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Bromley Biodiversity Partnership Steering 
Attendees

Alister Hayes (AH), Ewa Prokop (EP), Barry Gutteridge (BG), Ishpi Blatchley (IB), John Mitchell (JM), Bill Whitaker (BW), Alison Bolt (AB), Sarah Adams (SA), Nick Hopkins (NH), Jennie Randall (JR), Stephanie Waddington (SW), Dave Witherspoon (DW), Irene Palmer (IP), Val Bryant (VB), Tony Banfield (TB), Adam Jenkins (AJ), Richard Pearce (RP), Amanda MacLean (AM), Jenny Price (JP), Steve Ashkettle (SA), Caroll Long (CL), Anna Martin (AM), Sue Hayes (SH), Alan Filby (AF),  Tudor Davies (TD), Alistair (A, Paxton Society).

Apologies: Judith John, Lorraine Courtenay, Penny Read, Bob Francis. 
Minutes
AH welcomed everyone and introductions were made.  As there were a mixture of established and new attendees, presentations would be pitched accordingly and questions invited at any point.  For the benefit of new attendees, minutes are also more comprehensive than usual.
BBAP Review
· AH said that good achievements had been made since the start of BBAP (Bromley Biodiversity Action Plan) in 1998, with which he and IB had been involved as the first for any London Borough.  An original ‘Bromley 8’ species of local concern and initial listing of habitats which changed slightly over various reviews.  The BBAP website continues to be the main avenue for sharing information with updates to be made over the next month (eg. Darwin’s Hedgerows survey).  
· 2010, which happens to be the International Year of Biodiversity (IYB) was time to again look forward after decade of effort and opportune due to recent changes and advice provided on a London and national scene.  
· The full Discussion Paper covering the review had been circulated with the agenda.  Species Action Plans (SAPs) and Habitat Action Plans (HAPs) are outlined on the website and include a multitude of actions in their 100’s that have been challenging; much SMARTer (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic, targeted) actions were being sought on this occasion with linkages to sites and people wherever possible.   Maintaining and increasing public awareness and surveying continue to be important but not strictly a figure to be reported on via BARS (Biodiversity Action Reporting System adopted by a number of organisations across the country for common presentation of action); to what extent populations of species or areas of habitat were being maintained or increased were now the priorities for assessing effective progress under BAPs.  Actions could also be added to through this approach.   Logging of activities outside of BARS would be encouraged too.

· Sections 1-3 were outlined by AH; most discussion was spent on 4.  
· The proposal to not have SAPs was accepted. AH said that: there was flexibility  to adopt national campaigns; urgent targets or favourites could still be pursued; overviews of species the Partnership was particularly interested in would be presented; ‘species dialogue’ still needed to continue.  EP said that individuals could still act as ‘champions’ for particular species, something which had been discussed at a previous meeting.  
· IB explained that after initial concerns over loss of SAP for bats she did now feel that issues at specific sites or with habitat champions could satisfactorily address bat issues and arguably better. 
· BW was concerned that reptiles had not previously been adopted by the Partnership and would not be on this occasion, however that his main concern was the need for species recording per se to take place and for there to be ‘local intelligence’ of local data.  The need to address ‘across the board’ recording activity of species by various people across the Borough was accepted.     AH to circulate the Recording Paper already in draft (to be circulated prior to HAPpy meeting where recording will be discussed) and demonstration of the benefits of Greenspace Information for Greater London (GIGL) were highlighted later in the meeting.  EP highlighted opportunity for Friends groups to implement targeted recording.  
· VB said that the RSPB had records of birds found in the area; there was debate over the need to share records and how best to highlight when surveys were being undertaken, such as the OPAL lichen survey undertaken by IB, and how to ensure they are entered into a recording systems which over a period of time would trickle down to accessible GIGL data for which LBB, through AH, have a service level agreement. GIGL were also working towards improving the ‘public-face’ on its website to ease access of data. 
· VB raised how aliens and exotics such as parakeets would be addressed; AH confirmed that this normally came down to site management and used the Three Rivers Clean Up approach to Himalayan Balsam as an example of cross-boundary issues;  other species, such as parakeets, would not necessarily be possible or appropriate to address; IB commented how noctule numbers were probably impacted on by parakeets.    
· TB asked whether a register of what occurs at each habitat existed; AH referred to GIGL and the need for recording updates.  TB referred to research of greenspace gardens of London Parks and Gardens Trust that may be useful for the Partnership.
· The listing of habitats proposed was accepted.  
· NH was relieved that Farmland was no longer on the list as he felt it was difficult to address issues there; AH agreed that other than through Bromley Countryside Service (BCS) advice, progress was dependant on national and Natural England priorities and there would always be difficulties with land in private ownership.  
· AML confirmed for IB that Churchyards & Cemeteries had been amalgamated with Parks and Open Spaces in London; AH confirmed for IB that more discussion on content of HAPs would come over the next couple of months.  
· AMC to check on listing of London HAPs in paper; she emphasised that habitats were seen as the best means of prioritising effort in relation to enhancement and creation and commitments had also been made by the Mayor, so providing additional drive; she  was pleased to see the BBAP taking on board regional and national direction and said that a Natural England paper outlining how habitats could take species into account had been produced http://naturalengland.etraderstores.com/NaturalEnglandShop/NERR024 and no doubt took account of 90% of all species.  BW commented that his concerns were for the 10% where specific needs were required that would otherwise ‘fall by the wayside’. IP also felt that management by formula was not appropriate and the quirks of species normally easy to disregard should and could be addressed through local BAPs; that the habitat a species is occupying is not necessarily its ideal habitat. AH/BW highlighted the current aim and need for evaluating habitats.  EP said that focus for species could be taken into account on a site by site or SINC (Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation) basis, such as reptiles at Hayes Common, where appropriate as part of the BBAP.  
· VB questioned funding for habitat improvements; AH highlighted Natural England involvement in SSSI and stewardship agreements; EP said that effort was currently being made to identify SINCs that may be appropriate for stewardship.
· The listing of landscapes proposed was accepted.  AH had presented LBB options at various meetings on landscape-scale projects to attract funding to the area.  Landscapes would also ‘fill in the gaps’ for particular areas (eg. railways, road verges, industrial estates) in relevant locations; principle of approach (something being adopted regionally and nationally more and more) is that species move between habitats of protected and unprotected sites and that landscapes are easier for people to identify with.  
· AH clarified for AF that river ‘corridors’ (jncorporating river itself and built and green elements alongside) had ‘blurry’ edges and that Darrick Wood though between the catchments of Ravensbourne and Cray, could be covered by either or by LOOP landscape.  
· IP pointed out ‘Living Landscapes’ approach by Kent Wildlife Trust; AH confirmed this could be incorporated into BBAP supporting information or actions where appropriate alongside the ‘London Signatures’ approach which takes account of the urban setting (geology, cultural influence etc.) and that with LBB’s links with London and Kent, picking out the best approaches to follow is key.  
· IP said that tarmacing of verges had affected water flow and non-native trees had been planted on streets; AH said that awareness of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems was in place amongst planners and felt that BBAP could not accommodate every issue affecting species as the number of actions would again escalate.  
· AMC reaffirmed that from the London perspective Thames tributaries were priorities with discussions currently being made on possible funding and landscapes were being identified on a national basis by Natural England where habitat and species targets could be focussed.  NH queried who would lead on  landscapes; AH said he was already involved in various projects on a strategic front and would carry on overseeing this obviously working alongside relevant partners.  
· Sections 6-7 of the Paper were outlined by AH.  He said that there is need to move quickly in relation to identifying targets and actions and be realistic how about progress made to date and therefore prize out actions that can be achieved over the future and work on this over March and April was proposed and accepted so that the job of implementing could carry on. AH highlighted that every person was in a position as individuals and organisations to widen partnership awareness and involvement and were encouraged to do so.
Action:  HAP Actions to be finalised over March and April 2010; meetings to be arranged March, April with full partnership meeting in September.  Individuals to inform AH of attendance at March meeting; additional information to be circulated prior to that meeting.
Borough Survey & SINCs

· AH explained the system of designated sites from the national to local level and that Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) are a ‘representative sample’ of high quality habitats.  Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs) were ‘jewels’ in our local area identified through a targeted (2000) and systematic (2008-9) survey of the Borough and assessed against a suite of criteria (slightly adapted for London).   Habitat (as ‘habitat parcels’ of land) and some species data had been recorded for all sites across the Borough and has been uploaded to GIGL, which sits in a national system of recording centres amongst which data is shared.  Various individuals and organisations have also submitted separate records to GIGL or other organisations.  
· SINCs are a planning designation, considered in relation to planning applications affecting sites.   A tier of site types exist: Sites of Metropolitan Importance (SMI) cover 10% of London, Borough sites 8% of London, Site of Local Importance 1% alongside ‘areas of deficiency’ (where there is no accessible sites with nature conservation interest);  AH is involved in reviewing approach in London.  AH demonstrated High Elms as an example on ‘Wildweb’ highlighting the SINC description and its linkage with current and historic GIGL records.  
· TB asked about protection of SINCs and how this fitted in with other designations such as historic parkland; AH responded that this was based on reason for citation and in balance with justifications for the development and that each designation was stand alone with judgements based on relevant criteria. 
· AH explained that the move now is to demonstrate management of SINCs with representation and implementation of actions as part of BAPs providing one of the pieces of evidence of management in the previous five years; 60 out of 94 SINCs are managed by the Borough, organisations or private landowners within Bromley but it is unlikely that in any year 100% of SINCs will have demonstration of management.   
· BG enquired about extension of SINCs; AH said that he had been involved in reviewing the SINCs and outcomes will be subject to public consultation as part of Local Development Framework.  
· A commented that many surveys had been undertaken at Crystal Palace and requested whether there was definition of what a corridor was; AH confirmed that some data would have been passed through GIGL and that though stepping stones and corridors were described in the Habitats Directive, corridors did not tend to be mapped or defined by organisations as lines are difficult to justify.  

Action: Partnership invited to visit http://wildweb.london.gov.uk 

International Year of Biodiversity 

· AH highlighted the IYB paper which had been circulated and that Bromley was signed up as a partner to the IYN UK Partnership.  The proposal sought to part cover public involvement with BBAP whereby through wards grouped into landscapes, encouragement would be given for everyone to get involved in spreading word of biodiversity to schools, residents associations etc. in their area.  A survey of birds and trees was proposed with a recording form to be uploaded to the BBAP website and ‘bio-blitzing’ of areas for any species by families, teams etc.  
· VB suggested involvement of Tree Wardens EP asked whether Crystal Palace and RSPB, as well as High Elms could act as bird advice contacts; VB to check alongside confirmation of where local RSPB records are sent and whether any events can be added to the IYB events listing. AM highlighted the importance of passing information on to local people at schools and residents associations and volunteered this for some places.  JR was concerned that Friends groups could not be referenced on LBB website; SW explained that data of organisations is held off the LBB website but is linked to it and EP said there were options to include links under the BBAP website.  
· The first draft of the leaflet was presented outlining some key events and directing people to the BBAP website for further information.  EP asked for any help in delivering talks, promoting biodiversity at events or highlighting suitable outlets for leaflet.
Action:  IYB proposal accepted and to be progressed.  Individual/organisations to submit any suggestions for events to EP by 8/3/10.  
Update on the nominated World Heritage Property
AH explained that assessors had attended the ‘Darwin’s Landscape Laboratory’ site in Autumn 2009 and that news on the outcome of the bid was awaited this summer where this would be ‘yes’, ‘no’, ‘refer’ or ‘defer’.  The WHP management plan was being implemented including the HLF-funded Discovering Darwin Project.  Attendees were invited to visit the DLL website to look at a wide range of interesting features, resources (Darwin and the Dinosaurs audio trail, clip of plasticine Darwin collecting water from pond at Cudham School shown etc.) and education projects, as well as information about many other aspects of the WHP.

Action: Partnership invited to visit www.darwinslandscape.co.uk 
Any Other Business 

· BG asked permission for use of emails to circulate consultation document of management plans for West Wickham Common; no objections raised.
· DW mentioned the planting of vineyards on chalk downland (to send details).

· A requested whether there would be potential for funding of a project he has in mind for Crystal Palace; AH to discuss separately.

· RP said that as a new person to the meeting he had found some of the terms quite difficult; AH directed him to www.bromleybiodiversity.co.uk which had been designed for both the public and specialists.
· Additional points since meeting: 
· In conjunction with a Government report emphasising the benefits of biodiversity in providing ecological services to people AH has attended a ‘Valuing Urban Ecosystem Services’ London meeting; messages support information to be provided in Section 1 of BBAP and this links strongly with the aims of IYB and as such will be presented as a key driver in purpose of BBAP action in the Borough.   Useful web addresses include:
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/securefuture/default.aspx
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/policy/natural-environ/documents/eco-valuing.pdf
· Bromley Environmental Awards 2010 nominations, incorporating Beautiful Bromley, are due on 1st April 2010; see wwww.bromley.gov.uk/environmentawards or ring 020 8313 4989 for more details.  
· AH/EP propose amendment of ‘Woodlands’ HAP to ‘Trees and Woodlands’ HAP.

Date of Next Meetings
· HAPpy day – Tuesday 30th March, 10am.  Meeting aim: To identify and discuss some key aspects of targets/actions towards which the Partnership should be striving; discuss surveying of species.

· Finalising HAPpy targets - Tuesday 20th April, 10am.  Meeting aim: Consideration of BARS targets/actions uploaded so far to identify any omissions, amendments etc.  (There will be opportunity for a small number of people involved in either adding actions to BBAP or reporting on BARS to attend a training session over April/May). 
· Next BBAP Partnership meeting – Tuesday 28th September 2010.
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