[bookmark: _Hlk189488853]Supporting Authorities Group Meeting
MINUTES - 2pm: 22/04/2026
Chair: Don Baker

1. [bookmark: _Hlk178599124][bookmark: _Hlk164865483]Introduction, Apologies, Matters arising – DB
· No Matters arising
· Apologies: RF & JM

2. General update – DB



· Final stages of completing the LNRS revisions 
i. Responding to and acting on requests made for changes to the documents and maps
ii. Producing the audit trail and explanatory response to the consultation
· Ongoing Defra funding tbc
i. Defra have verbally reconfirmed 3 years of funding for delivery but not the amount nor when it will be released
· Timing: SA review 1st May.  Publication June-end
i. SAG Pre-pub – 28 days from 1st May
ii. Target publication date will be confirmed 1st May
· Clarifications:  
i. The LNRS can be used to inform emerging policy or other planning matters as it is in a suitably advanced state
ii. The final version has many changes but they are all relatively minor 
iii. Consultants acting on behalf of a Supporting Authority can use the mapping but must be mindful that the mapping is derived from other sources and Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre will have to be involved in the decision making process as to what data is released in its shapefile form, to whom and it’s use.
iv. Main contacts for LNRS & Mapping would be the current RA leads and SxBRC
· DB gives an overview on the limits and responsibilities of the Supporting Authorities pre-publication review.

3. NE position update (habitat banks & uplift) – KC
· KC provides an update 


4. Public consultation: response report overview
· DA gives an overview of the Consultation report to be provide to the SAs


Questions
· LN: Launch in autumn. What is the difference between the published LNRS and the more interactive version?
i. Thinking of ways different user groups can more easily access the parts of the LNRS that are of greatest interest to them. Will sit alongside published LNRS. 

5. AOB – No AOB offered 
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SLIDE 2
Update
* Final stages of completing the LNRS revisions

* Responding to and acting on requests made for changes to the
documents and maps

* Producing the audit trail and explanatory response to the consultation
* Ongoing Defra funding tbc

* Defra have reconfirmed 3 years of funding for delivery but not the amount
nor when it will be released

* Timing: SA Review 1t May. Publication June-end

*  SAG Pre-pub - 28 days from 1t May

* Target publication date to be confirmed 1% of May
* Clarifications:

* The LNRS can be used to inform emerging policy or other planning
matters as itis in a suitably advanced state

* Thefinalversion has many changes but they are all relatively minor

* Consultants acting on behalf of the authority can use the mapping but
must be mindful that the mapping is derived from other sources and
Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre will have to be involved in the decision
making process as to what data is released in its shapefile form to whom
and it’s use

* Main contacts for LNRS & Mapping would be the current RA leads and
SxBRC





SLIDE 3
Supporting Authority Pre-publication Review - an explainer

As ateam, as we progressed to this point, we have been very mindful of, not just the
letter of the duty, but also the spirit of what is required post public consultation. To that
end the materials we have produced are of a comparatively higher quality.

Purpose of the SA Pre-publication Review (and a comparison)

Pre-consultation (consultation draft stage)

For the pre-consultation stage your role was to quality-assure the draft before it goes to
public consultation, and (if needed) trigger an early dispute route about content or
about whether the SA was properly involved.

Pre-publication (final strategy stage)

Your purpose now is a final statutory check after consultation has concluded, focused
on whether the final LNRS is

(a) justified by the consultation results and

(b) not materially deficient, before publication.
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RA role:

We are required to publish the consultation responses and provide a final LNRS to you
with a date for publication. Should a PAN be received, we must investigate an respond
in 28 days.

SA Role:

Your role is to tell us whether or not you are content for the strategy to be published and
if not, to submit a PAN Should

e The LNRS is materially deficientin some manner
e part of afinal LNRS not be justified based on the results of the consultation
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DEFINITIONS: MATERIALLY DEFICIENT
Context:

A Supporting Authority can issue a PAN if it considers the final LNRS is “materially
deficient”.

The Regulations don’t define “materially deficient”, but in practice it means a significant
defect or omission that undermines the LNRS as a functioning statutory strategy (as

opposed to a difference of opinion).

Defra’s statutory guidance would be the sensible yardstick for what “functioning” looks
like, because RAs must “have regard” to it when deciding what to include.

SLIDE 6

Illustrative EXAMPLES:

Example 1: Missing (or unusable) core LNRS components

The strategy is published without a working local habitat map, or the map is so
incomplete/unclear it cannot be used to identify priorities/areas for action (e.g., key
layers missing, map not accessible, no way to interpret what counts as “areas of
particular importance” or “areas where action could become important”).

Why it’s “material”:

the LNRS is required to function through mapped priorities plus a written statement; if
one component is absent/unusable, the strategy can’t do its job. Defra guidance sets
expectations for what should be included and how to present it.

Example 2: No clear priorities / measures (the LNRS can’t guide action)

The written statement describes biodiversity generally but doesn’t actually set priorities
for recovery/enhancement, or it lists aspirations without identifying proposed measures
that relate to those priorities.

Why it’s “material”:





a strategy that doesn’t articulate priorities/measures is arguably not a “strategy” in any
meaningful sense; the statutory guidance is explicit that the LNRS should include
priorities and measures and explains what the government expects to be included.

Example 3: Internal contradictions that make it impossible to interpret

The narrative says “Priority area A is the main focus for woodland creation”, but the map
designates different areas (or none), or the priorities contradict the spatial proposals
such that you can’t tell which is authoritative.

Why it’s “material”:

if users (LPAs, land managers, funders) cannot reliably interpret priorities and locations,
it undermines use of the LNRS and could be framed as a substantive deficiency rather
than a stylistic issue. The “material deficiency” ground exists precisely for serious
quality failures.

What is usually not “materially deficient” (examples that are more like
preference/disagreement)

These might be valid comments, but they’re less likely to justify a PAN on “material
deficiency”:

o “We’d prioritise habitat X over habitat Y” (unless we can show a fundamental gap

against consultation evidence or guidance expectations).

o Tone/wording preferences (unless wording is misleading to the point of changing
meaning).

e Requests for extra local detail where the LNRS already meets the expected

minimum content (helpful, but not necessarily “material”).

e« Disagreement with boundaries where methodology and rationale are present

and coherent (again, not necessarily “material” unless the defect is severe).

Remember: at pre-publication stage the formal grounds are narrow: material deficiency
or notjustifiable from consultation results.
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Materially deficient? a test...

When someone says “materially deficient”, ask yourself:

1. Does this issue stop the LNRS being usable for its intended purpose? (guiding

nature recovery priorities and spatial proposals)

2. lIsitasignificant omission/defect rather than a matter of preference?

3. Canthe concern be anchored to either:

o the statutory guidance about what the LNRS should contain (a solid
benchmark),

o oraclear contradiction /incompleteness that makes the strategy
unworkable?

If the answer is “yes” to (1) and (2), it’s more likely to be “material”.

Summary

Materially deficient’ means a significant defect or omission that undermines the LNRS
as a functioning strategy. For example, missing or unusable core components, internal
inconsistency between map and statement, or absence of the information needed to
interpret priorities and proposals. It doesn’t mean simple preference differences.
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DEFINITION: ...justified based on the results of the consultation

Second Formal ground for a Publication Advisory Notice (PAN): whether “part of a final
local nature recovery strategy cannot be justified based on the results of the
consultation”.

Meaning:

The final LNRS should be explainable in a way that is consistent with what the
consultation produced: i.e. the decisions we’ve made (especially changes from the
draft) should be traceable to consultation feedback and/or a reasoned treatment of it.





This links to why the Regulations require us to publish all responses to the consultation
within a reasonable time after the consultation concludes.

What itis not

It does not mean

e “the final LNRS must match the majority view” or
e “everyconsultee gets what they asked for”.

The trigger is not ‘people disagree’; it’s ‘you can’t reasonably connect the final content
of the strategy to the outcome of the consultation.
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What counts as “results of the consultation”?

The Regulations don’t define “results” in a technical way, but in practice (and in an audit
trail) we treated “results” as including:

e The responses received

e Thethemes/ analysis (consultation report, summary of issues, etc.) raw data
synthesised into “what we heard”.

e Ourreasoned response to those themes (what we accepted, what we didn’t, and
why).
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2023/341/pdfs/uksiem_20230341_en.pdf

We don’t have to agree with consultation responses, but itis important for us to show a
rational line from what was said to what we did with it.
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Can’t be justified? A test

If an SAis considering the “not justified by consultation results” ground, a good test is:

Traceability

Can you point to consultation evidence (responses/themes) that supports the final
position or the change made?

Responsiveness




https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2023/341/pdfs/uksiem_20230341_en.pdf



Where the final LNRS differs from what was raised, have we explained why (e.g.,
evidence constraints, statutory guidance, feasibility, duplication, boundary issues)?

Honesty about consultation

Does the final LNRS (or consultation report) accurately represent what consultees said?
If it claims ‘strong support’ but the published responses show the opposite, that’s a
classic ‘cannot be justified’ scenario.
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IWlustrative EXAMPLES

Example 1: “We claim consultation supports X, but it doesn’t”

Final LNRS text: “Consultation responses strongly supported prioritising [Action
X]in[Area Y]

Consultation results: responses show significant opposition or a different

emphasis; the dominant theme was “do X elsewhere” or “X but with constraints”.

Why it might trigger PAN: the final claim about consultation support is not
supportable from the published results.

Example 2: Consultation asked about one thing; final LNRS delivers an unjustified

other

Consultation materials: framed a measure as voluntary guidance.

Final LNRS: reframes it in a way that appears prescriptive or materially different
(in effect), without consulting on that framing.

Why it might trigger PAN: the ‘results’ didn’t speak to the changed proposition, so

justification is weak.

Example 3: Ignoring a clear, well-evidenced theme without explanation

Consultation results: multiple evidence-based submissions (e.g., statutory
consultees, delivery partners) all raise the same defect (say, a mapping method
issue).

Final LNRS: retains the approach with no commentary or reasoning.

Why it might trigger PAN: not because we must accept the theme, but because
the final LNRS (or response report) doesn’t show how that theme was

considered and why it was rejected.





Equally important: examples of changes that can be justified (even if unpopular)
Example A: we reject requests but explain constraints

e Consultation asks for a long list of additional priorities; we keep a tighter list for
deliverability and explain how we triaged and why.

e Thatcan still be “justified” if the consultation report accurately reflects the asks
and our reasoning is coherent.

Example B: we change something because consultation exposed an error

o Wereceive strong evidence that a priority area boundary was wrong; we correct
it and cite that evidence in the response report.

Example C: Consultation feedback is conflicting; so we choose a route and show
why

e Mixed views: land managers caution against X; NGOs support X; LPAs propose Y.
e We take a balanced approach and explain the trade-offs.

o Justification doesn’t require unanimity; it requires an intelligible link between
feedback and decisions.

SUMMARY

At pre-publication stage, the Regulations allow a Publication Advisory Notice where a
Supporting Authority considers that part of the final LNRS cannot be justified based on
the results of the public consultation. In practical terms, that means you believe the
final position cannot reasonably be traced to what consultees said and how we
responded to it

It does not mean the final LNRS must reflect the majority view on every point; it means
the final LNRS must be transparently reasoned from the consultation outcomes.

~end~
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NE Position Update (habitat banks & uplift)

We have our Nature Networks priority to provide suitable buffers to our protected sites, and
to reflect the existing partnerships and initiatives already working for nature recovery across
Sussex, with many of these mapped.

Have included a mapped measure within that for existing habitat banks - these are all banks
which we have had sight of, which are strategically located to connect and expand existing
sites and habitats, and which are predominantly delivering habitats which have been
identified as priorities within the LNRS, not all of which we could map widely, e.g. scrub,
hedgerows, ponds etc.

We have amended the wording of these measures to make it clear that they should aim to
deliver habitats prioritised in the LNRS.

Our view is that the wording in the LNRS and BNG guidance is sufficiently flexible that areas
within those mapped nature network sites should benefit from the strategic significance
uplift in the BNG metric, and we were planning on including an explainer of this in the
revised LNRS.

However, NE's view is that only areas mapped for specific habitats will benefit from the SS
uplift.

This means that a lot of habitat creation and enhancement within these nature networks is
unlikely to be delivered through BNG as there is little incentive for them to do so, even
though we know these areas are located in strategically helpful locations and there is the
means to deliver them.

We have communicated the upshot of our discussions with NE to the major habitat bank
providers across Sussex, so they are aware.

We are keeping the measures, including the areas we have mapped, but we are not going to
add an explainer - there is no requirement for us to do so.

Looking forward, we may rethink the next iteration and effectively reverse engineer the
maps to better suit delivery partners.
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Pre-publication 28-day statutory re

Target dates: Friday 15t May 2026 — Friday 29" May

 What you’ll receive:

e Clean, amended word documents for all four parts of the LNRS
Updated Local Habitat Map
c.75 page consultation report (what we heard/our response)
Online survey link to confirm your consent to proceed or not

* Available on request:
* LNRS word docs with tracked changes

o





What happens next (if approved)

Consultation report shared on SussexNatureRecovery

Amends to designed versions. Create stand-alone Exec Summary. (Foreword also to be written but will
be added to published documents).

LNRS documents and map, and Exec Summary published in June — soft launch

Aiming for (but to be scoped):

Development and launch in the Autumn of a more interactive version of the LNRS along with supporting
materials.

Events and comms to coincide with this
Sharing more details about delivery

Alignment with publication of the Sussex Bay ‘Blueprint’ a locally agreed seascape strategy which can act as a
voluntary marine extension.

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk )e
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Summary update:

* Final stages of completing the LNRS revisions
* Ongoing Defra funding tbc
* Timing: SA consultation 15t May. Publication June-end

e Clarifications: (from emailed questions)

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk e





Pre-publication consultation: purpose

* Pre-consultation (consultation draft stage)

e Purpose: quality-assure the draft before it goes to public consultation, and (if
needed) trigger an early dispute route about content or about whether the SA
was properly involved.

* Pre-publication (final strategy stage)

* Purpose: a final statutory check after consultation has concluded, focused on
whether the final LNRS is

* (a) justified by consultation results and
e (b) not materially deficient, before publication.

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk e





Pre-Pub Consultation: statutory roles

e RA role:
e Publish public consultation responses (Reg 12)
* Provide final LNRS to SAs with date for publication (Reg 13)
* Investigate and respond to any PAN within 28days

* SA role:
* Indicate that the SA is content for the LNRS to be published
* If required: Provide a PAN to the RA if (Reg 15):

e part of a final LNRS cannot be justified based on the results of the
consultation or

RS is materially deficient

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk e





Definitions: Materially deficient

* Materially deficient: not defined.

* a significant defect or omission that undermines the LNRS as a
functioning statutory strategy (as opposed to a difference of
opinion).

* Yardstick: Defra’s statutory guidance for what “functioning” looks
like,

* NOT about preference or disagreement

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk e





Examples

1. Missing (or unusable) core LNRS components

2. No clear priorities / measures (the LNRS can’t guide action)
3. Internal contradictions that make it impossible to interpret
4. Serious factual errors that change meaning (not minor typos)

5. Failure to reflect the consultation step in the final product

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk e





Material deficiency: Test

1. Does this issue stop the LNRS being usable for its intended purpose?

2. lIs it a significant omission/defect rather than a matter of preference?

3. Can the concern be anchored to either:

e Statutory guidance
e Contradiction or incompleteness

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk e






Definitions: Justifiablity

* The final LNRS cannot be justified based on the results of the
consultation

e The decisions we’ve made (eg changes from the draft) should be traceable to
consultation feedback and/or a reasoned treatment of it.

* Not “the final LNRS must match the majority view” or “every consultee gets
what they asked for”.

). U

* The trigger is not “people disagree”; it’s “you can’t reasonably connect the final
content to the consultation outcomes.”

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk e





What counts as “results of the consultation

* Not defined therefore = best practice:

* The responses received

* The themes / analysis

* Our reasoned response

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk e





Justification test

* Traceability

* Responsiveness

* Honesty

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk 3





Justification Examples

Not permitted

1. We claim consultation
supports X, but it doesn’t

2. Consultation asked about one
thing; final LNRS delivers an
unjustified other

3. Ignoring a clear,
well-evidenced theme
without explanation

Permitted:

1. we reject requests but explain
constraints

2. we change something because
consultation exposed an error

3. Consultation feedback is

conflicting; so we choose a route
and show why

www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk e
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