmental Assessment regulations
or Sustainability Appraisal in which these sites should be being considered. The
current assessment of February 2011 does not develop the assessment beyond
the needs assessment and therefore does not adequately consider the designated
sites. Nor does it assess the waste policies.

in habitat for Annex 1 birds during the 3-4 years in which clearfelled areas are of
value. This may result in the need for provision of compensatory habitat elsewhere
on a site during the period of extraction.

Consultee comment

Appendix B - Table B.1

(NE)

Appendix B - Table B.1

(NE)

Appendix A - Table A1
(V2.)

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

There are only a limited number of opportunities in Southern
Hampshire for the extraction of sharp sand and gravel, and a number
of these are located on the Hamble peninsular, but these have been
ruled out as they are not considered to be deliverable (see Table 17.1,
Integrated Sustainability Appraisal Report, September 2011).

This has been dealt with within the ISA - please see Table 7.8 (section
7.2.1.1) and Section 7.2.2 of the ISA.(42)

Noted. HCC Acknowledge that Redlands Farm is not in an AONB
and have amended this to reflect that it is actually located less than
150m from Ashford Hill Woods and Meadow SSSI which contains
ancient woodland.

Where Annex VI species are also Annex II these will be considered
within the HRA. Our original comments still stand.

Your comments have been noted and passed to those conducting the
ISA. These issues were considered during the ISA process.

HCC Response
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(NE)

Appendix B - Table B.1

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

Sites at Sherfield English have been ruled out due to possible cumulative impacts
on the A27, thus leaving the option of a site with possible impacts to SSSI and
SPA sites. We would advise that this assessment needs to provide the evidence
base used to come to this decision and the weighting given to the different factors.

Consultee comment

This evidence will be presented within the ISA.
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The suggested policy approach is that minerals and waste development should not take
place in National Parks and AONBs unless there are exceptional reasons for this to
occur, any negative impacts are reduced to a minimum and the need for the development
outweighs any negative impact. The policy approach to safeguard nationally protected
landscapes is in itself welcome, and the policy will help to safeguard European sites

Question 5:
Landscape
designations (NE)

(NE)

Natural England agrees that the policy approach to explain the requirements of HRA
does not in itself have a likely significant effect on European sites. However, we would
stress that it is of primary importance that the Minerals and Waste Plan is itself
compliant with the Habitats Regulations, rather than relying on project level assessment,
which is referred to in a number of sections of the HRA. This requires as rigorous an
assessment as can reasonably be undertaken at the strategic level and adopting the
precautionary approach embedded in the Directive and Regulations. This is to remove
potential impacts that could arise from the amount or location of development at the
higher level where possible.
It is essential that the HRA of the Plan informs the selection of minerals and waste
sites, so that options are chosen which are capable of implementation without adverse
effects on the integrity of European or international sites. The Plan should give clarity
on any necessary controls, such as policy caveats or mitigation necessary, to ensure
that the development proposals can proceed in accordance with the Regulations and
that the Plan is found to be sound and deliverable. Therefore, Natural England does
not consider that paragraph 3.12 of the consultation document ‘where potential impacts
are identified, measures are put in place to either avoid, reduce or potentially compensate
for the impact’ fully reflects the requirements of the Habitats Regulations to avoid
potential impacts through assessment at the plan level.
This should include the relocation of development allocations where necessary to
alternative sites that would avoid adverse impact, as well as guidance on any necessary
mitigation requirements. The inclusion of site allocations within a plan is a material
consideration in the determination of a planning application, and it is for this reason
that HRA at plan level is required, to ensure that the principle of development is not
established where adverse effects upon the integrity of European sites cannot be ruled
out.
In the fifth column of the Screening Matrices, consideration should be included of the
potential effects from minerals and waste development on air pollution due to additional
road traffic passing close to designated sites, which may occur at some distance from
the development. The impacts of recreational displacement causing potential additional
pressure on designated sites should also be referred to.

Natural England comment

Question 3: The
protection of
European nature
conservation
designations

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee
Careful judgements have been made as to which policy approaches
could rely on policy approach Question 3 to prevent impacts to
European sites. This method is only used where category C6 is
identified, and there are no means of establishing quantum, or spatial
steer on any development that may be supported by the policy approach
in question. There are seemingly similar policy approaches that do not
rely solely on this policy approach, and other measures/assessment
will be carried out.
European sites and other designation formed a central part of the site
selection process and thus ensured that the plan process engages
sufficiently with the inherent avoidance principle of the Habitat
regulations. Version 2 of the screening assessment will include an annex
setting out the site selection process - The opportunities to avoid
impacts by relocating development to alternative locations will be
addressed in this document (see Appendix B).
The issue of traffic levels arising from the Plan policies has already
been raised as an issue. It is intended that traffic patterns over the Plan
period will be looked at (Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) study)
in conjunction with all European sites, and not just those directly
adjacent to nominated sites.
The exact detailed policy wording will be established at the next stage
in order to explain the requirements of the regulation and how the
applications will be assessed. NE's comments with regards to specific
potential impacts are noted.

HCC Response

Noted - as stated within the screening matrix, we will consider this further.
However HWT believe that enough options would remain outside of the
designated landscape.

Table 4.5 Summary of Natural England comments following initial (version 1) screening report March 2011
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Question 7 & 8: The
protection of the
open countryside
(NE)

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

The second bullet point in the fourth column states that ‘It is noted that the land use,
traffic etc change are not likely to be significantly different to the existing situation (e.g.
redundant agricultural buildings, local traffic etc)’. Whilst this may be true in many
cases, the HRA should consider whether in individual circumstances there are any
potential indirect impacts on European sites e.g. hydrology or significant changes in
the levels or re-direction of road traffic close to European sites.

within the protected landscape areas, shown on map 3 of the ‘Have your say’
consultation document.
However, the policy approach focuses attention on non-protected landscape areas to
deliver the Plan targets. We therefore recommend that the strategic HRA needs to
consider the effects of the policy, by assessing whether there is sufficient available
flexibility to deliver the Plan’s minerals and waste targets from land outside the protected
landscapes, without adversely affecting the integrity of European sites that are outside
protected landscape areas. We recommend that this is not left until planning application
stage. We would however generally support the further policy development, referred
to in column 5, relating to the requirements set out in Question 3.

Natural England comment

Noted. As stated within the screening matrix we believe that inclusion
of policy approach set out in Question 3 provides strong direction on
the appropriate levels of assessment for individual circumstances.
Further screening work will include additional information gathering
on potential impacts arising from different broad categories of waste
operation, which may help inform statements regarding to the land-use
implications (and the significance of any likely impacts - see assessment
of relevant waste policy approaches).

NB - The approach follows the provisions within MPS1 in which, with respect
to European Nature Conservation sites, the MPA have to take account of the
advice within PPS9', whereas with respect to National Parks and AONBs, MPAs
are instructed to 'not permit major development.... except in exceptional circumstances',
and therefore the inflexibility results from national policy.
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(NE) (including
response to reg 25
consultation
document)

Question 15:
Reducing reliance on
road transport

Question 14:
Reducing reliance on
road transport
(NE) (including
response to reg 25
consultation
document)

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

The expansion of existing wharves will inevitably result in impacts on the nearby coastal
/ marine environment. Any expansion of a wharf is likely to involve one of a number
of developments, including land reclamation, dredging, additional marine infrastructure,
all of which will have an impact. However, this impact of most of concern is in areas
where existing wharfs are already located in ‘natural’ and environmentally sensitive
areas, as opposed to wharfs located in heavily industrialised areas. These potential
impacts would need to be fully assessed through Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats

The consultation document suggests that individual wharfs can be ‘regenerated’ by
redevelopment for alternative uses if they are no longer needed or are relocated
elsewhere. However, alternative uses such as housing are likely to generate significant
recreational disturbance impacts on the interest features of designated sites. We would
wish to see the HRA address appropriate alternative uses which may be encouraged
to maintain the coastline as an environmental and recreational resource, managing the
dynamic nature of the coast through collaboration between organisations and across
administrative boundaries. In particular, this will need to respond to climate change
pressures and rising sea levels, and ensure the protection and enhancement of highly
valued and designated wildlife habitats and landscapes found along the coast. The Plan
should take account of emerging policies in other relevant plans and national guidance
to ensure that proposals are sustainable in the medium to long term. These will include
Shoreline Management Plans, Estuary Management Plans, Coastal Habitat Management
Plans, Catchment Management Plans, Coastal Defence Strategies and Harbour
Management Plans, also reflecting national guidance.

The expansion of wharves could have significant impacts environmental impacts on
the interest features of designated sites through encroachment or disturbance. Localised
impacts on air quality due to increased traffic around wharves would also need to be
considered and use of conveyors, although potentially reducing Heavy Goods Vehicle
(HGV) movements, may have noise impacts particularly in quieter locations such as
Langstone Harbour, that would need to be assessed.

Natural England comment

Noted. Will take forward draft policy for AA unless likely significant effects
can be avoided in further iterations of the screening stage. Specific issues
raised will be addressed within the AA.

The issue of traffic levels arising from plan policies has already been
raised as an issue. It is intended that traffic patterns over the Plan period
will be looked at (Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) study) in
conjunction with all European sites, and not just those directly adjacent
to nominated sites. This will form part of the Appropriate Assessment
we identified will be carried out on this policy
The issues surrounding the use of conveyors will be assessed within
the AA
Regarding the second point, it must be clarified that this Plan does not
itself provide the policy mechanism for regeneration of wharves it just
states that this is a realistic prospect. The City Councils' have their own
development plans (LDFs) which address such matters (including
accompanying HRAs). The scope and remit of this Plan is to recognise
the pressures facing wharf land and provide appropriate safeguards.
NE's comment is noted therefore, but will not be addressed in this
HRA as the matters raised are beyond the scope of Waste/ Mineral
Planning Authorities' responsibilities. NE may wish to pick this issue
up with other relevant Planning Authorities however.

HCC Response
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Particular consideration should be given to sites of national and international importance
for nature conservation and to nationally important landscapes. These should receive
the highest levels of protection and a logical approach demonstrated within the Plan,
with necessary avoidance and mitigation measures to steer the DPD process.
We would advise that HRA should consider the potential impacts of air pollution due
to increased traffic from development on all roads which pass within 200m of a
European, where there is likely to be a significant increase in traffic, which may be at
some distance from new development itself. It should also be recognised that critical
levels for sensitive habitats may be equally or more stringent than those required for
human health.

Column 5 of the screening matrix refers to consideration of this issue at the planning
application stage. However, the HRA should ensure that there is sufficient flexibility
in the Plan to deliver the minerals target without adverse effect on the integrity of
European sites.

Question 17:
Limiting the impacts
from the
transportation of
minerals

Question 24:
Adequate and steady
supply of aggregates
(NE)

(NE) (including
response to reg 25
consultation
document)

(NE)

Natural England would in principle support the co-locating minerals and waste
development to reduce transport impacts. However, if the Plan is to give strategic
direction as to where the co-located facilities are to be provided, this should be
considered as part of the Plan’s HRA.
The final column of the screening matrix refers only to European sites within important
landscape areas. However, all relevant European sites should be considered whether
or not these are located within important landscape areas

Regulations Assessment. For further comments on wharf extensions or new sites,
please see the response at Question 28.
Natural England considers that the stock of existing wharf infrastructure should be
maintained as part of a long term strategy to ensure that there is sufficient capacity to
deal with future increases in demand for marine-sourced aggregates. The expansion
of existing wharves will inevitably result in impacts on the nearby coastal / marine
environment. Any expansion of a wharf is likely to involve one of a number of
developments, including land reclamation, dredging, additional marine infrastructure,
all of which will have an impact. However, this impact of most of concern is in areas
where existing wharfs are already located in ‘natural’ and environmentally sensitive
areas, as opposed to wharfs located in heavily industrialised areas. These potential
impacts would need to be fully assessed through HRA.

Natural England comment

Question 16:
Co-locating waste
management facilities

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

Noted. Work on the 'contingency' in terms of minerals supply for Hampshire
is ongoing (i.e to establish what would happen if demand for minerals is
greater than planned provision allows for).

Please see response to Question 5 with regards to policy development
providing protection to Landscape and Biodiversity designations
Further research will be required to ascertain the evidence and
likelihood that vehicles using the main minerals and waste lorry route
could have air pollution impacts on sensitive habitats. The Strategic
Transport Assessment for the Plan will assess the overall net-increases
in vehicle movements (and any localised increases in movements), and
this will be assessed in relation to the proximity of European Sites. The
scope/ detail of this work is yet to be established.

If we consider at a later stage that there is enough strategic direction
being provided within the Plan as to the location of such co-location
we will revisit whether the policy approach will be assessed within the
Appropriate Assessment.
Noted - this is an error, and refers to many of the similar comments
in the 4th and 5th columns in this table.
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(NE)

Question 27: Existing
capacity to land
marine-dredged sand
and gravel

(NE)

Question 26:
Safeguarding of
existing wharves

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

Any expansion of a wharf is likely to involve one of a number of developments,
including land reclamation, dredging, additional marine infrastructure, all of which will
have an impact. However, this impact of most of concern is in areas where existing
wharfs are already located in ‘natural’ and environmentally sensitive areas, as opposed
to wharfs located in heavily industrialised areas. These potential impacts would need
to be fully assessed through HRA. If maximisation of capacity is expected to involve
additional infrastructure or extension of wharves, any potential impacts on adjacent
designated sites would need to be assessed through HRA.
As set out in response to Question 26, Natural England considers that existing wharves
should be retained and utilised. However, if maximisation of capacity is expected to
involve additional infrastructure or extension of wharves, any potential impacts on
adjacent designated sites would need to be assessed through HRA.

Conversion of any redundant wharves to housing and associated infrastructure that
gives residents access to the waterside is liable to increase recreational disturbance on
designated sites and would be a likely significant effect. The completion of the Solent
Disturbance and Mitigation Project later this year will provide additional information
on recreational pressures affecting designated coastal sites. We would advocate that
the County Council gives consideration to the potential for disused wharves to provide
supplementary habitats to designated sites. The HRA should address these issues at
the strategic level.

Many of Hampshire’s wharves are immediately adjacent to designated sites of national
and international importance for nature conservation. Natural England considers that
existing wharves should be maintained, so as not to compromise future ability to import
and process marine aggregates. As pointed out in the consultation document, there
are likely to be major difficulties in expanding or relocating wharves to currently
undeveloped areas, without significant environmental and social impacts, including
those associated with infrastructure or additional dredging requirements. There may
be opportunities to relocate wharfs onto existing hard standing structures such as scrap
metal yards / old boat working facilities. However, any proposals will need to satisfy
the tests of the Habitats Regulations.

Natural England comment

A Wharves and Depots Needs Assessment (made available online as part of
the Have your Say consultation) prepared by independent consultants
on behalf of the plan-making authorities has examined the nature
conservation constraints on making provision for new, additional wharf
capacity (including extensions of existing wharves, areas of search).
The HRA will draw on the findings in this Assessment where relevant.
The draft policy should clarify what 'maximisation of capacity' is likely
to mean in land-use terms, and this will be taken forward for AA if at
a later stage we believe that provision of the protection of Question 3
does not adequately provide protection in this case.

A Wharves and Depots Needs Assessment (made available online as part of
the Have your Say consultation) prepared by independent consultants
on behalf of the plan-making authorities has examined the nature
conservation constraints on making provision for new, additional wharf
capacity (including extensions of existing wharves, areas of search).
The HRA will draw on the findings in this Assessment where relevant.
Regarding the second point, to reiterate, this Plan does not itself provide
the policy mechanism for the conversion/ regeneration of wharves.
The City Councils' have their own development plans (LDFs) which
address such matters (including accompanying HRAs). NE's comment
on future alternative uses of wharves is noted therefore, but will not
be addressed in this HRA as the matters raised are beyond the scope
of Waste/ Mineral Planning Authorities' responsibilities. NE may wish
to pick this issue up with other relevant Planning Authorities however.
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Natural England would be concerned about any proposals which could have adverse
impacts on sensitive designated sites, which may result from impacts such as loss of
intertidal mud and saltmarsh, impacts on hydrodynamics and sediment budget from
dredging and new infrastructure, bird disturbance and loss of feeding / roosting habitat.
We would wish to see the Minerals and Waste Plan provide a clear presumption against
such development. We would therefore support the retention and utilisation of existing
wharves, rather than extending wharves or developing entirely new sites. [...] As indicated
in the consultation document, Kendall’s Wharf Extension lies within Langstone
Harbour SSSI, Ramsar Site SPA and Solent Maritime SAC and if included in the
Minerals and Waste Plan will require Habitats Regulations Assessment in order to
demonstrate that any potential scheme can be delivered without adverse effect on the
integrity of designated sites.
Natural England is unable to offer further comment on proposals referred to in the
consultation document for areas of search the Southampton and Portsmouth Areas.
We would be happy to comment when further information is available.
Natural England would be concerned about any proposals which could have adverse
impacts on sensitive designated sites, which may result from impacts such as loss of
intertidal mud and saltmarsh, impacts on hydrodynamics and sediment budget from
dredging and new infrastructure, bird disturbance and loss of feeding / roosting habitat.
We would wish to see the Minerals and Waste Plan provide a clear presumption against
such development. We would therefore support the retention and utilisation of existing
wharves, rather than extending wharves or developing entirely new sites.
As mentioned above, we would advocate that the County Council gives consideration
within the Minerals and Waste Plan to the potential for disused wharves to provide
supplementary habitats to designated sites. We would advocate that the Minerals and
Waste Plan should set out a strategic vision for wharf sites across Hampshire,
underpinned by a thorough evidence base. We would agree that this issue is a likely
significant effect which should be addressed through more detailed assessment at the
strategic level.

Natural England acknowledges that there may be economic or other advantages in
extending existing mineral workings, but this may not be the most sustainable
environmental option, due to the environmentally sensitive location of many existing
mineral workings in Hampshire. The potential expansion or intensification of mineral
activities at these locations could potentially impact on sites of international importance
for nature conservation. Column 5 of the screening matrix refers to project level
assessment. However, we would advise that the Minerals and Waste Plan should identify
the least environmentally damaging options to fulfil its allocation, adopting the hierarchy
of avoidance, mitigation, compensation and enhancement set out in PPS9. We

Question 33 & 34:
Sand and gravel
hierarchy &
Suggested extensions
to existing mineral
sites
(NE)

Natural England comment

Question 28: Need
for new wharf
capacity (NE)
(including response
to reg 25
consultation
document)

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

Hampshire Mineral Proposal Suitability Study (made available online as part
of the Have your Say consultation) prepared by independent consultants
on behalf of the plan-making authorities has examined the nature
conservation constraints on making provision for extensions to sand
and gravel sites. The HRA will draw on the findings in this Assessment
where relevant.

The potential effects of site extensions to existing sites have been
considered through other policies (Questions 34 & 35), and those sites
will be subject to the Appropriate Assessment stage.

A Wharves and Depots Needs Assessment (made available online as part of
the Have your Say consultation) prepared by independent consultants
on behalf of the plan-making authorities has examined the nature
conservation constraints on making provision for new, additional wharf
capacity (including extensions of existing wharves, areas of search).
The HRA will draw on the findings in this Assessment where relevant,
but will not be iterated in whole within this assessment.
As mentioned above, this Plan does not itself provide the policy
mechanism for the conversion/ regeneration of wharves. The City
Councils' have their own development plans (LDFs) which address
such matters (including accompanying HRAs). NE's comment on
future alternative uses of wharves is noted therefore, but will not be
addressed in this HRA as the matters raised are beyond the scope of
Waste/ Mineral Planning Authorities' responsibilities. NE may wish
to pick this issue up with other relevant Planning Authorities however.
The policy area outlined by Question 26 provides clear steer on
retaining existing wharves.

HCC Response

108 Habitats Regulations Assessment Record Sept 2013

Natural England made detailed comments on this question in the response to the ‘Have
your say’ consultation. Particular concerns were expressed in relation to the proposed
Purple Haze allocation, due to potential hydrological and recreational impacts on Dorset
heath N2K sites, on which Natural England expressed the view, that that it would be
difficult or not possible to avoid through mitigation, as well as issues relating to impacts
on European Protected Species and BAP habitats. Detailed comments were also made
on the potential impacts on European sites of the proposed allocations for Roeshot,
Hamble Airfield and Forest Lodge Farm. We would agree that further evidence and
assessment of these sites is required through the next iteration of HRA screening. We

Question 37: New
local sand and gravel
allocations

(NE) (including
response to reg 25
consultation
document)

(NE) (response to
reg 25 consultation
document)

The proposal to create an additional area of working adjacent to Bramshill Quarry
is of particular concern, as the site forms part of Bramshill SSSI and Thames Basin
Heaths SPA. We would disagree with the HRA Screening Report conclusion at this
stage that significant effects can be avoided, as it is not supported by evidence. This
will need full Appropriate Assessment before decisions on potential selection to ensure
that the Council is in a position to legally adopt the Plan. The Interim Minerals and
Waste Sustainability Appraisal has identified that there is a significant negative impact
from the proposal, due to its location within the SSSI and SPA, whereas other sites
have been assessed as of lower impact on biodiversity. Therefore, we would question
the necessity to allocate this site in order to deliver the Plan allocation.
With regard to Mortimer Quarry Extension, Natural England has previously
commented in response to a recent planning application.
The consultation document has suggested 3 sites as being suitable and sustainable
locations for further mineral working. The proposal to create an additional area of
working adjacent to Bramshill Quarry is of particular concern, as the site forms part
of Bramshill SSSI and Thames Basin Heaths SPA. We would disagree with the HRA
Screening Report conclusion that significant effects can be avoided through various
development criteria, as it is not supported by evidence. This will need full Appropriate
Assessment before decisions on potential selection to ensure that the Council is in a
position to legally adopt the Plan. The Interim Minerals and Waste Sustainability
Appraisal has identified that there is a significant negative impact from the proposal,
due to its location within the SSSI and SPA, whereas other sites have been assessed as
of lower impact on biodiversity. Therefore, we would question the necessity to allocate
this site in order to deliver the Plan allocation. As set out in the screening report, we
would agree that further more detailed assessment is also required through HRA to
assess the potential impacts of the proposed Bleak Hill and Mortimer Quarry sites.

recommend that the implications of this proposal should be fully assessed through the
Minerals and Waste Plan’s HRA.

Natural England comment

Question 35:
Suggested extensions
to existing mineral
sites

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

It is due to the confusion regarding the titles of the columns that it has
been assumed that without presenting evidence we presume that all
impacts can be avoided at screening. We merely suggest that there are
obvious changes that could potentially be introduced to the policy at
screening to avoid or mitigation some of the more straightforward
impacts. It is clear from column 5 that we intend on carrying out AA
on this policy, and the sites that it nominates.

It is due to the confusion regarding the titles of the columns that it has
been assumed that without presenting evidence we presume that all
impacts can be avoided at screening. We merely suggest that there are
obvious changes that could potentially be introduced to the policy at
screening to avoid or mitigation some of the more straightforward
impacts. It is clear from column 5 that we intend on carrying out AA
on this policy, and the sites that it nominates.
Comments regarding specific allocated sites are noted and will be taken
forward for further consideration in the AA.
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'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

A further potential effect is on nightjar, one of the SPA qualifying features. Given the proximity
of the proposed allocation site to the SPA, is quite possible that individual nightjar territories
might include both parts of the SPA at Ebblake Bog and parts of the proposed allocation at
Purple Haze. In addition, birds with territories within the SPA may use the proposed allocation
site for foraging. In both cases, there would be impacts on the SPA from the proposal.

Roeshot - implication to SSSI will only be considered within this assessment
if it is likely to also implication the features of European sites - Burton
common SSSI does not form part of a European site. Implication of impacts
to SSSI formed part of the Needs assessment. Potential in combination
impacts with other minerals and waste AND local development have already
been identified at this site, and will be considered further.

Secondly, the proposal would displace current recreational activity on the site to designated
heathlands, a recent visitor survey having shown that Ringwood Forest receives a large number
of visitors. The Dorset heath N2K sites and the internationally designated New Forest would
be likely to receive a good proportion of these visits. We consider it would be extremely
difficult to provide mitigation that would avoid an adverse effect on the Dorset heath N2K
sites. An equivalent area of new alternative greenspace capable of supporting and attracting
a similar level and type of public access would be needed.

Hamble Airfield - The Brent Goose and wader Strategy has already revealed
that this site does not provide any grazing habitat for these species. However,
it does provide great potential for habitat creation/habitat opportunities.
Implications to the SSSI as suggested will be considered within the AA.

Cutty Brow - implication to SSSI will only be considered within this assessment
if it is likely to also implication the features of European sites. Implication of
impacts to SSSI formed part of the Hampshire Mineral Proposal Suitability Study.

The potential contradictory policies with respect to the governments
open habitat policy will be looked at further, and addressed within the
AA.
Comments regarding specific allocated sites are noted and will be taken
forward for further consideration in the AA, however;

It is not HCCs belief that HRA relates to the parts of the regulations
that provides protection to EPS (those listed under Annex IV of the
Habs directive), other than where they are also listed within Annex II,
and included within the reason for which the site is designated. Article
6(2) of Habitats Directive makes specific reference to plans that affect
SACs not Annex IV species. HCC is aware of its duty relating to
engaging with the 3 tests, which only apply where an offence under
Reg 41 (1) and (2) has been proven, which cannot be dealt with at this
strategic level. Therefore consideration of Nightjars within the HRA
will only be given in the context of shared territories/ foraging with
the SPA, and judging the significance of effect on the European sites,
and consideration of EPS only where they are also listed as Annex II
species for any particular site.

HCC Response

1. Effect on Dorset heath N2K sites: The primary concern relates to the potential effect of
the proposal on the Dorset Heathlands SPA, the Dorset Heaths SAC and the Dorset
Heathlands Ramsar site. We consider that the proposal would have significant effects on all
of these Dorset heath N2K sites and believe that in practice these impacts would be difficult
or not possible to avoid through mitigation. The northern part of the sites forms a major
part of the catchment of Ebblake Bog SSSI, one of the component sites of the Dorset heath
N2K sites and the quality of the bog is dependent on the natural hydrology of its catchment.
If the proposal is to be progressed it would need to be demonstrated that mitigation could
be achieved that would overcome the problem of the alteration to a major part of the
catchment of Ebblake Bog. Detailed hydrological work would be needed but we do not see
how it would be possible to replicate artificially the natural hydrological features of the
catchment, either during operation or subsequently (with or without landfill) and therefore
avoid adverse effect on the Dorset heath N2k sites (particularly the SAC and Ramsar). In
these circumstances the part of the possible allocation forming the catchment of Ebblake
Bog could not be implemented or be part of a statutory plan.

would disagree with the HRA Screening Report conclusion that significant effects can
be avoided through various development criteria, as it is not supported by evidence.
Natural England has particular concerns about the proposed Purple Haze allocation,
for the following reasons:

Natural England comment
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'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

Roeshot, Christchurch: The site adjoins Burton Common SSSI and further assessment
will need to establish the potential for indirect impacts on Burton Common SSSI, in
particular the hydrology. The Minerals and Waste Plan HRA will need to consider the
proposed allocation in the context of potential housing development south of the
railway and the implications of the proposal in combination with this and the Dorset
aggregate proposal immediately to the west on patterns of recreation and visitor use
both on the Dorset Heaths and in the New Forest. The New Forest national Park
Authority should also be consulted as the proposal adjoins the National Park boundary.
Cutty Brow, Longparish: Natural England recommends that further information
should be provided to ensure that there is no adverse hydrological impact on the River
Test SSSI.
Hamble Airfield, Hamble: Natural England recommends that it should be established
whether Brent Geese use this site. The Plan should consider potential impacts on the
Solent Maritime SAC and Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar site and
the Lee on Solent to Itchen Valley Site of Special Scientific Interest, including
hydrological impact.
Forest Lodge Farm, Hardley: As stated in the consultation document, the Proposed
Preferred Area is adjacent to the New Forest SSSI, close to the New Forest SAC and
SPA, as well as being within 1km of the Solent and Southampton Water SPA, SAC,
SSSI and Ramsar, Solent Maritime SAC and Hythe to Calshot Marshes SSSI. Potential
impacts will need careful assessment and consideration, including hydrological
connectivity. The New Forest National Park Authority should also be consulted as the
site lies within the setting of the National Park.

2. Biodiversity considerations: These relate firstly to the high biodiversity interest of Ringwood
Forest, with the Purple Haze area supporting several nightjar territories as well as habitat
suitable for European Protected Species, sand lizard and smooth snake. Consideration must
therefore be given at the Plan level to Habitats Regulations tests relating to EPS and how
these might be applied in the light of potential mitigation and relevant caselaw. Secondly, the
forestry plantations on Dorset heathland (including Ringwood Forest) have been identified
as the critical area nationally for the re-establishment of open habitats if the objectives of
the Government’s open habitat policy (‘When to convert woods and forests to open habitat
in England: Government policy: March 2010’) are to be achieved. Thus in the absence of
sand and gravel winning at Purple Haze the prospect is that the extent of heathland within
the allocation site would be substantially increased. We consider that the quality of heathland
restored following mineral winning would be much lower than that of heathland on the
natural geology, established following the rotational removal of plantation.

Natural England comment

Forest Lodge - Implications to the SSSIs as suggested will be considered
within the AA.

HCC Response
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Natural England recommends that site considerations in the consultation document
and the Mineral Proposal Suitability Study should also include protection of the South
Downs National Park and its setting and the range of nearby sites of national /
international importance: Broxhead and Kingsley Commons SSSI / Wealden Heaths
Phase II SPA, Shortheath Common SSSI / SAC, Woolmer Forest SSSI / SAC and
Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA, East Hampshire Hangers and Wick Wood & Worldham
SSSI. Potential impacts would need to be fully addressed through Sustainability Appraisal
/ Habitats Regulations Assessment should the Council wish to progress any mineral
extraction option in this area.
As noted in the consultation document, the safeguarding of the area will also have
significant implications for the Whitehill-Bordon Eco-town development and should
involve close consultation with East Hampshire District Council. New development
is likely to rely on the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspaces (SANGs),
which need to be secured in perpetuity in order to provide necessary mitigation for
impacts on European designated sites. If potential SANGs land is safeguarded or
utilised for minerals development, alternative sites would need to be found that would
function at least as well.
Natural England has previously recommended that the HRA should consider impacts
on the various European sites in the area, including Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA,
Shortheath Common SAC, Woolmer Forest SAC and East Hampshire Hangers. This
should also consider that new development associated with the Whitehill-Bordon
Eco-town is likely to rely on the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspaces
(SANGs), which need to be secured in perpetuity in order to provide necessary

Question 50: Specific
safeguarding of
Bordon/Whitehill(NE)
(response to reg 25
consultation
document)

(NE)

With regard to the Michelmersh Area of Search for brick-making clay, the consultation
document and the Mineral Proposal Suitability Study should recognise that the identified
sites are within the 7.5km foraging zone for barbestelle bats around Mottisfont Bats
SAC / SSSI and potential impacts on habitats of value for foraging bats will need to
be addressed in the HRA. Key requirements are to maintain any areas of broadleaved
woodland, unimproved grassland, marsh or wetland within the bats’ foraging area.

Natural England considers that windfall sites should be subject to the same rigorous
examination as sites which may already be allocated. Although the consultation refers
to consideration of ‘other environmental and amenity criteria’, new proposals will need
to include appropriate levels of assessment including, where necessary, HRA.

Natural England comment

Question 43:
Identification of
areas of search for
brick-making clay

(NE)

Question 38:
Windfall
opportunities for
sand and gravel
extraction

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

Noted. Noted. Will take forward draft policy for AA in which these particular
concerns will be addressed.

Noted. Will take forward draft policy for AA unless likely significant effects
can be avoided in further iterations of the screening stage.

Noted. As stated within the screening matrix be believe that inclusion of
policy approach set out in Question 3 provides strong direction on the
appropriate levels of assessment.

HCC Response
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Natural England welcomes the identification of guidelines against which the assessment
of sites will be assessed. However, we consider that this should include criteria for
designated sites of biodiversity importance. Although the suggested criteria include the
requirement that development proposals will lead to an improvement in biodiversity,
the first requirement is protect the existing biodiversity interest of the site, consistent
with the approach in PPS9.

Question 65:
Considering other
proposals for landfill

(NE)

(NE)

With regard to the three sites suggested for landfill, please see previous comments on
Purple Haze at Question 37. Blue Haze is an established site, but proposals for any
proposals for surcharging or expansion of the site would need to consider impacts on
the surrounding Ringwood Forest Area; again please see the general comments at
Question 37 in relation to the adjacent Purple Haze site. We would agree that further
evidence and assessment of these sites is required at HRA screening; it cannot be
concluded at this stage that the application of development criteria will avoid likely
significant effect. Squabb Wood Landfill, Romsey is within the 7.5km foraging zone
for barbestelle bats around Mottisfont Bats SAC / SSSI and potential impacts on
habitats of value for foraging bats will need to be addressed in the HRA. Key
requirements are to maintain any areas of broadleaved woodland, unimproved grassland,
marsh or wetland within the bats’ foraging area.

The screening report refers to assessments at the planning application stage. However,
the HRA should ensure that there is sufficient flexibility in the Plan to deliver the
minerals target without adverse effect on the integrity of European sites.

mitigation for impacts on European designated sites. If potential SANGs land is
safeguarded or utilised for minerals development, alternative sites would need to be
found that would function at least as well.

Natural England comment

Question 64: New
landfill capacity for
non-hazardous
wastes in Hampshire

(NE)

Question 57: Type of
waste infrastructure
required

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

Noted. As mentioned within Version 1 of the Screening Report, we will look
to adding international sites to the constraints, therefore negating the need
for further examination. However, if this is not possible, we agree that this
policy approach will need to be taken forward into the full Appropriate
assessment of this Plan.

Noted. Will take forward draft policy for AA.

The HRA process is essential in producing a plan that will not have any
adverse impacts in its delivery. The assessment will be carried out in such a
ways as to to determine to a suitable level of certainty that the Plan can be
delivered without impacts to the European sites, and to put in place safeguards
in order that planning applications arising as a result of the Plan are presented
in such a way as to ensure that mitigation identified at this stage are
implemented, and that other potential impacts (to European sites) are fully
assessed, avoided and mitigated.

HCC Response
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Section 2.2.1
In-combination
assessment of policy
approaches

'Have Your Say'
Question and
consultee

As stated in the Screening Report, it is a requirement of the Habitats Regulations that
the likelihood of significant effects must be considered alone or in-combination, either
with other proposals within the Plan or with other plans or projects. Although paragraph
22 of this section of the Screening Report refers to category ‘A’ effects as being ‘very
low risk’ the HRA should consider whether impacts which are small in themselves
could have combined or cumulative effects. To comply with the Habitats Regulations,
the HRA should be able to clearly state that there is no likely significant effect from
in-combination effects.
Paragraph 25 states that for category ‘C6’ effects, no further in-combination assessment
is required at this stage as the policy approach is not sufficiently refined to identify
specific areas. We would recommend that the Plan should give strategic direction on
minerals and waste delivery requirements as far as possible, to avoid environmental
impacts, and that the HRA should be revisited and revised as more specific policy
information becomes available.

Natural England comment

All effort has been given to give strategic direction where possible
within policy wording, explanatory text, and site allocations. The
iterative HRA process will help develop these areas. However, as a
strategic document, it is not possible to specify every aspect of delivery
requirements due to the nature of the Plan and the need to be flexible
to account for windfall sites and new technologies

All in-combination assessment will also look at cumulative effects.

HCC Response
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Natural England agrees that HRA should be a ‘living document’, being produced through
an iterative process.

Page 5

Page 26

Section 3

Table 3.1

Section 3 Undertaking the
Habitats Regulations
Process

HRA stages described in section 3 are consistent with Natural England’s internal draft
guidance.

On page 21, 7b out-competition by non-native species, examples of activities would also
include waterborne non-native species arising through minerals and waste operations.

On page 19, 5c air pollution, it should be noted that air pollution also leads to acid /
nutrient deposition, causing changes to soil / water chemistry.

Usefully identifies the potential for minerals and waste activities to have a range of impacts
on European sites.

Recommended that line 3 is amended to ‘ ....not include general or specific proposals
which would not be likely to fail ....’

Section 2 Assessment
Methodology

Page 10

May wish to add that for stage 3, involving imperative reasons of overriding public
interest, a further task is to notify the Secretary of State before adopting a plan in these
circumstances and the Secretary of State will decide whether to give effect to the plan.

Page 7, Table 1.1

Important that the evidence base is kept up to date and the HRA will need to be revisited
and refined as more detailed information becomes available.

Presume the logo for the South Downs National Park Authority, as one of the
plan-making authorities within the Plan area, will be added to the front cover in due
course.

Natural England's comment

Front Cover

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

HCC Response

Text altered. All reference within document counter acting measures have
been changed to mitigation measures.

Noted. The original terminology was taken from Natural England’s
(unpublished) guidance. It is recognised that the use of the term
‘counter-acting’ measures may lead to confusion.

Made changes to list of relevant activities to reflect this process.

Made changes to description of effect.

Noted

Text added.

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted. The SDNPA are currently a key stakeholder in the emerging Minerals
and Waste Plan, but not currently a co-author of this report. It is likely that
the Authority will not become a formal plan-making partner until April 2011.

Table 4.6 Summary of Natural England comments following Methodology & Baseline Draft Report (September 2010)
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What is expected is a robust assessment, based on information which can reasonably be
obtained and identifying risks as far as reasonably foreseeable; this may include primary
research. Where appropriate, it is necessary to put in force a legally enforceable framework
with the aim of preventing effects from materialising.

Section 4

page 52, paragraph 89

Section 5 Condition and
Conservation Status of the
sites

Page 39, paragraph 78

Page 38

Reference seeking opportunities for improvement of sites is welcome, but it should be
made clear that site management is the legal responsibility of owners / occupiers, so
improvements could not be considered as mitigation unless the improvements were
above and beyond what is necessary to achieve or maintain favourable condition.

A general buffer zone of 10km from the edge of the plan area has been used, in helping
to identify relevant European sites, this distance in itself is not significant, and the draft
document recognises the importance of applying flexibility to this distance to reflect
specific mineral / waste impacts, the hydrological / ecological linkages with designated
sites and sensitivities of European site features of interest. Specific consideration should
be given to any major waste installations such as energy from waste plants.

Section 4

Page 35

Introduction of counter-acting measures (including addition of appropriate caveats and
policies), it is recommended for clarity that this is amended to ‘Introduction of mitigation
measures (avoidance, cancellation and reduction measures, including addition of appropriate caveats
and policies)’ to avoid any possible confusion with ‘compensatory measures’. With regard
to examples given in the bullet points, suggest that a caveat may be needed to the effect
that it will be necessary to distinguish between what is potential ‘mitigation’ or
‘enhancement’ in each particular case.

In setting out the counteracting measures, recommended that you include the distinction
between ‘mitigation measures’ which are avoidance, cancellation and reduction measures,
and ‘compensatory measures’ which are only considered in circumstances where, there
being no alternative solutions, imperative reasons of overriding public interest have been
established as to why a plan or project should proceed notwithstanding a negative
assessment of the implications for a European site. The ‘compensatory measures’ are
designed to ensure the coherence of the Natura 2000 network is protected where adverse
effects on site integrity cannot be ruled out. However, compensatory measures are not
mitigation measures, even if proposed as integral to a plan or project, and cannot be
considered until after regulation 62, considerations of overriding public interest.

Natural England's comment

Section 3

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

Footnote added highlighting this issue.

HCC understands that measures which are required to bring a particular site
to favourable condition should not form part of any mitigation programme.
There is a presumption that such measures will be undertaken regardless of
the Minerals and Waste Plan. Therefore mitigation measures implemented as
part of the Plan must avoid replicating those measures which are already
being relied upon to improve the site. The Plan’s measures should tackle
only the additional impacts associated with the development.

Noted

Text added to bulleted list of special considerations.

Noted. The original terminology was taken from Natural England’s
(unpublished) guidance. It is recognised that the use of the term
‘counter-acting’ measures may lead to confusion.

Also see footnote at bottom of section 3.1.3

HCC Response
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Recommended that the map on page 54 should focus on key land management plans
relevant to European sites to avoid over-complexity. Examples may include National
Park / AONB management plans, catchment management plans and Shoreline
Management Plans. It may, however, be difficult to capture all relevant land management
plans on a map and so a list map be appropriate to supplement the map. It is suggested
that a map showing Biodiversity Opportunity Areas could also be added to indicate the
potential areas for expanding the European site interest features.

Difficult to exclude potential impacts at the strategic stage, when the level of impact is
uncertain. For example, woodlands and scrub could be affected by changes to hydrology
and non-toxic contamination, including air pollution, although this is not shown in the
table. Similarly, bat habitats may be affected by changes in hydrology or toxic / non-toxic
contamination. It is therefore recommended that either Table 7.1 is revised to reflect the
necessary precautionary or the information is merged with the site specific vulnerabilities
and sensitivities in Appendix E.

Welcomes the recognition that further information will be required to update and refine
the HRA.

Examples given in Table 7.2, management measures to deal with traffic emissions could
include specified traffic routes / means of transport. Further information on air quality
mitigation is likely to be available through the work being undertaken by PUSH authorities.
Measures to deal with surface water run-off from landfill would include on-site
containment / filtration systems to the satisfaction of the Environment Agency.

Conservation objectives for the European sites, currently only contains the conservation
objectives for the River Itchen SAC. As you have mentioned, appendix C will need to
be inputted with the detailed information you are gathering for other European sites and
updated as necessary with the work that Natural England is doing on condition
assessment.

Welcome the systematic consideration of European site vulnerabilities and sensitivities.

Adequately reflects the necessary audit trail for completion of different stages in the
HRA process.

Section 6 Existing
pressures and management
issues on the sites

Section 7 Potential effects
on European sites

Section 7 Potential effects
on European sites

Page 59 and table 7.2

Appendices

Appendix C

Appendix E

Appendix F

Table 7.1, page 55

Map page 54

Natural England's comment

'Have Your Say'
Question and consultee

Noted

Noted

Appendix C will be expanded.

Noted – will forward for comment once completed. HCC are compiling
information on conservation objectives (unpublished) from NE.

Noted

Information being obtained as it becomes available.

Noted

Noted

Tables 7.1 and 3.1 have been merged and consolidated.

HCC agrees that the information on potential impacts should be merged
with information on broad habitat types for ease of assessment.

HCC Response
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