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1 Introduction 
 

This statement outlines how environmental considerations and the views of public 
consultees were taken into account during the development of the Hayling Island Flood 
and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy (hereafter referred to as ‘the Strategy’) 
and the associated Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). It explains how the 
leading options for the Strategy were selected and adopted. The statement concludes by 
setting out the monitoring procedures that have been put in place to monitor the 
potentially significant environmental effects of implementing the Strategy. 

2 Strategic Environmental Process 
 

A SEA is required for certain plans and programmes as a result of the Environmental 
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (hereafter referred to as ‘the 
SEA Regulations’). The SEA is undertaken to identify possible effects that these plans, 
programmes and strategies may have on the existing environment, and therefore 
increase the consideration of environmental issues in the decision-making process. 

An SEA Post Adoption Statement is required under Article 9 of the SEA Directive, in order 
to show that a plan has been adopted. It should demonstrate how environmental 
considerations have been taken into account in the plan, in light of reasonable 
alternatives, and include provisions for monitoring environmental effects. 
 
The SEA has been undertaken by Coastal Partners, on behalf of Havant Borough 
Council. 

3 Availability of Documents 
 
The Strategy and associated documents including SEA are available on the Coastal 
Partners website https://coastalpartners.org.uk/project/hayling-island-coastal-
management-strategy-2120/  
 
The Coastal Partners contact for the Strategy’s implementation is Sam Box, Project 
Initiation and Strategic Overview Team Manager, coastal.team@havant.gov.uk. 
 

4 Integration of Environmental Considerations 
 
The SEA should ensure that the potential significant effects of projects on the 
environment are considered throughout the development and implementation of the 
Strategy. 
 
The SEA influenced the development of the Strategy by identifying environmental 
considerations and setting out proposed mitigation, where significant negative effects 
were identified. 
 
Table 4-1 below shows the environmental objectives developed for the Strategy, as 
adapted from the Environmental Protection Objectives in Sections 5 – 13 of the SEA.  



 

 

 

 
 
Table 4-1: Environmental Objectives of the Strategy 

Number Objective 

1 

To protect the condition and integrity of sites designated for nature 
conservation importance, namely SPA, Ramsar, SAC and SSSI sites 
as well as functionally linked/supporting habitats of the SPA including 
the network of waders roosts and brent goose sites  

2 

Maintain, and where feasible, the present extent and regional 
distribution of coastal and estuarine habitats and species, including 
mudflats, saltmarsh, coastal vegetated shingle and landward habitats 
including coastal grazing marsh 

3 Pursue opportunities for ecological improvements and maximising 
biodiversity net gain  

4 
Maintain and where possible enhance archaeological and cultural 
heritage assets including conservation areas, listed buildings and 
scheduled monuments 

5 Maintain, and enhance where feasible, landscape and seascape  
character, appearance and visual amenity 

6 Improve physical and psychological health through the reduction in 
flooding of assets 

7 Reduce the risk of flooding and erosion of contaminated land sites and 
potential for associated effects on environment and human health 

8 Maintain provision of public access  

9 
Minimise impacts on climate change where possible such as through 
the promotion of low or zero carbon approaches and protection of 
green networks 

 
 

5 Integration of Consultation Responses 
 
Consultation is an integral part of the SEA process and is a requirement of the SEA 
Regulations. Consultation has therefore been undertaken at various stages through the 
development of the Strategy and a wide range of statutory and non-statutory consultees 
have been involved. This section provides an overview of these consultation activities 
and describes how consultation comments informed the Strategy and developed the 
SEA.  
 
A main three-month public consultation process ran from 3rd October 2022 to the 30th 
December 2022. Outputs from this consultation are provided in a detailed public 
consultation report which can be downloaded from www.coastalpartners.org.uk.    The 
feedback received during this time period was assessed and where applicable and 
relevant used to update or amend the final Strategy.  This consultation exercise 
formed part of a wider engagement process that has been ongoing throughout the 
duration of the project. Details of this wider engagement can be found in the 
Stakeholder Engagement Report, which can also be downloaded from the Coastal 
Partners website.  The overall objective of the engagement process has been to 



 

 

 

generate stakeholder interest, involvement, ownership and acceptance of the leading 
options and the detail that lay behind them. 

During the scoping stage of the project statutory consultees were also consulted on the 
scoping opinion report provided in May 2021. A summary of the comments, and details 
of how these have been accounted for in the SEA are included in Appendix A of SEA 
report. 

In addition, consultation on the SEA, as well as the other key environmental documents 
Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Water Framework Directive (WFD), was 
carried out separately to the Strategy consultation. This consultation ran from 3rd July 
2023 to the 7th September 2023.  A summary of comments and responses is provided 
in Appendix A of this report. 
 
 
5.1 Trans-boundary consultation 
 
The SEA did not identify any significant environmental effects that required trans-
boundary consultation on this strategy plan. As a consequence of this no consultation 
was undertaken with other Member States. 
 
 

6 Reasons for Selecting the approved option in light 
of reasonable alternatives 

 
The Strategy divided the frontages of Hayling Island into small, local sections. These 
sections are known as Option Development Units (ODUs). 16 ODUs were identified 
which were considered to be manageable areas with consistent themes that help to 
facilitate and rationalise the appraisal and selection of management options. 
 
A long list of potential management measures for each ODU was then identified which 
were appraised to identify a short list of local measures.  
 

Full details on this process are provided within the AECOM long list to short list report. A 
number of long list measures were screened out at this stage.  

The next stage of the option development process was developing strategic options for 
each ODU by outlining the general approach to managing the risks – whether that be 
adaptation, maintaining the defences, raising existing defences to keep pace with sea 
level rise, or constructing entirely new defences to a high standard of protection. The 
strategic options were implemented by selecting the most appropriate measures from the 
local level shortlist.  

 
Further details on this stage are provided within the ‘short list to leading option’ report 
available of the Coastal Partners website.  
 

6.1 Selection of Leading Options 
 

Following confirmation of the short-listed strategic options, a robust assessment of 
management options was undertake and resulted in Leading Options being chosen for 



 

 

 

all ODUs. Multi-criteria analyses of a range of management approaches in each ODU 
were conducted, comparing categories such as technical feasibility, economic cost-
benefit ratio, environmental benefits and the scope to deliver social needs. By their 
nature, these targets are sometimes conflicting, requiring the prioritisation of one target 
over another. For example, a Hold the Line approach may be the only means of protecting 
housing or critical employment infrastructure but would inevitably result in the loss of 
vegetated shingle (where present) seaward of hard coastal defences 

To support the scoring of the environment within the multi-criteria analysis the 
environmental effects and the relative impacts of the strategic options were assessed 
against SEA environmental indicators and objectives and an evaluation of likely 
environmental impacts undertaken.  Further detail and a summary environmental 
appraisal matrice for all the strategic options for each ODU are presented in Appendix C 
of the SEA.   

A summary of how the environmental objectives have influenced the overall leading 
option is provided in Appendix D of the SEA and replicated below in Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1: Environmental Objectives of the Strategy 

 

ODU Overall Leading 
Option 

Degree of 
Influence of 
environment 
objective in 
the selection 
of the 
preferred 
option 

Is the Preferred 
option 
Environmentally 
sustainable 

Explanation 

1: Hayling 
Bridge to 
Northney 
Farm   

Sustain 0.5% Annual 
Exceedance 
Probability (AEP) 
with Managed 
Realignment Hybrid 

High Yes 

Environmental Objectives, HRA and WFD 
requirements have influenced the overall 
leading option including protection of historic 
landfill and incorporation of habitat creation. 
Positive impacts on biodiversity from habitat 
creation. In addition, positive impacts on 
health due to protection from flooding and 
protection of green space and material assets 
linking to well-being. Negative impact on 
climate due to the increase Green House Gas 
(GHG) emissions through construction but 
balanced by some positive impact on climate 
by protecting open green space which acts as 
a carbon sink. 

Construction of 
frontline floodwall on 
the west (ODU1a), 
setback embankment 
on the east (ODU1b) 
and frontline protection 
of historic landfill 
(ODU1c) 
  

2: 
Northney 
Marina 

Resilience   

Yes 

This option is heavily influenced by the 
economic case. There is a limited case for new 
defences as a long defence would be required 
to protect comparatively few properties. 
However, other strategic options are unlikely 
to support any wider social or environmental 
benefits.  

PFR to properties at 
risk of flooding from 5% 
event. Increase in PFR 
over time as more 
properties become at 
risk. 

Medium 

    

3: 
Northney 
Farm to 
Chichester 
Road 

Sustain 0.5% AEP 
with Managed 
Realignment  

High Yes 

Environmental Objectives, HRA and WFD 
requirements have influenced the overall 
leading option. This option has the potential 
for positive impacts on the National 
Landscape (previously called AONB), over-
wintering birds and important habitats. 
However, this option could result in the loss of 
some rural infrastructure.  In addition, the loss 
of SPA/Ramsar/SWBGS sites will need to be 
mitigated / compensated but space for this 

Setback earth 
embankment around 
assets at risk, 
incrementally 
increased in length and 
height. Habitat creation 
over time. 



 

 

 

ODU Overall Leading 
Option 

Degree of 
Influence of 
environment 
objective in 
the selection 
of the 
preferred 
option 

Is the Preferred 
option 
Environmentally 
sustainable 

Explanation 

could be found within the site.  

4: 
Chichester 
Road to 
Mill Rythe 
Junior 
School 

Resilience   

Yes 
There is a limited case for new defences as a 
long defence would be required to protect 
comparatively few properties. 

PLR to properties at 
risk of flooding from 5% 
event. Increase in PLR 
over time as more 
properties become at 
risk. This also includes 
Patch repair on 
existing assets. H&S 
compliance. 

Medium 

5: Mill 
Rythe 
Junior 
School to 
Salterns 
Lane 

Sustain 1.33% AEP 
with Managed 
Realignment 

High Yes 

Environmental Objectives, HRA and WFD 
requirements have influenced the overall 
leading option including protection to the 
historic landfill site and incorporation of habitat 
creation.   Some impacts on climate could 
occur as result of construction of defences and 
GHG emissions but this is likely to be reduced 
due to positive impacts from habitat creation. 
A positive impact could occur on health from 
the additional level of flood protection, 
however potentially significant adverse 
impacts on cultural heritage may occur due to 
the proximity to a Scheduled Ancient 
Monument (SAM).  

Construction (ODU5b), 
maintain and raise 
defences (ODU a and 
c). 

6: Salterns 
Lane to 
Wilsons 
Boat Yard 

Maintain then 
Improve 0.5% AEP 
from 2075 

Medium 
  

Yes 
The frontline defences will continue to provide 
protection to residential properties from 
flood/erosion risk resulting in a positive impact 
on health. Potential negative impacts may 
occur on SAM due to setting/views from 
across the creek. Construction of defences will 
have a negative impact on climate as result of 
increased GHG emissions and use of 
concrete.  

Frontline floodwall in 
yr50 to full length and 
height. PLR prior to 
that in yr 0 and 20. 

  

7: Wilsons 
Boat Yard 
to Fishery 
Creek 

Sustain 0.5% AEP  

Medium Yes 

Potential for loss of biodiversity in currently 
undefended areas where new defences are to 
be built. However, by sustaining the SoP of the 
defences, it would be possible to prevent 
erosion of the landfills.  In terms of climate 
change, this option would have negative 
impacts through need to install larger coastal 
defences and it will continue to cause coastal 
squeeze.    Coastal squeeze losses will require 
compensation, but this option could provide 
greater protection for the landward SWBGS 
sites.  

Frontline rock 
revetment. Full length 
initially but raising over 
time to keep pace with 
SLR. 

8: Eastoke 

Sustain 0.5% AEP 

Medium Yes 

This option is likely to protect Sandy Point 
SPA/Ramsar/SWBGS/LNR site, but coastal 
squeeze losses will require compensation and 
potential impacts on Black Point roost sites will 
need to be considered as roll back will be 
prevented. Some negative impacts may occur 
on climate from capital works and on the 

Rock Revetment in 
present day followed 
by crest raising of the 
seawall in yr 50 (A), 
Setback floodwall 
(B,C,E), Floodwall (G), 



 

 

 

ODU Overall Leading 
Option 

Degree of 
Influence of 
environment 
objective in 
the selection 
of the 
preferred 
option 

Is the Preferred 
option 
Environmentally 
sustainable 

Explanation 

Crest Raising (D,F). 
Full length in yr0, 
increase in height over 
time to keep pace with 
SLR. Includes 
replacement of all 
groynes with new rock 
groynes, beach 
nourishment and 
beach recycling. 

National Landscape (previously AONB) from 
the setback wall. 

9: Eastoke 
Corner to 
Inn on the 
Beach 

Sustain 0.5% AEP – 
Maintaining a control 
structure atInn on 
the Beach 

Medium Yes 

The continued beach renourishment will allow 
some habitats to expand, however too much 
intervention could halt natural processes.  
Listed buildings are present and a SAM in the 
vicinity could be impacted by change to 
setting/views. Material assets could be 
positively impacted particularly from protecting 
Inn on the Beach.  

Setback floodwall. 
Asset focussed, 
increase in lengths and 
height in stages to 
keep pace with SLR. 
Capital refurbishment 
of the defences in front 
of Inn on the Beach. 
Replace timber 
groynes with rock 
groynes (same length 
of groyne field). 

Beach nourishment 
and beach recycling. 

10: Inn on 
the Beach 
to North 
Shore 
Road 

Resilience 

Medium Yes 

This option is heavily influenced by the 
economic case; however it allows natural 
processes to occur. Increases in biodiversity 
are anticipated as intertidal areas are created 
but negative impacts are likely to occur to 
landward grassland/shingle SSSI habitat 
limited space to rollback (squeezed against 
golf courses) and landward SWBGS sites. 

PLR to properties at 
risk of flooding from 5% 
event. Increase in PLR 
over time as more 
properties become at 
risk. 

11: North 
Shore 
Road 

Sustain 1.33% AEP 

Medium Yes 
Potential for loss of biodiversity in currently 
undefended areas where new defences are to 
be built.  

Floodwall around west 
side, then followed by 
east side in yr20. 
Raising over time. 

12: North 
Shore 
Road to 
Newtown 

Do Nothing 
Medium Yes 

Increase in biodiversity as intertidal areas 
created but likely negative impacts on 
landward Core SWBGS site. No active intervention. 

13: 
Newtown 

Maintain then Sustain 
0.5% AEP from 2045 

Medium Yes 

Coastal squeeze and losses of intertidal 
habitat will require compensation but will 
protect the landward SPA/Ramsar/SWBGS 
site for longer. Positive impacts are likely on 
health and material assets as maintaining 
defences will provide protection from flood 
risk. Negative impact on climatic factors is 
likely as a result of increased GHG emissions 
from construction. Potential negative impacts 
on landscape due to loss of intertidal habitat 
and impacts on views/landscape of the 

Maintain then Frontline 
floodwall from yr20. 
Raise floodwall over 
time. 



 

 

 

ODU Overall Leading 
Option 

Degree of 
Influence of 
environment 
objective in 
the selection 
of the 
preferred 
option 

Is the Preferred 
option 
Environmentally 
sustainable 

Explanation 

harbour. 

14: 
Newtown 
to Stoke 

Do Nothing 
Medium Yes 

Potential increase in biodiversity as coastline 
evolves naturally however negative impacts 
on health and material assets from loss of Billy 
trail and flooding of some properties. 

No active intervention. 

15: Stoke 
to 
Langstone 
Bridge 
Carpark 

Sustain 0.5% AEP 

Medium Yes 
Increased protection to historic landfill. 
Setback defence will protect residential 
properties as well as Billy trail providing a 
positive impact on health and material assets.   

Setback earth 
embankment. 
Lengthened and raised 
over time. Maintain 
frontline 

16: 
Langstone 
Bridge 
Carpark to 
Langstone 
Bridge 

Sustain 0.5% AEP 

Medium Yes 
Positive impact to health and material assets 
due to protecting the A3023 bridge connecting 
with the mainland.  Coastal squeeze losses of 
intertidal habitat will require compensation.  

Frontline floodwall, 
raising over time. 

 
 
  



 

 

 

 

7 Monitoring 
 

A key component of the Strategy is the plan for monitoring. This includes a set of broad 
and site-specific monitoring proposals that will inform the strategy review process, allow 
an update of habitat/loss balance sheets and monitor compliance with the impact 
predictions made in the SEA.  
 
The SEA Monitoring Plan is provided in Section 14 of the SEA and in Table 7-1 below. 
 
The strategy plan, which requires on-going review, will be informed by further data, 
modelling and changes to policy and legislation. Environmental Statements and 
Appropriate Assessments will be prepared for each scheme where necessary and these 
will be subject to public consultation. These will allow the environmental issues to be 
further addressed at scheme level and will further inform the monitoring strategy. 
 



 

 

Table 7-1: Environmental Objectives of the Strategy 

SEA Topic Summary  Proposed Management Effects and Conclusion Environmental Indicators to Monitor the 
Effects 

Biodiversity 
There is likely to be a mixture of beneficial 
and detrimental effects for biodiversity due to 
the balance of protecting between the loss of 
seaward or landward habitats. Overall 
coastal squeeze and the loss of habitats is 
likely to cause significant adverse effects for 
ODU 8, ODU6, ODU7, ODU11, and ODU16. 
However significant beneficial effects are 
anticipated for ODU3 and ODU5 and minor 
beneficial for ODU12 and ODU14. 
Significant adverse effects could also occur 
at ODU 4, 8 and 10. However this would also 
occur in a do nothing or baseline scenario 
without the Strategy.   

The overall leading options in the Strategy have the 
potential for a mixture of effects. However, much of 
this is contingent upon robust consideration of 
biodiversity matters at the scheme level or ongoing 
operational management of nature conservation sites. 
This includes potential seasonal restrictions due to 
breeding and over wintering birds and minimising any 
encroachment into designated sites during detailed 
design. Any compensation habitat would need to be 
secured through the HCRP and in line with the IROPI 
agreement made for the North Solent SMP to deliver 
its policy. It would be the responsibility of those 
undertaking the project to ensure compensatory 
habitat has been provided prior to any losses 
occurring. Overall, the Strategy has the potential for a 
mix of effects both adverse and beneficial. 

Extent and condition of coastal habitats - BAP 
mudflats and saltmarsh. 
 
Extent and condition of adjacent designated 
sites (SSSI / SPA / SAC / Ramsar). 

 

Historic 
Environment 

There is potential for some significant 
adverse effects to below ground archaeology 
from construction activities and potentially 
significant effects during operation due to 
changes in the setting of designated historic 
assets including adjacent listed buildings and 
conservation areas. These effects could be 
more significant from the aggregation of 
effects if multiple ODUs are constructed 
concurrently.  

There is also the potential for positive effects 
on some ODUs from additional protection to 
heritage assets including below ground 
archaeology, listed buildings and a 
Scheduled Monument at ODU5.  

The character and setting of designated heritage 
assets and the wider historic environment must be 
considered at a scheme level.  

Where property-level protection measures are 
proposed for historic buildings and structures (flood-
resistance or proofing works, and flood-resilient 
works) then these measures must respect the 
character of the building or structure where possible 
to ensure that this is maintained.  

Any defence works should be designed to 
complement and preserve views of heritage assets 
where necessary. 

Archaeological desk-based assessment and 
potentially field evaluation will be used where 
appropriate, informed by suitable heritage expertise, 

Number of heritage assets at risk of flooding / 
erosion. 

Number of heritage assets on the Heritage at 
Risk register. 

 Number of objections to any relevant planning 
applications from Historic England. 

 



 

 

SEA Topic Summary  Proposed Management Effects and Conclusion Environmental Indicators to Monitor the 
Effects 

Some heritage assets are currently subject 
to flood and erosion risk and that risk will 
remain where no intervention is proposed, 
specifically ODU 10. 
 

to identify the archaeological potential of each area 
and avoid or minimise harm to remains, while 
enhancing understanding of their significance. A 
database and recording tool could be developed to 
gather archaeological information about the coastline 
and engage the local residence and users of the 
coast. It should be made clear that any finds should 
be reported to the county archaeologist along with the 
location of the find. 

Archaeological and historic building recording and 
surveys could be undertaken to preserve heritage 
assets by record (followed by controlled dismantling 
and/or relocation in some cases), particularly in 
relation to assets that are subject to flood and 
erosion. 

With these measures in place no adverse significant 
effects are anticipated on historic environment. 

 
Climatic 
Factors 

 

The construction of new flood defences, 
future upgrades and maintenance will have a 
have significant adverse impact on climatic 
factors as a result of an increase in GHG 
emissions from the use of materials in 
construction of the floodwall (including 
concrete and steel) and transport of 
materials and people to the site. Severity 
could be increased if multiple ODUs are 
constructed at a similar time. 

However, the creation of new intertidal 
habitat from new set- back defences for 
ODUs 1b, 3b and 5b will act as a carbon 
sink, absorbing and storing CO2 from the 

Increase in GHG emissions as a result of HTL 
policies will be assessed in further detail at the 
scheme design stage, where alternatives to the 
construction of hard defences maybe considered 
including if a number of ODUs are constructed 
concurrently. 

GHG emissions from the construction of hard 
defences can be reduced at the scheme level by 
considering several options including the design of 
the defences to effectively use natural land 
formations, efficient use of high carbon materials, 
using lower carbon materials and incorporating 
Nature Based Solutions (NBS) into design. With 

Carbon footprint calculator at the scheme level 
to calculate the carbon emission from coastal 
defences schemes 

Area of intertidal habitats lost through coastal 
squeeze 

Area of intertidal habitats created through MR 

 



 

 

SEA Topic Summary  Proposed Management Effects and Conclusion Environmental Indicators to Monitor the 
Effects 

atmosphere, reducing atmospheric carbon 
levels, and therefore help mitigate some 
effects of climate change from construction 
overall. 

these measures in place no adverse significant 
effects are anticipated. 

 
Population and  
Human health 

 

Constructing new defences, maintaining, and 
raising defences over time to keep pace with 
sea level rise will provide flood protection to 
properties and businesses. This will have a 
significant beneficial effect in relation to the 
improved psychological health of people 
currently at risk from flooding and coastal 
erosion.  There will also be benefits in 
relation to physical health through a 
reduction of injuries during flooding events. 

Construction of a new frontline floodwall in 
ODU1a and ODU16 will provide further 
benefits including protection to Northney 
road and A3023 from flooding and maintain 
access to the island.  

 

None proposed as part of The Strategy.  Overall, the 
Strategy has the potential for significant positive 
effects. 

 

 

Number of residential properties at risk from 
flooding and erosion 

Number of historic landfill sites at risk from 
flooding and erosion and their impact on human 
health as a receptor 

Disruption and loss of recreational facilities and 
amenities including coastal paths, beaches and 
open space at risk from flooding and erosion. 

 

 
Landscape 

 

There is the potential for some temporary 
minor visual adverse effects from 
construction of new defences. 

The construction of new frontline floodwall in 
in the short term for ODUs 1a, 1b 7, 11 and 
16 have the potential to have a minor 
negative effect on the landscape and sea 
views however this could be more significant 
if multiple ODUs are constructed at a similar 
time. 

The character and setting of the landscape/ seascape 
should be considered through the detailed design of 
any new infrastructure, and any subsequent planning 
applications. This is particularly relevant to the 
Chichester Harbour AONB and the extensive areas of 
undeveloped coastline. 

Where possible, nature-based solutions should be 
explored to provide cost-effective solutions with 
reduced impact on the landscape, rural character, 
and wider environment. 

Proportion of undeveloped coastline  

Objections from Chichester Harbour 
Conservancy and NE to any planning 
applications for flood defences.   

 



 

 

SEA Topic Summary  Proposed Management Effects and Conclusion Environmental Indicators to Monitor the 
Effects 

In addition, upgrades to frontline defences 
for ODUs 1a, 1b, 5a, 6, 7, 11 and 13 in later 
epochs to keep pace with sea level rise are 
likely to result in significant negative effects 
on the AONB landscape including sea views.   

The creation of intertidal habitat in front of 
the defences for frontages ODU1b, ODU3b 
and ODU5b may be considered beneficial to 
the local landscape. However, this could also 
be seen as a potential adverse impact 
because good quality semi-improved 
grassland landscape would be lost with the 
creation of this new intertidal habitat. 
 
NAI policy for ODU 2, 12 and 14 has the 
potential for positive effects on the 
landscape, as the policy will allow the 
coastline to evolve more naturally over the 
appraisal period. Overall, there is potential 
for some benefits but overall negative effects 
are anticipated especially if works on a 
number of ODUs are constructed 
concurrently.  

With these measures in place no adverse significant 
effects are anticipated. 

 
Material assets 

 

Construction of new defences, maintaining, 
and raising defences over time to keep pace 
with sea level rise will provide flood and 
coastal erosion protection to a number of 
properties and businesses. 

A new frontline floodwall in ODU1a and 
ODU16 will also provide protection to 

 
None proposed as part of The Strategy.  Overall, the 
Strategy has the potential for significant positive 
effects. 

 

Number of properties at risk of flooding / erosion. 



 

 

SEA Topic Summary  Proposed Management Effects and Conclusion Environmental Indicators to Monitor the 
Effects 

Northney road and A3023 which provides 
the only maintain access to the island. 

 
Soil 
 

The construction of new frontline defences 
will provide a number of benefits. This 
includes protecting some agricultural land 
along some frontages from flooding. 
Significant beneficial effects will also occur 
as a result of some reduced risk of flooding 
and erosion to those areas of frontage that 
contain historic landfill sites (ODUs 1, 5 and 
15). 

 

 

For ODU1b the construction of new setback defences 
for managed realignment to create new intertidal 
habitat will result in the loss of high-grade (grade 2) 
agricultural land depending on the boundaries for the 
new intertidal creation site. However at a scheme 
level the design should minimise any loss where 
possible.  Similarly for ODU 3 the construction of new 
setback defences for managed realignment to create 
new intertidal habitat will result in the loss of high-
grade agricultural land depending on the boundaries 
for the new intertidal creation site. 

For ODU4 the policy option does not include the 
protection of the former landfill sites classified as 
high-risk sites. However there is the potential for the 
landowner to look at remediation of the site as a 
separate project. 

For ODUs where future capital and/or maintenance 
works are proposed, at the scheme level appropriate 
pollution management is required during construction 
of proposed flood defence measures in areas of 
former historic landfill sites.  Overall, the Strategy has 
the potential for significant positive effects compared 
to the current baseline. 

Number of historic landfill sites and high-risk 
areas at risk from flooding (coastal and tidal).  

Number of historic landfill sites and high-risk 
areas at risk from erosion. Rates of erosion 
when compared to SMP estimations. 

Water 

 

As detail in the WFD assessment a number 
of ODUs and receptors were scoped in for 
further assessment. It is recommended that 

A range of mitigation is proposed within the WFD 
assessment. Over the overall leading options are not 
likely to have a permanent (i.e. non-temporary) effect 

Water quality via WFD classification 

 



 

 

SEA Topic Summary  Proposed Management Effects and Conclusion Environmental Indicators to Monitor the 
Effects 

should any Strategy proposal progress to 
scheme stage, a more detailed WFD 
assessment will be required when more 
information on the design is available. 

on the status of WFD parameters that are significant 
at water body level.  



 

 

Appendix A - Hayling Island Coastal Management Strategy – Responses to Natural England, Environment Agency, Historic 
England and Rambler Hampshire comments on draft Strategy documents 
 
1. Environment Agency – general comments 
Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
The following principal themes have arisen that will 
require further consideration and discussion before 
further work is undertaken. Detailed comments 
follow to provide further explanation. 
 
1) The evidence base used to inform the 
assessment and draw conclusions is unclear or 
deficient in places, leading to uncertainty around 
the compliance and deliverability of the HICMS.  
 
This includes, significantly, the ability of arising 
schemes to obtain the necessary 
consents/permissions, and the climate change 
allowances upon which the environmental 
assessments are based. The use of Solent 
Dynamic Coast Project (SDCP) data, which hasn't 
yet been updated to reflect UKCP18 climate 
change allowances, as a basis to calculate habitat 
losses is of particular concern as it will lead to an 
underestimation of the habitat compensation 
required to deliver the HICMS. The Shoreline 
Management Plan (SMP) refresh asks plan owners 

UKCP18 was used for the options appraisal. The Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) coastal squeeze calculation was not based on the 
latest climate change predictions, however agreement on this was sought 
from Natural England (NE) as part of the HRA development (please see 
associated comment from NE and advice that was included as Appendices 
A and B of the HRA). In addition, the Water Framework Directive 
Assessment (WFDA) uses the current Solent Dynamic Coast Project 
(SDCP) data, which is based on 2003 sea level rise calculations.   
 
Coastal Partners has now successfully secured GiA funding for a SDCP 
update, to update habitat loss and gain data, with latest climate change 
predictions for the whole North Solent Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) 
area. This SDCP Update has also been added to the draft Short-term 
Strategy Action and Implementation Plan (AIP) (Appendix A to these 
comments), as the SDCP update work is not programmed for completion 
until after the HICMS planned adoption.  
 
The HICMS HRA and WFDA are based on the best information available 
at the time of their development. Further detail relating to this point and 
how we are progressing the uncertainties on the Solent and South Downs 
(SSD) Habitat Compensation and Restoration Programme (HCRP) is also 
provided in subsequent comments. 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
to consider the impacts of new climate change 
guidance when considering if the existing SMP 
policies are still fit for purpose. It is this that should 
be the driver and not the strategic approach to the 
HCRP. 

 
A key aim of the HICMS was to test whether the existing SMP policies are 
still fit for purpose. Along significant stretches, the HICMS Leading Options 
now differ from the SMP, moving away from pure ‘Hold The Line’, where it 
is considered that alternatives and IROPI cases cannot be made and that 
there are better solutions for the environment. Therefore, regardless of the 
data used, the HICMS’s reliance on the SSD HCRP has been reduced. 
Future SDCP Update data will be applied to the Leading Options, once 
available, to update any coastal squeeze and habitat creation data around 
Hayling Island, but this revised data will not change the overall leading 
options. The revised data will update the HCRP requirements and help 
advise future adaptive pathway decisions. 

2) The availability of habitat compensation 
opportunities to offset the losses identified and the 
validity of the assumption that the Habitat 
Compensation Restoration Programme (HCRP) 
can be relied upon to deliver the compensation 
requirements arising from the delivery of the 
HCIMS.  
 
The HCRP seeks to deliver large scale 
compensatory habitat to mitigate the adverse effect 
of the SMP policies on European sites. However, 
the requirements of the HRCP are very different 
today than they were when the SMP was produced. 
Whilst we are committed to delivering the HCRP, 
there is increasing pressure on the HCRP to secure 

Coastal Partners acknowledge the current challenges and uncertainties 
with the SSD HCRP and are therefore working closely with the 
Environment Agency and Natural England to overcome these. This has led 
to new governance arrangements being developed to prioritise delivery of 
the SSD HCRP. This provides a framework for addressing specific 
recommendations in the report ‘Habitat Compensation, Restoration & 
Biodiversity Net Gain in the Southeast Hub - Findings & Recommendations 
of the Task & Finish Group’ (2023) regarding: resourcing and programme 
management; clarity of need for compensatory and restoration habitat; 
clarity of need for biodiversity net gain; and funding, opportunity mapping 
and securing land.  
 
Coastal Partners have recently published the 2021/2022 SSD HCRP 
Review Report to provide a shared understanding of the current position of 
the SSD HCRP between EA, NE and CP as a basis for discussions on the 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
the limited compensation opportunities that are 
available. Further evidence to demonstrate a 
sufficient availability/quantum/quality of habitat 
compensation opportunities required to 
compensate for predicted losses within suitable 
proximity is a significant evidence gap within the 
HCIMS. It is not appropriate to assume that the 
HCRP will be able to deliver the habitat 
compensation required to meet the needs of the 
strategy, particularly when the requirements are 
not clear as set out in Point 1. 

way forward to address these uncertainties. However, the HCRP is 
considered the current appropriate mechanism to compensate for any 
habitat losses resulting from delivery of the HICMS, as it does for other 
coastal strategies and schemes across the SSD area.  
 
The HICMS is anticipated to largely result in reduced intertidal 
compensation requirements compared to the NSSMP, by reducing the 
amount of Hold The Line Policy, thereby representing a less impactful, 
positive change from the current baseline approach to coastal 
management. The HRA and Appendix B of the WFDA summarises the 
predicted saltmarsh habitat losses and gains within the Langstone Harbour 
and Chichester Harbour water bodies, as a result of the Strategy’s leading 
options. This concludes that the leading options present the opportunity to 
create more saltmarsh than is due to be lost through coastal squeeze. 
Effort is already being placed into unlocking these habitat creation 
opportunities, with sites already included on the Capital Investment 
Programme. 

3) The environmental documents have been 
finalised and issued for consultation after the 
leading options have been selected and presented 
to the public. How have the environmental risks 
and opportunities influenced option selection? 
 

The draft SEA, WFDA and HRA assessed the proposed overall leading 
options. To support the selection of the overall leading options, a multi-
criteria analysis was undertaken. The multi-criteria analysis scored each 
strategic option against technical, economic, environmental and social 
categories. Environmental risks and opportunities were considered as part 
of the environmental scoring for each option and as part of the SEA process 
(as summarised in Appendix C of the SEA).  
 
Please refer to the Short List to Leading Option Appraisal Report for further 
details on how this scoring subsequently influenced all overall leading 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
option selections, with environmental considerations fully integrated and 
driving decisions throughout the process (Appendix E to the Strategy). 

4) The affordability (and therefore deliverability), 
and lack of clarity around the policy intent, of some 
of the leading options. This raises concerns around 
the robustness of the assessments when it comes 
to scheme delivery. 
 

The role of strategies is to review how SMP policy is to be implemented 
and identify viable schemes. Consequently, we have proposed more 
sustainable options in some ODUs as part of this Strategy compared to the 
existing SMP policies. Due to the complexities of securing funding all the 
way down to scheme level, there is no guarantee of funding and scheme 
progression for any project recommended by the Strategy. In order to 
address such key issues, the HICMS follows an adaptive approach to 
enable movements between pathways as circumstances change. This 
approach is also recommended in the National FCERM Strategy. The 
HICMS therefore identifies an overall leading option (based on technical, 
economic, environmental and social categories) for each ODU. Without 
funding, ‘adaptation’ is recognised as a realistic response in all locations. 
The assessments are therefore considered to have resulted in a range of 
realistic options based on the affordability uncertainties. Coastal Partners 
is keen to continue working with the EA and other stakeholders to help 
secure funding wherever possible. 
   
We have amended the policy intent where necessary to make it clearer and 
avoid ambiguity and we have included adaptive pathways roadmaps for 
each ODU in the Short List to Leading Option Appraisal Report to clearly 
set out the adaptive approach. 

 
2. Environment Agency – HRA comments 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
Page 15 (2.15) - It would be useful to see the 
screening report. It is unclear why adjoining SPAs 
i.e., Portsmouth Harbour SPA have been 
screened out, given the movement of birds 
between the harbours. The assessment does not 
appear to have made use of the Solent Bird 
Studies work (Coastal Partners, publication date 
unknown). It is unclear why the Solent and Dorset 
Coast SPA has been screened out. Prey 
availability has been considered but other 
potential pathways have not. It is unclear if all 
pathways e.g., disturbance, impact to nest sites, 
risk of increased flooding etc, have been 
assessed. 
It is unclear how the Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSIs) that underpin the protected site 
network have been factored into the assessment. 

The Solent and Dorset SPA was screened out in the Stage 1 HRA Screening 
report which has now been reuploaded to the HICMS website here: 
https://coastalpartners.org.uk/Hayling_Strategy_Related_Documents. The 
Solent and Dorset Coast SPA only protects tern foraging habitat (water column 
supporting habitat), not nesting sites and is unlikely to be affected by the 
Strategy leading options (please refer to the HICMS HRA Screening Report for 
further details). 
 
SSSIs are not within the scope of HRAs. However, they have been considered 
within the biodiversity chapter of the SEA (Section 5). 
 
The Solent Bird Studies data, alongside the SWBGS data, has been used within 
the Appropriate Assessment for the Chichester and Langstone Harbours 
SPA/Ramsar site. 

Page 23 (4.8) - It is unclear how other data such 
as the Solent Bird Studies have been used to 
inform the assessment. 
 

There was extensive use of a number of data sets in undertaking the appropriate 
assessment, including the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS) 
data (of which, around half of the data and analysis methods are derived from 
the Solent Bird Studies), Solent Bird Studies data directly, data from our in-
house surveys (e.g. vegetated shingle) and monitoring and external sources 
such as WeBS, as referenced in Section 4.9 and Section 5.40 of the HRA. The 
Solent Bird Studies site classifications were used for all of the SPA sites (which 
SWBGS does not classify) and the thinking and conclusions of the Solent Bird 
Studies is now enshrined in everything we do.  



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
Page 25 (4.16) – Acknowledging the assessment 
explains construction impacts will be assessed 
fully at the project level. It is unclear why impacts 
such as disturbance from construction, water 
quality impacts are not assessed at all. 
 
 

Please see the Stage 1 HRA Screening report on our website here: 
https://coastalpartners.org.uk/Hayling_Strategy_Related_Documents. The list 
of impacts to be considered in the Appropriate Assessment (Stage 2) was 
determined by the HRA screening (Stage 1) report. This report explains why 
disturbance during construction and water quality were screened out of Stage 2 
(Appropriate Assessment). This was essentially because there are known and 
widely used methods to address both these impacts and further assessment 
isn’t possible or appropriate until the scheme stage when design and 
construction methods are known.  

Page 30 (5.8) - “Overall, the Leading Option in 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 
from the NSSMP. 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. Adverse effects of the HICMS on the 
integrity of Chichester and Langstone Harbours 
SPA / Ramsar and Solent Maritime SAC will arise, 
but only due to the policy approaches already 
approved at the SMP level for which the 
derogation tests (No Alternatives and IROPI) 
have been met and adequate compensation 
secured, or (for later epochs) commitments to 
deliver compensation made via the Solent and 
South Downs HCRP” [EA emphasis] 

As in previous comment (general comments, point 2), Coastal Partners 
recognise the uncertainty regarding HCRP delivery and are undertaking actions 
to address this. The leading options present the opportunity to create more 
saltmarsh than is due to be lost through coastal squeeze. Effort is already being 
placed on unlocking these habitat creation opportunities, with sites already 
included on the Capital Investment Programme. 
 
The HRA and Appendix B of the WFDA summarises the predicted saltmarsh 
habitat losses and gains within the Langstone Harbour and Chichester Harbour 
water bodies, with the opportunity being greater than referenced in the question. 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
See comments in the SEA section regarding the 
viability of the HRCP to deliver the compensation 
for SMP losses. 
Page 44 (5.31) - Table 6 – it is not clear what the 
% of site relates to 

Clarification has been added to the header row of Table 6 in the HRA to confirm 
this means percentage of the relevant Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy 
site. 

Page 55 (5.55) - There is no explanation as to 
why plans and projects from the wider Solent 
have not been included within the in-combination 
assessment i.e. Hook Lake, Hurst to Lymington 
Strategy, Embankment Road Scheme.  The 
pipeline of FCERM schemes includes several 
sites that were identified as HTL within the North 
Solent SMP but now moving to realignment. It is 
unclear how the spatial and temporal impacts 
including the change at multiple sites have been 
considered/assessed. This is potentially most 
relevant with regards to loss of coastal grazing 
marsh, resulting in changes to roosting and 
feeding. 

The HICMS HRA in-combination assessment, in line with agreed practice, is 
limited to plans and projects where there is sufficient information to allow 
consideration of the potential for a cumulative or in-combination effect to arise. 
In the absence of publicly available information (usually in the form of a planning 
application or a marine licence application) or a defined ‘scheme’, it is not 
possible to undertake a proper consideration of in-combination effects (e.g. if 
proposals are speculative or are still being developed). The Hook Lake scheme 
and the Embankment Road scheme were both still at early stages of 
development when we were undertaking our assessments, with no detailed 
designs or planning application information available and there remains 
significant uncertainty as to whether they will go ahead. Therefore, there was 
insufficient information available to allow proper consideration within the HICMS 
in-combination assessment. The Hurst Spit to Lymington Strategy has been 
added to the list of plans considered, but it is still at an early development stage 
with no leading options available to inform a detailed consideration as part of 
the HICMS in-combination assessment. Instead, the Hurst to Lymington 
Strategy HRA will need to consider the HICMS leading options in its in-
combination assessment.  
 
With regard to how the temporal and spatial impacts of changes at multiple sites 
(i.e. the whole North Solent) has been assessed, the HRA has generally erred 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
on the side of caution (in line with the precautionary approach) and assumed 
that anything other than trivial losses within the HICMS area will be an adverse 
effect on integrity when considered ‘in combination’. We haven’t detailed the 
impacts of every other coastal strategy as that would effectively be a North 
Solent wide modelling exercise and assessment, which has already been 
completed for the SMP. However, some additional information has been added 
to the HRA. Furthermore, the Habitats Regulations require assessment of 
whether there will be an adverse effect either alone or in-combination (not both). 
Therefore, for pathways where the HICMS HRA has identified an adverse effect 
alone (e.g. landward SPA/Ramsar coastal grazing marsh loss) there is no need 
to assess this pathway in combination as any such effects are irrelevant to the 
conclusion of the AA and the Integrity Test (as an adverse effect has already 
been identified alone). 

Page 51 (5.35) - There is no discussion as to data 
limitations or uncertainty assigned to usage. 

A statement has been added to the HRA to cover data limitations and 
uncertainties. 

Page 60 (6.5/6.6) - Refers to the role of the Solent 
and South Downs Habitat Creation and 
Restoration Programme (HCRP). It should be 
noted that Natural England have raised strong 
concerns over the ability for the HCRP to deliver 
the compensation requirements for the Solent 
and the ability for the HCRP to meet the legal 
obligations placed upon it. Coastal Partners are 
aware of these issues, yet they are not highlighted 
within the assessment. Whilst the Environment 
Agency (and partners) are keen to ensure the 
HCRP continues to deliver and meets future 

Noted. As in previous points the text has been amended in the HRA to highlight 
the current uncertainty associated with the HCRP. We are also taking actions to 
address these wider uncertainties as previously highlighted. 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
challenges, the concerns voiced and associated 
risk should not be ignored. 
Page 64 (6.21) - As highlighted in the 
assessment, in determining if the compensation 
measure will be sufficient to offset the harm 
identified, several factors must be considered, 
including:  
Technical feasibility of the compensation 
measures 
Whether there is a clear plan for undertaking the 
compensation (which would include management 
for the duration over which compensation is 
required)  
Distance from affected site 
Time to establish the compensation to the 
required quality 
Whether the creation, re-creation, or restoration 
methodology is technically proven or considered 
reasonable.  
The information that underpins the conclusion 
doesn’t put forward a strong case that all these 
factors have been considered and that there is 
reasonable certainty that the compensation could 
be achieved. 

The HICMS HRA quantitatively assesses the worst-case potential coastal 
vegetated shingle (CVS) loss due to Hold the Line policies, which is a more 
robust and precautionary approach than that taken in the NSSMP HRA, where 
loss was acknowledged but it was assumed that losses would be offset by gains. 
 
However, we acknowledge that where more than a trivial loss of vegetated 
shingle is identified, robust compensation is needed to offset any loss. The 
policies of several ODUs (e.g. ODUs 8 and 15) are capable of being refined 
from Hold the Line to more specific property-level measures and protection of 
access roads, allowing large sections of relevant ODUs to evolve naturally. As 
a result, the predicted shingle losses in ODUs 8 and 15 are likely to be an 
overestimate, and, as set out in the updated HRA and SEA, it is anticipated that 
adverse effects may be able to be avoided and/or a sufficient amount of 
compensation for vegetated shingle can be delivered across the Solent Maritime 
SAC through careful design and adequate management as part of scheme level 
designs.  
 
The wording in the HRA (Sections 6.15 to 6.29) has been updated to reflect the 
above. 

Page 64 (6.24) - The text states “AECOM’s 
iterative OAR undertook a thorough and robust 
option selection process for both ODU 3 and ODU 

The sentence wasn’t specifically intended to refer to the HRA process but rather it 
sets the context that a robust multivariate process has been adopted to select the 
Strategy leading options which included the consideration of effects in terms of 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
5, including long-list and short-list appraisals, 
leading to Leading Options being selected for 
inclusion in the HICMS”. However, it is unclear 
how the options have been tested against the 
conservation objectives for the site. 

environmental constraints, including the European sites and their conservation 
objectives.  
 
The conservation objectives of the European sites are cited in the HRA and 
these have been robustly considered within the AA and Integrity Test. There are 
numerous instances throughout the document of either high level conservation 
objectives and/or the Supplementary Advice on Conservation Objectives being 
discussed. The impact pathways considered in the HRA relate back to the 
conservation objectives e.g., effects on the extent and distribution of qualifying 
habitat, on the population of SPA birds, or on the supporting processes for the 
European sites.   

Page 67 (6.33) - The following point captured in 
the assessment is an important one “However, 
the current balance sheet does not include 
predicted losses of coastal grazing marsh and 
freshwater habitats from the delivery of future 
intertidal habitat compensation schemes in the 
HCRP delivery pipeline”. The balance sheet looks 
very different today than when the SMP was 
produced and is likely to continue to change. 
Therefore, this will put continued pressure on the 
HCRP to secure the limited compensation 
opportunities that are available. There is a 
mechanism for delivery but evidence to 
demonstrate the availability/quantum/quality of 
habitat compensation is a significant evidence 
gap and ultimately a risk. The strategy has not 

Noted. As highlighted in previous responses to related comments, we are 
working with regulators to address HCRP uncertainties. A paragraph detailing 
the pressures on the HCRP and outdated sea level rise projections has been 
added to Chapter 6 – Derogation. Furthermore, we have recently published the 
2021/2022 SSD HCRP Review Report to provide a shared understanding of the 
current position of the SSD HCRP between EA, NE and CP as a basis for 
discussions on the way forward to address these uncertainties.  
 
Coastal Partners maintains a live HCRP balance sheet and will continue to 
update this with any intertidal habitat gains and losses that result from the 
Strategy Leading Options. It will also be updated with any coastal grazing marsh 
or freshwater habitat losses or gains that result. Predictions for habitat losses 
and gains are included on the HCRP forecast sheet, so for ODU3, for example, 
we show a potential saltmarsh gain of 38.2ha, mudflat gain of 8.3ha, but a 
coastal grazing marsh loss of 26.5ha, which highlights the need for identifying 
new sites for coastal grazing marsh, in order to unlock the intertidal habitat 
creation opportunity. 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
demonstrated that the habitat compensation 
required to meet the strategy needs is available. 

 
Coastal Partners has been successful in securing funding to identify suitable 
sites for Coastal Grazing Marsh across the SSD area, which is another example 
of the work that is progressing to support delivery of the HCRP. 

Page 67 (6.35) - Refers to the evidence to 
address the point above. However, it could be 
argued that that assessment is required to allow 
a robust assessment here. 

Coastal Partners shares your concerns over the uncertainties and challenges 
facing the HCRP and are therefore working closely with the Environment 
Agency to overcome these. This has led to new governance arrangements 
being developed to prioritise delivery of the SSD HCRP. With a clear action plan 
in place including the SDCP Update, the Coastal Grazing Marsh Study, the 
establishment of the HCRP Working Group and Project Board and the inclusion 
of habitat creation schemes on the Capital Investment Programme, we are 
working hard to deliver legal requirements in a very challenging region. If there 
is anything else the local PSO team can offer to help with this, it would be 
appreciated. 

Page 69 (7.4) - See earlier comments. There is 
insufficient evidence for this conclusion to be 
supported.   

Concerns about the conclusion are noted in relation to the previous comment 
(Page 64 (6.21)) above and please see our response to that comment. 
Additional text has been added to the updated version of the HRA (see Section 
7.5) to address this comment. 

Page 69 (7.5) -See earlier comments. There is 
insufficient evidence for this conclusion to be 
supported. 

As with the above point, concerns about the conclusion are noted in relation to 
the previous comments. However, based on the responses above it is hoped a 
satisfactory approach can be agreed to adequately address this comment. 

 
3. Environment Agency – WFD Assessment comments 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
Page 18 (3.2) - “In effect, for each waterbody where a failure to meet 
one of the WFD environmental objectives has been recorded, the 

This statement is referring to the North Solent SMP rather than the 
HICMS. This text was from Appendix L Water Framework Directive 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
Summary Statement concludes that there is overriding public interest, 
no environmentally better options which would meet the required 
public interest and no significant effects on any internationally designated 
nature conservation site, designated fishery or shellfishery” [EA emphasis] 
Coastal Squeeze due to HTL will have an adverse effect to intertidal 
habitats, potential realignment at Northney will likely have an adverse 
effect to grazing marsh, SAC vegetated shingle impacts etc 

Assessment for the North Solent SMP, Section L4 Discussion and 
Conclusions. The conclusions of the WFDA for the HICMS are 
separate. No further action considered required.   

Page 16 (Table 3.1) - Some ODUs are listed as having a change in 
SMP policy as a result of the draft Strategy recommendations. Care 
should be taken as to how this information is represented. For 
example, ODU 2, 4 & 10 are listed as having a change in SMP policy 
from HTL to Resilience, however the Strategy recommendation 
appears to enable private maintenance and repair of defences – is this 
therefore a deviation from HTL? 

Resilience is generally a ‘do nothing’ option with Property Level 
Resilience (PLR) measures rather than maintenance and repairs.   
Consequently, moving from hold the line to resilience is considered a 
policy change in the Strategy compared to the SMP. The proposed 
Chichester Harbour Investment and Adaptation Plan will include a 
mechanism to change SMP policies in future and would pick this up 
for the HICMS frontages where they differ from the SMP. Using an 
adaptive pathway approach, it is likely that some deviation from the 
SMP policy will occur, especially if the realistic way forward is no 
funding and just resilience. Adaptation pathways have now been 
included in the Long List to Short List Options Report to provide further 
clarity. However, it should be noted that the Strategy does not 
preclude landowners from carrying out their own works, subject to 
obtaining the necessary funding, licencing and consents. 

Page 18 (3.3) - The document states it will follow the 'Clearing the 
Waters for All' (CWfA) guidance. CWfA is geared predominantly 
towards assessments of high resolution and fully detailed project 
proposals. Being high level, a lot of the screening, scoping and impact 
assessments provided in this strategic WFD assessment lack detail 
and supporting evidence. The outcomes and conclusions of the 
detailed assessment will need to be fully evidenced and should not 
rely on the conclusions reached in the current 'strategic level' 
assessment. 

Noted. The CWfA guidance was used where possible in this strategic 
assessment and the need for detailed assessments are recognised.  



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
Page 19 (4.1) - The screening exercise considers ODUs individually 
and screens them in or out of further consideration based on the 
preferred option. It is important to note however, that WFD 
assessments are not considered at the level of individual development 
units as described here, but rather at the scale of whole water bodies. 

The WFDA has been updated and, as recommended, all ODUs have 
now been screened in to ensure consideration of all potential effects 
of the HICMS leading options on the water bodies as part of the impact 
assessment stage. 

Page 19 (4.1) - Initial screening: 'Do Nothing' approaches were not 
considered further as 'natural' processes would be occurring within 
those ODUs. As stated elsewhere in the assessment, a more rigorous 
and detailed WFD assessment will be required as project deailts are 
developed. As noted above, the options will need to be considered at 
the correct scale, with WFD considering impacts at the water body 
level, rather than at the piecemeal resolution of individual ODUs. We 
would advise against screening out of ODUs flagged as 'Do Nothing' 
in the later, more detailed WFD assessment, using this strategic 
assessment as a reason of exclusion. Insufficient evidence has been 
provided here to confidently assert no potential for impact. 

The WFDA has been updated and, as recommended, all ODUs have 
now been screened in to ensure consideration of all potential effects 
of the HICMS leading options on the water bodies as part of the impact 
assessment stage. 

Page 19 (4.1) - Initial screening: 'Managed realignment' approaches 
this is considered an improvement to ecology and so not considered 
further.  Again, this approach seems reasonable in principle.  
However, consideration will be required as to whether the saltmarshes 
created as part of managed realignment will represent a like-for-like 
replacement of what is there currently.  For example, are the physical 
conditions in the locations from which saltmarsh will be lost 
comparable to those in the managed realignment locations?  Is the 
plan to actively create saltmarsh habitat to increase the chances of 
generating productive saltmarshes, or is the aim simply to generate 
an area of intertidal habitat in which saltmarshes could develop? 

Noted. This detail should be considered at as part of a scheme level 
WFDA. 

Page 19 (4.1) - ‘Exempt activities’ were excluded, including 
maintenance of existing structures. This is reasonable. The approach 
is in keeping with the CWfA guidance.  Furthermore, the authors 
acknowledge that even though ‘maintenance’ options were screened 

Thank you for clarifying approval of this approach. No further action 
required. 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
out, they would still potentially be assessed for compliance with WFD 
should detailed design info became available which implied potential 
for impact on WFD receptors.  Once designs are more rigorous, a 
more detailed WFD assessment will be required. 
Page 20-22 (Table 4.2) - Regarding the screening out of ODUs with 
setback embankments as the leading option: it is unclear from the text 
why these have been screened out as having no potential for impact 
at this stage.  Will the embankments be set back beyond even extreme 
predictions of future highest astronomical tides so that there is no 
potential for coastal squeeze of any intertidal habitats? 

The WFDA has been updated and, as recommended, all ODUs have 
now been screened in to ensure consideration of all potential effects 
of the HICMS leading options on the water bodies as part of the impact 
assessment stage. 

Page 20-22 (Table 4.2) - A number of ODUs were screened out of 
consideration on the basis of having ‘Adaptation’ as the leading 
option, with Property Flood Resilience (PFR) measures.  It is unclear 
what these measures might involve in individual ODUs and on what 
basis this allows them to be screened out of further consideration. 

The WFDA has been updated and as recommended, all ODUs have 
now been screened in to ensure consideration of all potential effects 
of the HICMS leading options on the water bodies as part of the impact 
assessment stage. 

Page 20-22 (Table 4.2) - Screening of ODUs and need for update to 
baseline evidence – is there no assessment of evidence changes 
since SMP e.g., coastal squeeze/sea level rise changes, legislation 
changes, new ground truthing evidence of habitat change?  Note that 
the HRA states this will be looked at in the SMP refresh, could a line 
be added here to reflect that? Predictions suggest that all 62ha of the 
remining Saltmarsh (Angiosperms) in Langstone will be lost by 2040-
60. This will need to be mitigated for within the waterbody or there is 
a risk that the biological quality elements will tip into deterioration here. 
Will the general HTL approach on Hayling Island address this 
issue/new evidence? 
The 2022 waterbody classifications were released very recently so 
should be assessed against the 2019 classifications. 

The SMP Refresh health check noted changes in legislation since the 
SMP was approved, and there are actions in the draft AIP (Appendix A 
to this document) including to re-calibrate habitat targets for the 
HCRP, but they have not been progressed yet.  
Reference has been made in the final WFDA to reflect the 
uncertainties in data, including the use of the current SDCP, which is 
based on 2003 sea level rise.  
 
Water body saltmarsh calculations have been undertaken as outlined 
in Appendix B of the WFDA. Within the Langstone Harbour water 
body, this has estimated that the HICMS leading options will contribute 
towards 2.3ha saltmarsh loss across all epochs by 2105, however this 
is balanced by a 2.3ha saltmarsh gain as a result of NAI (Do Nothing) 
policy at ODU14.  
 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
The WFDA has also been updated with the 2022 water body 
classifications, which are not considered to change the conclusions of 
the assessment.  

Page 30 (Table 5.1) - Table 5.1 summarises the receptors scoped in 
and out of assessment for waterbodies in the vicinity of Hayling Island.  
Hydromorphology, Biology (Habitats), and Protected Area receptors 
are considered and scoped in or out for the selected waterbodies.  
However, Biology (Fish), Water Quality, and Invasive Non-Native 
Species (INNS) are flagged as scoped out at the ‘Strategy-level’ for 
all waterbodies. It is not immediately clear why this is the case.  It 
would be useful to add a brief sentence or two to flag that these 
‘scoped out’ receptors will be revisited at the design stage. 

Please see Appendix A of the WFDA which outlines why Biology 
(Fish), Water Quality, and Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS) have 
been scoped out for each water body at this strategic level. Text has 
also been added to the main text of the WFDA to clarify that these 
scoped out receptors should be revisited at the detailed design stage. 

Page 30-31 (Table 6.1) - Table 6.1 flags the mitigation measures 
required to achieve GEP for the five water bodies in the vicinity of 
Hayling Island.  Identified mitigation measures includes ‘dredge 
disposal site selection’.  Is there any potential to scope the use of 
dredge materials in the delivery of leading options?  For example, 
could dredged materials be used in the creation or maintenance of set 
back defences? 

Noted. Text amended in Section 6.’ These mitigation measures should 
be considered further at a scheme level including the potential to 
deliver elements such as the potential use of dredged materials in the 
delivery of schemes such as for the use of materials within setback 
defences.’  
 
Coastal Partners are actively investigating opportunities for this at 
ODU5b, to test the viability of raising ground levels through Beneficial 
Use of Dredgings, prior to the construction of any set back defences, 
to maximise potential for saltmarsh establishment. 

Page 32-33 (Table 6.2) - Chi harbour/ Langstone Harbour 
Compensation has been agreed and will be secured through the 
Habitat Creation and Restoration Programme (HCRP) from loss of 
biological quality elements saltmarsh/seagrass etc- HRA 
compensation could be outside of waterbody areas, therefore might 
not achieve WFD mitigation measures required within the waterbody. 
HTL over the lifetime of the strategy is likely to cause a decline in 
Angiosperms, making the WFD assessment unlikely to be legally 

Overall. the Strategy has moved away from the SMP HTL policies 
where possible, to create space for intertidal habitat, including 
saltmarsh, as well as do nothing policies on sections of the western 
coast. The Strategy recommendations should therefore reduce 
coastal squeeze losses over time compared to the SMP, within the 
adjacent waterbodies.  
 
Appendix B of the WFDA contains saltmarsh calculations within each 
estuarine water body to highlight the impacts of the HICMS leading 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
compliant in this respect? Is there any further WFD mitigation 
measures the strategy can suggest to avoid this scenario? 

options on the saltmarsh habitat, quantifying predicted losses and 
gains. Whilst the three estuarine waterbodies will all experience losses 
due to coastal squeeze as a result of implementation of the HICMS 
leading options, within Chichester and Langstone Harbours there is 
the opportunity to offset or exceed these losses via gains from 
implementation of the leading options.  
 
The Langstone Harbour Oysterbeds water body is more challenging, 
as it’s a small and discrete artificial water body surrounded by landfill, 
presenting little opportunity for the realignment of the coastline to 
provide new saltmarsh habitat. However, this is directly connected to 
the Langstone Harbour water body, and so improvements within the 
wider water body would also benefit the Oysterbeds water body.   

Page 32-33 (Table 6.2) - How is it proposed to 'minimise 
encroachment' of works which 'extend the footprints seaward'? 

This comment relates to scheme level detailed design, where Coastal 
Partners have significant experience of designing schemes that 
minimise encroachment onto the foreshore. Examples of how this can 
be done include piling within the existing alignment where structurally 
possible and utilising more space on the landside if both practical and 
more suitable considering other environmental factors. 

Page 32-33 (Table 6.2) - Table 6.2 suggests that risks to saltmarsh 
can be mitigated in part by plug planting new defences with saltmarsh 
plants to encourage colonisation.  It is unclear whether the plug-
planting option is intended to fully compensate the loss of established 
salt marsh as a result of rising sea levels against the proposed flood 
defence structures? If so, is this possible?  It would also be useful to 
cover if/how the plug-planting saltmarsh plants will deliver the 
ecosystem services that the marshes lost to coastal squeeze deliver? 
In terms of both direct services (e.g., carbon sequestration, flood 
defence) and indirect services (e.g., saltmarsh creeks providing 
refugia for juvenile fish)? 

Plug planting is not intended to compensate for the loss of saltmarsh 
in the harbours due to coastal squeeze (this will be addressed via the 
HCRP). Plug planting is one of numerous options that could be used 
to potentially encourage establishment of saltmarsh on new defences. 
Methods for such ecological improvements of hard defences are 
continually emerging, and Coastal Partners is proactively undertaking 
ongoing investigations to test options. For example, we have 
undertaken a feasibility study at Langstone Village on the potential to 
restore saltmarsh using Beneficial Use of Dredged Sediment (BuDs) 
which we are trying to progress further and can potentially be applied 
to other areas. Similarly, we are closely monitoring the success of a 
similar BuDs project at Itchenor. Coastal Partners is also continuing to 
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monitor Biodegradable Elements for Starting Ecosystems (BESE) 
Grids, which we trailed at our North Portsea Island  scheme: BESE 
Grids — Coastal Partners. 

For future consideration: when the Fish biological element is assessed 
once detailed designs are developed, consideration should be made 
as to how fish will likely interact with relocated habitats.  For example, 
will MR sites be in similar environmental conditions (e.g., 
temp/salinity) to ‘lost’ habitats? Is the replacement habitat truly a like-
for-like replacement? 

Noted. Similar to the above comment this is an emerging area to be 
assessed where possible at scheme level detailed design stage. 
Coastal Partners would be keen to work with you to fund such a project 
to investigate this. 

Table 6.3 - IOW East – missing first bullet point missing receptor text? Apologies the formatting of the table has been corrected. 

Appendix B p.7 (Table 6) - Biology (Fish) states that “The proposed 
works are not within an estuary”. This is incorrect.  Chichester and 
Langstone Harbours, and Langstone Oysterbeds, are classed as 
transitional (rather than coastal) waterbodies.  As such, they are 
considered as an estuary and therefore require consideration on 
impacts on fish assemblages under WFD. 

This appendix is now Appendix A to the WFDA and the WFD Scoping 
tables for both Langstone Harbour and Chichester Harbour water 
bodies have been updated to explain why fish have been scoped out 
at this Strategic level. The text in the WFDA and Appendix A of the 
WFDA has been amended to reflect the strategy leading options are 
not within a ‘narrow’ estuary and are not likely to prevent fish migration 
in and out of the harbours. At the scheme design level, any new 
structures and construction works will be planned to avoid impacts on 
fish migration and scheme level WFD assessments will be completed 
once the detail of the design and scheme level works are known. 

Appendix B p.7 (Table 6) - Water quality. Question 2 response states 
that “Phytoplankton status [is] not assessed for this water body”.  This 
is incorrect.  Phytoplankton in Chichester and Langstone Harbours 
were classified as being at High potential for 2019. 

Text amended. Note this is now Appendix A of the WFD Assessment. 

The WFD compliance assessment is narrowly focussed without any 
innovative approaches and overly focused on the FCERM and SMP 
for guidance, assuming that SMP policies take priority over WFD 

This WFDA is considered to meet the requirements of the WFD 
Regulations and CWfA guidance. There are considered to be limited 
opportunities for innovative approaches within the WFDA at this 
strategic stage but ongoing discussions with the EA would be 
welcomed to help ensure innovations through progression to scheme 
level detailed design. SMP policies are not considered to take priority 
over WFD. The HICMS leading options were assessed considering a 
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combination of technical, economic, environmental and social 
categories.  
 
Please see the Short List to Leading Option Appraisal Report for 
further details on how this scoring subsequently influenced all leading 
option selections (Appendix E to the Strategy). 

The assessment doesn't estimate contribution to coastal squeeze. As 
Hayling Island is between Langstone and Chichester, HTL policies will 
contribute to coastal squeeze and hence saltmarsh loss (climate 
change, sea level rise and sediment supply issues not detailed) in both 
waterbodies. The ongoing losses are in the order of 1-2% per annum. 

The Strategy has moved away from the SMP HTL policies where a 
more sustainable management policy is possible, to create space for 
intertidal habitat, as well as do nothing on sections of the western 
coast. The Strategy recommendations should therefore reduce 
coastal squeeze losses over time compared to the SMP.  
 
Appendix B of the WFDA summarises the predicted saltmarsh habitat 
losses and gains within the Langstone Harbour and Chichester 
Harbour water bodies, as a result of the Strategy’s leading options. 
This concludes that the leading options present the opportunity to 
create more saltmarsh than is due to be lost through coastal squeeze. 
Effort is already being placed on unlocking these habitat creation 
opportunities, with sites included on the Capital Investment 
Programme.   

The assessment doesn't appear to identify any opportunities for 
environmental enhancement or working with nature. 

Environmental improvements are generally considered site specific 
and more suited to the scheme level detailed design stage. The 
leading options selected are based on a balance of social, economic 
and environmental consideration including the potential to working 
with nature where possible.  
 
Broader Outcomes and wider benefit opportunities that could be 
delivered alongside FCERM schemes on Hayling Island have also 
been considered in depth in the Funding and Broader Outcomes 
Strategy. 
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Alongside the development of the HICMS, Coastal Partners have 
been undertaking additional studies at Northney Farm (ODU 3) and 
Tournerbury (ODU 5b), investigating the different habitat creation 
opportunities at these sites, including different options for realigning 
defences to balance habitats, and the potential to raise ground levels 
in low lying areas to maximise saltmarsh potential. We have also been 
in discussions with RSPB at the Hayling Island Oysterbeds (ODU15) 
to consider coastal environmental improvement opportunities. Much 
of this is occurring alongside the Strategy, but in line with the 
opportunities presented by the leading options. 

 
4. Environment Agency – SEA comments 
Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
Table 4.2 - Fisheries impacts scoped out, consider scoping in? 
HTL policies could impact on the extent to Fish nursery habitats 
locally due to loss of intertidal habitats locally, which could cause 
significant local decline in fish stocks, which in turn could impact 
on marine mammals A Historical Investigation of Solent 
Saltmarsh as Key Coastal Nursery Habitat Areas - NECR404 
(naturalengland.org.uk) 

Fish and shellfish are not specifically referred to in the SEA Regulations 
but have been considered within the WFDA. As highlighted, information 
on fish, shellfish and marine mammals in the area is quite broad, 
particularly considering the mobile nature of most species. Whilst there 
is the potential for impacts, such pathways cannot be assessed without 
a detailed design and construction information, and should therefore be 
assessed within an Environmental Impact Assessment at the scheme 
level. Text has been amended to emphasise this point.  
Please also refer to the comments in relation to extent of intertidal 
habitats, given that the HICMS leading options enable us to provide more 
saltmarsh habitat than is predicted to be lost to coastal squeeze. 

Table 4.3 - At strategy level LNRs and SINC indicators not 
required, focus should be on international and national indicators 
only at this level? 

We agree that priority is normally given to international and national 
designations at this stage, however for completeness and due to the 
importance on Hayling Island, we have also referenced local 
designations.  



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
5.5.1.1 ODU 1 - Assumption of deterioration of intertidal leading 
to a minor adverse impact in epoch 2060-2115, is the baseline 
sea level rise data for this assumption from the original SMP? 
Does this dataset need updating to determine whether this impact 
is now sooner or the same? Ref to section 4.3 text in HRA here? 

As noted in section 4.3 of the HRA and Appendix A of the HRA (Technical 
note), the models used for the coastal squeeze assumptions are the 
same as that used in the SMP (i.e. the Solent Dynamic Coast Project 
(SDCP) data) and the rationale for using this model is set out there. This 
was the best available data at the time of developing the Strategy.  
Coastal Partners has now successfully secured GiA funding for a SDCP 
update, to update habitat loss and gain data, with latest climate change 
predictions for the whole North Solent Shoreline Management Plan 
(SMP) area. This SDCP update has also been added to the draft Short-
term Strategy AIP (Appendix A to these comments). Therefore, if 
predictions change, we can confirm whether the HICMS Leading Options 
have greater or lesser impacts, and plan how we respond to that. 

5.5.4 ODU 4 - No mitigation for significant adverse effect from 
enacting the policy, does the change in option from the SMP 
require an update to the HCRP balance sheet  

ODU 4 is Resilience which in this context is essentially a ‘do nothing’ 
option with Property Level Resilience (PLR) measures and in terms of 
the fronting habitats is allowing natural processes to occur. This option in 
the HICMS is a change in policy from the HTL approach in the SMP, 
therefore it will reduce coastal squeeze intertidal habitat losses but 
increase landward SPA/Ramsar coastal grazing marsh losses. Once the 
HICMS has been adopted, the updated coastal grazing marsh 
compensatory habitat requirements will be reflected in the SSD HCRP 
balance sheet.  

5.5.6.1 ODU 6 
5.5.7.1 ODU 7 
5.5.8.1 ODU 8 - Minor adverse due to coastal squeeze, 2030-60. 
Is this based on SMP sea level rise evidence? 

As noted above, in section 4.3 of the HRA and Appendix A of the HRA 
(Technical note), the models used for the coastal squeeze calculations 
are the same as those used in the SMP and the rationale for using this 
model is set out there. 
Following stakeholder feedback, the SEA has been updated to reflect the 
leading options and ODU6, 7 and 8 are all now assessed in the SEA as 
having a significant adverse effect on biodiversity. 

ODU 9 Given the SAC impacts to natural processes here, is the 
leading option legally compliant? Will it be possible to obtain all 
the necessary licenses and agreements, including from Natural 

As noted earlier, the assessment of any future works on the Inn on the 
Beach, is a scheme level decision and this uncertainty cannot be 
addressed at this Strategy level. 
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England, for the maintenance of the Inn by the landowner due to 
the impact on coastal processes? 
The HRA concludes no impact here, can the SEA text be updated 
to refer to this, as appears as outstanding risk? 

It should be noted that the SEA biodiversity assessment factors are not 
analogous to the HRA, the landward habitats to which the impacts may 
occur are not within or functionally linked to SAC and therefore have no 
impact on integrity of the SAC. However, it is considered that impacts 
could occur to other habitats some of which are SSSI, SINC or s41 
habitats and hence the difference of assessment conclusion between the 
SEA and the HRA.   

Opening up Hayling Billy for recreational use, has probably had 
an impact on bird usage on the Oyster Beds on the West Hayling 
Island, alongside sea level rise, see bird usage data below. The 
strategy should suggest opportunities to reverse this, which could 
take the pressure off places like Farlington to provide core SPA 
roosting function? 
 

We note the data for the WeBS sector counts between 2004-2009 show 
a striking change in usage pattern. However, the Shipwrights Way 
promoted paths which follows much of the Billy Line, also passes along 
the West Hayling and Kench sectors and does not appear to show such 
a striking pattern. We understand that the Billy Line has been open for 
recreational use for decades. Overall, with the data presented it is difficult 
to confirm opening up the Hayling Billy for recreational use has had an 
impact on bird usage. 
 
Recreational disturbance is addressed in the HRA and notes that moving 
the Hayling Billy trail inland may reduce recreational disturbance to some 
features and concludes that the leading options are unlikely to change or 
increase recreational disturbance impacts. Furthermore, it is not 
considered that it is the remit of the HICMS to reverse the effects of any 
current recreational disturbance, particularly those that may have been 
caused by changes in public rights of way provision. We will however 
always seek to include improvements for any biodiversity issues within 
our schemes and assist other bodies in delivery of such improvements 
where possible. 

The SEA/HRA and WFD would have ideally been undertaken 
alongside the selection of the leading options, so that any 
environmental risks could influence the option selection. By 
undertaking this process later, there is little opportunity for the 
environmental aspects to influence the option selection process. 

The draft SEA, WFDA and HRA were based on the proposed overall 
leading options. To support the selection of the leading options, a multi-
criteria analysis was undertaken. The multi-criteria analysis scored each 
strategic option against technical, economic, environmental and social 
categories. Environmental risks and opportunities were considered as 
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It would be good to see a section in the SEA on how the 
environmental reports have influenced the options. 

part of the environmental scoring for each option and therefore did 
significantly feed into the option selection process.  
 
Please see the amended final Short List to Leading Option report 
(AECOM, 2024) for further details on how this scoring subsequently 
influenced all leading option selections (Appendix E to the Strategy). 

 
5. Natural England comments 
Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
Following the information received from the body/bodies above 
regarding this strategy, we write to advise that it is Natural 
England’s view that the proposal is not likely to lead to an 
environmentally acceptable solution. 
Natural England’s reason for coming to this conclusion are based 
on the Strategy needing to: 
  Acknowledge and consider the recent evidence, especially 

concerning sea level rise and the ongoing deterioration of 
designated sites in the Solent. 

Development of the HICMS has been driven by environmental, 
economic and technical considerations. Reducing environmental harm 
and finding opportunities for environmental improvements have been 
cornerstone considerations of the Strategy’s development. We consider 
that the Leading Options are a considerable improvement to the 
adopted North Solent SMP policies, and we have identified a move 
away from pure ‘Hold The Line’ policies, wherever there has been the 
possibility to do so (i.e. where Alternatives and Imperative Reasons of 
Overriding Public Interest cases cannot be made).  
 
We have identified opportunities for realigning defences to create new 
saltmarsh habitats and improve the network of environmental sites. 
However, there are major challenges to unlocking these opportunities, 
including landownership issues, costs and knock on environmental 
consequences. However, if these opportunities can be unlocked, with 
the Leading Options delivered to their fullest extent, we estimate that 
we could provide more saltmarsh habitat than is estimated to be lost to 
coastal squeeze, whilst also consider opportunities for the wider mosaic 
of habitats.  
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Other Leading Options aim to protect historic landfill sites from causing 
uncontrolled pollution incidents. 
 
Regardless of these positive outcomes, there are communities and 
infrastructure on Hayling Island that require protection from flood and 
erosion risks, where IROPI cases apply. We feel that the Leading 
Options strike the right balance between protection to communities, 
whilst also presenting opportunities for the environment.    

 Reconsider whether the identified policies within the Strategy 
are sustainable and deliverable considering this evidence. 

The Strategy has identified sustainable and deliverable options for 
Hayling Island. However, it recognises that things can change and 
therefore the Strategy allows flexibility and the ability to adapt with the 
inclusion of adaptation pathways. 

 Recognise the challenge of securing suitable and functional 
compensation habitats now and for the future. 

The current uncertainty facing the HCRP and the challenge of finding 
compensation sites in the Solent is recognised in the updated HRA. 
Coastal Partners is working closely with the EA and NE as part of the 
SSD HCRP Working Group to try and address these challenges. 
Furthermore, Coastal Partners has had GiA funding approved and in 
the early stages of developing a strategic Coastal Grazing Marsh Study, 
and this study has been included in the draft AIP (Appendix A to these 
comments). 

 Deliver clarity and understanding at a strategy level to ensure 
smooth delivery of schemes 

The Strategy has identified the need for a number of studies, projects 
and schemes over the next 10 years if funding and approvals can be 
secured. These include habitat creation / restoration, beach 
management, coastal defence and adaptation schemes and are 
identified in the draft AIP (see Appendix A to these comments). 

1. The role of Coastal Strategies 
The role of the Hayling Island Coastal Management Strategy 
(HICMS) is to consider the implementation of policies 
identified in the North Solent Shoreline Management Plan 
(SMP) (adopted 2011 - Shoreline Management Plan - 
Shoreline Management Plan (northsolentsmp.co.uk), and 

Your comment is noted and this is precisely what the HICMS is seeking 
to achieve. The management approaches to ODUs 1B, 3 and 5B have 
changed from Hold the Line in the SMP to Managed Realignment in the 
Strategy, particularly with a focus to address environmental / coastal 
squeeze concerns. At other locations, ‘resilience’ has been identified as 
the leading option, which is again considered a softer option than the 
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whether those policies, identified at this top strategic level 
remain sustainable. Strategies look at the area in more detail 
and are therefore better able to understand the implications of 
management policies, and how new evidence may have 
implications for delivery in terms of economic, social, and 
environmental concerns, and therefore may need to be 
changed. 

‘Hold The Line’ policy set by the SMP. Resilience presents the 
opportunity for adaptation at the coast. Therefore, the HICMS is 
considered a net improvement compared to the NSSMP with regard to 
intertidal habitat loss. 
 
This Strategy has looked at the SMP policies for Hayling Island in more 
detail, incorporating up-to-date evidence where available. As detailed 
in the ‘Short List to Leading Options Appraisal Report’ the changes to 
the SMP policies are also based on a balance of economic, social, and 
environmental concerns. Table 3.1 of the Water Framework Directive 
Assessment summarises where the Strategy is proposing a change to 
the SMP policies. Overall, there will be an iterative approach to changes 
in policy between SMPs and scheme level detailed design. Whilst we 
agree updates are ideally needed to SMPs, it is generally outside of the 
scope of strategies to amend other plans, including non-statutory 
SMPs. There is however the potential that the Strategy can be used to 
give weight to the updates, support the SMP policy change process and 
associated funding needed to update other plans and undertake further 
work to address wider uncertainties. The proposed Chichester Harbour 
Investment and Adaptation Plan will include a mechanism to change 
SMP policies in future, and would pick this up for the HICMS frontages 
where they differ from the SMP. 

2. New Evidence 
Increasing sea levels - Since the SMP, there has been an 
update to climate change predictions (UK Climate Projections 
(UKCP18)), with an increase for sea levels of 1.03m by 2120 
and 1.4m by 2120, compared to 0.6m rise over the 100 years 
of the SMP (2105). Climate change impacts should drive 
adaptation on coastal frontages both for people and nature, 
particularly where there are limited assets and adverse 
impacts to designated sites. The HICMS is not currently 

Whilst the HRA is not based on the latest climate change predictions, 
agreement on this was sought from NE as part of the HRA development 
(as included in Appendices A & B of the HRA). In addition, the proposed 
Solent Dynamic Coast Project (SDCP) Update, which Coastal Partners 
has now secured funding for, will address this for the whole North Solent 
SMP, avoiding a piecemeal approach. The SDCP Update has been 
added to the Strategy’s draft AIP (Appendix A to these comments) to 
make this requirement clearer.  
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updating coastal squeeze habitat losses unless the Option 
Development Unit (ODU) has a change in policy (e.g., 
ODU5b), as agreed with NE. 
However, revised figures will be calculated by a rerun of the 
Solent Dynamic Coast Project (SDCP) methodology shortly. 
These updated climate projections and are likely to increase 
the compensation requirements that the Habitat Creation and 
Restoration Programme (HCRP) has to deliver. 

Whilst the estimated medium and long term habitat loss figures are 
likely to increase as a result of the SDCP Update, this is considered an 
issue for the whole of the Solent. As outlined in subsequent comment 
responses below, Coastal Partners is working to address uncertainties 
associated with the SSD HCRP with the EA and NE. Overall, the 
HICMS and its HRA use the best information available at the time of 
writing (e.g. the SDCP sea level rise projections and the HCRP, the 
strategic compensation solution).  

Decline in designated nature sites - The condition of Chichester 
Harbour SSSI, the designated site to the east of Hayling Island, 
was assessed in 2021. As a result the condition of all the intertidal 
units in the SSSI were considered to be unfavourable declining, 
due in part to impacts from coastal squeeze (NERR090 
(naturalengland.org.uk). Langstone Harbour’s intertidal habitats 
are being assessed as part of the Farlington Marshes Flood and 
Coastal Erosion Risk Management (FCERM) scheme. The 
Environment Agency (EA) have estimated that all saltmarsh in the 
harbour will be lost by 2040 due to coastal squeeze. 
Therefore, the HICMS should examine in detail policy options being 
put forward to ensure that adverse effects are avoided where 
possible. Compensation should be explored locally to ensure the 
integrity of the designated sites network, and the HCRP may not 
have this option 

The declining condition of Chichester Harbour (and associated NE 
report) is now acknowledged in the updated HRA. Both the HRA and 
biodiversity chapter of the SEA have assessed the policy options being 
put forward to ensure that adverse effects are avoided where possible, 
considering the decline in designated nature sites. For example, this is 
demonstrated for all ODUs in which Managed Realignment, Resilience 
and Do Nothing is proposed as the leading option to make space for 
nature (noting this represents a significant improvement on the 
NSSMP). Saltmarsh calculations have also been undertaken in 
Appendix B of the WFDA.  
 
Coastal Partners recognises that the SSD HCRP is facing challenges 
and uncertainties and we are trying to address this as highlighted above 
and below. We have published the 2021/2022 SSD HCRP Review 
Report to provide a shared understanding of the current position of the 
SSD HCRP between EA, NE and CP as a basis for discussions on the 
way forward to address these uncertainties. 

Uncertainty regarding compensation delivery - There is 
uncertainty that the strategic compensation programme i.e., the 
HCRP, administrated by EA has the ability to keep pace with the 
compensation requirements, particularly for epoch 2 (2025-2055). 
Whilst this approach has been workable for most of epoch 1, it is 

Coastal Partners acknowledge the current challenges and uncertainties 
with the SSD HCRP and are therefore working closely with the 
Environment Agency and Natural England to overcome these. This has 
led to new governance arrangements being developed to prioritise 
delivery of the SSD HCRP. This provides a framework for addressing 
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clear that more scrutiny is needed. 
Additional requirements should not be added to the HCRP without 
consideration as to how these will be met. Losses are also likely to 
increase after SDCP modelling is rerun with the new predicted sea 
levels. Due to the limited existing compensation sites and the 
widespread implementation of Hold the Line (HTL) policies 
throughout the Solent region, along with a scarcity of viable 
projects emerging, the HCRP is confronted with significant 
challenges in fulfilling its responsibilities. NE is concerned that the 
HCRP may not be able to the legal obligations placed on it. 

specific recommendations in the report ‘Habitat Compensation, 
Restoration & Biodiversity Net Gain in the Southeast Hub - Findings & 
Recommendations of the Task & Finish Group’ (2023) regarding: 
resourcing and programme management; clarity of need for 
compensatory and restoration habitat; clarity of need for biodiversity net 
gain; and funding, opportunity mapping and securing land.  
 
Coastal Partners have recently published the 2021/2022 SSD HCRP 
Review Report to provide a shared understanding of the current position 
of the SSD HCRP between EA, NE and CP as a basis for discussions 
on the way forward to address these uncertainties. However, the HCRP 
is considered the current appropriate mechanism to compensate for any 
habitat losses resulting from delivery of the HICMS, as it does for other 
coastal strategies and schemes across the SSD area. 

The HICMS is anticipated to largely result in reduced intertidal 
compensation requirements compared to the NSSMP, by reducing the 
amount of Hold The Line Policy, thereby representing a less impactful, 
positive change from the current baseline approach to coastal 
management. The HRA has assessed the predicted losses and gains 
of SAC and SPA/Ramsar habitat and Appendix B of the WFDA 
summarises the predicted saltmarsh habitat losses and gains within 
the Langstone Harbour and Chichester Harbour water bodies as a 
result of the Strategy’s leading options. The WFDA concludes that the 
leading options present the opportunity to create more saltmarsh than 
is due to be lost through coastal squeeze. Effort is already being 
placed on unlocking these habitat creation opportunities, with sites 
included on the Capital Investment Programme. 

The SMP Refresh - extent of HTL in the North Solent - The SMP 
Refresh (2020) identified that the HICMS “needs to set out a co-
ordinated approach setting out a clear plan for future management 

We have included adaptive pathways roadmaps for each ODU in the 
updated Short List to Leading Option Appraisal Report to clearly set out 
the adaptive approach of the Strategy. 
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and adaptation”. However, the Strategy does not appear to meet 
this target, with the future management and adaption being highly 
dependent on private landownership and funding and the majority 
of the area remaining HTL.  
The extent of HTL in the HICMS area and across the North Solent 
SMP was raised as a concern in the SMP Refresh, raising a need 
to look again at policies particularly where they are limited assets 
at risk, and result in adverse effects on the designated sites. The 
justification (IROPI) for HTL on some frontages agreed in the SMP 
may need to be reexamined by the HICMS. If this is not addressed 
as part of the strategy, the concern is these come forward 
piecemeal as individual schemes and a number of frontages may 
not gain the necessary permissions due to environmental concerns 
and/or lack of compensation. 
Natural England recognises the desire to maintain the status quo 
and protect land. However, with the inevitable rise in sea level, that 
we will experience due to locked in climate change effects and the 
potential increases in extreme events, many of our important 
wildlife sites in the Solent risk being lost, either through coastal 
squeeze or saline inundation. Moving defences landward enables 
creation of intertidal habitats, and saltmarshes provide important 
ecosystem services, such as reducing flood risk and carbon 
sequestration. Moving defences back is also more adaptive and 
sustainable for communities, providing greater resilience against 
flood risk and restoring the natural environment that is recognised 
as a benefit to people living in the area. Terrestrial natural habitats 
will also have to adapt, moving landward. We will need to work at 
a landscape-scale to ensure that habitats and species can be 
maintained and restore. It is important that we work together to find 
solutions to farmland most directly affected to ensure that these 
businesses can benefit and look at the role of green finance and 
Environmental land management schemes (ELMS) 

 
Without funding, ‘Adaptation’ is recognised as a realistic response in all 
locations. This approach allows movement between alternative 
pathways and is therefore considered to have met the SMP-R health 
check target to ‘set out a co-ordinated approach setting out a clear plan 
for future management and adaptation’. This approach is also 
recommended in the National FCERM Strategy.   
 
The Strategy is considered an improvement to the SMP from a 
designated sites perspective. We have re-examined the HTL policies 
as part of the Strategy and identified a more sustainable approach 
where possible. Consequently, the leading option along significant 
sections of the east of the island is either resilience (allowing the 
coastline to evolve naturally) or managed realignment (to set-back 
defences in a phased approach), and for Do Nothing along the west 
coast. We have updated the wording in the Short List to Leading Option 
Appraisal Report and the Strategy Summary document to make the 
leading options and policy intent clearer following stakeholder 
feedback. 
 
Coastal Partners would welcome a discussion and input from NE about 
ELMS, stacking of green funding streams and solutions to farmland that 
can be put to landowners, as we are actively trying to unlock habitat 
creation through realignment now, on Hayling Island, demonstrating our 
commitment to realising habitat improvement projects. 
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Lack of clarity on policy intent 
A lack of clarity on the leading options for each ODU will potentially 
result in non-delivery of defences due to environmental concerns 
unable to be met at scheme level. The Strategy’s role is to remove 
this uncertainty to allow a clearer route to scheme delivery. 
For example, ODU 3 Northney Farm to Chichester Road, the 
overall approach is Managed Realignment (Sustain), with 
construction of setback earth embankment in epoch 1 (residual life 
of existing defences less than 10 years) and intertidal habitat 
created in front of the setback defence stated in the HRA and SEA 
documentation. 
However, in the Draft Strategy, the leading option for this ODU is 
“Adapting to the tide” which “has the potential to provide new 
opportunities such as creating new habitats where defences are 
moved back to make space for the tide and will involve:  
• Making space to allow beaches to roll back landward naturally as 
sea levels rise. 
• Adapting property so it is more resilient to flooding. 
• Making modifications inside and outside to reduce impacts. 
• Flood warning and flood plans. 
• Relocating property or other assets such as car parks. 
• Changing land uses.” 
The leading option roadmap within the draft strategy states that 
ODU 3 achieves this by: 
• “Intent: Maximise agricultural opportunities while making space 
for nature to maintain the 
viability of agricultural land while exploring a more sustainable 
defence alignment into the 
future. “ 
• How: Construct new set-back defences over time, and where 
appropriate, maintain and raise 
to keep pace with Sea Level Rise” 

We have updated the wording in the Short List to Leading Option 
Appraisal Report and the Strategy Summary document to make the 
leading options and policy intent clearer following stakeholder 
feedback. The HRA has also been updated to clearly reflect the leading 
options and policy intent and to include reference to the Colner Creek 
case and emphasise that maintenance and/or improvement of defences 
not protecting property and critical infrastructure are unlikely to obtain 
consent.  
As discussed in the comment above, to allow for inherent future 
uncertainty, we have adopted an adaptive pathways approach, as 
recommended in the National FCERM Strategy.  
The leading option in ODU 3 is “Managed Realignment (Sustain) 0.5% 
AEP – sustain minimum 0.5% AEP (1:200 year) SoP through the 
construction of a setback earth embankment, with intertidal habitat 
created in front of the defence.” More detailed studies will be needed to 
progress managed realignment here. At this Strategy level, the 
alignment of the setback defences and area of intertidal habitat creation 
is not known as this will be determined in the further studies and scheme 
level design, with the further studies being undertaken now, including 
active discussions with the landowners. As such, the Strategy HRA has 
taken a precautionary approach for this ODU and assessed the worst-
case scenario for the amount of saltmarsh creation. Scheme specific 
studies will explore potential alignment options, in discussion with the 
landowners, and the areas of intertidal habitat creation (and associated 
landward habitat loss) will be updated and confirmed in the scheme 
level HRA. At ODU3, it is estimated that we could create anywhere 
between 1.06 and 38.2 ha of saltmarsh habitat, but we are yet to confirm 
a precise balance between habitat creation and the agricultural 
business. 
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This change in definitions and policy wording is such that it is open 
to interpretation as to what is being achieved at this ODU. The 
current setback of the defence within ODU 3 is not associated with 
the properties and only 1.06ha of habitat creation is indicated. 
Thus, it appears the majority of the coastal management at this 
location will remain HTL with no public funding, rather than 
Managed Realignment (Sustain) which is the leading option, with 
the compensation requirements remaining with the HCRP. 
There are similar issues with other policy units which we consider 
raises uncertainty as to the intent of the leading option and what 
will come forward at scheme level. This lack of clarity makes it 
difficult to assess the current impacts of the HICMS and raises 
future concerns about the schemes coming forward and their 
adaption as defences and the avoidance of adverse effects on the 
designated sites – see annex A. 
(4) HTL where there are limited assets resulting in adverse 
effects that could be addressed locally 
It is NE’s advice that defences causing coastal squeeze impacts on 
the Solent Maritime SAC and Chichester and Langstone Harbours 
SPA/Ramsar, with limited public assets at risk, need to be 
reconsidered. More detail is now available, and it is likely that there 
are less damaging alternatives that can protect properties at risk 
and avoid or reduce the adverse effect on the designated sites, 
avoiding the need for compensation. 
This is also necessary, as it is unlikely that these frontages will 
meet the environmental legislation to gain consent at scheme level. 
This is due, in part, to the declining condition of Chichester SSSI 
and the ongoing decline of intertidal habitats, including saltmarsh 
in Langstone Harbour. 
The HICMS recognises this issue with delivery stating, 
“implementation of these options going forward will, however, be 
subject to funding availability and to gaining required consents”. As 

The Short List to Leading Option Appraisal Report identifies that in line 
with the Colner Creek case, consents for maintenance works to 
defences are only likely to be permitted where properties or 
infrastructure are at risk. In areas where there are no properties or 
infrastructure at risk, an adaptive approach would be followed, as 
reflected by the ‘Resilience’, ‘managed realignment’ or ‘Do Nothing’ 
leading options in relevant ODUs. These leading options will lead to a 
gradual rollback of the shoreline, which will help to naturally create 
intertidal habitats. Wording in the Short List to Leading Option 
Appraisal Report, the Strategy Summary document and the HRA has 
been updated to clarify the leading options and to emphasise this 
point in relation to the Colner Creek case.   
The role of the Strategy is to review how SMP policy is to be 
implemented and progress towards viable schemes. There is still no 
guarantee leading options will be funded and schemes progressed. 
Hence the inclusion of the adaptive pathways in the Strategy. 
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such there is no guarantee that options presented in this Strategy 
will be progressed. However, the role of the Strategy is to remove 
this uncertainty. 
More adaptive approaches could unlock funding (from Flood 
Defence Grant in Aid (FDGiA) budget), for setback defences to 
protect homes, if the sites can help meet the legal requirement for 
habitat losses. Impact to farmland could potentially be addressed 
through ELMS or other green finance. 
NE welcome the Tournerbury Farm habitat creation proposed 
within the Strategy to help minimise intertidal compensation being 
passed to the HCRP, as well as creating sites that have transitional 
habitats which could bolster functionality to designated sites and 
functionally linked land. 

Similarly, whilst Coastal Partners are undertaking additional studies to 
try and progress the Tournerbury Farm habitat creation proposed 
within the Strategy, including exploring the potential for BuDS, it may 
not be financially and/or technically viable.  This is the subject of the 
additional study currently being undertaken. Similarly, we are actively 
investigating different options for managed realignment at ODU3, 
aiming to seek the best balance between habitat creation and 
agricultural use. 

Coastal Partners would welcome a discussion with NE to help 
understand ELMS / new Countryside Stewardship options and 
potential funding for landowners to support delivery of habitat 
compensation or restoration, including advice on potential stacking of 
different funding streams / credits. Understanding this is essential to 
being able to move forward with landowner discussions and help 
progress associated uncertainties over funding in relation to habitat 
creation and restoration. A workshop is being planned to discuss this. 

(5) Ensuring suitable compensation is available 
The HICMS relies heavily on the HCRP for the majority of the 
compensation needed, this is a concern due to the uncertainty of 
that programme. 
Strategies and schemes need to undertake their own HRAs to 
avoid or reduce adverse effects, and therefore, help reduce the 
compensation burden. The HCRP will only cover agreed losses 
and delivery of these still needs to be confirmed. It is not 
appropriate to just rely on the HCRP, or pass on additional 
requirements, without ensuring these have been secured. The 
HICMS should confirm what compensation is available and set this 
out. 
If the HCRP does not have the required habitat in place in time for 
schemes, then these will need to find the required compensation 

As outlined in other responses to EA / NE comments, Coastal Partners 
is working closely with EA and NE to address uncertainties associated 
with the SSD HCRP and has identified a pipeline of priority habitat 
creation projects, however they all face significant challenges.  
 
Coastal Partners, working with EA and NE, has also had funding 
approved and is in the early stages of progressing both the SDCP 
Update and the Coastal Grazing Marsh Study, which will support the 
SSD HCRP delivery plan. Both of these studies have been included in 
the Strategy’s draft AIP (Appendix A to these comments). 
 
As per previous comments, implementation of the HICMS leading 
options could result in the delivery of 2.3ha of saltmarsh in Langstone 
Harbour, which would offset the predicted losses from coastal squeeze 
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themselves prior to submission to planning. The funds to do this 
can come from FDGiA as a legal requirement if the scheme meets 
the environmental legislation. 
Again, the role of the HICMS is to have in place as much of this as 
possible to ensure smooth delivery of schemes without delays - see 
implementation plan in section 6 below. 

of 2.3ha along the Hayling Island frontages. In Chichester Harbour, the 
HICMS Leading Options present the opportunity to create between 
8.37ha and 45.51ha of saltmarsh, which could more than offset the 
estimated losses of 18.5ha directly attributable to coastal squeeze 
along the Hayling Island frontages. 
 

(6) Advice on the Appropriate Assessment (AA) 
Solent and Dorset SPA 
The AA has not assessed the impacts from the leading options on 
the Solent and Dorset SPA. 
Please refer to NE’s Conservation package - Designated Sites 
View (naturalengland.org.uk). Offshore structures with increased 
footprint etc may impact on this designation. 
Chichester and Langstone Harbour SPA/Ramsar. 
The AA did not consider where intertidal habitats will be delivered 
with regard to the Chichester and Langstone Harbour 
SPA/Ramsar, when it passed these requirements to the HCRP. 
The intertidal habitat that will be lost as a result of coastal squeeze 
is not only SAC/SSSI habitat but is also important SPA/Ramsar 
supportive habitat for many of the bird populations. The SPA and 
Ramsar designations do not cover the same extent as the SAC, so 
compensation that may be appropriate for the SAC may not be for 
the SPA. Therefore, any compensation needs to consider the 
proximity to the SPA/Ramsar to ensure that birds will be able to use 
these new areas in terms of flight movement and energetics etc, so 
local compensation may be needed, and delivered as part of the 
HICMS. 
Realignments on Hayling Island requiring compensation for 
adverse impacts to the SPA/Ramsar supportive coastal grazing 
marsh habitat, have not been agreed in the HCRP, due to this being 
a change in policy from the SMP. Whilst NE support the 
realignments, the identification of suitable compensation for these 

The Solent and Dorset Coast SPA was screened out in the Stage 1 
HRA Screening report, which NE was consulted on and has now been 
re-uploaded to the HICMS website here: 
https://coastalpartners.org.uk/Hayling_Strategy_Related_Documents. 

 
It is noted that the HRA provides an extensive discussion of the coastal 
grazing marsh and functionally linked habitats expected to be lost due 
to Managed Realignment, Resilience and Do Nothing leading options. 
This includes the location and extent of parcels lost (broken down by 
epoch), as well as a discussion on the potential ecological implications 
of the parcels that would be lost. 
 
Please see previous responses on how we are progressing to address 
uncertainty on the HCRP, working closely with EA and NE. In addition, 
we shared the 2021/2022 SSD HCRP Review Report with NE and EA 
in September 2023 to provide a shared understanding of the current 
position and inform discussions on how to reduce the challenges and 
uncertainty facing the SSD HCRP.  

 
In relation to coastal grazing marsh compensation, funding has been 
approved for the required Coastal Grazing Marsh Study for the SSD 
area and the Study is in its early stages. The Coastal Grazing Marsh 
Study has been added to the Strategy’s draft AIP (Appendix A to these 
comments) to reflect its importance in delivering the required landward 
compensation.  
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areas needs to be raised with the HCRP, to confirm whether there 
is appropriate compensation within a proximity that would support 
the bird populations (this is the same issue as for intertidal). 
Otherwise, the HICMS should initiate local searches to ensure this 
can be secured and delivered in time for schemes coming forward. 
All the realignments proposed in the HICMS are on land designated 
either for the SPA/Ramsar supportive coastal grazing marsh 
habitat or functionally linked land identified as part of the Solent 
Waders and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS). Therefore, the 
impact on these habitats needs to be fully assessed. The Strategy 
attempts this in section 5.9, and NE agree with the conclusion that 
far greater level of assessment is required 

The Strategy does not have the funds or remit to do additional work 
relating to this comment but has added to the Strategy’s draft AIP 
(Appendix A to these comments), the need to initiate local searches to 
ensure this can be secured and delivered in time for schemes coming 
forward. This will be the primary focus of the Coastal Grazing Marsh 
Study which has been approved and currently in its early stages. 
 
Coastal Partners has also developed a methodology to understand 
local bird movements and localised networks / sub-populations, which 
will be used to inform the searched for compensatory coastal grazing 
marsh / bird supporting habitat.  

Implementation plan 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify the issues that need to be 
resolved for schemes to progress. Therefore, further assessment 
and securing compensation should be part of an implementation 
plan that the HICMS sets out now. This should include the 
timescales of further assessment, evidence gaps including 
surveys, agreement with HCRP on what compensation it can 
deliver and where, and identification of local compensation needs 
and how this will be secured and delivered. NE would welcome 
further consultation on such a plan. 

The Strategy’s draft AIP has been produced and is shared within 
Appendix A to these comments. The purpose is to identify and prioritise 
schemes and actions to progress. The SDCP Update and the Coastal 
Grazing Marsh Study have both been included as critical actions to 
support the SSD HCRP and delivery of the Strategy policies and 
compensation requirements. 

Shingle Habitat Compensation and Coastal processes. 
The SMP’s AA identified no losses of shingle habitat from its 
coastal management policies. 
However, the HICMS concludes that this is not the case on closer 
assessment and that likely impacts will result in a minimum 2.62ha 
of loss. (section 5.9). The HICMS states that there is no impact to 
Sinah Common SSSI vegetated shingle (ODU 10 South), as the 
management approach at this location is “Adapting to the tide”, 
which means there will be no active intervention. However, the 

The AA has assessed the absolute worst-case scenario for coastal 
vegetated shingle (CVS) loss due to Hold the Line policies, which is a 
more robust and precautionary approach than that taken in the NSSMP 
HRA, where loss was acknowledged but it was assumed that losses 
would be offset by gains. 
However, we acknowledge that where more than a trivial loss of 
vegetated shingle is identified, robust compensation is needed to offset 
any loss. The policies of several ODUs (e.g. ODUs 8 and 15) are 
capable of being refined at the scheme level from blanket Hold the Line 
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adjacent ODU 9 will be replacing or creating new control structures, 
rock groynes etc and it is unclear how these will affect coastal 
processes and therefore the shingle habitat at Sinah Common. 
The Strategy identifies that bespoke HRAs will be carried out at a 
later date for all schemes. 
However, NE advise that there needs to be further assessment, at 
the strategy level, and this cannot wait until scheme level 
assessment. The loss of SAC shingle habitat is an adverse effect 
on integrity. Further, as these losses where not part of the 
derogation tests for the SMP, these tests need to be met at the 
HICMS level, namely that: 
• the strategy needs to demonstrate no less damaging alternatives 
to achieve the objectives 
and show how this was considered and why these were discounted 
if that is the case. 
• IROPI case needs to be set out to justify the adverse effects on 
integrity for the loss of shingle habitat and then submitted to 
DEFRA for their approval. 
Any shingle habitat losses need to be considered for the whole 
strategy rather than individual schemes, in order that the 
compensation is meaningful to the attributes of this habitat. It is 
difficult to compensate for shingle habitat, as this needs to be 
delivered within a functionally dynamic coastal environment. 
Compensation should be delivered through management of the 
shoreline as discussed in the HRA. Additional options such as the 
use of “railway ballast shingle” is unlikely to meet the requirements 
of compensatory habitat. 
NE agree that good quality mapping of vegetated shingle across 
the entire Solent Maritime SAC, and where it is supporting habitat 
of SPA/Ramsar is required to inform assessments and also 
opportunities for compensation, (see the implementation plan 
above). 

to more specific areas for protection of property and access roads, 
allowing sections of relevant ODUs to evolve naturally. As a result, the 
predicted shingle losses in ODUs 8 and 15 are likely to be an 
overestimate and at the scheme level it is likely to be possible to avoid 
or significantly minimise impacts, but we don’t have the detail to make 
that assessment at this Strategy level.   
Coastal Partners has been undertaking monitoring of the vegetated 
shingle habitat throughout the lifetime of South Hayling BMP, which 
includes ODU 9 and parts of ODU 8 & 10, and on average around 0.5ha 
expansion of Perennial Vegetation of Stony Banks (PVSB) is observed 
annually and it is fairly clear that this is secured by the continuing BMP 
operations. We are working with NE to look at the variable occurrence 
of Annual Vegetation of Drift Lines (AVDL) and what factors might be 
involved in this variation. 
Taking all of the above into account, it is anticipated that adverse effects 
may be able to be avoided and/or a sufficient amount of compensation 
for vegetated shingle can be delivered across the Solent Maritime SAC 
through careful design and adequate management as part of scheme 
level designs.  
 
The wording in the HRA (Sections 6.15 to 6.29) has been updated to 
reflect the above. 
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(7) Biodiversity Net Gain 
Biodiversity net gain (BNG) is a way to contribute to the recovery 
of nature while developing land. It is making sure the habitat for 
wildlife is in a better state than it was before development. This will 
apply from November 2023 for developments in the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990, unless exempt. The HICMS should 
provide net gains for biodiversity in line with the NPPF paragraphs 
174(d), 179 and 180. The HICMS should consider opportunities to 
secure wider environmental gains, as outlined in the NPPF 
(paragraphs 8, 73, 104, 120,174, 175 and 180). We advise you to 
follow the mitigation hierarchy as set out in paragraph 180 of the 
NPPF and firstly consider what existing environmental features on 
and around the site can be retained or enhanced or what new 
features could be incorporated into the development proposal. The 
HICMS should consider how the underlying schemes are going to 
meet their requirement for BNG. This should be an action for the 
HICMS to set out how this will be met in an implementation plan. 
There is an opportunity to consider this strategically and not only 
ensure effective delivery of schemes, but also to maximise the 
outcome of BNG by buffering and connecting existing nature areas 
to deliver resilient nature networks. 
Natural England’s Biodiversity Metric 4.0 may be used to calculate 
biodiversity losses and gains for terrestrial and intertidal habitats 
and can be used to inform any development project. For small 
development sites the Small Sites Metric may be used. This is a 
simplified version of Biodiversity Metric 4.0 and is designed for use 
where certain criteria are met. 
Natural England’s Environmental Benefits from Nature tool may be 
used to identify opportunities to enhance wider benefits from nature 
and to avoid and minimise any negative impacts. It is designed to 
work alongside Biodiversity Metric 4.0 and is available as a beta 
test version. 

Coastal Partners is aware of the statutory requirements for BNG, which 
commenced this year under Schedule 14 of The Environment Act 2021. 
At the time of drafting the Strategy, we were still awaiting secondary 
legislation and awaiting clarity from Defra and guidance on how this will 
work in practice. However, our understanding is that the statutory 
requirements and NPPF paragraphs quoted relate to local plans and 
planning decisions at a scheme level as the BNG requirement is linked 
to Town and Country Planning Act development. Whilst we appreciate 
the importance of BNG we do not have sufficient detail at this Strategy 
level to undertake meaningful BNG calculations for potential schemes. 
Coastal Partners would welcome discussions with NE and EA regarding 
how BNG may be delivered for the FCERM programme as part of the 
restoration element of the HCRP. 

 



 

 

 
 
 
6. Historic England comments 
Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
Reflecting on our comments on the Scoping Report in 2021  
As you know, we advised including a wider set of plans, policies and programmes 
within the SEA and adding information to the baseline. Thank you for responding 
positively to many of the changes we suggested. While I have not compared the SEA 
with the scoping report, I am comfortable that the review at the start of section 6 on 
the historic environment sets an appropriate context. Furthermore, I am pleased to 
see the SEA refers to Warblington and Emsworth conservation areas, and to Fort 
Cumberland, and I welcome the revised SEA objectives on the historic environment.  
In 2021 we recommended that key sustainability issues are couched in terms of the 
likely form or forms of development that the plan will facilitate, and that heritage 
specialists are used in the assessment. I retain some concerns that the SEA does 
not fully acknowledge the impact that the form of the developments might have on 
the setting of heritage assets, which I explain in more detail below, alongside further 
comments linked with the rich archaeological resources of the island. 

Thank you, points noted. No action required. 

Assessing impacts on setting  
It is not clear that the SEA has fully considered the impacts of proposed interventions 
on the setting of heritage assets. While naturally we would tend to support measures 
that should help to conserve heritage assets, care is needed to ensure that the 
measures themselves do not harm the assets’ significance. Clearly our concerns 
may diminish on learning about the specifics of relevant schemes.  
In particular, this relates to the island’s two Scheduled Monuments and potential 
impacts from ODU5 on Tourner Bury and ODU10 on the World War II anti-aircraft 
gunsite. The key environmental issue identified in Table 4.3 and Paragraph 6.4 
reinforces our uncertainty by stating: “There are a number of Scheduled Monuments 
on Hayling Island and in the wider area. Their preservation and enhancement should 
still be considered where appropriate.” This may be simply an issue of wording; 

Text has been revised within the SEA to recommend that 
further liaison with heritage professionals should be 
sought to ensure that the setting of assets is suitably 
considered in design of the schemes. 
 
Table 14.1 has been revised to strengthen protection and 
consideration of assets, specifically at the scheme level 
and in relation to the design of defence works, in line with 
HE's suggested revisions. 
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nonetheless, national policy and legislation affords significant protection to 
Scheduled Monuments (more than consideration where appropriate) and this 
includes the contribution made by their setting to that significance.  
To address this, we advise further liaison with heritage professionals to ensure that 
the setting of assets is suitably considered in design of the schemes. Table 14.1 
could also benefit from being revised, along the following lines:  
“The character and setting of designated heritage assets and the wider historic 
environment must be considered at a scheme level.  
Where asset property level protection measures are proposed for historic buildings 
and structures (flood-resistance or proofing works, and flood-resilient works) then 
these measures must respect the character and significance of the building or 
structure where possible to ensure that this is maintained.  
Any defence works should be designed to complement and preserve views of and 
from heritage assets where necessary, including the contribution to their significance 
made by their setting.” 
Clarifying the language and the approach to archaeological remains  
The SEA refers several times to temporary minor negative effects on archaeology1. 
It is unclear if this means to the setting of archaeological assets or physical impacts 
on the assets themselves. If the latter, such effects would be permanent and could 
result in substantial harm or loss. Arguably this results in internal conflict within the 
SEA’s approach in seeking to conserve or enhance the significance of non-
designated heritage assets while being comfortable with potentially significant harm 
or loss. 
Also, implementation of the Strategy may result in more important archaeological 
remains being identified, which may be of national importance. We note the SEA 
states: “Archaeology is frequently uncovered during development and it is important 
that sufficient research and investigation is carried out prior to development as part 
of proposals.” We welcome this reference, reference to footnote 63 of the NPPF, and 
acknowledgement that “some heritage assets that are already known may prove to 
have greater significance than might have been assumed”. Noting this potential, we 

The SEA has been updated to:  
 Clarify that temporary effects relate to setting.  
 Identify as a key environmental issue (including in 

Table 4.3) the possibility of encountering unknown 
archaeological remains, which could be of more 
than local importance, when implementing the 
proposed schemes.  

 Apply the mitigation hierarchy more explicitly in 
the approach to archaeological remains within 
Table 14.1  



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response from Coastal Partners 
recommend strengthening relevant safeguards to ensure an approach to 
implementation that delivers the Strategy’s aims.  
Taking these points together, we advise:  
a) identifying as a key environmental issue (e.g. in Table 4.3) the possibility of 
encountering unknown archaeological remains, which could be of more than local 
importance, when implementing the proposed schemes;  
b) a review of language associated with “temporary” negative effects on 
archaeological remains, liaising as appropriate with a heritage professional;  
c) further amending Table 14.1 to apply the mitigation hierarchy more explicitly in the 
approach to archaeological remains. We suggest adding a line such as: 
“Archaeological desk-based assessment and potentially field evaluation will be used 
where appropriate, informed by suitable heritage expertise, to identify the 
archaeological potential of each area and avoid or minimise harm to remains, while 
enhancing understanding of their significance”. 
Clarifying the approach to indicators  
Table 14.1 states that the proposed environmental indicators to monitor the effects 
of the strategy on the historic environment include “Number of historic assets at risk 
of flooding / erosion.”  
In contrast, section 6.7 on proposed monitoring refers to “Number of historic assets 
at risk on the Historic Environment Record (HER)?” and “Number of objections to 
any relevant planning applications from Historic England?”  
We suggest further thinking is merited on potential indicators to ensure clarity that 
impacts on the significance of designated and non-designated heritage assets have 
been adequately considered. 

Environmental indicators have been revisited within 
the SEA to align with monitoring indicators. 

Appendix A: additional detailed comments on the SEA 
Pg  Comment  Revised wording for 

consideration  

All references to historic assets have been updated 
to heritage assets within the SEA.  
 
Further clarity has also been provided within the 
SEA where referring to ‘preservation by 
investigation’. 
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20  We welcome the indicators shown 

for the historic environment in 
Table 4.3 of the SEA Framework. 
That said we suggest a minor 
amendment and indeed elsewhere 
in the document where wording 
refers to “historic assets” [or 
“historic environmental assets”]. 
Reference should be made to 
heritage assets, thus aligning with 
national planning policy.  

Number of historic heritage 
assets at risk of flooding / 
erosion  

43  Surely this is a typo?  The Havant Borough Local 
Plan Submission version (LP 
SV) Includes Policy E13 
Historic Environment and 
heritage assets. This policy 
recognizes that heritage 
assets, as part of the wider 
historic environment, are 
irreplaceable and that they 
make a valuable contribution 
to the character of the 
Borough.  

56  Regarding the term “Preservation 
by investigation”, while excavation 
can deliver new information, that 
may be offset by loss of the 
remains, which would not result in 
preservation. I infer you are 
referring to an approach to 
archaeological remains that are not 
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nationally important where all 
attempts to avoid or minimise their 
removal have been made and the 
substantial public benefits of the 
scheme outweigh preservation in 
situ. The approach should be made 
clearer in the text.  

 

 

7. Ramblers Hampshire comments 
Summary of Comments Received Response  
There is great weight in these documents to the concept of protecting nature 
from coastal squeeze on the habitats along the coast line. As laudable as 
such policies may be they should not adversely affect the rights that the public 
have to access the coastline and which they need to enjoy for human welfare 
and recreation. Policies that involve non-intervention in coastal erosion must 
not be implemented in such a way as to render existing access to the coast 
impossible or degraded without positive plans for the backward retreat of such 
facilities. The works necessary to provide alternative alignments and make 
legal orders to divert rights of way must be funded and implemented in 
advance of the implementation of any decision not to intervene 
 
Where there is a policy of Managed Realignment, maintaining or adapting 
coastal access would be a key requirement of any project to deliver that 
policy. If a Public Rights of Way and / or King Charles III England Coast Path 
required temporary closure, extinguishment, or diversion as part of a 
Managed Realignment scheme, consent would be required from the Access 
Authority (Hampshire County Council). As a planned project, a Managed 
Realignment scheme would need to provide for ongoing and future coastal 

The Strategy recognises the need to realign some footpaths 
such as part of the Hayling Billy trail which are at risk of erosion. 
The SEA has also assessed effects on population and human 
health including the amenity value of coastal paths and access 
points in relation to the positive health and wellbeing impacts of 
coastal access to users.  Further details will be assessed at a 
scheme level as the design develops through close liaison with 
King Charles III England Coast Path and Public right of Way 
officers, including any legal orders.   

 
Where there is a policy of Managed Realignment, maintaining 
or adapting, coastal access would be a key requirement of any 
project to deliver that policy. If a Public Rights of Way and / or 
King Charles III England Coast Path required temporary closure, 
extinguishment, or diversion as part of a Managed Realignment 
scheme, consent would be required from the Access Authority 
(Hampshire County Council). As a planned project, a Managed 
Realignment scheme would need to provide for ongoing and 



 

 

Summary of Comments Received Response  
access – to be delivered as part of the scheme, however this could be on a 
realigned route.  
 
Where coastal defences fail in areas of No Active Intervention, Hampshire 
County Council as Access Authority will be the responsible authority to 
consider options to realign any Public Rights of Way / King Charles III Coastal 
path at risk. Through partnerships such as the Chichester Harbour Protection 
and Recovery of Nature (CHaPRoN), partners are working together to 
understand key areas where access is at risk, with the overall aim of 
confirming plans to adapt but retain access, in advance of existing access 
routes being lost.      

future coastal access – to be delivered as part of the scheme, 
however this could be on a realigned route.  

 

There needs to be an additional report prepared in association with user 
groups that plans for the works needed to maintain the integrity of all coastal 
paths and access points so that there is a clear plan to maintain routes that 
are currently enjoyed. It is not acceptable that non-intervention policies are 
implemented as at the Southmoor Nature Reserve where two rights of way 
are now inaccessible and legally temporarily closed before the 
implementation of alternative provision. 
 
With regard to the proposals not to intervene in protecting parts of the western 
shore of Hayling Island this must not be at the expense of the Hayling Billy 
route which is a high priority and heavily used shared use route and an 
important part of the tourist infrastructure. Any potential impact of non-
intervention on the route must be managed by the funding and 
implementation of the physical set back of the route in advance 
of the route being impacted. 

An additional report is considered outside the remit of the 
Strategy. However, no Active Intervention such as in the vicinity 
of the Hayling Billy Trail follows the approved SMP policy in this 
location. The Strategy is not diverting from this policy and 
recognises the need to realign sections of footpath which are at 
risk of erosion. Separately the landowner HCC have 
commissioned studies independently to the Strategy to look at 
realignment of the Billy Trail where it is at most risk in the future. 
 
 In general, due to the complexities of securing funding all the 
way down to scheme level, there is no guarantee of funding and 
scheme progression for any project recommended by the 
Strategy. In order to address such key issues, the Strategy 
follows an adaptive approach to enable movements between 
pathways as circumstances change. 
 
As highlighted in the above comment , for any Managed 
Realignment project, we would be required to work with the 
Access Authority to agree the re-routing of any PRoWs / King 
Charles III Coastal Path that could be impacted. If the policy is 
No Active Intervention, we would likely work alongside the 
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access authority to highlight risks and help consider access 
realignment options, but overall responsibility is with the 
landowner.   
 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


