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The Sussex Wildlife Trust (SWT) recognises the importance of a plan led system as opposed to a 
developer led process and supports Lewes District Council’s (LDC) desire to produce a cohesive Site 
Allocations Local Plan. Therefore, we hope that our comments are used constructively to make certain 
that this pre-submission version properly plans for the natural capital needed within the district and 
ensures that any development is truly sustainable. 
 
Where we are proposing a change to policy or the supporting text, recommended additions are 
highlighted in bold and deletions are struck through. 
 
We note that LDC’s Guidance Notes for Making Representations states that it is anticipated that the Plan 
will be examined in the context of the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (2012NPPF). However 
the timeline for the progression of this plan could slip and paragraph 213 of the 2018NPPF states that 
due weight should be given to policies according to their degree of consistency with the new Framework. 
SWT has therefore related its comments to both the 2012 and 2018 versions of the NPPF. 
 
 
SECTION 2 – RESIDENTIAL SITE ALLOCATIONS 
 
As SWT stated in our regulation 18 comments, the allocation of strategic areas for development and 
delivery policies should always be informed by evidence of the functioning of ecological networks at a 
landscape scale and underpinned by up-to-date, site specific data as per paragraphs 114 and 165 of the 
2012NPPF and 31 and 174 of the 2018NPPF. We are still concerned that LDC has not taken this aspect 
of the NPPF into full consideration. In particular there appears to be little information of how the site 
allocations relate to the district’s ecological and green infrastructure networks or what the current 
biodiversity value of the sites are. 
 
 
Policies NH01, BA01, BA02, BA03, CH01, CH03, RG01 and GT01 
SWT are pleased to see that these policies all now include a requirement for an ecological impact 
assessment, however the wording of the relevant criterion is not consistent with national policy and 
therefore the policies are unsound.  



 
In particular, the 2018NPPF is clear in paragraph 170 that planning policies and decisions should 
minimise impacts on and provide net gains for biodiversity. There is no longer the caveat of ‘where 
possible’ indicating that all development should achieve net gains. We do note that policy BH01 already 
does not contain the caveat.  
 
Additionally, a principle of planning, which should contribute to achieving net gains, is the mitigation 
hierarchy of first avoiding harm, then mitigating for any residual harm, before, as a last resort, considering 
compensation (2012NPPF paragraph 118 and 2018NPPF paragraph 175). It is not acceptable permit 
through policy wording mitigation, before avoidance.  
 
We therefore recommend the following amendments to the criteria in order to make the policies listed 
above consistent with national policy: 
 
‘…An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measures identified and implemented 
accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts on biodiversity. Where adverse impacts are 
unavoidable, appropriate mitigation and compensation measures must be employed, commensurate to the 
importance, the legal protection or other status of the species or habitat. Development allows for the 
protection of biodiversity and enhancement where possible; and…’ 
 
 
Policy NH02 – Land at the Marina 
SWT are pleased to see that this policy now includes a requirement for an ecological impact assessment, 
however as stated for policies NH01, BA01, BA02, BA03, CH01, CH03, RG01 and GT01, we do not 
believe the wording is currently compliant with national policy.  
 
We also support the inclusion of paragraphs 2.35 to 2.37 which highlight the potential impacts of 
development on habitats of principle importance. However, in SWT’s experience, supporting text does 
not carry the same weight as policy wording in planning decisions and is instead used to explain the 
reasoning of the policy wording. Indeed, the importance of policy wording in determining decisions is 
reflected in section 2.22 of the Lewes Local Plan Part 2 (pre submission), which states: 
 
‘Whilst the site allocations identified in this document establish the principle of development, planning 
permission must still be obtained through the planning application process. Planning applications will be 
determined in accordance with the development plan, including Core Policies of the Local Plan Part 1, 
Development Management (DM) and Site Allocation policies of the Local Plan Part 2, once adopted, and 
policies contained within neighbourhood plans where sufficient weight can be given. Other relevant 
plans, such as the East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove Waste and Minerals Plan, will also be 
given appropriate consideration at the time.’ 
 
It is significant that the supporting text to the policies is not referred to and therefore we request that the 
policy wording is strengthened. In particular we do not believe it is currently compliant with paragraphs 
117 or 118 of the 2012NPPF or paragraphs 170, 174 or 175 of the 2018NPPF. SWT requests the 
following amendments:  
 
‘g) An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measures identified and implemented 
accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts on biodiversity, particularly priority habitats. 
Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation and like for like compensation measures 
must be employed, commensurate to the importance, the legal protection or other status of the species or 
habitat. Development allows for the protection of biodiversity and enhancement where possible; and…’ 
 
 
Policy BH01 – Land at the Nuggets, Valebridge Road 
SWT note that our regulation 18 comments have resulted in an amendment to the supporting text for this 
policy. However as stated above, in SWT’s experience, supporting text does not carry the same weight as 
policy wording in planning decisions and is instead used to explain the reasoning of the policy wording. 



The importance of policy wording in determining decisions is reflected in section 2.22 of the Lewes Local 
Plan Part 2 (pre submission), which states: 
 
‘Whilst the site allocations identified in this document establish the principle of development, planning 
permission must still be obtained through the planning application process. Planning applications will be 
determined in accordance with the development plan, including Core Policies of the Local Plan Part 1, 
Development Management (DM) and Site Allocation policies of the Local Plan Part 2, once adopted, and 
policies contained within neighbourhood plans where sufficient weight can be given. Other relevant 
plans, such as the East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove Waste and Minerals Plan, will also be 
given appropriate consideration at the time.’ 
 
It is significant that the supporting text to the policies is not referred to and therefore we request that the 
policy wording is strengthened to include a requirement for at least a 15 metre buffer between the 
development and the ancient woodland. We note that policy CH01 does include a minimum figure for the 
buffer and we believe this is consistent with the national policy on irreplaceable habitats.  
 
We also seek amendments to criteria d) and f) which currently does not comply with the principle of the 
mitigation hierarchy as stated paragraph 118 of the 2012NPPF and paragraph 175 of the 2018NPPF. In 
order to be made sound, SWT recommends that the following changes are made to policy BH01:  
 
‘d) Tree surveys undertaken and appropriate measures, including proper buffers of at least 15 metres, are 
identified and implemented accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts on the Tree 
Protection Order group and Ancient Woodland on and/or adjacent to site; 
e) Development is subject to appropriate assessment and evaluation of archaeological potential and 
mitigation measures implemented accordingly; 
f) An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measurers identified and implemented 
accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts, either directly or indirectly on biodiversity, 
including irreplaceable habitats. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation and 
compensation measures must be employed, commensurate to the importance, the legal protection or other 
status of the species or habitat. Development allows for the protection of biodiversity and enhancement; 
and ’ 
 
 
Policy CH01 – Glendene, Station Road 
We strongly support the addition of ‘at least 15m’ into criterion f. It is unclear why this requirement has 
not been added to other site allocations containing/adjacent to ancient woodland. Please see our 
comments above in relation to amendments required for criterion e).  
 
 
Policy CH02 – Layden Hall, East Grinstead Road 
SWT does not believe that this policy is currently compliant with paragraph 118 of the 2012NPPF or 
paragraph 175 of the 2018NPPF. In particular there is a clear requirement to avoid adverse impacts to 
biodiversity before mitigation is considered. Additionally, given the proximity of the site to the SSSI, net 
gains to biodiversity should be required as per paragraph 170 of the 2018NPPF. We therefore 
recommend that criterion d) is amended as follows: 
 
 ‘d) An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measures identified and implemented 
accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts on Chailey Common SSSI and the local 
biodiversity. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation and compensation measures 
must be employed, commensurate to the importance, the legal protection or other status of the species or 
habitat. Development allows for the protection of biodiversity and enhancement where possible; and…’ 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
SECTION 3 – EMPLOYMENT SITE ALLOCATIONS 
 
 
Policy E1 – Land at East Quay, Newhaven Port 
SWT strongly objects to the inclusion of this policy and does not consider it to be sound as it is neither 
justified nor consistent with national policy.  
 
Whilst there is no acknowledgement of this in the policy or the supporting text, the whole of policy area 
E1 is designated as Tide Mills Local Wildlife Site (LWS), which is designated in particular for it importance 
as an area of feeding and breeding ground for a good number of waders and for its rare vegetated shingle 
habitat (a habitat of principle importance). A significant proportion of the LWS has already been 
destroyed through development and it is unacceptable for the LWS to be encroached on further.  
 
Both paragraph 117 of the 2012NPPF and paragraph 171 of the 2018NPPF are clear that locally 
designated sites are key components of the local ecological network and that priority habitats, such as 
vegetated shingle, should be protected and restored through the planning process (paragraph 117 
2012NPPF and paragraph 174 2018NPPF). However the ecological value of this site seems to have been 
disregarded.  
 
SWT accepts that the LWS area to the east of policy area E1 has been lost through the expansion of the 
East Quay permitted in 2016. An additional area that is allocated to the Port Access Road (PAR) will also 
be lost and given that East Sussex County Council consider that they have planning permission for this, 
SWT do not see why this area has not also been removed from the policy area. The remaining area to the 
east and the south of the PAR route should be allocated as countryside and fall outside the development 
boundary for Newhaven.  
 
It is stated in paragraph 3.5 that policy E1 is carrying forward saved policy NH20 ‘with appropriate 
amendments to bring it up to date’. Since 2003 there have been significant changes in Newhaven Port and 
in national policy and SWT do not consider that LDC have taken this into account. In particular, NH20 was 
part of an overarching policy to regenerate the port, however paragraph 3.13 states that the East Quay 
development, permitted in 2016, is anticipated to allow the port to remain competitive. 
 
Similarly, paragraph 3.3 of the plan states that there is no requirement for additional employment space 
within the district. It should also be noted that policy area E1 also falls outside of the Newhaven 
Enterprise Zone which is the focus for sustainable regeneration of Newhaven and its shift towards a 
higher value economy.  
 
Core Policy 10 states that ‘the natural environment of the district, including landscape assets, 
biodiversity, geodiversity, priority habitats and species and statutory and locally designated sites, will be 
conserved and enhanced by:… 
ii. Ensuring that new development will not harm nature conservation interest, unless the benefits of 
development at that location clearly outweigh the harm caused…’ 
 
The pre-submission Lewes Local Plan part 2 provides no rationale for why the allocation of a Local 
Wildlife Site is justified or how the benefits of development of this site, which have not been made clear, 
will outweigh the significant harm.  Given that there is no objectively assessed need for additional 
employment space and that the NPPF requires that development is sustainable in terms of the economy, 
society and environment, and in particular achieves net gains to biodiversity, the destruction of a Local 
Wildlife Site is not acceptable.  
 
SWT believe that this policy should be removed. Or if LDC would like a policy to cover the area for the 
PAR, then the policy area covered by E1 should be significantly reduced to exclude any of the LWS to the 
east or south of the PAR route.  
 
 
 



 
 
SECTION 4 - DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES 
 
 
Policy DM4 – Residential Conversions in the Countryside  
SWT are encouraged to see that our comments from the regulation 18 consultation have been 
implemented, so that the supporting text for this policy talks more broadly than just habitat surveys and 
now includes wording related to Ecological Impact Assessments. However this wording is not reflected in 
policy DM4 itself and as such we do not believe the policy is compliant with national policy.  
 
In SWT’s experience, supporting text does not carry the same weight as policy wording in planning 
decisions and is instead used to explain the reasoning of the policy wording. The importance of policy 
wording in determining decisions is reflected in section 2.22 of the Lewes Local Plan Part 2 (pre 
submission), which states: 
 
‘Whilst the site allocations identified in this document establish the principle of development, planning 
permission must still be obtained through the planning application process. Planning applications will be 
determined in accordance with the development plan, including Core Policies of the Local Plan Part 1, 
Development Management (DM) and Site Allocation policies of the Local Plan Part 2, once adopted, and 
policies contained within neighbourhood plans where sufficient weight can be given. Other relevant 
plans, such as the East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove Waste and Minerals Plan, will also be 
given appropriate consideration at the time.’ 
 
It is significant that the supporting text to the policies is not referred to and therefore we request that an 
additional criterion is added to policy DM4 to ensure it is in line with section 165 of the 2012NPPF: 
 
‘(9) the proposal would not have an unacceptable impact on biodiversity, particularly protected species. The 
Council will normally require this to be demonstrated through the submission of an ecological assessment.’ 
 
We acknowledge LDC’s comments made within the Summary of Consultation on the Consultation Draft 
Document (30 November 2017 – 25 January 2018) in relation to SWT’s proposed modification to this 
policy. We respect the council’s approach to ensure the Local Plan Part 2 should be concise and should 
avoid undue repetition or duplication by using generic policies to set out principles that may be common 
to different types of development. However, neither Core Policy 10 in Lewes Local Part 1 or Draft Policy 
DM24 (Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity) capture the need for planning decisions to be 
informed by up to date environmental information. Therefore, if our modification is not accepted for this 
policy we will be seeking an amendment to policy DM24 to reflect the need for planning decisions to be 
informed by up to date ecological information to ensure the policy is compliant with section 165 of the 
2012NPPF.  
 
 
Policy DM6 – Equestrian Development 
SWT welcomes the inclusion of the bullet point which considers the cumulative impact on of equestrian 
developments on landscape character and biodiversity.  However we are concerned the policy fails to 
refer to the importance of determining the value of the existing site for biodiversity and the need to 
deliver net gains to biodiversity via development.  
 
As said, in our previous representation on DM4, we respect LDC’s approach to ensure the Local Plan Part 
2 should be concise and should avoid undue repetition or duplication by using generic policies to set out 
principles that may be common to different types of development. However neither Core Policy 10 in 
Lewes Local Part 1 or Draft Policy DM24 (Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity) capture the need 
for decisions to be informed by up to date environmental information and as per paragraph 165 of the 
2012NPPF. 
 



Due to our proposed modification not being accepted within this policy, we will be seeking an amendment 
to policy DM24 to reflect the need for decisions to be informed by up to date ecological information to 
ensure the policy is compliant with section 165 of the 2012NPPF. 
 
 
Policy DM9 – Farm Diversification.  
As stated in our regulation 18 response, SWT are supportive of bullet point (4). We also continue to 
acknowledge the need to create a concise plan that should avoid undue repetition or duplication by using 
generic policies to set out principles that may be common to different types of development. However, as 
we have stated previously we do not feel that the current Core Policy 10 in Lewes Local Part 1 or Draft 
Policy DM24 (Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity) capture the need for decisions to be informed 
by up to date environmental information, as per paragraph 165 of the 2012NPPF. 
 
Therefore, because our proposed modification has not been accepted for this policy, we will be seeking an 
amendment to policy DM24 to reflect the need for decisions to be informed by up to date ecological 
information to ensure the Lewes Local Plan part 2 complies national policy. 
 
 
Policy DM10 – Employment Development in the Countryside 
SWT are pleased to see that our recommendation for the reference to ‘habitat surveys’ in the previous 
consultation draft to be replaced with ‘ecological surveys’ has been delivered through the requirement 
for Ecological Impact Assessments in paragraph 4.39 of the pre-submission plan.  However, as expressed 
previously in our response, in our experience supporting text does not carry the same weight as policy in 
planning decisions and is instead used to explain the reasoning of the policy wording. This is reflected in 
the wording in section 2.22 of the Lewes Local Plan part 2 (pre-submission), which states:  
 
‘Whilst the site allocations identified in this document establish the principle of development, planning 
permission must still be obtained through the planning application process. Planning applications will be 
determined in accordance with the development plan, including Core Policies of the Local Plan Part 1, 
Development Management (DM) and Site Allocation policies of the Local Plan Part 2, once adopted, and 
policies contained within neighbourhood plans where sufficient weight can be given. Other relevant 
plans, such as the East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove Waste and Minerals Plan, will also be 
given appropriate consideration at the time.’ 
 
We acknowledge the need to create concise plan that should avoid undue repetition or duplication by 
using generic policies to set out principles that may be common to different types of development. 
However, as we have stated previously we do not feel that the current Core Policy 10 in Lewes Local Part 
1 or Draft Policy DM24 (Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity) capture the need for decisions to be 
informed by up to date environmental information, as per section 165 of the 2012NPPF. 
 
Therefore, because our modification as highlighted in our regulation 18 consultation response was not 
accepted for this policy, we will be seeking an amendment to policy DM24 to reflect the need for 
decisions to be informed by up to date ecological information. 
 
 
Policy DM11 – Existing Employment Sites in the Countryside 
We are encouraged to see the changes to the policy wording that acknowledge that landscape and 
biodiversity are not mutually exclusive. 
 
 
Policy DM14 – Multi-functional Green Infrastructure. 
Having re-examined our regulation 18 comments, SWT note that we supported the inclusion of the Green 
Infrastructure policy and highlighted the need for LDC to commit to undertake a Green Infrastructure 
(GI) Strategy. Producing a GI strategy would help LDC to meet the requirements of Core Policy 8 in the 
Lewes Local Plan Part 1 and ensure DM14 is deliverable. 
 



However, we are concerned that our comments have not been reflected in this way on page 34 of the 
Summary of Consultation on the Consultation Draft Document (30 November 2017 – 25 January 2018). 
The document states: 
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust objects because the policy is called 'multi-functional green infrastructure' and 
should therefore relate to all types of GI. 
 
SWT’s actual comment stated: 
 
Given the inclusion in the plan of a specific policy on Children’s Play Space (DM16), we are unclear why it 
is singled out in DM14. This policy is called ‘multi-functional green infrastructure’ and therefore it should 
relate to all types of GI. We recommend the following changes to widen out the policy and make it more 
effective at achieving positive contributions to the GI network: 
 
In relation to our comments, we remind the council that section 7.80 of Lewes Local Plan Part 1 covers a 
number of types of green spaces that are included in the LDC’s GI network. 
 
In our regulation 18 response we also sort specific changes to the policy wording so that it could reflect 
Core Policy 8. LDC has suggested that our proposed changing to wording is too vague in relation to the 
term ‘need.’  
 
Below highlights the proposed changes we suggested to the policy text in our regulation 18 consultation 
response: 
 
‘Development will be permitted where opportunities for the provision of additional green infrastructure 
have been identified, fully considered and would will be provided where justified by need the character of 
the area or the need for outdoor playing space. The additional provision should seek to enhance the 
district’s existing green infrastructure network and should be multifunctional and creative in its approach.  
Green infrastructure provided as part of new development should incorporate features to encourage 
biodiversity and retain or, where possible, enhance existing features of nature conservation value within 
and adjacent to the site. Existing ecological networks should be identified and ecological corridors should, 
where practical and appropriate, form an essential component of green infrastructure provision to ensure 
habitat connectivity.’ 
 
We suggested the term ‘need’ so that it could reflect the ‘need’ as identified in the evidence base for the 
allocation/application. The evidence base might be either a district Green Infrastructure Strategy (or 
equivalent) and/or an Ecological Impact Assessment of the site. The intention is not for the term to be 
vague but to deliver the ‘need’ as identified by the evidence base that informs the allocation/application, 
as aspired to in Core Policy 8 of the Lewes Local Plan Part 1.  
 
In particular, Core Policy 8 states: 
 
‘The local planning authority will promote a connected network of multifunctional green infrastructure by 
protecting and enhancing the quantity, quality and accessibility of open spaces throughout the district. 
This will be achieved by:  
1. Identifying in the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD or SDNPA Local Plan 

areas where there is potential for the enhancement or restoration of existing green infrastructure and 
opportunities for the provision of new green space...’ 

 
We remind LDC of their obligations to ensure the local plan takes a strategic approach to maintaining and 
enhancing networks of habitats and green infrastructure, as per section 114 of the 2012NPPF and 
section 171 of the 2018NPPF. We therefore ask what evidence base has been used to ensure a consistent 
approach to the identification of GI provision and enhancements within the site allocations? In particular, 
we note that only policy E2 specifically refers to the provision and enhancement of Green Infrastructure 
being delivered through the development. This appears inconsistent with the Core Policy 8. 
 



As demonstrated above, we do not believe that policy DM14 is currently consistent with national policy 
or the Lewes Local Plan Part 1. We again ask for the following amendments to ensure the policy is 
effective in delivering green infrastructure network enhancements as required in both the 2012 and 
2018 NPPF: 
 
‘Development will be permitted where opportunities for the provision of additional green infrastructure 
have been identified, fully considered and would will be provided where justified by need the character of 
the area or the need for outdoor playing space. The additional provision should seek to enhance the 
district’s existing green infrastructure network and should be multifunctional and creative in its approach.  
Green infrastructure provided as part of new development should incorporate features to encourage 
biodiversity and retain or, where possible, enhance existing features of nature conservation value within 
and adjacent to the site. Existing ecological networks should be identified and ecological corridors should, 
where practical and appropriate, form an essential component of green infrastructure provision to ensure 
habitat connectivity.’ 
 
 
Policy DM17 – Former Lewes /Sheffield Park Railway Line 
We are pleased to see that LDC have taken on board SWT’s constructive comments in relation to this 
policy and have made amendments that help to reflect the importance of this route for biodiversity. 
 
 
Policy DM18 – Recreation and Rivers 
SWT are encouraged to see that our comments relating to the natural functioning of the river and 
associated wetland are now reflected in the policy wording.  
 
 
Policy DM22 – Water Resources and Water Quality 
SWT supports the adoption of our comment reflecting the importance of Chalk Streams in the supporting 
text of this policy.  
 
 
Policy DM24 – Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
SWT acknowledge that some amendments have been made to this policy in light of comments and 
suggestions made by ourselves and Natural England. However, we remain concerned that this policy still 
fails to consider LDC’s responsibility to the district’s wider biodiversity assets. This is because neither 
Core Policy 10 in the Lewes Local Plan Part 1 or this pre-submission policy specifically stipulate the need 
for decisions to be based on up to date environmental information or for development to result in net 
gains to biodiversity.  
 
We note LDC’s response to our regulation 18 comments on this matter on page 42 of the Summary of 
Consultation on the Consultation Draft Document (30 November 2017 – 25 January 2018): 
 
A policy requirement for all development proposals to submit information on biodiversity is considered to 
be unduly onerous and unlikely to be justified for the majority of planning applications. It would therefore 
fail to have regard to the NPPF and no amendment is proposed to Draft Policy DM24 in this respect. 
 
In response to this, SWT would highlight that we recognised the need for a proportionate response to 
applications, but section 165 of the 2012NPPF states Planning policies and decisions should be based on 
up-to-date information about the natural environment and other characteristics of the area….. 
 
Both the 2012 and 2018 NPPFs are clear that achieving sustainable development means pursuing 
opportunities to secure economic, social and environmental net gains in an interdependent way. SWT 
does not agree that requiring that ecological information is submitted with planning application is 
onerous. Indeed many other adopted local plans include this requirement, for example in policy NE3 of 
the East Herts District Plan1. 

                                                
1 https://www.eastherts.gov.uk/districtplan  



 
By incorporating wording into policy DM24 that stipulates the need for up-to-date environmental 
information and net gains this will enable LDC at development management stage to swiftly assess 
applications to ensure they are fulfilling their requirements to deliver net gains to biodiversity as per 
paragraph 109 of the 2012NPPF and paragraph 170 of the 2018NPPF. 
 
We also refer back to comments made throughout the Summary of Consultation on the Consultation 
Draft Document (30 November 2017 – 25 January 2018) where LDC have resisted modifications to 
earlier policies that sought to seek policy wording to include the submission of ecological assessments. 
LDC reasoning was that they wish to create concise plan that should avoid undue repetition or 
duplication by using generic policies to set out principles that may be common to different types of 
development. We understand this view point and therefore seek the modifications to draft policy DM24 
to enable the plan to ensure it is consistent with national policy and deliver the responsibilities 
consistently and effectively. As it stands we do not believe this policy is sound. 
 
Therefore, SWT seeks the following addition to ensure that the DM24 is consistent with national policy:  
 
‘All development proposals must provide adequate up-to-date information about the biodiversity which 
may be affected and any avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures required to ensure no net loss 
to biodiversity and ensure measurable net gains are delivered. 
 
Development which would be likely to adversely affect a designated Ramsar site, designated or candidate 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) or a classified or potential Special Protection Area (SPA) will only be 
permitted where adverse likely significant effects can be avoided and/or mitigated against…’ 
 
 
 
We hope our recommendations are adopted to ensure that the policies within the Lewes Local Plan Part 2 
are as robust and effective as possible. SWT would be happy to discuss any of the above points with LDC.  
 
We do wish to attend the Examination in Public to ensure our views are given due consideration in light of 
any contrary comments that are received.  
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jess Price 
Conservation Officer 
 

                                                
 


