[bookmark: _Hlk189488853]Supporting Authorities Group Meeting
MINUTES - 2pm: 05/11/2025 
Chair: Don Baker
ATTENDEES
WSCC
ESCC
Wayforward
Natural England
South Downs NPA
Sussex Local Nature Partnership
Wealden DC
Chichester DC
Lewes & Eastbourne Councils
Mid Sussex DC
Brighton and Hove City Council
Crawley BC
Horsham DC
Rother DC
Adur & Worthing Councils
Arun DC
Hastings BC

1. [bookmark: _Hlk178599124][bookmark: _Hlk164865483]Introduction, Apologies, Matters arising – DB
· Rebecca Fry HDC – Linsey King will represent HDC
· Jennifer Hollingham MDSX
· Anna Clare from LEC: but Jane Goodall is representing
· A moment of silence was held in memory of Helen Peacock 

2. General update – DB
· The public consultation began on target: 15 October and will close 26 November.
· To support that we have initiated a comms strategy.  [picked up in the next agenda item from Wayforward – refer to attached notes: Agenda Item 3]  Request made for all SAG members to amplify the comms around the public consultation so we get the most comprehensive feedback possible.  Thanks to the amplification already undertaken.




· Defra: 
i. have written to us last week to congratulate us on crossing this milestone and have triggered the release of transition funding to support the process required to get us through to the delivery phase.
ii. We will be meeting with Defra next week to discuss this further

· Pre-Publication SAG Approval. Thank you for seeking & confirming the delegated authority to approve the pre-public Consultation draft.  There was some unavoidable internal governance to manage, consequently, we will shortly be asking the same question of you to confirm that you have delegated authority to approve the pre-publication draft and that any additional internal governance is possible to complete within the 28 day deadline.

i. We will do our best to give you a timeline but we will never be in a position to confirm our dates until a few weeks before. So any interaction with planned committee dates will be difficult to manage at your end.

· Timing: An estimated timeline puts SA pre-publication early/mid-Feb and Publication March end 2026 (TBC). 

3. Public Consultation – what we’ve learnt so far - DA





4. Open Session (matters arising from the LNRS Public consultation) – ALL
Confirmed TV interview is Latest TV.
 
NE Local team would like to use the bus-stop advert. Have we had any breakdown of stakeholders yet? 
A: Not known as yet. Relatively few emails, mainly from landowners/advisors. Map comments, relatively even spread across three main user groups.
 
Comms assets next week, will that include video? 
A: Video already shared. Has been shared with as many people as possible. For SDNPA, please email comms assets directly to Ruth.James@southdowns.gov.uk and Comms Team <CommsTeam@southdowns.gov.uk>. 
 
Is there quite an spread across East and West? 
A: Slightly more from West but fairly even at the moment.
Further amendments can be expected from some Supporting Authorities 
 
Are the RAs expecting a formal response from the Supporting Authorities as part of the public consultation? 
A: This decision is for the SAs.  You may wish to reiterate previous comments or add more but there is no requirement to do so.
What happened to the SA’s responses to the pre-publication draft
A. The log is attached below


5. AOB
· There were no items of AOB
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 SAG Script – 5th November



Slide 2. Hi Everyone, I’m going to give you a quick update on the consultation – how its going, what we’re hearing and what still needs to be done. 



Slide 3. Firstly, a recap on timings. We’re now exactly halfway through the consultation with 3 weeks to go.  We’ve run a number of key engagement activities to support consultation – more on those in a moment - and have made provision for those without internet access in libraries. 



Slide 4. Here’s an overview of how its been promoted – we’ve had lots of social media posts – including from many of you – I’ve personally seen posts from Lewes, Horsham, Mid Sussex, Living Coast and the High Weald which has been fantastic – thank you. 



We’ve had articles in local and regional titles and spots on the radio. We’ve appeared in newsletters – (Our own - Sussex Nature Recovery - of course), but also the NFU, Lewes Climate Hub, Love our Ouse, University of Sussex are just those I’ve seen. etc. 



As you can see from the photo, we are on bus shelters around Brighton & Hove – which is fantastic. 



The LNRS was also mentioned a lot on a call I attended last night. This was the kick off call for the Sussex Climate Network - a new network forming to ensure any new Mayor has climate and nature on their agenda. The call was attended to by over 60 environmental groups in Sussex, as well as SWT, the South East Climate Alliance and a few councillors). Cllr Tim Rowkins was one of the people who raised the LNRS specifically on the call and then posted a link to the consultation hub in the chat. 



Finally, there is potential TV spot!  Kate is going to be filmed next week - Very exciting for us – less for Kate – we don’t yet quite know the details but we’ll share more when we do). 





Slide 5.  In the last 3 weeks we’ve also held 3 webinars for different audiences – Town and Parish Councils, Farmers and landowners and two nights ago – the public and groups. Despite a short lead time to promote the webinars, all 3 have been really well attended and we’ve had lots of views of the recordings too. 



Slide 6 – The hour long sessions featured more than 20 minutes of Q&A and here’s a flavour of some of the questions that were put to the panel. Comments in blue came from Parish and Town councils, grey from farmers, and green from residents and groups. 



(pause)



Lots of questions around BNG, the impact of devolution and policy, and the those seeking clarity on funding and incentives. 



We were prepping for lots of scepticism, but the questions and comments in the webinar (and feedback afterwards about them) have been overwhelmingly positive. 



These are long strategies - and the webinars really are key to helping people understand what’s in them, their limitations but also their utility. Kate’s excellent, down to earth delivery and the questions answered by the team – are hugely important to instil confidence and get buy in, and we now want to push the recordings as much as we can. 



Slide 7. So how is the consultation itself going? This is a graph from the consultation portal I pulled last night. You can see we’ve driven lots of visits – nearly 5 and a half thousand, but only 84 surveys. This isn’t surprising – there are multiple documents to review, each with100 odd pages, along with a mapping platform that isn’t intuitive if you’re not familiar with ArcGIS.  This isn’t a quick thing to review. 



That said - we are hoping there’s a big uptick in surveys over the last three weeks – and we’ll need all the help we can to drive that.  



NB - This is also only one way to provide feedback of course  – the other methods being comments posted directly on the map and more detailed emails sent to the LNRS leads (which we anticipate key stakeholders and delivery partners using) – so the survey are only a guide of what’s coming in from the public. 



Slide 8. Now taking those 80-odd surveys, here’s a view of what we’re hearing.



Slide 9 – Feedabck on the format of the LNRS is generally positive – with 90% of people agreeing they are very or quite easy to read, visually engaging and clearly laid out. 



Slide 10 – when we asked what we can do to make things better, unsurprisingly comments were around the length of the documents. Some people clearly were overwhelmed by how much there is. The language used also came up, too technical for some, e.g. using Riparian instead or river and, for others too much use of jargon – like nature-based solutions and aiding collaboration. 



Slide 11 – Feedback on the key components of the LNRS was more positive. 

· 71% of people agreeing the Description effectively sets the scene, 

· 79% agreeing the principles help them understand the issues, 

· 61% agreeing that the priorities capture everything they feel strongly about

· 72% agreeing the measures are written in a way that feels practical and easy to follow. 



Slide 12: When we asked how we can make these components better – what comes through is frustration about the scope of the LNRS – people feel priorities and measures aren’t specific enough – they want exact locations, they want timings for when they are going to happen, they want to know exactly who.  Funding (and the lack of it) also comes through strongly. 



Slide 13 – Continuing with feedback on key components – 

· 64% of respondents agreed with the species list. 

· And the same number agreed the measures for species were right. 

· 52% of people thought the map was easy to use. 

· Of those who have measures on their land, 40% thought these could be useful for planning, designing or seeking funding for actions for nature (while 47% didn’t know)



Slide 14: Here’s some of the comments we had back when we asked what we could do to make the Species work and the map better. Re the former, people felt some specific species had not been included, - including the medicinal leach which has given the team some food for thought.



For the map – we had lots of comments about how its hard to navigate and understand – probably from those who aren’t familiar with this sort of platform.  From those that are, we had some specific comments related to the quality of data that we had access to – this being lacking or out of date, which we are aware of. 



NB – And just to mention that in our webinars we’ve tried to address the key themes coming through the comments – another reason why they are so valuable. 



Slide 15: Moving on, these questions are about taking the LNRS forward. 



· 81% agreed that it gave them a better understanding of what we have to do to help nature. 

· Just over half think it can support funding, collaboration and project delivery (45% weren’t sure or didn’t know). 

· We also asked people to let us know how they felt about it: 

· 33% said they were excited by their LNRS 

· 50% respondents are interested. 

· And 12% are sceptical. 



Slide 16: we also asked people what actions they might take to make the LNRS happen. 

· Many people said they’d use it make their gardens more wildlife friendly or support a community group. 

· 17 people said they’d use it in their work

· 15 said they’d use it to incorporate nature into land they manage or farm. 



Slide 17:  In this presentation, we’ve seen some the more sceptical comments, so here are some good ones to close with. 



Lots of comments that it is robust, comprehensive and coherent. People are pleased to to see it and that the County Councils are taking it seriously or being proactive. A great comment from an Landscape Architect talking about how it is specifically helpful for their work. This comment also made me chuckle – ‘Despite the many typos and errors in grammar … 



So finally – how can you help?

With three weeks left, we now need a big push on promotion, so that we get as many surveys as possible. I’ll be sending you an updated comms tool kit on Monday– this will have new creative in it that ramps up the urgency. We can share the webinar recordings, we also have a video you can use in social. We may also have links to Kate on TV! If you want something specific, a format, a piece, just let me know! Thank you!
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SAG Amendments September 2025.docx
SAG Pre-consultation Document – amendments and version control

September 2025

		SAG Consultation Document

		SAG Comments

		Action

		Revised version (currently held by KC)



		East_LNRS Part 1_SAG v12

		JM email to KC 03/09/25: Add volunteer to acknowledgements.

		Added to “additional thanks to” 03/09/25.

		East_LNRS Part 1_SAG v13



		

		SR (Working Group) email to JM 28/08/25: p63. Farmers clusters should be farmer clusters. NB Noted for West but also applicable to bottom of p63 in East.

		Amended to farmer clusters 03/09/25.

		



		

		LDC/EBC NB Comments made on earlier version of document but checked in v12.

1) Table sect 2.2. Could Eastbourne stats on elms be included here? Eastbourne also recognised for elm. LEC tree officers may know figures?

2) Section 2.8. Mandatory BNG. Change ensuring to encouraging in case read as though it stops delivery in non-LNRS areas. 

3) Description: CVS, last para. Note against Sovereign Harbour – change to Normans Bay, and maybe Sovereign Park too (LWS west of harbour). 

4) Description: grazing marsh, last para. Note that Eastbourne Levels also have some chalk influence in places (stated in same Evan Jones report). 

5) Pressures, INNS, 4th para. Re national elm collection – add reference to Eastbourne – may be one of the other key areas for elm. LEC tree officers may know.

6) Pressures, light, noise and air pollution, 2nd para. Typo – Ashford should be Ashdown.

7) Pressures, decline of traditional woodland practices, 1st para. Change managed woodland to sensitively managed woodland. 

8) Section 5 – landscape-scale initiatives. Would it be worth including the SS NNR project?

9) Building blocks for large-scale nature recovery. Under habitat creation and improvement projects. Ref to SS NNR?

10) Community Action. 5th para. Trees for Seaford. Do we have EBC figures for Treebourne at all or anything we’d want included? 

		1) Table intended to give a high level flavour of “some of the habitats and species” rather than be comprehensive. Could add Eastbourne elm figures if they are provided. EBC may provide figures during public consultation. 

2) Changed ensuring to encouraging. 

3) Amended.

4) Noted, but have not added at this stage as this section is more specifically around grazing marsh. 

5) Could add Eastbourne elm figures if they are provided. EBC may provide figures during public consultation. 

6) Already amended.

7) Amended.

8) We have deferred to NE on where and how to reference the Seven Sisters NNR (or not). 

9) As above.

10) Could add Eastbourne elm figures if they are provided. EBC may provide figures during public consultation. 

		



		East_LNRS Part 1_SAG v13

		1) LDC response to SAG pre-consultation 16/09/25: Reference to Coastal Habitats (p28). The sea defences in many locations are shingle beaches that are heavily modified by man, involving the dredging of offshore shingle used to reduce wave energy causing erosion of historic coastal spits and/or hard sea defences. These manmade shingle beaches are actively managed at many locations along the Sussex coast. This section refers to the undefended section of cliffs between Splash Point Seaford and Holywell in Eastbourne. However, LDC also consider that the area of cliff between Newhaven and East Peacehaven should be mentioned given its SSSI status. There are no sea defences at the foot of the cliffs between Newhaven Western Arm and the sea defences at Peacehaven. Nor are there cliff toe sea defences between Peacehaven and East Saltdean, except for a short stretch of defences at Portobello Works, Telscombe. The section currently reads as the only area of cliff eroding naturally is the area mentioned. The mapping in Appendix 1A makes it very difficult to ascertain what is identified in this area due to the scale, but from the measures mapping in GIS it does appear that elements of this cliff are identified under the Coastal Habitats measures.

2) There is a tidally fed lagoon at Tide Mills which is partially mapped, but the mapping does not appear to be commensurate with the entire lagoon. Reference to Tide Mills is also not specifically included within the text/commentary. Tide Mills is an area where in the Shoreline Management Plan there are policies that the coast is allowed to roll back and be adapted and we have concerns that by not mapping the entire lagoon, it could result in future decisions being taken on incomplete information.

		1) Text amended to “Much of the coastline is developed and constrained by sea defences and many of our shingle beaches are actively managed and heavily modified. However, the chalk cliffs between Splash Point in Seaford and Holywell in Eastbourne are undefended and allowed to erode naturally. There are also no sea defences at the foot of the cliffs between Newhaven Western Arm and Peacehaven, or between Peacehaven and East Saltdean, except for a short stretch of defences at Portobello Works, Telscombe.” Appendix 1A to be amended to make it clearer.

2) The priority habitat layer, which was used to generate the coastal habitats map, shows only a small portion of the lagoon as a saline lagoon. Without ground truthing, we are unable to amend this part of the map. However, the majority of the creek/lagoon has mapped measures relating to coastal habitat measures (including naturally functioning shorelines, enhance shingle habitats, enhance saltmarsh and mudflat, and create new saltmarsh and mudflat, and the whole of Tide Mills is captured by the APIB being a LWS. Tide Mills is not specifically mentioned within the text as it is not categorised as a saline lagoon, at least not according to the priority habitat inventory. Furthermore, the descriptive text describes broad habitat types and gives examples of where they are found but it is not definitive. Any future decisions regarding development and/or coastal habitats within the area will be based on site-specific surveys including of the lagoon. 

23/09/25. 







		East_LNRS Part 1_SAG v14



		

		EBC response to SAG pre-consultation 16/09/25: Coastal Habitats section (p28) refers to south facing coastline. From Beachy Head, the coast is SW to NE. While minor, it has an impact pm the wave environment along the coast and effects of winds on the coast when blowing from north to SE direction. 

		Text amended to “We have a predominantly south-facing coastline (although from Beachy Head the coast is southwest to northeast)…”. 23/09/25. 

		



		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v7

		RF (HDC) email to DB 29/08/25: Typo in Table 1 fails to include 2 priorities (Hdg1 and Scr1). NB noted on West document but also applies to East document.

		Added two missing priorities to Table 1 03/09/25.

		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v8



		

		Link under footnote 6 was broken.

		Footnote 6 amended to: SuDS are drainage systems designed to manage surface water run off. When designed well, they can deliver a range of benefits which include reduction of surface water flooding, replenishment of ground water supplies, creation of new habitat, filtering of pollutants preventing them reaching water courses, and creation of valuable amenity greenspaces for communities to enjoy. (Aecom and Lead Local Flood Authorities of the South East of England. Water. People. Places. A guide for master planning sustainable drainage into developments). 05/09/25.

		



		

		Link under footnote 7 was broken. 

		Footnote 7 amended to: SuDS are drainage systems designed to manage surface water run off. When designed well, they can deliver a range of benefits which include reduction of surface water flooding, replenishment of ground water supplies, creation of new habitat, filtering of pollutants preventing them reaching water courses, and creation of valuable amenity greenspaces for communities to enjoy. (Aecom and Lead Local Flood Authorities of the South East of England. Water. People. Places. A guide for master planning sustainable drainage into developments). 05/09/25.

		



		

		Some headings missing/wrong colour in measures tables (W3, SO1, Wt1).

		Added headings/changed colour in relevant measures 05/09/25. 

		



		

		LN (NE), verbal 05/09/25: Typo – Section 7.2. Once the Local Nature Recovery Strategy is published, the Responsible Authority (WSCC) will develop an agreed delivery plan. Should be ESCC. (p132 part 2).

		Amended to ESCC 05/09/25. 

		



		

		JM email to KC 11/09/25. Change mapped to unmapped for nature and health measure. 

		Amended 12/09/25. 

		



		

		JH (MSDC) email to KC 08/09/25.

Bottom of p5. Complimentary should be complementary.

Principle 3, 2nd para. Missing word. 

Principle 3, 4th paragraph. Typo groins – groynes. 

Principle 3, 5th para. Missing word. 

Principle 6, 3rd para. Missing word. 

Box at start of section 4. And should be have. 

Mitigation and adapting to climate change box, p16. Steeping to stepping. 

Priority W2, 6th bullet. Compliments should be complements. 

Core measure U2.1, where column. Should be is not in. 

Priority WRH1 p107. Complement not compliment. 

Priority NH1, p110. Complements not compliments. 

Supportive Policy Framework, p133. 2nd para, 2nd sentence. Needs rewording, plus missing word from “sit on shelf”.

		Amended 12/09/25. 

		



		

		“How” section missing from H1.2.

		Text added 18/09/25: Identify and prioritise suitable sites based on soil type, historic land use, and proximity to existing heathland; remove nutrient-enriched topsoil where necessary; for wet heath, restore suitable hydrology to the site if necessary (e.g. damming ditches or unblocking drains); control existing vegetation (e.g. grass-dominated swards, bracken or scrub) and invasive species; introduce appropriate seed mixes or allow for natural regeneration from adjacent heathland; implement grazing or mowing regimes to maintain early successional stages; create and retain areas of bare and open ground; monitor establishment success and adapt management accordingly.

		



		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v8

		RDC response to SAG pre-consultation (HH email to LNRS 15/09/25): references to the Sustainable Access and Recreation Management Strategy (SARMS) as being “draft” (C1.8 and C1.10). Although the document is labelled “draft”, it isn’t actually draft so would remove that word. 

		“Draft” removed from “further info/guidance” section of C1.8 and C1.10, 23/09/25. 

		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v9



		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v9

		DA email to KC 16/09/25: Section 6.4 Environmental Sector incorrectly number and numbers for that section thereafter wrong.

		Section numbers corrected and ToC updated, 24/09/25.

		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v10



		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v10

		LDC/EBC formal response to SAG consultation: 

Measure U2.1. The only mapped sites appear to be religious grounds, cemeteries, golf courses and allotments. An earlier map for this measure showed sites mapped as all those mentioned in the measure (parks, recreation grounds, allotments, golf courses, foreshore, public gardens and shared spaces, hospitals, prisons etc). A number of these appear to have been removed. Measure should ID the LA parks and gardens as previously defined on earlier mapping.

		Maps have been amended to include OS parks and gardens. However, the wording of the measure may have implied that all types of greenspaces listed in the “How” column have been mapped, which is not the case. 

Measure amended to include “Mapped – to those types of greenspaces that are most likely to provide opportunities, see Part 4”.

How column amended to include “Opportunities for creation or better management of habitats for nature exist in many types of greenspaces. The list below provides some examples.”

Comments made on East document but also relevant to West. Amendments therefore made to both for consistency. 26/09/25.

		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v11



		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v11

		Amendments to wording following finalisation of maps + changes made through proof reading edits.

		

		East_LNRS Part 2_SAG v12



		East_LNRS Part 3 Species_SAG v7

		LN (NE) email to KC 09/09/25, including feedback from June version of species document. 

Various comments including typos, marking some measures as supporting, removing marsh clubmoss for reintroduction and removing spiked rampion, additional measures for coastal and grassland assemblages, adding footnote when measures suggested in protected sites, adding otters to streams and rivers assemblage and referring to recently published Threatened Species Recovery Actions. 

		All amendments made 10/09/25 except:

Spiked rampion retained as a priority species following feedback from SRT (which was based on communication with NE senior specialist) and Kew at Wakehurst.

Marsh clubmoss – removed statement from “information” section re reintroductions but added measure “5) Investigate selective reintroductions to suitable sites close to existing sites where conditions are suitable (reintroductions are being explored by the Species Recovery Trust in collaboration with Natural England).” This is in the light of feedback from SRT that the species has recorded the highest losses of any county and is at significant risk of extinction without intervention, despite management efforts. Including this measure in the LNRS would give significant momentum to local efforts. Reintroductions have been undertaken in Dorset and Surrey and SRT are exploring options in East Sussex in consultation with NE.  

		East_LNRS Part 3 Species_SAG v8



		

		JM (MSDC) email to KC 08/09/25. Section 2 p3: Compliments should be complements. P8 4th paragraph: This should be there. 

		Amended 12/09/25. 

		



		

		NE Panel feedback 16/09/25:

1) We ask you to explore whether there is an opportunity to link priority species or assemblages to measures within the LHM. 

2) If you feel Part 3 contains sufficient targeting information, and there is not an effective way to link the species to the LHM, we suggest you add a comment to the information box that appears when the mapping portal is opened to point users to the relevant part of the strategy to find this species information.

3) Species measures focused on the status quo could benefit from further consideration. Please review and consider whether there are additional, more proactive, measures that would be appropriate to include. If not, consider whether it might be better to remove these species.

4) Addition of measure for white-clawed crayfish regarding the establishment of ark sites to maintain the number of populations. All guidance on ark site selection can be found in the Crayfish Conservation Manual as there are protocols around not mixing populations. 

		1) Associated species assemblages listed under relevant measures and will appear in information/pop-up box on LHM.

2) Link to Strategy Documents in splash screen that appears when you open the LHM and in the information panel on the map.

3) All species measures reviewed in light of the Threatened Species Recovery Actions 2025 baseline and a link to that baseline added to Part 3.

4) Additional measure added: “Consider the establishment of ark sites to maintain the population.” Link to Crayfish Conservation Manual not added as not a free resource. However, there is an existing link to a BugLife information sheet on ark sites for crayfish. 

		



		West & East LNRS_Part 4 _SAG v2

NB SAG Comments made on v2.

West & East LNRS_Part 4 _SAG v3 includes amendments from JM as follows:

· Methodology for how we mapped project information received from stakeholders, including a new Annex which lists all projects included and those excluded;

· Updated text for mapping into SSSIs following NE Panel;

· One change to table in Annex D where the ‘nature and health’ measure is now listed as an unmapped measure but a note added that we will add sites following the public consultation.





		JH (MSDC) email to KC 08/09/25. 

1) Section 1.1 p3: tow should be two. 

2) P3, last para: advise should be advice. 

3) Table p6: SIFCA listed as a LA. 

4) Section 3.2, 2nd bullet in key activities: Ashford should be Ashdown. 

5) Table p13, last row: July 2024 should be 2025.

6) Table p14: Rother Borough Council and Wealden Borough Council, should be District. 

7) Section 4 p17: Should be “this step was…”, 3rd bullet should be within. 

8) P26 above table 1: measured should be measures. 

9) P27 last bullet: remove “there” from “where there funding”. 

10) Table p 43, 2nd columns. Should be MSDC not MDC. List of neighbourhood plans needs to be amended in line with Neighbourhood Plans - Mid Sussex District Council. Not sure whether last 3 docs in other section are MSDC documents.

11) P48, W1.1 constrains should be constraints. 

12) Annex D, Code R1.1 p65, method used column. LNSR should be LNRS. 

13) Annex D, code R1.6 p66, method used column: bugger should be buffer. 

		1) Amended.

2) Amended.

3) SIFCA listed as Local Government Joint Committee.

4) Amended.

5) Amended.

6) Amended.

7) Amended.

8) Amended.

9) Amended.

10) Table amended. 

11) Amended.

12) Amended.

13) Amended. 

		West & East LNRS_Part 4 _SAG v4



		

		RDC response to SAG pre-consultation (HH email to LNRS 15/09/25): 

Peasmarsh Neighbourhood Plan made (adopted) in April 2024

		Peasmarsh Neighbourhood Plan adopted after the review was completed. Added note at the top of Annex A:  “The following documents are those that had been adopted/published at the time of review. Some plans/strategies adopted since the review are not included.” 

		



		West & East LNRS_Part 4 _SAG v4

		Sections to be amended prior to public consultation:

NB Section 5 states “to be completed ahead of the public consultation”. 

Annex B. Datasets used in mapping of APIB. “To be included ahead of public consultation.”

Annex D. Method used to map each of the ‘mapped measures’. Last column of table: Datasets used – to be added for the public consultation. 

		Done. 

		West & East LNRS_Part 4 _SAG v5





		West _LNRS Part 1_SAG v11

		JM email to KC 03/09/25: Add volunteer to acknowledgements.

		Added to “additional thanks to” 03/09/25.

		West _LNRS Part 1_SAG v12



		

		SR (Working Group) email to JM 28/08/25: p63. Three Harbours isn't really a land managing group like the A2A is, I would suggest replacing with another cluster, the Manhood Farmers' Cluster Group, for example, website here Home - Farming With Wildlife. 

		Changed Three Harbours to MHFC and embedded link 03/09/25.

		



		

		SR (Working Group) email to JM 28/08/25: p63. Farmers clusters should be farmer clusters. NB Also applicable to bottom of p63 in East. 

		Amended to farmer clusters 03/09/25.

		



		

		SR (Working Group) email to JM 28/08/25: p63. Three Harbours is still relevant so should probably be included in one of the other paragraphs, perhaps the water/catchment one? It also might be worth calling them the Three Harbours Partnership. 

		Amended sentence to: “Innovative collaboration in West Sussex also takes the form of farmer clusters such as Arun to Adur Farmers Group and Manhood Farmers’ Cluster Group, as well as the Three Harbours Partnership, that see land managers working together to achieve broader environmental aims over their collectively larger areas.” 03/09/25.

		



		

		SR (Working Group) email to JM 28/08/25: The Manhood Wildlife and Heritage Group has been included twice, p66 and 67, is this deliberate? I'd think the second mention probably doesn't need to be there.

		DA to check/confirm. 

		



		

		JH (MSDC) email to KC 08/09/25. 

Top of p38. Change East Sussex and Brighton & Hove to East Sussex.

		Changed 08/09/25. 

		



		West_LNRS Part 2 _Draft v7

		RF (HDC) email to DB 29/08/25: Principle 5 title refers to East Ssx rather than West. 

		Title of Principle 5 amended to West 03/09/25.

		West_LNRS Part 2 _Draft v8



		

		RF (HDC) email to DB 29/08/25: Typo in Table 1 fails to include 2 priorities (Hdg1 and Scr1). NB also applies to East document. 

		Added two missing priorities to Table 1 03/09/25.

		



		

		RF (HDC) email to DB 02/09/25: Definitions table (p 15). Under priorities, refers to East rather than West. 

		Amended to West 03/09/25.

		



		

		RF (HDC) email to DB 02/09/25: Core measure A1.1, measures section includes footnote 6 which relates to East Sussex SuDS guide – is this relevant or does the WSCC guide referenced in the further info/guidance column replace the East Sussex guide within the West Sussex LNRS area? 

		Footnote 6 amended to: “SuDS are drainage systems designed to manage surface water run off. When designed well, they can deliver a range of benefits which include reduction of surface water flooding, replenishment of ground water supplies, creation of new habitat, filtering of pollutants preventing them reaching water courses, and creation of valuable amenity greenspaces for communities to enjoy. (Aecom and Lead Local Flood Authorities of the South East of England. Water. People. Places. A guide for master planning sustainable drainage into developments).” 05/09/25. 

		



		

		RF (HDC) email to DB 02/09/25: Page 80 - in the other core measures it includes core measure A1.1 and a footnote (7) linking to the East Sussex guide.  As raised above, is this relevant in the West Sussex LNRS area? 

		Footnote 7 amended to: “SuDS are drainage systems designed to manage surface water run off. When designed well, they can deliver a range of benefits which include reduction of surface water flooding, replenishment of ground water supplies, creation of new habitat, filtering of pollutants preventing them reaching water courses, and creation of valuable amenity greenspaces for communities to enjoy. (Aecom and Lead Local Flood Authorities of the South East of England. Water. People. Places. A guide for master planning sustainable drainage into developments).” 05/09/25.

		



		

		Some headings missing/wrong colour in measures tables (W3, SO1, Wt1).

		Added headings/changed colour in relevant measures 05/09/25.

		



		

		JM email to KC 11/09/25. Change mapped to unmapped for nature and health measure.

		Amended 12/09/25. 

		



		

		JH (MSDC) email to KC 08/09/25.

Bottom of p5. Complimentary should be complementary.

Principle 3, 2nd para. Missing word. 

Principle 3, 4th paragraph. Typo groins – groynes. 

Principle 3, 5th para. Missing word. 

Principle 5, East should be West. 

Principle 6, 3rd para. Missing word. 

Box at start of section 4. And should be have. 

Priorities and core habitat measures box, p15 should refer to West not East. 

Mitigation and adapting to climate change box, p16. Steeping to stepping. 

Priority W2, 6th bullet. Compliments should be complements. 

Core measure U2.1, where column. Should be is not in. 

Priority WRH1 p107. Complement not compliment. 

Priority NH1, p110. Complements not compliments. 

Section 6.3 p128. Three not two protected landscapes. 

Supportive Policy Framework, p133. 2nd para, 2nd sentence. Needs rewording, plus missing word from “sit on shelf”. 

		Amendments made 12/09/25. 

		



		

		“How” section missing from H1.2.

		Text added 18/09/25: Identify and prioritise suitable sites based on soil type, historic land use, and proximity to existing heathland; remove nutrient-enriched topsoil where necessary; for wet heath, restore suitable hydrology to the site if necessary (e.g. damming ditches or unblocking drains); control existing vegetation (e.g. grass-dominated swards, bracken or scrub) and invasive species; introduce appropriate seed mixes or allow for natural regeneration from adjacent heathland; implement grazing or mowing regimes to maintain early successional stages; create and retain areas of bare and open ground; monitor establishment success and adapt management accordingly.

		



		West_LNRS Part 2 _Draft v8

		DA email to KC 16/09/25: Section 6.4 Environmental Sector incorrectly number and numbers for that section thereafter wrong. 

		Section numbers corrected and ToC updated, 24/09/25. 

		West_LNRS Part 2 _Draft v9



		West_LNRS Part 2 _Draft v9

		LDC/EBC formal response to SAG consultation: 

Measure U2.1. The only mapped sites appear to be religious grounds, cemeteries, golf courses and allotments. An earlier map for this measure showed sites mapped as all those mentioned in the measure (parks, recreation grounds, allotments, golf courses, foreshore, public gardens and shared spaces, hospitals, prisons etc). A number of these appear to have been removed. Measure should ID the LA parks and gardens as previously defined on earlier mapping.

		Maps have been amended to include OS parks and gardens. However, the wording of the measure may have implied that all types of greenspaces listed in the “How” column have been mapped, which is not the case. 

Measure amended to include “Mapped – to those types of greenspaces that are most likely to provide opportunities, see Part 4”.

How column amended to include “Opportunities for creation or better management of habitats for nature exist in many types of greenspaces. The list below provides some examples.”

Comments made on East document but also relevant to West. Amendments therefore made for consistency. 26/09/25. 

		West_LNRS Part 2 _Draft v10



		West_LNRS Part 2 _Draft v10

		Amendments to wording following finalisation of maps + changes made through proof reading edits.

		

		West_LNRS Part 2 _Draft v11



		West_LNRS Part 3 Species _SAG v7

		LN (NE) email to KC 09/09/25, including feedback from June version of species document. 

Various comments including typos, marking some measures as supporting, removing marsh clubmoss for reintroduction, additional measures for coastal and grassland assemblages, adding footnote when measures suggested in protected sites, adding otters to streams and rivers assemblage and referring to recently published Threatened Species Recovery Actions.

		All amendments made 10/09/25 except:

Marsh clubmoss – removed statement from “information” section re reintroductions but added measure “5) Investigate selective reintroductions to suitable sites close to existing sites where conditions are suitable (reintroductions are being explored by the Species Recovery Trust in collaboration with Natural England).” This is in the light of feedback from SRT that the species has recorded the highest losses of any county and is at significant risk of extinction without intervention, despite management efforts. Including this measure in the LNRS would give significant momentum to local efforts. Reintroductions have been undertaken in Dorset and Surrey and SRT are exploring options in East Sussex in consultation with NE.  

		West_LNRS Part 3 Species _SAG v8



		

		JM (MSDC) email to KC 08/09/25. Section 2 p3: Compliments should be complements. P8 4th paragraph: This should be there.

		Amended 12/09/25. 

		



		

		NE Panel feedback 16/09/25:

1) We ask you to explore whether there is an opportunity to link priority species or assemblages to measures within the LHM. 

2) If you feel Part 3 contains sufficient targeting information, and there is not an effective way to link the species to the LHM, we suggest you add a comment to the information box that appears when the mapping portal is opened to point users to the relevant part of the strategy to find this species information.

3) Species measures focused on the status quo could benefit from further consideration. Please review and consider whether there are additional, more proactive, measures that would be appropriate to include. If not, consider whether it might be better to remove these species.

4) Addition of measure for white-clawed crayfish regarding the establishment of ark sites to maintain the number of populations. All guidance on ark site selection can be found in the Crayfish Conservation Manual as there are protocols around not mixing populations.

		5) Associated species assemblages listed under relevant measures and will appear in information/pop-up box on LHM.

6) Link to Strategy Documents in splash screen that appears when you open the LHM and in the information panel on the map.

7) All species measures reviewed in light of the Threatened Species Recovery Actions 2025 baseline and a link to that baseline added to Part 3.

8) Additional measure added: “Consider the establishment of ark sites to maintain the population.” Link to Crayfish Conservation Manual not added as not a free resource. However, there is an existing link to a BugLife information sheet on ark sites for crayfish.
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• How the consultation is going


• What we’re hearing


• And what we need to do next


Update
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Oct Nov Dec


29 6 13 20 27 3 10 17 24 1


Promotion of the consultation – exactly halfway


Public Consultation 6 weeks - 15 Oct to Nov 26


Social media, articles, 
posters etc. 


Upping the urgency
Final two weeks weeks / 


Final week messaging


Public 
webinar


(3rd)


Farmer 
webinar


(23rd)


Press 
release


sent


Town & 
Parish 


webinar
(21st) 


Posters in libraries, hard copies in head offices for those w/o digital access
Briefing for 


libraries


SNR 
News-
letter


SNR 
News-
letter


Email to 
orgs & 
groups


Where we are today







Promotion highlights
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Social
• Weald to Waves
• CPRE Sussex
• High Weald NL
• Lewes DC
• Horsham DC
• Mid Sussex DC
• Living Coast
• Lost Woods 
• Sussex IFCA
• Etc…


Media 
• Eastbourne Herald
• Chichester Observer
• Chichester Series
• Go To Local (online)
• Sussex World
• Argus
Radio: 
• BBC Radio Surrey
• V2 radio


Newsletters / organisations
• Sussex Nature Recovery
• NFU newsletter
• Lewes Climate Hub Newsletter
• The Woodland, Flora & Fauna 


Group Supporters
• Love Our Ouse
• University of Sussex


Last night’s Sussex Climate Network kick 
off call – lots of mentions!


Also - Possible TV spot!


Bus shelters across Brighton & Hove



https://www.sussexexpress.co.uk/news/politics/council/consultation-on-sussex-nature-strategies-launches-5361156

https://www.sussexexpress.co.uk/news/politics/council/consultation-on-sussex-nature-strategies-launches-5361156

https://www.theargus.co.uk/news/25563481.say-sussex-wildlife-habitat-plans/

https://www.theargus.co.uk/news/25563481.say-sussex-wildlife-habitat-plans/

https://mailchi.mp/dedcbff3e9b1/draft-november-news-climate-hub-ttl-6748037?e=d1cbfc87ea

https://mailchi.mp/dedcbff3e9b1/draft-november-news-climate-hub-ttl-6748037?e=d1cbfc87ea

https://loveourouse.org/?mailpoet_router&endpoint=view_in_browser&action=view&data=WzM2LCI1NTdkOTg0NTI0NWMiLDI2NSwiMTRjMGI5MTNlNGFlNTdjNjI4ZmRiN2Q0Y2Y3MTU2MDMiLDI5LDBd

https://loveourouse.org/?mailpoet_router&endpoint=view_in_browser&action=view&data=WzM2LCI1NTdkOTg0NTI0NWMiLDI2NSwiMTRjMGI5MTNlNGFlNTdjNjI4ZmRiN2Q0Y2Y3MTU2MDMiLDI5LDBd





Three webinars held
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Town & parish councils
Farmers, landowners and 


managers
Residents, groups and 


organisations


Registrations 82 42 135


Attendees 70 32 87


Recording 
views


124 52 13







A flavour of webinar questions
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How does the new Living 
Coast Biosphere expanded 


footprint and renewed 
designation intersect?


Will developers be using this tool 
to contribute funding for 


biodiversity net gain, or will that 
go through the local planning 


authority?


How is the Dark Skies Reserve 
project which 8 or more parishes 


have been working towards for the 
past two years fed into the mapping?


How do you see 
devolution / Mayor 
of Sussex impacting 


delivery?


How will the Planning and 
Infrastructure Bill impact on this?


What evidence/ data do you 
have of what wildlife is 
already on farmland?


What engagement have you had 
with LPAs to ensure the LNRS 


accords with their spatial growth 
strategies and development 


allocations?


Do you benefit from the strategic 
significance uplift with BNG if you 


deliver LNRS priorities but your site is 
not directly identified on the map?


Does being in an ACIB 
increase the habitat baseline 


prior to development?


What opportunities may 
arise from Agricultural 


Support Reform? Is it too 
vague at the moment to be a 


consideration?


How do we inform you 
about nature recovery 


projects that are 
already ongoing?


How will this fit into 
the Unitary Authority 


Areas (whenever those 
boundaries evolve), 


please?


How can we 
embed this into 
neighbourhood 


plans?


What is the incentive for farmers to 
help deliver the LNRS priorities? 







So how are we doing: Lots of visits, not so many responses
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Consultation survey results
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Feedback on format
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How can we make it better Format comments? 
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Its an overwhelmingly large set of 
documents for any Lay person to get 


to grips with.


Very 'bitty' so hard to follow 
and no idea what is being 


done to help nature, despite 
a long list of things needing 


to be done.


No one will read this. Its 
300 pages. Nothing will 


come of this. It is a 
fantasy because there are 


no real proposals or 
commitments. 


Too long, needs a 
shorter version for 


those who have 
limited time


There’s just too much information to 
take in. We need clear headlines


Needs to be more focused on actions 
rather than nebulous terms like 'aid 


collaboration' and 'nature-based 
solutions'


Tell it like it is. There is no money 
and no commitment to change. You 
are just going through the motions 


because it is a statutory duty. 
"Review in 3 to 10" years is  fatuous


The document is long-winded, far too broad 
and unfocused. It needs to do a better job of 


identifying the priorities for the area and 
different stakeholders.


expandable 
images and os 
style maps will 


help


Too long, overwhelming and complicated!


Amount of information is 
overwhelming. Average reading 


age of people in England is 9 years 
of age - Language could be 


simplified  (e.g. why not simply say 
'river bank' instead of riparian?)
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Description: Does it effectively set the scene Priorities: Do they capture everything you 
feel strongly about? 


Principles: Do they help you understand the 
issues? Measures: Are they written in a way that 


feels practical and easy to follow? 


Feedback on key components







How could we make components better? 
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FL1 - Enforce existing hedgerow 
protections - no mention of this at all 


in Farming measures, and it clearly 
hasn't been done effectively over past 


decade or so 


The Farmed section describes local 
farmland around BH as "a farmed 


landscape with rich pockets of wildlife." 
That's untrue. It's intensively farmed land 
that has deteriorated in quality for wildlife 


past 10 yrs esp East 


How will the strategy be 
implemented if there is no additional 


funding? Who will monitor how 
these priorities are being 


implemented


Despite reference to corridors and connectedness, I am not sure that 
the Strategy provides for these in practical ways. Could the mapped 


interventions be used to highlight critical areas for connectivity. ACIBs 
could be these but the term is not clear


The priorities are generally fine, but I'd 
have liked more information on how, 


when and where these are going to be 
addressed, we desperately need ACTION!


The actions are well-meaning but are hollow, 
unfocused and unspecific. As a resident I learn 


nothing about the key priorities for West 
Sussex, these statements could apply to 


anywhere, and as a professional decision-
maker they tell me next to nothing


The principles themselves are good 
but the measures and actions are 


lacking.


Can see nothing about how this is 
funded? I may have missed this 


though, 


Where? (actual locations) What? (how does 
this filter down to those responsible and 
who) What are the key focal points and 
ambitions of the LNRS and how can it 


influence future decision-making (including in 
central Government)


Say what are you 
actually going to do 


when and where
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Prioritised Species: Do you agree with the list? Species Measures: Are these right?


Local Habitat Map: Easy to use and navigate? If there are measures on your land, could 
they help with the planning, designing or 
seeking funding for actions for nature? 







Feedback re species and mapping
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It is a pity that some less charismatic 
species of birds on the BTO red list were 


not included including starling, house 
sparrow and greenfinch.


In my opinion, you should include 
Medicinal Leech because of its rarity in UK 
and globally -it's present at Rye Harbour, 


Walland Marsh and Pett Level.  Least 
Lettuce would have been a nice inclusion…


The list is too broad and 
dominated by species that 


are not present within 
West Sussex at all…


I would like to see the 
sand lizard, Lacerta agilis, 
included.  One of the UK's 


rarest reptile. 


The Marsh Gentian 
which I am involved in 
monitoring annually is 
declining. No mention 


of this plant or any 
other lowland heath 


species.


Missing Silver Studded Blue 
Butterfly, Wood White 


Butterfly  and  Barred Tooth-
striped Moth


There are no 
measures for 


butterflies


It's extremely disappointing 
that there are no 


meaningful measures for the 
White Tailed Eagle…


Coastal more densely populated  
areas need more protection all 


the areas are as expected 
Chichester and the South Downs 


With my knowledge of the 
habitats in the Rye Bay 
area there are so many 


errors and omissions in the 
mapping of habitat that I 


don't know where to 
begin. 


It's great to see so many 
ACIBs on the map! I hope 


this ambitious strategy can 
be put into practice 
without delay. I look 


forward to witnessing the 
benefits. Thank you for 
your hard work. Please 


keep it up!


Important to collate information from 
local residents regarding smaller streams 


and watercourses, as these are 
important blue and green infrastructure 


links to support varying habitats and 
species.


The public rights of way 
should be listed as they 


could become important 
avenues for nature.


I struggled to navigate my way around 
the map
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Does the LNRS give you a better 
understanding of what we have to do to 


help nature? 


What one word best describes how you feel 
about your LNRS?


Do you think the LNRS can help support 
funding, collaboration or delivery or 


recovery projects? 







www.SussexNatureRecovery.org.uk16


Which actions are you likely to take to help make the LNRS happen? (tick any) 


Making my 
garden more 


wildlife 
friendly


Supporting/  
volunteering 


with a 
community 


group


Starting a 
community 


group


Using the LNRS 
in my work


Incorporating 
nature better 
on my land or 


farm


None Other







Final comments
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I think this is very thorough and sets out sensible and clear 
steps to achieve these priorities and measures.


As a Landscape Architect…..The data 
helps to understand local 


biodiversity priorities, ecological 
networks, and habitat connectivity, 


which are particularly important 
when reviewing planning 


applications or working on proposed 
housing development sites.


This give me hope for nature, laid 
out in a way that clearly shows how 


and where.It's a deeply comprehensive survey of the massive pressures placed on the 
lived environment. As someone with an interest in these matters, it's helped 


me learn more of the different ecosystems present in the county, and 
despite many typos and errors in grammar, it has absolutely helped to tie 


together the work done across different contexts within West Sussex.


Aside from the very specific 
comments I have made, it is 


thoroughly excellent.


Its a huge undertaking that is a very coherent document. How 
will it become more than just a striking document. You need to 


be able to monitor everything that is being proposed.


A LNRS should be a strong, action-led tool with a decent 
chance of making a substantial difference to future 


generations; this comprehensive strategy is an excellent 
start, the 'acid test' will be (as always) in its 


implementation...


I am pleased with 
the proposed 


actions in train


Integrate the LNRS to local education and 
health services. It may help local people 


being more aware of it and engage with the 
content, given a less extensive report is 


made available to the public. 


If we can get this 
implemented it will do so 
much good for nature and 


future generations.


[This] is a robust framework 
to create vital positive steps 


to increase and restore 
biodiversity on a widespread 


scale.


I'm really pleased West Sussex 
is taking this so seriously.


It is great to see the information laid out and all of the good 
thinking in place but i wonder how we can be supported in 


actually implementing it.


As an archaeologist, I am very aware of the importance of protecting and supporting our 
natural environment. I think it’s a really positive thing that East Sussex are being proactive.







• Updated comms tool kit – 
coming next week – new social 
media posts, video etc.


• Promote the consultation


• Share the webinar recordings


How you can help
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