
QUESTION RESPONSE REASON RESPONSE TO TECHNICAL ANNEX

What is your name? - Surname
Gunn

the Technical Annex is generally well thought out and well illustrated 
by diagrams, tables and maps. A good job, well done!

What is your name? - First Name John

What are your contact details? - Email
johnpetergunn@hotmail.com

What are your contact details? - Telephone
1202467888; 07946855444

Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an 
organisation - Individual or organisation

Organisation

Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an 
organisation - Organisation

East Dorset Friends of the Earth Local Group (EDFoE)

We in EDFoE fully endorse the combined submission by 
the Kent, Sussex, Hampshire & Isle of Wight and Dorset 
Wildlife Trusts with the caveat that we strongly oppose 
marine dredging in the South Inshore area.

Table 2 showing high level marine objectives is useful. It brings to 
mind a couple of policies you don't have such as public transport links 
and hubs eg ports and town interchanges (not centres), airports, etc.

Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an 
organisation - Interest 

Environmental & social justice - for the planet, for people

Also, a policy needs to state that the MMO might decide to D136take 
action, including habitat protection, where priority species are under 
threat, as defined in the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
(NERC) Act 2006 

Which sector does your response relate to? - Sector local group affiliated to Friends of the Earth, a national and 
international environmental NGO

Which sector does your response relate to? - Other 
Environmental and social

Do you consider Chapter 1 provides adequate 
background information on the marine planning 
process and the south inshore and offshore marine 
plan areas? - Ch1 y/n

yes

Do you consider Chapter 1 provides adequate 
background information on the marine planning 
process and the south inshore and offshore marine 
plan areas? - CH1 comments 
The South Marine Plan provides a 20 year vision for the 
south marine plan area. 

Do you support the South Marine Plan vision 
statement?

  - Vision y/n

NO

The South Marine Plan provides a 20 year vision for the 
south marine plan area. 

Do you support the South Marine Plan vision 
statement?

  - vision text 

Following the Government’s own vision, the first line should 
read “Beautiful, clean, healthy, safe, productive, socially and 
biologically diverse and beneficial for all”. Then, "The south 
marine plan areas are distinctive for their dynamic nature, in 
natural and man-made influences and activities. There are 
many kinds of activity. Natural beauty and peacefulness stand 
out as qualities that make the south distinctive from other 
areas. Sustainable economic growth, enhanced protection of 
the natural and historic environment and improvements in 
health and wellbeing are beneficial to those who live, work 
and visit the south coast. By 2036, the areas’ iconic unique 
qualities, characteristics and culture will be conserved, and 
where needed enhanced, through the clear and balanced use 
of its marine space. "

the vague and irrelevant word "busy" has no place in a 
vision statement.  "Busy" is fine for London but it does not 
describe this area - "tranquil" is better. Although the South 
is increasingly urban, it isn’t London. People visit, live and 
work here because peace and tranquillity are key aspects 
life, even in the cities or on crowded beaches. But we 
accept that there are many kinds of activity, and this is 
distinctive, as the writer tried to observe. 2.2 and 2.3 are 
good practice.

One accepts that the shipping lanes are very busy (and the airways)

Do you consider Section 3 of the Draft South Marine 
Plan provides adequate information about using and 
implementing the Marine Plan once adopted? - 
MP_S3_y/n

yes



Do you consider Section 3 of the Draft South Marine 
Plan provides adequate information about using and 
implementing the Marine Plan once adopted? - 
MP_S3_text
Do you support the Marine Management Organisations 
approach to monitoring, review and reporting of the 
Draft South Marine Plan? - monitoring y/n

yes

1.2 Monitoring and review generally looks good. Some suggestion of 
when stakeholders might be involved in the review?

Do you support the Marine Management Organisations 
approach to monitoring, review and reporting of the 
Draft South Marine Plan? - Monitoring text

Do you support Objective 1 Co-existence? - Obj1 Y/N yes BUT you need to add a line to the paragraph under the 
heading of Table 2, "Objectives and policies of the South 
Marine Plan", after "listed under ‘Detail’", which should read 
"No project or infrastructure under any of these policies may 
take place unless (over and above the environmental impact 
assessment) a robust plan is in place to ensure biodiversity, 
environmental, climate,  social needs and social access 
(pedestrian and disabled) requirements are met and harm to 
these is minimised. 

We accept that these requirements may be addressed by 
other policies but your statement that they carry equal 
force is not true. Judges and inspectors read from top to 
bottom, left to right, so it is incorrect to put the 
environmental policies last, then to claim they have equal 
weight. This sentence will lighten this problem and ensure 
social and environmental justice while still enabling the 
policies to be enforced, in the order you have used. PLEASE 
include this line (modified if necessary). 

You might also add to the Plan Table 2 heading, "The precautionary 
principle is to be applied consistently".; and
 "Marine businesses will be subject to clear, timely, proportionate 
and, where appropriate, plan led regulation.
(from Table 2 of the Technical Annex) 

Do you support Objective 1 Co-existence? - Obj1 text

Do you support policy S-CO-1 Co-existence?

 - S-CO-1 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-CO-1 Co-existence?

 - S-CO-1 text
Do you support policy S-DEF-1 Defence?

 - S-DEF-1 y/n

no comment

Do you support policy S-DEF-1 Defence?

 - S-DEF-1 text
Do you support policy S-OG-1 Oil and Gas?

 - S-OG-1 y/n

no comment

Do you support policy S-OG-1 Oil and Gas?

 - S-OG-1 text
Do you support policy S-TIDE-1 Tide?

 - S-TIDE-1 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-TIDE-1 Tide?

 - S-TIDE-1 text
Do you support policy S-PS-1 Ports and Shipping 1?

 - S-PS-1 y/n NO

Do you support policy S-PS-1 Ports and Shipping 1?

 - S-PS-1 text

Unless you include the sentence we suggested in the 
heading, you need to start this policy with "Unless the 
proposal is for a beneficial environmental or social purpose, "   
and the right hand column should read "Ports and harbours 
help to realise economic and social benefits for the south 
marine plan area and the UK. S-PS-1 ensures that most 
proposals..."

No way! Any new port project has to be in a sensible place, 
not just anywhere. As originally phrased, you can’t create an 
SSSI on land that is coveted by a port company. As phrased, 
port expansion trumps environment. With this addition, it’s 
vice versa. This policy will be read alone by planners and 
tribunals and it is not sufficient to say that environmental 
issues are taken care of elsewhere, or that all policies carry 
equal weight when they are so contradictory. This 
comment applies throughout. Future growth in port and 
harbour activity should only be supported as part of a wider 
area plan. For a start, rail transport connections need to be 
re-established.

Do you support policy S-AGG-1 Aggregates 1?

 - S-AGG-1 y/n

NO. Marine aggregate dredging has a negative impact on the 
local economy by damaging environmental capital and 
services worth far more than the aggregates extracted. It 
does contribute positively to local GDP but so does bank 
robbery.



Do you support policy S-AGG-1 Aggregates 1?

 - S-AGG-1 text

You should start, "Within the South Offshore Plan area," (see 
comment) and continue "Proposals (other than marine 
protection proposals) in areas where a licence for extraction 
of aggregates has been granted or formally applied for should 
not be authorised, unless it is demonstrated that the other 
development or activity is compatible with aggregate 
extraction" 

There should be no new marine aggregate dredging allowed 
in the Inshore area, whether a permit has been applied for 
or not, because the gravel beds are nurseries for fish 
hatchlings and eggs.  The aggregates may be plentiful here 
but Nationally and worldwide, they are a very scarce 
resource. They are more valuable in situ, as environmental 
capital.The offshore areas should be closely monitored and 
aggregate dredging reduced to zero by the plan's end in 
2036.

Do you support policy S-AGG-2 Aggregates 2?

 - S-AGG-2 y/n

NO

Do you support policy S-AGG-2 Aggregates 2?

 - S-AGG-2 text

the policy should start " Within the South Offshore Plan area  
proposals (other than marine protection proposals) within an 
area subject ... "

see above

Do you support policy S-AGG-3 Aggregates 3?

 - S-AGG-3 y/n

NO

Do you support policy S-AGG-3 Aggregates 3?

 - S-AGG-3 text

the policy should start " Within the South Offshore Plan area  
proposals (other than marine protection proposals) in areas 
where high ... "

see above

Do you support policy S-DD-1 Dredging and Disposal 1?

 - S-DD-1 y/n no comment

Do you support policy S-DD-1 Dredging and Disposal 1?

 - S-DD-1 text

Do you support policy S-AQ-1 Aquaculture 1?

 - S-AQ-1 y/n NO

Instead of "supported", you might try "encouraged", which 
is less prescriptive and does not give statutory authorities a 
duty to accept every such proposal.

Do you support policy S-AQ-1 Aquaculture 1?

 - S-AQ-1 text

 Delete the first sentence, "Proposals for aquaculture in 
identified areas of potential aquaculture production will be 
supported." The policy starts "Proposals in existing 
aquaculture production areas must demonstrate 
consideration of and compatibility with aquaculture 
production. 
Where compatibility ... ", with "and potential sites for future 
expansion" deleted.

Some aquaculture is good environmentally. Some, such as 
some shrimp farming, is not. Much fish farming is harmful. 
The policy must not give carte blanche to any project 
without discrimination. For aquaculture projects to be 
permitted, they must demonstrate that similar projects 
work well without significant harm to the local environment 
or to coastal protection. Also, unless much smaller areas are 
identified, just for aquaculture, then this activity should 
take its chance with any competing project and not be 
prioritised.

Do you support ObjecƟve 2 Infrastructure?


 - OBJ2 y/n

no comment

Do you support ObjecƟve 2 Infrastructure?


 - OBJ2 text
Do you support policy S-INF-1 Infrastructure?

 - S-INF-1 y/n NO

Instead of "supported", you might try "encouraged", which 
is less prescriptive and does not give statutory authorities a 
duty to accept every such proposal.

The Technical Annex is generally  good for S-INF-1, but you don't 
mention public transport links and hubs eg ports and town 
interchanges (not centres), airports, etc.

Do you support policy S-INF-1 Infrastructure?

 - S-INF-1 text

Unless you include the sentence we suggested in the 
heading, you need to start this policy with "Unless the 
proposal is for a beneficial environmental or social purpose 
and does not damage a heritage site ... "   and then it should 
read "land based infrastructure which facilitates marine 
activity that has already been approved or that is supported 
by the local plan should, in general, be supported. (or "should 
be encouraged")

Say I own a seaside mobile home park. The original policy 
means my application to build an adjacent marina can't be 
opposed and nor can my plan to build a dual carriageway to 
it. Some new infrastructure, such as rail connections to 
ports, is needed and new infrastructure for marine projects 
is usually beneficial but local authorities need to be able to 
use common sense and to take public opinion into account. 

Do you support policy S-PS-2 Ports and shipping 2?

 - S-PS-2 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-PS-2 Ports and shipping 2?

 - S-PS-2 text
Do you support policy S-PS-3 Ports and shipping 3?

 - S-PS-3 y/n

yes



Do you support policy S-PS-3 Ports and shipping 3?

 - S-PS-3 text
Do you support policy S-CAB-1 Cables 1?

 - S-CAB-1 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-CAB-1 Cables 1?

 - S-CAB-1 text
Do you support policy S-CAB-2 Cables 2?

 - S-CAB-2 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-CAB-2 Cables 2?

 - S-CAB-2 text
Do you support policy S-AQ-2 Aquaculture 2?

 - S-AQ-2 y/n

NO Need to give local authorities some wriggle room for 
common sense and public opinion

Do you support policy S-AQ-2 Aquaculture 2?

 - S-AQ-2 text

unless you include the sentence we suggested in the heading, 
you need to start this policy with "Unless the proposal is for a 
beneficial environmental or social purpose and does not 
damage a heritage site ... "   and then it should read  
"Proposals that enable the provision of infrastructure for 
sustainable fisheries and
aquaculture and related industries will, in general, be 
supported.

Instead of "supported", you might try "encouraged", which 
is less prescriptive and does not give statutory authorities a 
duty to accept every such proposal.

Do you support ObjecƟve 3 DiversificaƟon?

 - OBJ3 y/n

yes

Do you support ObjecƟve 3 DiversificaƟon?

 - OBJ3 text
Do you support policy S-REN-1 Renewable energy?

 - S-REN-1 y/n yes

We support this policy but you may need to give local 
authorities some wriggle room for common sense and 
public opinion. We supported renewable energy proposals 
but public opinion is often against them.

Do you support policy S-REN-1 Renewable energy?

 - S-REN-1 text
Do you support policy S-AGG-4 Aggregates 4? - S-AGG-4 
y/n

NO
This policy must be deleted. Marine aggregates should not 
be preferred (and this is unenforceable anyway); also, it's an 
administrative issue, not a land use planning one. This is 
taking the proximity principle to silly lengths.

Do you support policy S-AGG-4 Aggregates 4? - S-AG-4 
text

DELETE

Do you support policy S-FISH-1 Fishing 1?

 - S-FISH-1 y/n yes

We support this policy but you may need to give local 
authorities some wriggle room for common sense and 
public opinion. 

Do you support policy S-FISH-1 Fishing 1?

 - S-FISH-1 text

SS 236-240 are particularly useful. Marinet, of whom we are also 
affiliate members, has long been advocating an ecosystem-based 
approach with the caveat that, at present, we know so little about 
marine ecosystems. The Marine Policy Statement and the ecosystem-
based approach could usefully be quoted in other policies as well.

Do you support policy Policy S-TR-1 Tourism and 
recreaƟon 1?

 - S-TR-1 y/n

yes
We support this policy but you may need to give local 
authorities some wriggle room for common sense and 
public opinion. 

The word "Sustainable" needs to be mentioned and a lot of eco-
tourism takes place in our area

Do you support policy Policy S-TR-1 Tourism and 
recreaƟon 1?

 - S-TR-1 text
Do you support ObjecƟve 4 Employment and skills?

 - OBJ4 y/n yes

Do you support ObjecƟve 4 Employment and skills?

 - OBJ4 text

Do you support policy S-EMP-1 Employment 1?

 - S-EMP-1 y/n yes

We support this policy but you may need to give local 
authorities some wriggle room for common sense and 
public opinion. 

Do you support policy S-EMP-1 Employment 1?

 - S-EMP-1 text



Do you support policy S-EMP-2 Employment 2?

 - S-EMP-2 y/n yes

We support this policy but you may need to give local 
authorities some wriggle room for common sense and 
public opinion. 

Do you support policy S-EMP-2 Employment 2?

 - S-EMP-2 text
Do you support ObjecƟve 5 Displacement?

 - OBJ5 y/n

yes BUT 

Do you support ObjecƟve 5 Displacement?

 - OBJ5 text

you need to add "beneficial"
not all marine activities are beneficial eg aggregate 
dredging, scallop dredging

Do you support policy S-SOC-1 Social?

 - S-SOC-1 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-SOC-1 Social?

 - S-SOC-1 text
Do you support policy S-TR-2 Tourism and recreaƟon 2?

 - S-TR-2 y/n yes BUT 

Do you support policy S-TR-2 Tourism and recreaƟon 2?

 - S-TR-2 text

you need to add "beneficial" not all tourism activities are beneficial

Do you support policy S-FISH-2 Fishing 2?

 - S-FISH-2 y/n no comment

Most fishing is not very sustainable at present and the public are 
increasingly expecting to be informed about catching methods, etc

Do you support policy S-FISH-2 Fishing 2?

 - S-FISH-2 text
Do you support policy S-FISH-3 Fishing 3?

 - S-FISH-3 y/n

no comment
Need to give local authorities some wriggle room for 
common sense and public opinion

Do you support policy S-FISH-3 Fishing 3?

 - S-FISH-3 text
Do you support ObjecƟve 6 Access?

 - OBJ6 y/n

yes

Do you support ObjecƟve 6 Access?

 - OBJ6 text
Do you support policy S-ACC-1 Access 1?

 - S-ACC-1 y/n

yes including access for disabled people, please
Need to recognise that public access to wildlife refuges and MPAs 
must be limited or guided, usually seasonally

Do you support policy S-ACC-1 Access 1?

 - S-ACC-1 text

Need to give local authorities some wriggle room for 
common sense and public opinion

Do you support policy S-ACC-2 Access 2?

 - S-ACC-2 y/n

yes
 you could add the rider "in general" or "encouraged", see 
above

Do you support policy S-ACC-2 Access 2?

 - S-ACC-2 text
Do you support ObjecƟve 7 Climate change?

 - OBJ7 y/n

yes

Do you support ObjecƟve 7 Climate change?

 - OBJ7 text
Do you support policy S-CC-1 Climate change 1?

 - S-CC-1 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-CC-1 Climate change 1?

 - S-CC-1 text
Do you support policy S-CC-2 Climate Change 2?

 - S-CC-2 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-CC-2 Climate Change 2?

 - S-CC-2 text
Do you support policy S-CC-3 Climate Change 3?

 - S-CC-3 y/n NO

sometimes giving the sea access is better than being King 
Canute and telling the sea level not to rise. Also, we have 
isostasis = land level drop in this area.

Do you support policy S-CC-3 Climate Change 3?

 - S-CC-3 text
Do you support policy S-CC-4 Climate change 4?

 - S-CC-4 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-CC-4 Climate change 4?

 - S-CC-4 text



Do you support ObjecƟve 8 Heritage Assets?

 - OBJ8 y/n

yes

Do you support ObjecƟve 8 Heritage Assets?

 - OBJ8 text
Do you support policy S-HER-1 Heritage assets?

 - S-HER-1 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-HER-1 Heritage assets?

 - S-HER-1 text
Do you support ObjecƟve 9 Seascape and landscape?

 - OBJ9 y/n yes

Do you support ObjecƟve 9 Seascape and landscape?

 - OBJ9 text

Do you support policy S-SCP-1 Seascape?

 - S-SCP-1 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-SCP-1 Seascape?

 - S-SCP-1 text
Do you support ObjecƟve 10 Marine Protected Areas?

 - OBJ10 y/n yes

Do you support ObjecƟve 10 Marine Protected Areas?

 - OBJ10 text

Do you support policy S-MPA-1 Marine Protected Areas 
1?



 - S-MPA-1 y/n yes

Please note that Marine Protected Areas in the Plan area are 
not sufficient to ensure fish stock replenishment and 
biodiversity. The MMO has a big role to play and needs to 
enlist the help of commercial and sports fishermen, 
birdwatchers, coastal nature wardens, tourist boat and ferry 
captains, etc.

Do you support policy S-MPA-1 Marine Protected Areas 
1?


 - S-MPA-1 text

No kind of dredging except for shipping lanes should ever 
be tolerated in any MPA unless the MPA managers call for it 
to improve the seabed or for scientific research

need to accept that MPA protection will gradually become more 
effective, coherent and tough towards the plan end in 2036

Do you support policy S-MPA-2 Marine Protected Areas 
2?


 - S-MPA-2 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-MPA-2 Marine Protected Areas 
2?


 - S-MPA-2 text
Do you support policy S-MPA-3 Marine Protected Areas 
3?


 - S-MPA-3 y/n

NO

Do you support policy S-MPA-3 Marine Protected Areas 
3?


 - S-MPA-3 text

Remove "where consistent with other policies in the plan" 
and add "where reasonably practicable"

Do you support policy S-MPA-4 Marine Protected Areas 
4?


 - S-MPA-4 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-MPA-4 Marine Protected Areas 
4?


 - S-MPA-4 text
Do you support Objective 11 Marine Strategy 
Framework DirecƟve and Water Framework DirecƟve?

 - OBJ11 y/n

yes

Do you support Objective 11 Marine Strategy 
Framework DirecƟve and Water Framework DirecƟve?

 - OBJ11 text



Do you support policy S-NIS-1 non-indigenous species? - 
S-NIS-1 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-NIS-1 non-indigenous species? - 
S-NIS-1 text
Do you support policy S-ML-1 Marine liƩer 1?

 - S-ML-1 y/n

yes BUT please rephrase
not all beach litter is harmful. Some beaches should have 
(non-plastic) jetsam such as wood and seaweed left as some 
shore invertebrates are becoming scarce and at least one 
(the giant tawny shore earwig) has gone extinct in the UK. 

Do you support policy S-ML-1 Marine liƩer 1?

 - S-ML-1 text

All beaches are amenity beaches

Do you support policy S-ML-2 Marine liƩer 2?

 - S-ML-2 y/n

yes See above

Do you support policy S-ML-2 Marine liƩer 2?

 - S-ML-2 text
Do you support policy S-UN-1 Underwater noise 1?

 - S-UN-1 y/n yes

Do you support policy S-UN-1 Underwater noise 1?

 - S-UN-1 text

Do you support policy S-UN-2 Underwater noise 2?

 - S-UN-2 y/n yes

Do you support policy S-UN-2 Underwater noise 2?

 - S-UN-2 text

Do you support ObjecƟve 12 Space for nature?

 - OBJ12 y/n

yes, excellent

Do you support ObjecƟve 12 Space for nature?

 - OBJ12 text
Do you support policy S-BIO-1 Biodiversity 1?

 - S-BIO-1 y/n

yes, excellent

Do you support policy S-BIO-1 Biodiversity 1?

 - S-BIO-1 text
Do you support policy S-BIO-2 Biodiversity 2?


 - S-BIO-2 y/n

yes, excellent

Do you support policy S-BIO-2 Biodiversity 2?


 - S-BIO-2 text
Do you support policy S-BIO-3 Biodiversity 3?


 - S-BIO-3 y/n

yes, excellent

Do you support policy S-BIO-3 Biodiversity 3?


 - S-BIO-3 text
Do you support policy S-BIO-4 Biodiversity 4?


 - S-BIO-4 y/n

yes, excellent

Do you support policy S-BIO-4 Biodiversity 4?


 - S-BIO-4 text
Do you support policy S-DIST-1 Disturbance?

 - S-DIST-1 y/n

yes, excellent

Do you support policy S-DIST-1 Disturbance?

 - S-DIST-1 text
Do you support policy S-FISH-4 Fishing 4?

 - S-FISH-4 y/n

yes, excellent

Do you support policy S-FISH-4 Fishing 4?

 - S-FISH-4 text
Do you support policy S-FISH-4HER Herring spawning?

 - S-FISH-4HER y/n yes Do we have herring locally?

Do you support policy S-FISH-4HER Herring spawning?

 - S-FISH-4HER text

Do you support policy S-DD-2 Dredging and disposal 2?

 - S-DD-1 y/n yes



Do you support policy S-DD-2 Dredging and disposal 2?

 - S-DD-1 text

Do you support policy S-WQ-1 Water quality 1?

 - S-WQ-1 y/n

yes but remove "significant"

Do you support policy S-WQ-1 Water quality 1?

 - S-WQ-1 text
Do you support policy S-WQ-2 Water quality 2?

 - S-WQ-2 y/n

yes

Do you support policy S-WQ-2 Water quality 2?

 - S-WQ-2 text
Do you have any other comments about the Draft 
South Marine Plan? - MP other y/n

yes

Do you have any other comments about the Draft 
South Marine Plan? - Other MP text

See my covering e-mail
See my covering e-mail

my text is repeated below

Do you have any other comments about the Technical 
Annex? - TA other y/n

yes

Do you have any other comments about the Technical 
Annex? - Other TA text

See 

text

Do you have any comments on the findings of the 
Sustainability Appraisal for the Draft South Marine 
Plan? - SA y/n
Do you have any comments on the findings of the 
Sustainability Appraisal for the Draft South Marine 
Plan? - SA text
Overall, how satisfied are you with our online 
consultation tool? 

n/a

Overall, how satisfied are you with our online 
consultation tool? 
Do you agree that the MMO has taken all reasonable 
steps to engage with people or groups with an interest 
in marine planning in the south as outlined in the 
approved Statement of Public Participation. 

yes 

Do you agree that the MMO has taken all reasonable 
steps to engage with people or groups with an interest 
in marine planning in the south as outlined in the 
approved Statement of Public Participation. 

BUT the first few policies make us ask, who listened?

An additional policy S-ECON-1 : protection of 
employment places 

Places of work will generally be reserved for business use. 
small and start-up businesses have places to work and to 
expand; wharves, warehouses, docks and other business 
sites, small and large, will be retained for business use and 
protected from infill housing development; where not, the 
developer must demonstrate that they will, in order of 
preference: a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate adverse 
impacts.

An additional policy S-ECON-2 : green industry green enterprise and green manufacturing, land and marine, 
will be encouraged



Property development
Property development usually has a high opportunity cost and, when infrastructure and buildings are built, there is usually no net increase in jobs. That said, environmentally and 
socially conscious planning can result in an increase in building development opportunities, but with better design and use of space. EDFoE has no problem with any development 
that is environmentally and socially sustainable. However, supply of land must be restricted by the Plan because, in the South of England, demand is virtually unlimited. This is 
partly because this is a great place to live and work but also because of hot money. Investing in property is a time-honoured way of hiding ill-gotten gains. There are some US$ 4 
trillion per annum of freshly laundered money looking for a home and the investors don’t mind taking a loss  [the UN figures are hard to quantify].
One of the targets of these people is maritime warehouses and wharfside facilities, to turn into residential and office developments. Since the privatisation of British ports there is 
an excess of port facilities in the UK and there are now no major ports in the UK that are owned by UK companies. So it is very tempting for them to sell urban waterfront land 
(which has a premium for residential development) and to buy cheap land nearby to “re-develop” or “modernise” the port facilities. Dibden Bay is one such proposal.

South Marine Plan 
This land-use and sea-use plan is designed to implement the MMO’s vision for marine planning locally, to promote development, to ensure sustainability and to legislate on the key 
planning issues. It will have authority over all development in the South of our region, anywhere that relates to the sea. Some coastal communities are more maritime than others 
but it is not the job of this plan to differentiate between them [I’ve created a littoral land-use anthropology map that may be relevant to coastal communities, if it’s correct. This 
makes Weymouth, Swanage, Wareham, Poole, Lymington and the Isle of Wight maritime communities but not Southampton, nor Christchurch which, in spite of its harbour, has 
most of its social connections inland] . 
The draft Plan is actually the South Inshore and South Offshore Plans combined and we are happy with this, the caveat that, on statute they are separate plans, being noted.
The draft plan is a land-use (and seabed-use) plan and it has always been hard to translate good strategy into good land-use planning. Good intentions abound in the vision and 
SPAR documents and in the Plan itself, but wording and order matter and at the start, environmental and social sustainability fall far behind economic growth. The stakeholder 
involvement that the MMO facilitated about this plan was very well organised. Thankyou, not least, for a chance to network with professional officials, fishermen and others, giving 
each of us a chance to broaden our understanding of the issues. There was an environmentally positive consensus between the tourism, fishing, environmental conservation, sport 
and recreation sectors and, to a lesser extent, the Councils and the Port authorities. Some of this seems to have been lost between the workshops and the draft plan. Given the 
excellent work of the MMO professionals, this is disappointing. The Technical Annex is very good.

Unlike Marinet, which was once FoE’s marine campaigning arm but is now independent, we in EDFoE generally approve of the work of the MMO. However, we are worried that the 
MMO do not understand that value and price are very different. We approve of the trend to value the day by day economic services of marine habitats but the capital value of the 
relevant land or seabed is greatly undervalued, simply because it’s available so cheaply at current prices. The opportunity cost of any SSSI or MCZ   is generally hundreds of millions 
of pounds because protected areas are not zoo parks but biodiversity reservoirs for the surrounding area. The compensation that BP et al were forced to pay for the oil spill 
damage in the Gulf of Mexico is evidence that some professionals value marine environmental capital very highly.

Dibden Bay - a proposed port near Southampton
We opposed this proposed major port development in the Test Estuary. Associated British Ports, who own Southampton Port, see this valuable wildlife area as cheap development 
land. We won a lengthy public enquiry in 2004 but it’s still a threat.   The phrasing of the Plan needs to be changed to show that environmental protection has priority over 
property development in places like this, whether or not the expansion is genuine. 



Marine aggregate dredging
Marine aggregate mining has a strong negative economic and environmental impact in our area. It is true that it contributes to local GDP, but so does sinking a ship, causing an 
accident or robbing a bank!
There is a worldwide shortage of gravel and sand  but it’s still very cheap while seabeds across the World can be looted at will. If the wild aggregate grab envisioned by the Plan 
takes place, there will be few pristine gravel beds left by 2036, the end of the Plan’s period. It is not possible to stop marine aggregate mining immediately without creating 
shortages but developers need to be forced to use more alternatives. The correct approach is to aim for continual reduction to zero marine aggregates well before the Plan’s end 
date and to halt dredging immediately anywhere in the South Inshore Plan area.
As marine aggregates are a non-renewable resource and their extraction is so ecologically damaging, we recommend a complete moratorium on all marine dredging except for 
shipping lanes in the South Inshore area. This should include putting current permits into abeyance if the law permits this. All applications should be put on hold. A study of 
regeneration (if any) in excavated sites should then be undertaken. In any case, the criteria for granting permits need to be considerably tightened.
In the remaining permitted areas (in the South Offshore Plan area), there is nothing to stop all the aggregates being vacuum dredged from small (1 mile square) areas, creating 
underwater quarries, which might become useful benthic habitats.
About 1.1 million of the 1.8 million tonnes of sand and shingle used in the last Bournemouth beach replenishment, as well as more for Christchurch, Poole and Weymouth, came 
from Dolphin Banks, an underwater sand and gravel ridge in Poole Bay, a powerhouse for marine life in the Bay. The MMO and Crown Estates have earmarked much of this area for 
dredging and, according to Figure 2, nearly half of Poole Bay, which is a very important and highly sensitive area ecologically, and which should all be protected as an SPA in the 
future. The Councils have already put aside some £50 million for beach replenishment in the near future. Bournemouth and Poole beaches lose about 70,000 tonnes of sand a year, 
going by replenishment figures. This is due to bad beach design and development too close to the low water mark, and it can be partly remedied with proven engineering, but 
seaside Councils have no incentive to do this while marine aggregates are so cheap. Dredged sea sand and gravel also go to make concrete for buildings, and are lost to the sea. 
There are excellent alternatives, especially recycling building materials and recyclates from domestic and industrial sources. Much demolition waste can be saved from landfill, 
especially on-site (although the building industry is improving in this). Crushed glass makes good sand (from whence it came)!
Dredging is obviously OK to remove silt to clear the shipping channels. The Plan is good on silt dredging and dumping.
We (with Greenpeace and others) successfully opposed the dumping of Thames-side sewage waste into the North Sea, which was then a successful ongoing industry. Now, no-one 
can understand why people were so stupid as to foul such a valuable resource. Unless the marine aggregates industry demonstrates that it can change its methods to operate 
without collateral damage and in a beneficial way, eg by conserving fish stocks or creating better habitats, we will continue to oppose marine dredging. Were this demonstrated, 
EDFoE would withdraw our objection to all marine aggregate dredging, with the caveat that it is still a very limited resource that belongs to future generations. We expect the 
MMO to be the good guys here.




