Havant Thicket Reservoir – Phase 3 - Reserved Matters
Condition 36 – Ecological Mitigation, Compensation & Enhancement Measures (Rev. 30/4/24)
I wish to object to the discharge of Condition 36 for Phase 3 as the report provided lacks key detail that is needed to ensure appropriate ecological mitigation, compensation & enhancement measures are provided. I am very concerned that there is no longer a clear commitment to adapt the southern embankment drainage design to provide enhanced wetting of the SW grassland to restore and extend the significant area of wet grassland and priority habitat.
The following concerns need to be addressed before Condition 36 is discharged for Phase 3.
1. There is no recognition in the report that there will be additional loss of stream length, wet grassland and priority habitat below the revised larger embankment footprint. Most notably in the SW where the embankment is 60m longer and extends 40m further to the south, resulting in the additional loss of stream and priority habitat (Appendix A – Baseline Vegetation Habitat Map, red circled area).

2. There is no additional mitigation, compensation or enhancement proposed for these additional habitat losses.

3. No information has been provided to indicate;
a. How the drainage design of the embankments will be used in the SW to help recreate and extend the area of wet grassland and priority habitat lost in the area to the south of the embankment. This is a specific requirement of the LEMP July 2022 (Section 7.25.1) approved as part of the S106 agreement which states; “Enhance species-poor marshy grassland and neutral grassland habitat through the drainage design in the south-west corner of the site to create Purple Moor-grass & Rush Pasture”.
b. How the water course, natural stream & spring line flood plains in the SW will be restored, as these have recently been, canalised, land drains added and replaced with a settlement pond and soil mounds as part of the temporary drainage works to address the problem with silt run-off. The LPA need to ensure there is a commitment to fully restore the natural contours lost in the SW due to these temporary works, to optimise the area available where wet grassland and priority habitat can re-establish and expand in what was a natural wet bowl.
c. How the habitat south of the embankment will be enhanced through supply of overflow from the reservoir drainage system to create conditions suitable for Purple moor-grass & Rush Pasture Priority habitat to develop and expand. LEMP Section 7.25.3 refers to the requirement for the design to include this.

The Atkins engineers & ecologists had previously confirmed that water from the southern reservoir embankment toe drainage could be directed to low points in the SW area, with the intent of creating a number of shallow scrapes to slow down the flow of water in order to provide optimum conditions for Rush Pasture Priority habitat to develop and spread as part of the mitigation and compensation strategy. This is what the approved LEMP (July 2022) at Section 7.25.1 was referring to as an objective for the drainage design, and it is appropriate that the LPA require the Condition 36 Reserved Matters application for the Phase 3 embankment works to include this detail, or at least confirm the written commitment to it in the Condition 36 report, otherwise the opportunity may be lost to ensure these drainage provisions are included as an intrinsic part of the design and construction of the embankments going forward.

Note: I note that significant revisions have been made to the relevant sections of the revised LEMP (July 2024) and that the objective and commitment in relation to directing drainage from the embankment construction has been watered down. The new text at 7.25.3 refers to  “Measures to ensure a greater supply of water to the original location could also be considered into the wider scheme design”. i.e. there is no clear commitment to increased wetting from the embankment drainage in the SW. This is a retrograde change which is not acceptable and the revised LEMP should not be approved by the LPA. I will provide separate comments on the revised LEMP and ask that you consider this as a holding objection to revisions to the LEMP.

4. The pre-construction baseline vegetation map confirms the widespread extent of wet grassland and priority habitat which was present in the SW area of the site (Appendix A, red circled area). Stakeholders were assured that this soil had been carefully removed and stored in low labelled stockpiles to try and preserve the seed stock present so that it can be used to recreate these important habitats on completion of the embankment construction.  I am really concerned that there is now a proposal to move the priority habitat soils to the NE corner of the reservoir site. This is not appropriate for the following reasons;
· The area in the NE is already wet grassland (see Appendix A, blue circled area) and an assurance has been provided by the Contractor that the area has been fenced off from construction work to protect the existing retained wet grassland habitat from damage. The existing habitat described on the baseline map as ‘damp to wet grassland & developing rush pasture’ should be left on the NE shore of the reservoir and allowed to re-establish as wet grassland. It would be a complete waste to strip the existing valuable wet grassland which already has the potential to develop into the priority habitat and replace it with the stockpiled wet grassland & priority habitat soil, especially as some of the areas in the NE where the soil is shown to be spread on Drg. HTR-GHD-WL-ZZ-DR-L-0115 (PO3) are up slope and too dry to support the priority habitat. 
· The area in the SW is the best area to re-create priority habitat, as was recognised in the approved LEMP (2022). The existing bowled nature of the area and water input from the existing spring line and stream floodplain previously provided wet grassland and priority habitat, so it also has the best chance for restoring and expanding that habitat. The slope of the new embankment and drainage from the toe drain can be used to increase the runoff into the natural SW bowl, to extend the wetted area over which suitable conditions can be provided for growth of the Rush Pasture Priority Habitat. 
I implore the LPA not to allow the developer to waste the best chance of restoring and extending the area of wet grassland and priority habitat in the SW, the original plan gave the best chance of success and we should stick to the approved plan. 
5. There is a lack of detail/ commitment to achieving the objectives set out in the approved LEMP at 7.24.1 & 7.25.1 to; “Maintain grazing regime to reduce nutrient enrichment and scrub encroachment and provide long-term sustainable management”. Appropriate grazing will provide the best chance of establishing the target habitats on the reservoir embankments and creates dung which optimises the grassland habitat for insects and bats. I am concerned that;
a) References in the Condition 36 report text are vague and non-committal using words like ‘where appropriate’ and ‘where possible’ to describe the grazing. 
b) Page 5 refers to; “Grassland will be managed by grazing as much as possible with suitable fencing and gates to retain grazing stock”. However, as highlighted in my previous comments on the Phase 3 application stock proof fencing is not shown at the top and bottom of the embankment slopes. Either grazing is not planned, or fencing should be shown on the drawings submitted for approval.
c) The alternative to grazing proposed is to reduce nutrient enrichment of the grassland is to cut & collect. This is unlikely to be practical for significant areas of the embankment for the following reasons
· Operating and turning the equipment/ trailers needed for cut and collect on a slope is very problematic. This was confirmed by specialist contractors.
· The reduced slope and wider footprint of the revised embankment means that there is even more grass to cut and collect. The amount of cuttings generated will be enormous, especially as a minimum of 2 cuts per year are likely to be needed, noting that grass is very slow to rot down. There is no space on site for storage and natural composting of such large volumes of cuttings. If the developer did intend to try and stockpile/ compost the cuttings on site this would remove important areas of mitigation / compensation habitat, be an eyesore and generate smell that also needs to be considered.
· Removing the cuttings from site will be very expensive and is very unlikely to be a cost that P.Water would be willing to pay on an annual basis.
· The need for access paths/ fences across the embankment as shown on the approved outline plan will break the slopes up into smaller compartments, which contractors have previously advised makes cut & collect less practical. 

Before discharging Condition 36 the LPA should seek further information and assurances from the developer as to where grazing will be possible on the embankments and remaining grassland areas. Where it won’t be possible, they should require clarification as to what management will take place to ensure the diverse grasslands needed to mitigate for the losses can be created in the short and long-term.

6. In relation to Table 1 in the Condition 36 Phase 3 report;
· Page 6 (Row 1) refers to carefully managed grassland on the embankment slopes supporting a wide range of insects, which in turn provide opportunities for bats. Previous bat surveys at the site showed that grassland areas that were grazed were more likely to be used by bats, which was considered likely to be due to the droppings providing improved habitat for insects. To optimise the habitat for bats seasonal grazing needs to take place over as wide an area as possible of the embankments. 
Noting: that due to engineering constraints with respect to erosion on the slopes grazing with horses & cattle will not be permitted, but Reservoir Panel Engineers previously confirmed that sheep grazing was an option.
· Page 6 (Row 2) refers to grassland on the embankments providing nesting habitat for birds including skylark & meadow pipit. This potential will only be the case if the top and bottom of the embankment is fenced to prevent dog access. As noted in my previous Phase 3 response to the LPA fencing is not shown at the top and bottom of the embankments. The LPA should be seeking revised drawings or reassurance that the top and bottom of the embankments with be stock mesh fenced to prevent access by people and dogs to ensure that there potential as a nesting habitat is fulfilled.
· The table only deals with the grassland on the reservoir embankments. The Phase 3 changes impact the SW area of the site and ecological mitigation and restoration for that area should be included in the report. 
· Utilising the embankment toe drainage to improve wetting in the SW to enhance the opportunity for creation and extension of wet grassland and priority habitat is not mentioned in the table, but would benefit invertebrates, bats and birds (especially in winter e.g. snipe) 

7. The report only makes reference to monitoring during construction (Section 6). Monitoring will be needed after construction to establish if the habitats have been adequately restore and are meeting their objectives.

8. Table 2 (page 8) makes no reference to timescales for restoration of soils, seeding & planting to establish replacement habitats. Further information should be provided.

The revised LEMP (July 2024) suggest that the priority wet Rush Pasture Habitat can be restored more quickly if soil is moved to the NE. This is not likely as the wetting of the habitat in the NE will not be increased until the reservoir is completely full (i.e. c.2030). Whereas increased wetting of the habitat in the SW could be started as soon as the embankment and associated toe drainage is complete in the SW (i.e. c.2028). Given that the priority habitat was already naturally present in this SW area (see Appendix A, red circle) it is far more likely that it will re-establish more quickly in the SW. 

9. Table 3 (page 10);
· Row B14 Compensation for habitat loss; makes no reference to the additional wet grassland & priority habitat lost under the revised embankment which has moved further south. No new mitigation is proposed. As a minimum the table should include the commitment to use the embankment toe drainage to increase wetting of the SW restoration and mitigation area, to help extend the area of wet grassland and priority habitat that can be created.
· Row B23 Protection of bats; no reference to the recent commitment by the Contractor to have a ‘no light buffer zone’ for the longer extended hours now being proposed for the duration of the Phase 3 works. This commitment to a 50m no light buffer should be added to the table and to the Lighting Strategy for Phase 3, if not already included.
· Row B27 Protection of badgers; no reference to ensuring deep excavations have a means of escape for badgers. 




Appendix A: Pre-development Baseline Habitat Map (from - Outline Biodiversity Mitigation & Compensation Strategy)
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