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Dear Sir / Madam, 

I write in connection with the Planning Application no 16/00571 Latchmore Brook 
"Restoration", which is currently under review.  

I wish to refer explicitly to the following report, which has been submitted to the planning 
review process: 

Hill, T.O., (2016). An Assessment of Evidence Supporting a Programme of Wetland 
Restoration Projects in the New Forest Site of Special Scientific Interest: Assurance Report 
 
This report responds to a request to Natural England’s Chief Scientist to conduct “an 
independent assurance of an ‘Assessment of the evidence supporting a programme of 
wetland restoration projects in the New Forest Sites of Special Scientific Evidence’ (‘ The 
Assessment’). It is based on appraisals from three independent reviewers who are 
recognised experts in the fields of freshwater and wetland ecosystem conservation”.  
 

The report concludes that: 

“the available evidence supports the conclusion that recent wetland restorations in 
the New Forest have been beneficial in terms of biodiversity and hydrological 
outcomes”. 

The report conclusions are based on an evaluation of the available evidence. The reviewers 
cited in the report note that the available evidence is almost entirely anecdotal, further 
stating that such “anecdotal evidence would not usually be considered as a good scientific 
basis for determining river restoration success or failure”. The reviewers also note the 
“somewhat limited range of documented evidence for restoration outcomes”.  
 
 
In addition, the report notes that: 



 
“it is also important that the design of any future restoration programme should seek 
to incorporate a more comprehensive approach to pre- and post-restoration 
monitoring, including a more widespread assessment of species recovery in restored 
areas. Gathering good quality evidence that properly characterises both successes 
and any failures is essential in evaluating and adapting our approaches to these sorts 
of large-scale and long-term restoration works”. 

 

Here the report authors are explicitly recognising the importance of a comprehensive 
approach to restoration monitoring; indeed they describe it as “essential for evaluating and 
adapting our approaches to… restoration works”. Yet the authors also acknowledge that this 
form of monitoring evidence is completely lacking at present: no rigorous quantitative 
evidence of restoration monitoring in the New Forest is cited in the report or the assessment 
on which it is based.  

We wish to draw to the attention of the review some additional evidence that was not 
considered, either by the assessment conducted by Natural England or the report provided 
by Hill (2016). This relates to the research undertaken by one of our doctoral students, Alex 
Lovegrove, in the New Forest over the past four years. This research has explicitly evaluated 
the effectiveness of wetland restoration in the New Forest, using a systematic sampling 
design and robust analytical methods. Unfortunately the thesis was only completed during 
October 2016, and was not available to the assessment undertaken by Natural England or 
the report provided by Hill (2016). I have pleasure in attaching an extract from this thesis and 
request that this evidence be considered as part of the deliberations of the review process 
relating to the proposals for Latchmore Brook.  

In summary: 

• A total of 60 mires were studied, including those that were restored during the Life 2 
(1997-2001), Life 3 (2002-2005), Rural Pathfinder Scheme (2006-2009) and HLS 
scheme (2010 – present). The study therefore included different aged sites from 
1997 to the time of the survey (2013). Additional mires were included, based on 
proposed future locations for restoration (considered ‘degraded’ sites) and those in 
“favourable status” without any documented restoration work. 

• At each location, a 50 x 50 m plot was established and assessed for vegetation 
structure and composition using standard vegetation surveying techniques. 
Additional observations were made for the height of vegetation (using a drop disk 
method), the amount of surface water, soil or ground visible, and the number of 
seedlings of tree species. Abiotic conditions were investigated by sampling the mire 
substrate at each location, including measurements of Total Nitrogen, Carbon, 
Organic Carbon and Inorganic Carbon using standard laboratory procedures. 

• The main conclusions are as follows: 

“Restorations have had limited success, with little evidence for the recovery of 
abiotic conditions and little detectable change in water retention but some 
limited evidence for positive community change towards more typical mire 
communities. This is restricted to relatively few species, but some of these, 
such as Sphagnum cuspidatum, S. papillosum and Drosera rotundifolia, are 
important mire components. A clear need for enhanced monitoring has 



emerged from this study, as sites considered to be favourable mires were 
highly variable and often different from any of the restored areas, but not 
sufficiently distinguished from degraded ones.” 

In terms of the assessment of habitat condition, using the Common Standards 
Monitoring (CSM) employed by Natural England: 

“Despite improvements in condition being cited as the goals of mire 
restoration in the New Forest, no effect of these restorations was detected 
using the condition scoring process. Wetland habitats in the New Forest have 
previously been classed as ‘unfavourable recovering’ based on the fact that 
HLS management has taken place. However, the findings in this study have 
demonstrated that there is no evidence to support such a reclassification, as 
actual scores and attributes have shown no change following restoration 
work. This suggests that reclassifications have been based on whether 
management has taken place, rather than measurements recording the 
response of habitats to management.” 

“This research has shown that Condition Assessment using CSM is an 
ineffective and inadequate method to monitor restoration projects in wetland 
habitats. For the first time the effectiveness of CSM in examining restoration 
work has been tested, and problems with this approach identified. CSM 
appears to have a poor relationship to variables measured at the plots, 
including surface water cover, Sphagnum cover and the amount of grazing 
pressure. The use of CSM to monitor restoration, and more widespread use 
to monitor management, must therefore be questioned, as it cannot provide 
enough information to properly evaluate the effectiveness of these practices. 
Together, these results indicate that CSM is not sufficient for monitoring and 
evaluating restoration projects, because many significant changes in habitat 
structure and diversity will go unrecorded, and overall scores appear to have 
limited ecological relevance. To move towards evidence-based and adaptive 
management in UK protected areas, better monitoring will be required”. 

In conclusion, I would suggest that the evidence collected by our research group does not 
support the conclusion of Hill (2016), that “the available evidence supports the conclusion 
that recent wetland restorations in the New Forest have been beneficial in terms of 
biodiversity and hydrological outcomes”. I also emphasize that our evidence is based on 
robust quantitative methods, rather than anecdote. In addition, our findings indicate that 
much more robust monitoring of previous restoration actions should be undertaken before 
proposing additional restoration interventions, such as those proposed for Latchmore Brook.  

Yours sincerely,  

 

 

Professor Adrian Newton 


