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Section 1: The plan or project subject to habitats regulations 

assessment (HRA) 

Name or short title of the plan or project:  

Hayling Island Coastal Management Strategy (HICMS) 

Location of the plan or project:  

Coastal areas of Hayling Island, in the Borough of Havant, Hampshire, Solent (see Figure 

1). 

 

Figure 1: Hayling Island Coastal Management Strategy frontage and option development units (ODUs). 

Proposed by:  

Coastal Partners on behalf of Havant Borough Council 
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Summary of the plan or project:  

The HICMS has been developed to set out the strategic coastal management options, 

adaptive pathways and timings to sustainably address coastal flood and erosion risk for 

the 38km of the Hayling Island frontage for the next 100 years. 

The HICMS proposes a range of coastal management approaches for the entirety of the 

Hayling Island frontage, including ‘Do Nothing’ (i.e. allowing defences to fail and natural 

processes to resume), ‘Do Minimum’ (i.e. delivering patch and repair works to prolong the 

life of existing defences), ‘Sustain’ (i.e. maintaining a consistent standard of protection by 

raising defences to keep pace with the projected sea level rise), ‘Managed Realignment’ 

(i.e. installing setback defences with the aim to create intertidal habitats) and ‘Resilience’ 

(delivering flood protection for at-risk properties rather than protecting entire costal 

frontages). The HICMS divides the Hayling Island frontage into 16 Option Development 

Units (ODUs), clearly setting out the types of and rationales for management approaches 

to be delivered in each ODU. Some ODUs (e.g. ODU 1 and ODU 5) have been further 

subdivided to allow for more targeted management approaches within an ODU.  

For example, in ODUs 1A and 1C frontline floodwalls will be constructed to protect the 

viability of essential road infrastructure and prevent landfill erosion respectively. For ODU 

1B, the intent of the HICMS is a setback embankment to provide flood protection to 

properties, while creating new intertidal habitat (an essential element to help deliver the 

targets of the Habitat Compensation and Restoration Programme [HCRP]). Generally, the 

coastal management approaches in the HICMS are included to protect residential 

properties, businesses, critical infrastructure and historic landfill sites from flooding 

(thereby representing Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest [IROPI]), or to 

create new spaces for nature. Where proposed costal management interventions deviate 

from those in the adopted North Solent Shoreline Management Plan (NSSMP) they are 

changes that benefit nature such as by creating new intertidal habitats and / or allowing 

natural processes. 

For further information on the proposed strategic coastal management options and 

adaptive pathways included in HICMS, please refer to the Strategy Summary available on 

the Coastal Partners’ website here: 

https://issuu.com/coastalpartners/docs/strategy_summary_2025_new?fr=sYzA4MjYyOTU

0NzI and the Short List to Leading Option Appraisal Report document attached with this 

notice. 

  

https://issuu.com/coastalpartners/docs/strategy_summary_2025_new?fr=sYzA4MjYyOTU0NzI
https://issuu.com/coastalpartners/docs/strategy_summary_2025_new?fr=sYzA4MjYyOTU0NzI
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Section 2: European sites affected by the plan or project 

Name and site codes of the European sites affected: 

Solent and Dorset Coast SPA (site code - UK9020330) – this site was screened out early 

in the HRA process as having no likely significant effects, so is not discussed from Section 

3 onwards of this notice. 

Solent Maritime SAC (site code – UK0030059) 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA (site code - UK9011011) 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours Ramsar (site code - UK11013)  

 

Figure 2: Location of the Solent Maritime SAC and Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA and Ramsar 

site in relation to the HICMS frontage. 

 

Please refer to the HICMS HRA Stage 1 Screening Report for further information on the 

European sites considered. 
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Advice on European site conservation objectives:  

Solent and Dorset Coast SPA - 

https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK

9020330&SiteName=solent%20and%20dorset&SiteNameDisplay=Solent%20and%20Dor

set%20Coast%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&Num

MarineSeasonality=3&HasCA=1  

Solent Maritime SAC - 

https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK

0030059&HasCA=1&NumMarineSeasonality=0&SiteNameDisplay=Solent%20Maritime%2

0SAC#hlco  

Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA - 

https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK

9011011&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20

Harbours%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMari

neSeasonality=18&HasCA=1  

Chichester and Langstone Harbours Ramsar - 

https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK

11013&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20H

arbours%20Ramsar&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMa

rineSeasonality=&HasCA=0 

Please refer to the HICMS HRA Stage 2-4 Report for further information on the 

conservation objectives of the relevant European sites. 

If a SAC is affected, list any priority habitats and species affected by the plan or 

project:  

Not applicable. 

https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK9020330&SiteName=solent%20and%20dorset&SiteNameDisplay=Solent%20and%20Dorset%20Coast%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=3&HasCA=1
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK9020330&SiteName=solent%20and%20dorset&SiteNameDisplay=Solent%20and%20Dorset%20Coast%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=3&HasCA=1
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK9020330&SiteName=solent%20and%20dorset&SiteNameDisplay=Solent%20and%20Dorset%20Coast%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=3&HasCA=1
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK9020330&SiteName=solent%20and%20dorset&SiteNameDisplay=Solent%20and%20Dorset%20Coast%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=3&HasCA=1
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK0030059&HasCA=1&NumMarineSeasonality=0&SiteNameDisplay=Solent%20Maritime%20SAC#hlco
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK0030059&HasCA=1&NumMarineSeasonality=0&SiteNameDisplay=Solent%20Maritime%20SAC#hlco
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK0030059&HasCA=1&NumMarineSeasonality=0&SiteNameDisplay=Solent%20Maritime%20SAC#hlco
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK9011011&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20Harbours%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=18&HasCA=1
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK9011011&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20Harbours%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=18&HasCA=1
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK9011011&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20Harbours%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=18&HasCA=1
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK9011011&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20Harbours%20SPA&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=18&HasCA=1
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK11013&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20Harbours%20Ramsar&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=&HasCA=0
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK11013&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20Harbours%20Ramsar&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=&HasCA=0
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK11013&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20Harbours%20Ramsar&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=&HasCA=0
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/Marine/MarineSiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK11013&SiteName=chichester&SiteNameDisplay=Chichester%20and%20Langstone%20Harbours%20Ramsar&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=&NumMarineSeasonality=&HasCA=0
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Section 3: Adverse effects of the plan or project on the integrity of 

European sites 

List the designated habitats and species adversely affected:  

Solent Maritime SAC  

Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site: 

• Spartina swards (Spartinion maritimae) 

• Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae) 

Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for selection of 

this site: 

• Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide 

• Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand 

• Annual vegetation of drift lines 

• Perennial vegetation of stony banks 

 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA 

• Bar-tailed godwit 

• Curlew 

• Dark-bellied brent goose 

• Dunlin 

• Grey plover 

• Pintail 

• Red-breasted merganser 

• Redshank 

• Ringed plover 

• Sanderling 

• Shelduck 

• Shoveler 

• Teal 

• Turnstone 
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• Wigeon 

• Waterbird assemblage 

 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours Ramsar 

• Black-tailed godwit 

• Dark-bellied brent goose 

• Dunlin 

• Grey Plover 

• Redshank 

• Ringed plover 

• Shelduck 

• Waterbird assemblage 

• Estuary 

 

Describe the expected adverse effects:  

Please refer to the HICMS HRA Stage 2-4 Report for a detailed description of the adverse 

effects, but in summary: 

Solent Maritime SAC 

The proposed Hold the Line (Sustain/Maintain) approaches in ODU 1a, 1c, 5a, 5c, 6, 7, 8, 

11, 13, 15 and 16, will prevent the natural inland migration of intertidal habitats (Habitats 

Directive features 1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide, 1310 

Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and sand), 1320 Spartina swards (Spartinion 

maritimae) and 1330 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae).  

These Hold the Line decisions were made for the North Solent Shoreline Management 

Plan (NSSMP). An assessment of intertidal habitat losses due to coastal squeeze was 

undertaken for the NSSMP (spanning the years between 2005 and 2105). This led to the 

NSSMP undergoing its own HRA derogation process which led to the establishment of the 

Solent and South Downs Habitat Compensation and Restoration Programme (HCRP) to 

deliver the necessary compensation. Therefore, the derogations case including 

compensation for the loss of intertidal mudflat and saltmarsh has already been made. The 

HICMS is simply implementing the NSSMP Hold the Line policy. Moreover, due to 

amendments to the SMP policy approaches for some ODUs, the HICMS will result in the 

creation of 8.37ha of saltmarsh and 35.14ha of mudflat over all epochs, representing a 

significant positive overall change (i.e. a reduction in net losses) from the situation 
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assessed for the NSSMP, and on which the HCRP is based. Given that additional intertidal 

habitat will be created, no further intertidal habitat compensation in addition to that 

identified as part of the NSSMP consenting process will be required.  

The proposed Hold the Line (Sustain / Maintain) approaches in ODU 8, ODU 11, ODU 13 

and ODU 15 will also prevent the natural inland migration of vegetated shingle which 

would otherwise occur in response to the projected sea level rise. Due to the proposed 

Hold the Line approaches in these ODUs, it is predicted that a worst case scenario of up to 

2.47ha of coastal vegetated shingle (Habitats Directive features 1210 annual vegetation of 

drift lines and 1220 perennial vegetation of stony banks) could be lost over the 100-year 

lifetime of the HICMS. This represents approximately 8% of the 34.29ha of these habitats 

identified within the SAC at the time of designation, conflicting with the Supplementary 

Advice on the Conservation Objectives (SACO) target of maintaining the total extent of 

vegetated shingle within the SAC. It should be noted that given the absence of good 

quality mapping of vegetated shingle across the entire Solent Maritime SAC the figure 

given in the SACO may well be an underestimate. Nonetheless, it is used here to be 

precautionary. 

Chichester & Langstone Harbours SPA / Ramsar 

As for Solent Maritime SAC, the proposed Hold the Line (Sustain/Maintain) approaches in 

ODU 1a, 1c, 5a, 5c, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15 and 16, will prevent the natural inland migration of 

intertidal mudflat and saltmarsh. These are important supporting habitats for all the non-

breeding bird species for which the Chichester & Langstone Harbours SPA and Ramsar 

site is designated. As discussed for Solent Maritime SAC, these Hold the Line decisions 

were made for the North Solent Shoreline Management Plan (NSSMP). An assessment of 

intertidal habitat losses due to coastal squeeze was undertaken for the NSSMP (spanning 

the years between 2005 and 2105). This led to the NSSMP undergoing its own HRA 

derogation process which led to the establishment of the Solent and South Downs Habitat 

Compensation and Restoration Programme (HCRP) to deliver the necessary 

compensation.  

Therefore, the derogation case including compensation for the loss of intertidal mudflat 

and saltmarsh has already been made. The HICMS is simply implementing the NSSMP 

policy. Moreover, due to amendments to the policy approaches for some ODUs, the 

HICMS will result in the creation of 8.37ha of saltmarsh and 35.14ha of mudflat over all 

epochs, representing a significant positive overall change (i.e. a reduction in net losses) 

from the situation assessed for the NSSMP, and on which the HCRP is based. Given that 

additional intertidal habitat will be created, no further intertidal habitat compensation in 

addition to that identified as part of the NSSMP consenting process will be required.  

The Chichester & Langstone Harbours SPA / Ramsar site also encompasses some 

freshwater and coastal grazing marsh habitats that have been included in the respective 

designated boundaries due to their importance as wetland habitats (Ramsar) and 

supporting habitats for birds (SPA/Ramsar). The Managed Realignment and Resilience 
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options proposed for ODU 3, ODU 4, ODU 5 and ODU 10 will move coastal defences 

inland and/or result in tidal inundation of landward habitats, meaning that some high-tide 

roosts and foraging areas for waders and waterfowl will be lost as the sea level rises. The 

Appropriate Assessment (AA) undertaken in support of the HICMS indicates that a total of 

45.67ha of these habitats within the SPA/Ramsar site (45.31ha of coastal grazing marsh 

and 0.36ha of freshwater habitats) will be lost in these ODUs due to the proposed 

management approaches (primarily in epoch 1). Specifically this includes Solent Wader & 

Brent Goose Sites H59C, H64, H51 (part), H58C (part), H89, H40C, H40D and H85 (part). 

By definition, any more than a trivial habitat loss of functional habitat from a European site 

is considered to result in adverse effects on the integrity of such a site.  

 

Describe any restrictions or modifications you have applied (mitigation measures):  

Solent Maritime SAC 

It is not possible to deliver mitigation measures that would reduce the anticipated loss of 

vegetated shingle at this plan level. However, it is important to note that the Hold the Line 

approach for these ODUs was established in the overarching and consented NSSMP. The 

NSSMP HRA established that while Hold the Line would result in the loss of some 

vegetated shingle along Hayling Island, this would be offset by continued vegetated 

shingle stabilization in other locations (e.g. Hook Spit). The NSSMP HRA did not quantify 

vegetated shingle loss, and since it was assumed for the SMP that losses would be offset 

by accretion elsewhere, vegetated shingle habitat was not included in the Environment 

Agency’s Habitat Compensation and Restoration Programme (HCRP). Moreover, through 

careful design at scheme level and with incorporation of mitigation measures at scheme 

level, it is expected that the loss of vegetated shingle will be less than the worst-case 

scenario calculated for the HICMS, and it may be possible to avoid adverse effect 

completely. However, it is not possible to provide that level of detail at this plan level and 

therefore it has been included in the derogation process in line with the precautionary 

principle. 

A Hold the Line management approach for Hayling Island was adopted under the 

approved NSSMP and the HICMS predominantly maintains this approach in ODUs with 

seaward vegetated shingle. However, in ODU 10 and ODU14, where vegetated shingle 

would have been lost under the approach set by the NSSMP, the HICMS proposes 

Resilience and Do Nothing respectively as the leading option. This is positive for the 

Solent Maritime SAC because it results in the retention of 0.74ha of vegetated shingle that 

otherwise would have been lost under the NSSMP policy. Overall, while no bespoke 

mitigation for vegetated shingle loss is delivered at this plan level, the incorporation of 

natural coastal processes in the HICMS and quantification of vegetated shingle loss is a 

significant improvement on the work undertaken for the NSSMP. 
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Chichester & Langstone Harbours SPA/Ramsar 

Where possible the HICMS leading options have been selected so that loss of 

SPA/Ramsar habitat does not occur. However, some habitat loss from areas of 

SPA/Ramsar is unavoidable due to the leading options chosen, and the fact that any 

option chosen is likely to lead to either seaward habitat losses or landward habitat losses 

and will thus have an adverse effect either on the intertidal or the landward supporting 

habitats. No reduction of impacts is possible until the scheme design stage. 

As this Strategy is a plan, rather than a specific scheme / construction works, mitigation 

actions are identified more as further study and consultation requirements. The Strategy 

Action and Implementation Plan (copy attached with this derogation notice) identifies the 

required mitigation (and compensation – refer to Section 6 of this notice) actions, 

timeframes and indicative costs and funding. 

Summary of the advice provided by Natural England or Natural Resources Wales 

and how you have taken it into account:  

Natural England advice has been accounted for throughout the HRA process and the HRA 

has been updated to take account of their comments. The most recent correspondence 

received (dated 04/10/24) notes that Natural England agrees with the updated HICMS and 

the Habitats Regulations Assessment and its conclusions.  

The following Natural England advice letters / emails have been received during the 

development of the HICMS and its HRA process and copies are attached with this notice: 

• Natural England advice on the HRA Stage 1 Screening Report (received as part of 

the SEA Scoping Response) – dated 30th March 2021. 

• Natural England advice on the HRA Technical note setting out the approach to 

using Solent Dynamic Coast Project (SDCP) data to calculate predicted habitat loss 

and gains from the HICMS – dated 13th May 2022. 

• Natural England follow up advice / clarification on the on the HRA Technical note 

approach to using SDCP data to calculate predicted habitat loss and gains from the 

HICMS – dated 27th May 2022. 

• Natural England advice on the draft HICMS and draft environmental assessments – 

dated 9th August 2023. 

• Natural England advice on the updated HICMS and updated environmental 

assessments – dated 4th October 2024. 
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Attach a full copy of the HRA undertaken to date (screening, appropriate 

assessment and conclusions regarding site integrity) and copies of advice or 

representations received from the statutory nature conservation bodies.  

Please see attached HRA documents: 

• HICMS HRA Stage 1 Screening Report 

• HICMS HRA Stage 2-4 Appropriate Assessment and Derogation Information Report 

Together with the Natural England advice letters and emails as listed above. 
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Section 4: Consideration of alternative solutions 

Show how you have considered and can demonstrate that there are no alternative 

and less damaging solutions to the plan or project as proposed:  

A Short List to Leading Option Appraisal Report (OAR) was produced in support of the 

HICMS, which considered a range of alternative options for each ODU (a copy of the OAR 

is attached with this notice). The OAR includes a multi-criteria analysis that considers 

environmental benefits, technical feasibility, social needs and economic cost-benefit ratio.  

Solent Maritime SAC 

The OAR considered alternatives for all management interventions for those ODUs where 

Hold the Line would result in intertidal mudflat or saltmarsh loss due to coastal squeeze. 

These are presented below in Table 1. It can be seen that Hold the Line approaches are 

required to protect people and property. Setback defences have been recommended in the 

leading options where it is technically and economically feasible but Hold the Line frontline 

defences are recommended where there are no viable setback alternatives. 

Table 1: Alternative management approaches considered for ODUs where Hold the Line will result 

in intertidal habitat loss due to coastal squeeze. 

ODU - HTL policy Alternatives considered Reasons for exclusion 

1a and 1c 

Do nothing / minimum and 
resilience (No Active 

Intervention) 

Negative economic and social impacts due to 
flooding of Northney Road and to communities and 

loss of access to Langstone Quays Hotel is 
unlikely to be acceptable to stakeholders, or meet 

community wants and needs. Erosion of the 
historic landfill would have negative environmental 
impacts.  The existing defences are at the frontline 
(earth embankment) will be difficult to patch repair 
as they are failing, presenting some challenges. 

Environmental Enhancement 
– setback defences, saltmarsh 

creation / bird roost islands 
(Managed Realignment) 

At ODU 1a and 1c, setback defences with habitat 
creation were excluded in the appraisal. The 

reasons for a frontline defence in ODU 1a was to 
protect the access road to Langstone Quays 
Resort, which otherwise would be lost and for 
ODU 1c is to protect the historic landfill which 
would have negative environmental impacts.  

5a and 5c 

Do nothing / minimum and 
resilience (No Active 

Intervention) 

The existing defences at the frontline are likely to 
be difficult to patch repair if they are failing, 

presenting some challenges. There is also an 
increasing risk of flooding to properties and 
therefore NAI is unlikely to be acceptable to 
stakeholders, or meet community wants and 

needs.  

Environmental Enhancement 
– setback defences, saltmarsh 

At ODU 5a and 5c setback defences with habitat 
creation were excluded at the short list stage of the 
appraisal. The creation of a new setback defence 
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ODU - HTL policy Alternatives considered Reasons for exclusion 

creation / bird roost islands 
(Managed Realignment) 

could cause disruption and flooding impacts to the 
school, golf course and farmland. Although at this 
ODU there is some habitat creation for ODU 5b 
with the setback defence and habitat creation. 

6 
Do nothing / minimum and 

resilience (No Active 
Intervention) 

The existing defences at the frontline are likely to 
be difficult to patch repair. There is also an 
 increasing risk of flooding to properties and 
therefore NAI is unlikely to be acceptable to 
stakeholders, or meet community wants and 

needs. 

7 

Do nothing / minimum and 
resilience (No Active 

Intervention) 

Risk of flooding to properties and farmland is 
unlikely to be acceptable to stakeholders, or meet 

community wants and needs. The existing 
defences at the frontline are likely to be difficult to 

patch repair as they are failing. 

Setback defences (Managed 
Realignment) 

 Limited space due to highly residential area 
means setback defences are not feasible. Despite 
some areas being protected, the Mengham Rythe 
Moorings and Sailing Club would be unprotected 

and be impacted by flooding. 

8  

Do nothing / minimum and 
resilience (No Active 

Intervention) 

Negative economic and social impacts due to 
flooding and coastal erosion to communities. Also, 

community wants and needs would not be met, 
there would still be residual risk to properties, 

reduced beach access and no support for future 
regeneration 

11 

Do nothing / minimum and 
resilience (No Active 

Intervention) 

Negative economic and social impacts due to 
flooding and coastal erosion to communities. The 
existing defences are at the frontline which will be 
difficult to patch repair. Some additional technical 
challenges for resilience depending on individual 

properties. 

Environmental Enhancement 
– setback floodwall, saltmarsh 

creation / bird roost islands 
(Managed Realignment) 

This option was considered at long list stage and 
ruled out prior to the short list stage. The reason 

for this was that the ODU has no viable space for a 
setback floodwall or saltmarsh creation due to the 

frontage backing onto people’s gardens.  

13 

Do nothing / minimum and 
resilience (No Active 

Intervention) 

Negative economic and social impacts due to 
flooding and coastal erosion to communities. 

Technically difficult to patch repair failing defences. 
Risk of erosion to the Hayling Billy Line would 

remain under the option of resilience. 

Maintain then Managed 
Realignment 

(Sustain/Improve) from 2045- 
setback earth embankment, 

Managed Realignment, 
regulated tidal exchange 

There would be technical challenges with the 
regulated tidal exchange and coastal access would 

be reduced due to the tidal exchange. 



Page 14 of 31 HRA derogation notice v1 February 2021  

ODU - HTL policy Alternatives considered Reasons for exclusion 

15 
Do nothing / minimum and 

resilience (No Active 
Intervention) 

Negative economic and social impacts due to 
flooding and coastal erosion to communities, 

including loss of the Billy Trail. Also, technically 
difficult to patch repair failing defences. Resilience 

option would be unlikely to support community 
wants and needs, as it would only provide 

protection to existing properties.  

16 
Do nothing / minimum and 

resilience (No Active 
Intervention) 

The A3023 road is the only road access to Hayling 
Island and doing nothing would present significant 
challenges for the community due to the flood risk 
on the road. In addition, the existing defences at 

the frontline (sheet piles) are likely to be difficult to 
patch repair if they are failing. 

 

The OAR compared the proposed management interventions for ODU 8, ODU 11, ODU 

13 and ODU 15 with a Do Nothing approach. For each ODU the Do Nothing approach 

yielded a considerably lower score (-4) than the management approach included in the 

HICMS (scores ranging between 2 and 6). For all of these ODUs, Do Nothing was 

associated with significant negative economic and social impacts as a result of coastal 

erosion of, and flooding to, local communities, businesses, the Hayling Island Billy Trail 

(ODU 13 and ODU 15 only) and a historic landfill site (ODU 15 only). Adopting a Hold the 

Line approach that inevitably includes hard engineering solutions is the only means to 

protecting these critical housing and economic assets. This rationale is in line with the 

position of Natural England and the Chichester Harbour Conservancy, which deems Hold 

the Line an acceptable approach where it directly protects homes and/or other critical 

infrastructure.  

With regard to loss of coastal vegetated shingle, Table 8 of the HRA summarises the 

management approaches considered in the OAR for ODUs where Hold the Line is 

projected to lead to vegetated shingle loss. In all cases, the Hold the Line scenarios score 

significantly higher than the Do Nothing scenario, primarily due to the significant social and 

economic costs associated with an undefended coastline in these ODUs. Table 8 of the 

HRA is reproduced below (as Table 2) for ease of reference. 
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Table 2: Summary of management approaches considered in the OAR for ODUs where Hold the 

Line is projected to lead to vegetated shingle loss. 

 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA/Ramsar  

As highlighted above, the OAR considered alternative management interventions for those 

ODUs where Hold the Line would result in intertidal mudflat or saltmarsh loss due to 

coastal squeeze (see Table 1). It can be seen that Hold the Line approaches are required 

to protect people and property. Setback defences have been recommended in the leading 
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options where it is technically and economically feasible, but frontline defences are 

recommended where there are no viable setback alternatives. Any management option 

chosen is likely to lead to either seaward habitat losses or landward habitat losses and will 

thus have an adverse effect either on the intertidal or the landward SPA/Ramsar 

supporting habitats. Advice from Natural England indicates that those responsible for 

coastal defence should be proposing options that allow natural rollback or managed 

realignment, where possible. 

The iterative OAR undertaken for the HICMS encompassed a thorough comparison of 

coastal management options, including those considered for ODU 3, ODU 4, ODU 5 and 

ODU 10. For all four ODUs, the Leading Options (i.e. Managed Realignment or Resilience) 

are associated with the highest environmental and overall scores. For ODU 3 and 

ODU 5B, Managed Realignment is the only feasible approach to deliver the three main 

objectives of the HICMS, which are reducing flood and erosion risk to critical infrastructure, 

working towards a holistic solution that benefits both people and nature (i.e. through 

intertidal habitat preservation) and supporting sustainable development on Hayling Island. 

For ODU 4 and ODU 10, insufficient benefits or small numbers of property or infrastructure 

at risk, is one of the main reasons for deviating from Hold the Line. Resilience is 

considered the least damaging solution for these ODUs as it provides some ability for 

intertidal habitats to retreat naturally inland (unlike Hold the Line) but also reduces and 

delays the potential pollution from landfill erosion that would arise in a Managed 

Realignment scenario whilst also providing property level protection for homes at risk. This 

is in line with the positions advocated by Natural England and the Chichester Harbour 

Conservancy, which maintain that Hold the Line approaches that primarily defend farmland 

and landward grazing / roosting sites (and not directly protect critical human assets) will 

not be consented.  

Overall, it is concluded that there are no feasible alternative coastal management 

approaches that deliver the desired positive outcome for nature (allowing intertidal habitats 

to migrate landward in response to sea level rise) while also protecting human assets from 

erosion and flooding. 
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Section 5: Consideration of imperative reasons of overriding public 

interest (IROPI) 

Describe your proposed reasons for authorising, undertaking or giving effect to this 

plan or project despite a negative assessment of its implications for European sites:  

(a) imperative  

Solent Maritime SAC 

Protecting the homes and businesses in the vicinity of Hayling Island’s coastal frontage 

along ODU 1a, ODU 1c, ODU 5a, ODU 5c, ODU 6, ODU 7, ODU 8, ODU 11, ODU 13, 

ODU 15 and ODU16 is imperative to safeguard people and property (human health and 

public safety) and the social and economic functioning of Hayling Island and the wider 

Solent area. Maintaining and raising flood defences in line with the projected sea level rise 

in these ODUs is the only mechanism through which this infrastructure can be reliably 

protected.  

Chichester & Langstone Harbours SPA / Ramsar 

Protecting the homes and businesses in the vicinity of Hayling Island’s coastal frontage 

along ODU 1a, ODU 1c, ODU 5a, ODU 5c, ODU 6, ODU 7, ODU 8, ODU 11, ODU 13, 

ODU 15 and ODU16 is imperative to safeguard people and property (human health and 

public safety) and the social and economic functioning of Hayling Island and the wider 

Solent area. Maintaining and raising flood defences in line with the projected sea level rise 

in these ODUs is the only mechanism through which this infrastructure can be reliably 

protected.  

The coastal management approaches of Managed Realignment for ODU 3 and ODU 5B, 

and Resilience for ODU 4 and ODU 10, represent a deviation from Hold the Line identified 

in the overarching NSSMP for the entire Hayling Island frontage. They are imperative 

because they achieve the dual target of protecting critical human assets (e.g. homes and 

historic landfill sites), while also allowing for the retreat of intertidal habitats in response to 

the projected sea level rise (beneficial consequences of primary importance for the 

environment). The creation of intertidal habitats is a legal requirement of the NSSMP and 

delivery of the Solent and South Downs Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management 

(FCERM) capital programme. Without the facilitation of additional intertidal habitat, 

FCERM schemes delivering Hold the Line will not be able to draw upon sufficient 

compensatory habitat to meet statutory HRA requirements and obtain planning consent. 
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(b) in the public interest  

The HICMS is of public interest as it provides a long term (100 year) plan to focus 

defences where they will benefit and protect local populations and critical infrastructure, 

whilst allowing/promoting natural processes and the creation of intertidal habitats in other 

areas. If the Strategy were not adopted, coastal flood and erosion risk would not be 

managed in a coordinated manner, with a number of risks likely to be realised. Major 

flooding events would likely be uncontrolled and uncoordinated, with adverse effects on 

private properties, residential areas and infrastructure (the road network, water supplies 

and sewerage, power etc) as well as uncontrolled inundation of designated freshwater 

habitat. As such, uncontrolled flooding events would likely present serious risk to human 

health and public safety as well as designated sites.  

A table listing present value damages should the Strategy not be implemented is given 

below. 

Period Do Nothing PV Damages 
(£k) 

Epoch 1; 2025-2045 41,292 

Epoch 2: 2045-2075 261,574 

Epoch 3; 2075-2125 61,120 

Total 363,908 

 

Solent Maritime SAC 

The chosen policy approach in ODU1a is in the public interest as it protects a road, in 

ODU 1c it protects a historic landfill, ODUs 6, 7, 8, 11, 13 protect homes and businesses, 

ODU 15 protects a historic landfill, homes, businesses and a road, while that in ODU 16 

protects the only road on and off Hayling Island. A Hold the Line approach in ODU 8, ODU 

11, ODU 13 and ODU 15 is in the public interest as it directly pertains the social and 

economic viability of Hayling Island. The risk of flooding and costal erosion to homes, 

businesses and other assets (e.g. roads, recreational infrastructure) would directly impact 

on the livelihoods of residents on Hayling Island and beyond. For example, if unprotected 

against sea level rise, residents living alongside these ODUs could lose their homes, 

employment or means of getting to/from work, all of which would be associated with great 

social and/or economic cost. Therefore, the adoption of a Hold the Line approach in ODUs 

8, 11, 13 and 15 represents a public good rather than serving private interests. In the case 

of the HICMS, it is considered that IROPI are present at a local and regional scale (the 

latter being the case where wider Solent residents would be at risk of losing a job on 

Hayling Island or businesses in the wider Solent are reliant on employees from Hayling 

Island). However, it is also important to note that the HICMS is in line with national plans 

and policies. The National FCERM Strategy published by the Environment Agency 
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identifies coastal defences to protect essential infrastructure from flooding as a key 

resilience action, including the building of flood and costal defences to provide an 

appropriate standard of protection and ensuring that such defences operate reliably/as 

expected when exceeded.  

Chichester & Langstone Harbours SPA/Ramsar 

As outlined by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs in their guidance 

on the application of Article 6(4), delivering Managed Realignment and Resilience is in the 

public interest for various reasons. Setting back flood defences and deploying resilience 

measures to directly protect critical human assets safeguards livelihoods, economic 

interests and overall public safety. At the same time, this approach protects the integrity of 

the Chichester & Langstone Harbours SPA/Ramsar by ensuring that sufficient intertidal 

habitat (the core feature supporting the qualifying birds) continues to exist. Protecting the 

social and ecological integrity of Hayling Island are both public goods rather than serving 

solely private interests.  

(c) overriding the harm that would be caused to the European sites 

Consideration of IROPI necessarily involves a balancing exercise for the decision-maker. It 

is necessary for the 'competent authority' to consider if the imperative reasons and public 

benefits put forward override the anticipated harms identified. Advocate General Kokott in 

Case C-239/04 described the exercise as a balancing exercise: “The necessity of striking 

a balance results in particular from the concept of ‘override’, but also from the word 

‘imperative’. Reasons of public interest can imperatively override the protection of a site 

only when greater importance attaches to them. This too has its equivalent in the test of 

proportionality, since under that principle the disadvantages caused must not be 

disproportionate to the aims pursued”. 

In the Strategy area, if a ‘Do Nothing’ approach is taken, there are an estimated 335 

properties (residential and non-residential) along with the A3023, the only access road 

onto the Island, currently at risk of coastal flooding from a 0.5% Annual Exceedance 

Probability (AEP) event. With climate change and sea level rise, this number is projected 

to increase to 3,019 properties for the same 0.5% AEP event, with no defences, in 100 

years’ time. There are estimated to be 1,518 properties (residential and non-residential) at 

risk of coastal erosion, along with eight former coastal landfill sites, over the next 100 

years if nothing is done to manage the risk. The ‘Do Nothing’ economic damages resulting 

from flooding and erosion over the 100 year appraisal period are estimated to be 

£364million in present value (PV) terms and £1.34billion in undiscounted cash terms.   

Solent Maritime SAC` 

The chosen policy approaches for those ODUs which will result in intertidal mudflat and 

saltmarsh losses (ODU 1a, 1c, 5a, 5c, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15 and 16) are overriding because 

the public interest (protection of people and property/infrastructure) overrides the extent of 
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the losses as already demonstrated in the NSSMP HRA derogations case. Moreover, as 

discussed earlier, the HICMS results in a significant reduction in losses of saltmarsh and 

intertidal mudflat due to changes to some policy approaches compared to the NSSMP (the 

creation of 8.37ha of saltmarsh and 35.14ha of mudflat over all epochs). 

The HRA modelling forecasts that approximately 8% of coastal vegetated shingle in the 

SAC would be lost due to the HICMS leading options under the worst-case scenario. This 

would leave 92% of the coastal vegetated shingle in the SAC unaffected. Moreover, this 

was based on the amount of coastal vegetated shingle cited in the SAC citation. It should 

be noted that for the HICMS HRA a range of mapping sources of vegetated shingle 

surrounding Hayling Island were used, generally to a better granularity than was available 

at the time of SAC designation. Therefore, the amount of vegetated shingle in the SAC is 

probably greater than that identified on the SAC citation and the proportion of qualifying 

shingle lost due to the HICMS is thus likely to be considerably smaller than the 8% 

reported in the AA.  

Furthermore, the HICMS occupies a middle tier in the coastal management process and 

will be followed by individual scheme level HRAs. Ultimately, no adverse effect on integrity 

will actually arise until individual schemes are consented and start being delivered. At the 

scheme level there is considerable potential for detailed refinement of policy approaches, 

defence alignments and implementation methods that may significantly reduce, or even 

avoid, the extent of coastal vegetated shingle loss. However, this level of detail is not 

available at the current plan level. 

Finally, the NSSMP HRA established that while Hold the Line would result in the loss of 

some vegetated shingle along Hayling Island, this would be offset by continued vegetated 

shingle stabilization in other locations (e.g. Hook Spit), emphasizing the precautionary 

nature of the HICMS assessment.  

Given the large amount of coastal vegetated shingle that would be unaffected by HICMS 

(92%) and the likelihood this is an underestimate, it is considered the imperative reasons 

of public interest override the harm that would be caused to the SAC. 

Chichester & Langstone Harbours SPA/Ramsar 

The chosen policy approaches for those ODUs which will result in intertidal mudflat and 

saltmarsh losses (ODU 1a, 1c, 5a, 5c, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15 and 16) are overriding because 

the public interest (protection of people and property/infrastructure) overrides the extent of 

the losses as already demonstrated in the NSSMP HRA derogations case. Moreover, as 

discussed earlier, the HICMS results in a significant reduction in losses of saltmarsh and 

intertidal mudflat due to changes to some policy approaches compared to the NSSMP (the 

creation of 8.37ha of saltmarsh and 35.14ha of mudflat over all epochs). 

While losses of landward supporting habitat are calculated for Solent Wader and Brent 

Goose Strategy sites H59C, H64, H51, H58C, H89, H40C, H40D and H85, for most of 
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these the total losses over the three epochs are small in either hectarage or proportional 

terms as can be seen below. Therefore, these SWBGS sites will continue to be functional 

for SPA/Ramsar birds as the vast majority of their areas will be retained and the new 

saltmarsh habitat created will also still support the waterbird populations: 

H59C – total area 22.8ha, HICMS will result in loss of 1.10ha or 4.8% 

H64 – total area 5.39ha, HICMS will result in loss of 0.02ha or 0.4% 

H51 (part) – total area 19.93ha, HICMS will result in loss of 0.41ha or 2% 

H58C (part) – total area 5.97ha, HICMS will result in loss of less than 0.01ha or 0.1% 

H85 (part) – total area 1.53ha, HICMS will result in loss of less than 0.01ha or 0.5% 

In contrast, most of SWBGS sites H89, H40C and H40D will be lost, mostly in epoch one 

as can be seen below:  

H89 – total area 8.89ha, HICMS will result in loss of 5.04ha or 56.7% 

H40C – total area 27.36ha, HICMS will result in loss of 24.76ha or 90.5% 

H40D – total area 17.11ha, HICMS will result in loss of 14.31ha or 83.6% 

However, these three sites total approximately 4% of the approximately 402ha of high tide 

roosting habitat available within the SPA/Ramsar within Chichester Harbour (with further 

habitat available in the Langstone Harbour part of the SPA/Ramsar site). Therefore, the 

vast majority of grazing marsh habitat or other high tide roosting habitat within the 

SPA/Ramsar will persist.  

It should also be noted that Natural England considers the maintenance and restoration of 

intertidal habitat comparatively more important than defending landward grazing marsh 

and freshwater habitats. This is reflected in the Environment Agency’s National FCERM 

Strategy, the framework within which all risk management authorities must deliver their 

coastal management approaches. One of the FCERM Strategy objectives is to create 

climate-resilient places, which is in turn reflected in the Environment Agency’s commitment 

to the national HCRP (which has created over 900ha of intertidal compensatory habitat 

since the early 2000s). One of the objectives included in the FCERM Strategy is to 

collaboratively deliver adaptive interventions that also fulfil wider environmental targets. 

Environmental gains in the form of intertidal habitat creation are delivered by the Managed 

Realignment and Resilience approaches in ODU 3, ODU 4, ODU 5B and ODU 10.  

Therefore, the imperative reasons of public interest are considered to override the harm 

that would be caused to the SPA/Ramsar site. 
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Provide copies or a summary of any formal or informal advice you have received 

from Natural England or Natural Resources Wales, or any other statutory adviser, 

relevant to the consideration of IROPI:  

See above list (in Section 3) and attachments for Natural England advice on the HICMS 

and its HRA. Natural England has not offered specific advice on the IROPI case as it is not 

within their remit as Statutory Nature Conservation Body.  

Summarise how you have taken this advice into account:  

Not applicable. 

If a priority SAC habitat or species could be adversely affected by the plan or 

project, indicate which of the following public interests the reasons relate to:  

Not applicable. 
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Section 6: Consideration of the necessary compensatory measures 

Provide an overview of the compensatory measures that have been secured, and 

which will be undertaken should the plan or project proceed:  

There is a distinction between the level of detail required in a coastal management plan for 

it to pass the derogation tests, and that required for a subsequent coastal defence 

scheme. This is because a plan is an intentionally higher-tier document that by design 

does not present all the details for a particular proposal and leaves flexibility for design of a 

subsequent planning application including as regards avoidance, mitigation and 

compensation of adverse effects on a European site. In contrast, once planning 

permission is granted for a coastal defence scheme there is no further tier in the planning 

approval process. As such all matters regarding the derogations including compensation 

must be fully detailed at the time planning consent is granted.  

This tiered approach to the level of detailed required at each stage reflects Advocate-

General Kokott’s advice on HRA in multi-stage planning processes: ‘It would also hardly 

be proper to require a greater level of detail in preceding plans [than lower tier plans or 

planning applications] or the abolition of multi-stage planning and approval procedures so 

that the assessment of implications can be concentrated on one point in the procedure. 

Rather, adverse effects on areas of conservation must be assessed at every relevant 

stage of the procedure to the extent possible on the basis of the precision of the plan. This 

assessment is to be updated with increasing specificity in subsequent stages of the 

procedure’ . 

It must be acknowledged that the HICMS occupies the middle tier of the coastal 

management hierarchy. No habitat loss will occur due to the adoption of the HICMS, but 

rather as a result of individual schemes being consented and delivered. Therefore, the 

primary onus of identifying and delivering adequate compensation is on each individual 

costal defence scheme at the design and delivery stages. Due to the lack of detailed 

information available at this time for the individual schemes coming forward under the 

HICMS (by design, as the HICMS must precede them), any precise identification of 

compensatory habitat for the HICMS is inherently limited. Similarly, it is not possible at the 

plan level to provide details of financing, monitoring or enforcement. 

At the plan-making stage, the competent authority must be satisfied that compensation is 

achievable in principle.  

Solent Maritime SAC 

With regard to losses of intertidal mudflat and saltmarsh, the compensation for losses is 

being delivered by the HCRP and these requirements are already included in the delivery 

targets for that programme as they were passed on to the HCRP following approval and 

adoption of the North Solent SMP.   
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The HICMS Appropriate Assessment indicates that a worst case scenario of up to 2.47ha 

of coastal vegetated shingle could be lost as a result of the HICMS leading options, 

primarily during epochs 2 and 3. The following paragraphs focus on the fact that there is 

sufficient scope at the scheme level for a more detailed refinement of policy approaches, 

defence alignments and implementation methods to either avoid or compensate for the 

loss of coastal vegetated shingle. The opportunities are as follows: 

In some ODUs, the HICMS proposes Hold the Line policy approaches along entire lengths 

of shoreline, but these are unlikely to materialise in all relevant areas at the scheme level. 

For example, the policy for the northern section of ODU 8 specifies the construction, 

maintenance and raising of new defences (flood walls, crest raising and setback flood 

walls) to keep pace with sea level rise. Whilst this will be clearly necessary to protect 

essential infrastructure (e.g. Eastoke Avenue and Wittering Road), it is less likely that flood 

walls will be employed at Sparkes Marina and Black Point solely for the protection of a 

private sailing club.  

The policy intent in the southern open coast section of ODU 8 is to maintain a healthy 

beach alongside flood and erosion protection to residents, the community and businesses 

at Eastoke. A combination of beach management, rock groynes and new defences will be 

utilised to achieve this. In their role as soft engineering solutions, beach management 

techniques can be employed to counteract vegetated shingle loss. Depending on design 

parameters (e.g. volume, width and elevation), management techniques can be tailored to 

prevent the loss of or provide opportunities for the colonisation of new shingle habitat. 

More detailed design specifications are unavailable at the HICMS plan level and will be 

developed by individual schemes. However, there is realistic scope for both reducing the 

potential losses and providing vegetated shingle compensation in ODU 8. 

Beach management techniques in the open coast part of ODU 10 are ongoing and will 

counteract some of the predicted loss of vegetated shingle along the shoreline of Hayling 

Island due to the HICMS. Indeed, a recent Vegetated Shingle Monitoring Report1  

highlights that extraction and replenishment operations in this ODU are not having a 

deleterious impact on this habitat in this locale. In fact, monitoring of vegetated shingle 

between 2016 and 2022 shows a year-on-year increase in the amount of ‘perennial 

vegetation of stony banks’ from 3.7ha to 5.61ha2. These data indicate that there currently 

is natural accretion of shingle habitat at Gunner Point of approx. 0.5ha per annum. 

According to erosion zones there is likely to be beach accretion at Gunner Point up to 

2071, when the beach will return to erosion following the cessation of active beach 

management.  

The management in ODU 15 intends to adapt to rising tides, maintaining the viability of the 

Hayling Island Billy Trail and the community at Stoke and protecting the historic landfill, 

while creating a more sustainable defence alignment into the future. This will involve the 

 
1 Coastal Partners. (July 2022). South Hayling Beach Management Plan – Beach Management Activities Vegetated Shingle Monitoring Report for 
Gunner Point, Hayling Island, Hampshire. 14pp.  
2 By contrast, no discernible trend is evident for ‘annual vegetation of drift lines’, which is a much more dynamic habitat. 
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creation of a setback defence and, therefore, the opportunity for vegetated shingle to 

retreat inland. While the modelling data reported in the AA still predict 1.33ha vegetated 

shingle loss for this ODU (and this has been used in line with the precautionary approach), 

it is impossible to predict how this area will evolve over time given the eroding shoreline. 

For example, the beach level may change as erosion progresses, providing opportunity for 

vegetated shingle to re-establish itself atop the receding shoreline. While there is 

considerable uncertainty, there is at least some scope for the overall vegetated shingle 

loss to be buffered in ODU 15.  

In addition to taking the opportunity where possible at the scheme level to reduce losses of 

vegetated shingle, there are also local opportunities for net delivery of this habitat. In 

ODUs where Do Nothing, Resilience or Managed Realignment are proposed, there is the 

potential for bespoke creation of vegetated shingle. Locally at Hayling Island, there are 

potential areas for vegetated shingle creation at ODU4 Verner Common and ODU12 & 

ODU14 on the west coast of the island. At Verner Common some shingle establishment 

would first be required since the area is currently soft sediment. At ODU12 and ODU14 

there is shingle already present, although measures to protect new shingle vegetation from 

erosion would be required. More widely away from Hayling Island there are opportunities 

(if required once assessed in more detail at scheme level) at Pilsey Island in Chichester 

Harbour, Eastney on the south coast of Portsea Island, Stokes Bay in Gosport, Hook Spit 

in Southampton Water, Needs Ore on the New Forest coast, and on the Isle of Wight 

coast Hamstead Duver at Newtown Harbour entrance and St Helens Duver at Bembridge 

Harbour entrance. 

Since the loss of shingle is incremental and cumulative over the 100 years of the HICMS it 

may also be possible, particularly for the perennial vegetation of stony banks that sit above 

the high-tide line to physically translocate the upper surfaces of the shingle, including 

propagules and roots of perennial vegetation, to replacement locations along the frontage, 

at a point in the future before inundation occurs and the habitat is lost in its existing 

position. In the author’s experience this has been successfully undertaken for inland 

shingle (e.g. vegetated railway ballast and similar) where an interesting flora has 

developed. There is also experience of vegetated shingle re-establishment undertaken by 

Coastal Partners at Stokes Bay. The beach shingle was replaced after the sea wall 

repairs. A botanist collected seed from the adjacent areas of vegetated shingle, which was 

then spread over the shingle in the works area.  

Generally, to create coastal vegetated shingle the substrate, aspect and slope of the 

shoreline should be varied to maximise the number of species that can successfully 

establish. Because perennials are too slow to colonise and easily disturbed, these species 

must be established in the form of container-grown plants (9cm or more), or use 

translocated plants as discussed above. Shingle habitat should contain roughly 20% sand 

(especially where plants are grown from seed) and be at least 20cm deep. The texture of 

the habitat matrix should be varied, such that the opportunity for colonisation is maximised. 

In the construction period, vegetated shingle areas should be shielded from public access 
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and boardwalks are advised to protect the habitat from trampling damage once 

established. Further guidance on the creation of coastal vegetated shingle is available in 

various literature sources (e.g. Brighton & Hove City Council (2022)3). 

Generally, vegetated shingle sits atop intertidal habitats, for which the largest losses are 

predicted to occur in epoch 1. Therefore, it is likely that the largest proportion of shingle 

loss will occur in epochs 2 and 3 of the HICMS, providing sufficiently long timescales for 

developing workable solutions towards habitat compensation. As a formally adopted 

strategy document, the HICMS (and accompanying HRA) should be reviewed every five 

years and could capture specific actions / projects to resolve outstanding issues. For 

example, this may include a series of specific beach management and shingle 

translocation projects delivered to offset the projected loss in ODUs 8 and 15. Any future 

updates to the HCRP made by the NSSMP management group and the Environment 

Agency to include strategic compensation solutions for vegetated shingle loss would also 

need to be recognised. 

Chichester & Langstone Harbours SPA/Ramsar 

With regard to losses of intertidal mudflat and saltmarsh supporting habitat, the 

compensation for losses is being delivered by the HCRP and these requirements are 

already included in the delivery targets for that programme as they were passed on to the 

HCRP following approval and adoption of the North Solent SMP.   

Given that adverse effects of the HICMS on the Chichester & Langstone Harbours 

SPA/Ramsar regarding the loss of coastal grazing marsh and freshwater habitat cannot be 

excluded, adequate compensation will need to be provided as individual schemes in 

ODU 3 and ODU 5B come forward (for Managed Realignment options) and strategically 

via the HCRP (for resilience approaches where no future schemes are proposed). The 

total projected loss of these habitats amounts to 45.67ha (predominantly in epoch 1), 

comprising 45.31ha of coastal grazing marsh and 0.36ha of freshwater habitat.  

The national HCRP is the Government’s strategic mechanism for delivering compensation 

for habitat losses incurred as a result of FCERM approaches. It encompasses both coastal 

grazing marsh and freshwater, the habitats also considered in the overarching NSSMP AA 

and projected to be lost under Managed Realignment and Resilience approaches in ODU 

3, ODU 4, ODU 5B and ODU 10. This aligns the NSSMP and HICMS HRAs and allows for 

transparent tracking of compensation requirements as outlined in the HCRP.  

The Solent and South Downs (SSD) HCRP has to date primarily focused on creating 

intertidal habitats in the short term (Epoch 1) as the most pressing immediate legal 

requirement. However, in order to meet the future intertidal habitat requirements, there will 

 
3 Brighton & Hove City Council. (June 2022). Biodiversity and Nature Conservation Supplementary Planning Document 11 Annexes. 47pp. Available 
at: https://www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2022-08/BNC%20SPD%20Annexes%20FINAL_.pdf [Accessed on the 02/03/2023] 

https://www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2022-08/BNC%20SPD%20Annexes%20FINAL_.pdf
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be knock on effects on landward protected habitats, particularly coastal grazing marsh, 

which will also require compensation in order to address these knock-on impacts.  

The SSD HCRP Coastal Grazing Marsh Study has now been awarded funding and is 

underway, aiming to complete by end of 2025. The overarching aim of the Study is that it 

will identify compensation sites for coastal grazing marsh habitat which will then be added 

to the Environment Agency’s capital programme and the HCRP delivery plan. This study 

will identify and prioritise potential sites for the creation of new coastal grazing marsh, or 

equivalent habitat that meets the conservation objectives of the designated site land that 

will be impacted, and bird high tide supporting habitat sites to ensure the integrity of the 

Solent protected sites and ensure that the SSD HCRP maintains a viable delivery plan in 

order to meet the legal requirements of the SMPs.  

The study will identify a long list of potential sites for creation and restoration of coastal 

grazing marsh habitat within the SSD HCRP area. This long list of sites will then be 

reviewed, and sites will be prioritised for further ‘tactical’ assessments and the resulting 

highest priority sites will then be added to the Capital Investment Programme in 

consultation with the SSD HCRP Working Group. This study will include consideration of 

suitable locations for coastal grazing marsh or equivalent compensatory habitat to ensure 

it will meet both the supportive requirements of SPA/Ramsar birds as well as meeting the 

Ramsar/SSSI habitat requirements. 

This study will also include consideration of the time it can take to establish coastal grazing 

marsh or equivalent habitat as this could differ for Ramsar / SSSI / BAP habitat and 

specific plant / invertebrate assemblage features compared to SPA/Ramsar bird 

supporting habitat (high tide roosting and feeding sites for waterbirds). This study is part of 

a suite of inter-related studies within the SSD HCRP delivery plan. The findings of the 

previously undertaken Solent Bird Studies (i.e., the Coastal Network Study and the Bird 

Movement Study) and the Solent Dynamic Coast Project (SDCP) Update will feed into the 

analysis for this study. This study will follow the proven approach taken by the SSD HCRP 

for the identification and development of the delivery plan for intertidal habitat 

compensation sites, which has been nationally recognised as best practice by the 

Environment Agency (EA) and Natural England (NE). 

This overall aim of the Coastal Grazing Marsh Study will be achieved by meeting the 

following objectives, to:  

1) Develop an agreed definition / search criteria for coastal grazing marsh / floodplain 

wetland mosaic habitat, SPA/Ramsar bird supporting habitat requirements and meeting 

Ramsar/SSSI habitat requirements, that takes into account the expected effects and 

compensatory requirements of the SSD HCRP pipeline of projects.  

2) Identify and prioritise new coastal grazing marsh or equivalent and bird high tide 

supporting habitat compensation and restoration sites to develop a SSD HCRP delivery 
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pipeline for landward / high tide compensatory habitat, similar to that developed for 

intertidal compensatory habitat.  

3) Ensure sites identified reflect the current FCERM and HCRP delivery pipeline of 

intertidal projects in relation to the location, amount and timescales of coastal grazing 

marsh and bird supporting habitat compensation needs in order to comply with Habitats 

Regulations guidance and ensuring the integrity of the European sites.  

4) Collate sufficient information to add high priority coastal grazing marsh sites to the 

Environment Agency FCERM Capital Investment Programme (CIP) and facilitate inclusion 

of high priority sites as safeguarded areas in Local Plans.  

5) Make recommendations / propose next steps if the study finds that there are insufficient 

coastal grazing marsh opportunities in the required location(s) to sustain the current Solent 

SPA/Ramsar bird networks. The study will include recommendations to inform the SMP 

Refresh and review of Hold The Line policies that could reduce the need for managed 

realignment / intertidal compensation and/or identify new locations; as well as considering 

the potential for saltmarsh to offer equivalent or improved quality (and potentially carrying 

capacity of) supporting habitat for SPA/Ramsar features displaced from coastal grazing 

marsh through managed realignment. The study findings and recommendations will also 

be incorporated into the proposed Chichester Harbour Investment and Adaptation Plan.   

6) To involve statutory stakeholders, partners, environmental NGOs and landowners 

throughout the development of the study and to disseminate the findings and deliverables 

across the relevant SMP Management Groups and SCOPAC/SCG members. 

The Coastal Grazing Marsh Study has been included in the HICMS Action and 

Implementation Plan (a copy of which is attached with this derogation notice). 

Provide copies of the advice you have received from Natural England or Natural 

Resources Wales relating to the proposed compensatory measures:  

Please see attached letter from Natural England dated 4th October 2024. 
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Section 7: Further information considered relevant to this 

notification 

Give any further details that you feel are relevant to this notice:  

None – all relevant information has been summarised in the sections above and more 

detailed supporting information is included in the attached HRA documents (HRA Stage 1 

Screening Report and HRA Stages 2-4 Appropriate Assessment and Derogation) and the 

HICMS Strategy Summary and Short List to Leading Option Appraisal Report. 
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You must sign the declaration and send your completed derogation notice to the 

relevant postal or email address. Remember to attach all relevant supporting 

documents. 

Declaration 

In accordance with regulation 64(5) of the Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations 2017 (as amended), we, Havant Borough Council, hereby notify the Secretary 

of State, as the appropriate authority under these Regulations, that we intend to authorise, 

undertake or give effect to the proposed plan or project described in this notice, 

notwithstanding a negative assessment of its implications for one or more European sites. 

We will not authorise, undertake or give effect to the plan or project before the end of the 

period of 21 days beginning with the date you, as the appropriate authority, received this 

notification, unless you as the appropriate authority notify us that we may do so.  

We note that, without prejudice to any other power, the Secretary of State may give 

directions to us as the competent authority or plan-making authority in any such case 

prohibiting the authorisation or undertaking of the project or the giving of effect to the plan, 

either indefinitely or during such a period as may be specified in the direction. 

We would be grateful if you would acknowledge your receipt of this notification to the 

person named below.  

We look forward to receiving the views or further instructions from the Secretary of State.  

Approved by:  

 

Name:  

Mark Stratton 

 

Position held:  

Coastal Policy, Environment & Research Team Service Manager  

 

On behalf of:  

Havant Borough Council  

 

Date this notice was sent to government department: 

29th January 2025 
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Name of contact person:  

Hilary Ferres 

 

Contact address:  

Coastal Partners,  

Havant Borough Council,  

Public Service Plaza,  

Havant,  

PO9 2AX 

 

Contact telephone or email:  

Hilary.Ferres@havant.gov.uk 

Tel: 07526 167667 

mailto:Hilary.Ferres@havant.gov.uk

