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1.11

1.1.2

1.1.3

1.14

1.2.1

1.2.2

Introduction

1.1 The plan being assessed

In December 2008, Suffolk Coastal District Council published its Preferred Options for its Local
Development Framework Core Strategy and Development Management Policies. This document
sets out the Council's vision for the area to 2025. It then sets out the objectives that a
planning strategy must work to if the vision is to materialise. Strategic planning policies then
follow, with an emphasis on the ‘spatial’ aspect. Finally, a suite of Development Management
policies will provide guidance upon any detailed aspects.

A draft of the Submission stage was published on Suffolk Coastal District Council’'s website as
part of the agenda for discussion by Cabinet in their meeting on 7" July 2009.

The Core Strategy and Policies document are intended to be consistent with the East of England
Plan (the Regional Spatial Strategy), a revision of which was published on 12 May 2008.

The Suffolk Coastal District Council Core Strategy and Development Management Policies are at
a similar stage to the Ipswich Borough Council Core Strategy and Policies. It is considered that
this may have effects in combination and consequently both plans were considered together in
a joint project, although separate reports were produced for each Local Authority. The
respective plan of Babergh District Council was not included in this assessment as it is at an
earlier stage, though current planning applications were taken into account.

1.2 Appropriate Assessment requirement

The Appropriate Assessment process is required under the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.)
Regulations 1994 as amended by the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) (Amendment)
Regulations 2007. These regulations are often abbreviated to, simply, the ‘Habitats
Regulations’.

Regulation 85B states that
(1) Where a land use plan—

(a) is likely to have a significant effect on a European site in Great Britain or a European
offshore marine site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), and

(b) is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site,

the plan-making authority for that plan shall, before the plan is given effect, make an
Appropriate Assessment of the implications for the site in view of that site’s conservation
objectives.

(2) The plan-making authority shall for the purposes of the assessment consult the
appropriate nature conservation body and have regard to any representations made by
that body within such reasonable time as the authority specifies.

(3) They shall also, if they consider it appropriate, take the opinion of the general public,
and if they do so, they shall take such steps for that purpose as they consider
appropriate.

(4) In the light of the conclusions of the assessment, and subject to regulation 85C
(considerations of overriding public interest), the plan-making authority or, in the case of
a regional spatial strategy, the Secretary of State shall give effect to the land use plan
only after having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the European
site or the European offshore marine site (as the case may be).

(5) A plan-making authority shall provide such information as the Secretary of State or
the Welsh Ministers may reasonably require for the purposes of the discharge of the
obligations of the Secretary of State or the Welsh Ministers under this Part.

(6) This regulation does not apply in relation to a site which is—
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(a) a European site by reason of regulation 10(1)(c); or

(b) a European offshore marine site by reason of regulation 15(c) of the 2007

Regulations
1.2.3 The plan-making authority, as defined under the Regulations, is Suffolk Coastal District Council.
1.2.4 The Appropriate Assessment in this report is carried out on behalf of Suffolk Coastal District

Council to allow them to decide whether to give effect to the plan under Regulation 85B. The
Core Strategy and Development Management Policies will be subject to an Examination in
Public, and this Appropriate Assessment will also be open to scrutiny at that Examination.

1.3 Appropriate Assessment process
1.3.1 The process to complete the Appropriate Assessment involves a number of steps.
Likely significant effect

1.3.2 The Council, in consultation with Natural England should decide whether or not the plan is likely
to have a significant effect on any European site. This is a ‘coarse filter’ and any effect, large or
small, positive or negative, should be considered.

Connected to management of the site

1.3.3 The Council should decide whether the plan is connected to the nature conservation
management of the European sites. Invariably, for this type of plan, this is not the case.
Screening

1.3.4 The combination of decisions on likely significant effect and connections to management is

often called ‘screening’. If the plan is likely to have a significant effect, and is not connected to
the management of the site, an Appropriate Assessment is required.

Scoping

1.35 The whole plan must be assessed, but a ‘scoping’ exercise helps decide which parts of the plan
have the significant effects and therefore where assessment should be prioritised. Natural
England is an important consultee in this process. The implementation of both screening and
scoping process is described in Section 3 below.

Consultations

1.3.6 Natural England is a statutory consultee so should be consulted at draft stage. The public may
also be consulted if it is considered appropriate, for example if the assessment is likely to result
in significant changes to the plan.

1.3.7 Consultation with Natural England is described in Section 4.1 below.
Iterations and revision

1.3.8 The process is iterative; the conclusions of the first assessment may result in changes to the
plan, and so a revision of the assessment would be required. If the revised assessment
suggests further plan changes, the iteration will continue.

1.3.9 It is normally expected that iterative revisions will continue until it can be ascertained that the
plan will not have an adverse affect on the integrity of any European site.

1.3.10 Iterations and revision are described in Section 4.1 below.

1.4 European sites

1.4.1 European sites, often known as Natura 2000 sites across Europe, are those legally registered as
Special Protection Areas (for bird sites) and Special Areas of Conservation (for species except
birds, and habitats). These are usually abbreviated as SPA and SAC respectively. Wetlands of
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International Importance, designated under the Ramsar Convention, are usually abbreviated as
Ramsar sites.

1.4.2 Although the Appropriate Assessment process only legally applies to European sites,
Government Policy in PPS9? is to apply the same protection to Ramsar sites.

1.4.3 As the Ramsar sites largely are similar to SPA and / or SAC designations, both geographically
and ecologically, the assessment below for clarity does not always repeat Ramsar site names.
The assessment does however consider Ramsar sites fully, and if an assessment would vary for
a Ramsar site compared to the respective SPA / SAC, this would be identified.

! Planning Policy Statement 9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation. Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, 2005.
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2 European sites potentially affected

2.1 Sites within the Core Strategy and Development Management
Policies area

211 All European sites (including Ramsar sites) within the Core Strategy and Development
Management Policies area, which includes the whole Suffolk Coastal District, are potentially
affected.

2.1.2 The European sites wholly or partly within Suffolk Coastal District are

Minsmere — Walberswick Ramsar site
Minsmere-Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SAC
Minsmere — Walberswick SPA
Sandlings SPA

Alde-Ore Estuary SPA

Alde-Ore and Butley Estuaries SAC
Alde-Ore Estuary Ramsar site
Staverton Park and the Thicks SAC
Deben Estuary SPA

Deben Estuary Ramsar site

Stour and Orwell Estuaries Ramsar site

Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA

2.2 Sites outside the Core Strategy and Development Management
Policies area

221 European sites in neighbouring Districts / Boroughs are also potentially affected. These
neighbouring Districts/Boroughs are Ipswich Borough, Waveney District and Babergh District.
European sites in Tendring District may also be potentially affected. European sites in Mid
Suffolk District are considered to be at sufficient distance that there is not likely to be a
significant effect on those sites.

2.2.2 These European sites are large and can overlap Local Authority boundaries, so are listed below
without reference to specific District / Borough. The European sites potentially affected are

Hamford Water SPA

Hamford Water Ramsar site

Colne Estuary (Mid Essex Coast phase 2) SPA

Essex Estuaries SAC

Colne Estuary (Mid Essex Coast phase 2) Ramsar site
The Broads SAC

Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoons SAC

Dews Ponds SAC

Broadland SPA

Broadland Ramsar site
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Benacre to Easton Bavents SPA

2.2.3 Sites with similar names largely overlap, for example the boundaries of Minsmere -
Walberswick Ramsar site, Minsmere — Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SAC, and Minsmere —
Walberswick SPA are largely the same. The European sites are composed of one or more Sites
of Special Scientific Interest as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Component SSSls of each European site
European site name Component Sites of Special Scientific Interest
in Ipswich Borough / Suffolk Coastal District
or within a zone of influence
Minsmere - Walberswick Ramsar site, | Minsmere — Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SSSI
Minsmere - Walberswick Heaths and
Marshes SAC, Minsmere — Walberswick
SPA
Sandlings SPA Sandlings Forest SSSI
Tunstall Heath SSSI
Blaxhall Heath SSSI
Snape Warren SSSI
Sutton and Hollesley Heaths SSSI
Leiston — Aldeburgh SSSI
Alde-Ore Estuary SPA, Alde-Ore and | Alde-Ore Estuary SSSI
Butley Estuaries SAC, Alde-Ore Estuary
Ramsar site, Orfordness — Shingle
Street SAC
Staverton Park and the Thicks SAC Staverton Park and the Thicks SSSI
Deben Estuary SPA, Deben Estuary | Deben Estuary SSSI
Ramsar site
Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA, Stour | Stour Estuary SSSI
and Orwell Estuaries Ramsar site Orwell Estuary SSS|
Hamford Water SPA, Hamford Water | Hamford Water SSSI
Ramsar site
Colne Estuary (Mid Essex Coast phase | Colne Estuary SSSI
2) SPA, Colne Estuary (Mid Essex
Coast phase 2) Ramsar site
Essex Estuaries SAC Colne Estuary SSSI
The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA, | Sprat's Water and Marshes, Carlton Colville SSSI,
Broadland Ramsar Barnby Broad and Marshes SSSI, Stanley & Alder
Carrs, Aldeby SSSI
Benacre to Easton Bavents lagoons | Pakefield to Easton Bavents SSSI
SAC, Benacre to Easton Bavents SPA
Dews Ponds SAC Dews Ponds SSSI

2.2.4 The above European sites are shown on Figure 1 and information on their interest features are
given in Appendix 1.

2.2.5 The Conservation Objectives for these sites, where available from Natural England, are given in

Appendix 2.
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2.3 Other relevant plans or projects affecting these sites

2.3.1 In addition to a potential effect from the Suffolk Coastal District Council Core Strategy and
Development Management Policies, the European sites are also affected by a number of plans
or projects, including the Local Development Framework documents of neighbouring Local
Authorities, the Regional Spatial Strategy, existing developments and proposed developments,
management carried out by land managers with the consent of Natural England, third party
effects such as recreation, etc.

2.3.2 In the context of this Appropriate Assessment, the most relevant other plans or projects to be
considered are

The Ipswich Borough Council Core Strategy and Policies
Waveney District Council Local Plan

Babergh District Council Local Plan

Tendring District Council Local Plan

East of England Plan (the Regional Spatial Strategy)

2.3.3 These plans are considered in the Appropriate Assessment of Suffolk Coastal District Council's
Core Strategy and Development Management Policies.
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3 Likely significant effects
3.1 Process

3.1.1 A Screening and Scoping exercise was carried out on behalf of Suffolk Coastal District Council to
identify if an Appropriate Assessment was required and suggesting a set of policies which were
likely to have a significant effect. Natural England was consulted on 6" March 2009.

3.2 Results

3.21 Natural England confirmed on 16" March 2009 that an Appropriate Assessment would be
required and advised on those policies suggested by Suffolk Coastal District Council considered
likely to have a significant effect.

3.2.2 The policies considered to have a likely significant effect at this stage of the process are listed
in Appendix 4 together. Following that consultation, policies may have been re-numbered
although the policies themselves have little changed.

3.2.3 The policies to be assessed in most detail are listed in Section 4 below.
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4 Policies to be assessed

4.1 Introduction

41.1 The Policies in the Core Strategy and Development Management Policies document to be
assessed are listed below. The previous policy numbers are from the Preferred Options
document, and comments received from Natural England are also given.

4.1.2 Natural England was consulted on a draft assessment of a draft Core Strategy in July 2009 and
a meeting was subsequently held in August 2009. Useful comments were received from
Natural England, which were used to revise this assessment.

4.1.3 Consultation with the public at draft stage was not considered necessary bearing in mind the
conclusions of the draft assessment and the opportunity for public consultation at the
Submission stage of the Core Strategy

4.2 Policy SP2. Housing numbers.

42.1 Natural England commented on similar policies earlier numbered as SP16, SP17, and SP18 that
‘Increased housing allocation in the more sensitive parts of the District will result in negative
impacts.

4.3 Policy SP5. Employment land.

4.3.1 Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP21 that ‘7he areas
identified are Felixstowe Port and Martlesham Heath Business Campus, further development at
these sites could result in negative impacts upon the Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA and Deben
Estuary SPA respectively .

4.4 Policy SP8. Tourism.

4.4.1 Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP24 that ‘Although this
policy does recognise the importance of the AONB designation, no specific mention is made of
the suite of European designated sites within the District. Increased tourist pressure within
these sites could result in serious negative impacts .

4.5 Policy SP14. Nuclear energy.

45.1 Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP14 that ‘Construction
of a further power station could bring negative impacts to the nearby European sites through,
inter alia, coastal protection issues, higher populations and increased construction disturbance.
Site-specific Appropriate Assessment wifl be required by any proposer to a nuclear power
Station at this location. Anything in the policy not covered by the HRA for the planning
application needs to be considered further .

4.6 Policy SP17. Green space.

4.6.1 Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP30 that ‘/ncreased
public access activity may result in negative impacts upon the District's European designated
sites particularly Heaths and Estuaries .

4.7 Policy SP20. Area East of Ipswich.

4.7.1 Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP3 that ‘Any
development is likely to bring additional pressure to any of the sites of European interest,
however the area near Martlesham identified as a “preferred option” could have particularly
negative impacts upon the Deben Estuary SPA/SSST.

4.8 Policy SP21. Felixstowe.

48.1 Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP4 that ‘Any
development is likely to bring additional pressure to any of the sites of European interest,
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49.1

4.10.1

4.11.1

4.12.1

4.13.1

4.13.2

however the areas north of Candlet Road and Felixstowe town could have particularly negative
impacts upon the Deben Estuary SPA/SSSI.

4.9 Policy SP22. Aldeburgh.

Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP5 that ‘Although
further strategic housing is not envisaged, improving tourism could lead to increased pressures
on the Sandlings SPA and Alde/Ore Estuary SAC.

4.10 Policy SP24. Leiston.

Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP7 that ‘Further
development in and around Leiston could result in increased pressure upon nearby sites such as
the Minsmere-Walberswick SPA/SAC/Ramsar and Sandlings SPA .

4.11 Policy SP26. Woodbridge.

Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP10 that ‘/ncreased
tourist activity is likely to result in negative impacts upon nearby European designated sites
particularly Heaths and Estuaries .

4.12 Policy SP27. Allocations in the key service centres.

Natural England commented on the similar policy earlier numbered as SP20 that ‘7Ais policy
does not expressly recognise the importance of European designated sites'.

4.13 Policy DC22. Airfields.

Natural England commented on the policy earlier numbered as DC22 that ‘ This policy does not
expressly recognise the importance of European designated sites or the effect of powered
aircraft flights upon the specific features of interest.

Policy DC22 Airfields was subsequently deleted from the Core Strategy and Policies document
and consequently is not assessed.
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Methods of assessing European site visitor increases from
an increased human population

5.1 Introduction

51.1

51.2

5.1.3

51.4

5.1.5

5.1.6

5.1.7

5.1.8

This Section discusses the increased population arising from proposed housing in both Ipswich
Borough and Suffolk Coastal District.

Assessment of the impact on European sites of proposed new housing some distance away is
not straightforward; for example there are no generic guidelines on impacts, distance
thresholds, etc. The potential impacts of housing at a distance are briefly introduced in Section
4 above. In this Section, the methods of assessing an increased human population near
European sites are discussed.

The existing human population can cause impacts on European sites through disturbance of
birds and other fauna, trampling damage to habitat, litter, fires, interference with management
works (e.g. theft of equipment or causing a reluctance to graze when people have free access).
Natural England currently monitors the Sites of Special Scientific Interest which form the
European sites. If human impacts are currently adverse we would expect those sites, or parts
of those sites, to be recorded as being in unfavourable condition even if the cause of the
unfavourable condition is not known. Existing condition assessments are discussed in Section
5.2 below.

There are three typologies of visitors to European sites. The first typology is the use of
European greenspace by tourists staying overnight in the area, for example on short breaks or
longer holidays. It is considered that the holiday use of Ipswich is not altered greatly by the
Core Strategy and Policies, as no major increase in tourist facilities is proposed, and assuming
that housing development will not increase or decrease tourist use of European sites.

The second typology is the ‘day trip’ to European sites, often including visits to towns or other
tourist facilities within the day. European sites might be visited for the enjoyment of nature
(e.g. visitors to Walberswick National Nature Reserve), used as recreational sites (e.g. the
shingle beaches within SACs) or simply as a backdrop to walks within a beautiful landscape.
‘Day trips’ can include people travelling from substantial distances away.

There is a limited amount of data regarding the quantity of visitors to European sites. A survey
within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB in 2004 provides the best data currently available,
and can be used to predict increases in visitor numbers from new housing. The impacts of
these extra visitors are hard to predict. One study, however, has looked at the impact of
recreational disturbance on birds in the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA, which gives good
evidence of impacts. This is discussed in Section 5.3 below, which concentrates on ‘day trips’
only.

The third typology is the use by people of European sites close to their homes for recreation or
other activities. These visits tend to treat the European sites simply as local greenspace
without particular regard to the European interest features. An example might be someone
living near an estuary walking or driving a short distance to take a dog for a walk. This is
discussed in section 5.4 below, regarding specific sites close to areas of new development.

The managers of European sites, for example those sites managed as nature reserves, have a
significant amount of knowledge about the impacts of visitors on their sites. Often this
knowledge is anecdotal, but it can be used to gain an extra understanding of visitor impacts
across the wider area. This is discussed in Section 5.5.

5.2 Existing condition assessments of European sites

521

Natural England has a programme of monitoring Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSls) to
assess their condition against objectives for each site. The condition of the European sites is
therefore referable to the condition of the component SSSIs. As some sites are very large, they
are divided into ‘units’ for monitoring; units may vary in interest feature and/or management
from other units on the site.

© The Landscape Partnership

file: V:\2009 Projects\W09219 SCDC Approriate Assessment\Documents\SCDC issued 21 Sept 2009\W09219 SCDC LDF app ass report final.doc September 2009
created: 18/09/2009 15:46:00 modified: 21/09/2009 14:24:00

Page 10



Status: /ssue Appropriate Assessment
Suffolk Coastal District Council Core Strategy and Development Management Policies

5.2.2 The condition assessments for the relevant component SSSIs (Section 2 above) were
downloaded from Natural England’'s website? on 28" May 2009, and these are tabulated in
Appendix 3. The nineteen SSSls are divided into around 400 units, each of which has been
monitored at least once.

5.2.3 The outcome of monitoring is a judgement of unit condition into one of a number of categories,
such as favourable, unfavourable recovering, unfavourable no change, unfavourable declining
or destroyed. Favourable or unfavourable recovering conditions mean that its habitats and
species are being conserved. If a unit is found to be in an unfavourable condition, this means
there is a current lack of appropriate management, or that there are damaging impacts (which
may be outside of the control of the owner) which need to be addressed?.

5.2.4 Of the 400 or so units, nine are assessed as unfavourable for reasons of public disturbance.
Eight of these units are within Minsmere — Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SSSI, (units 84,
85, 86, 87, 104, 105) and one is within Pakefield to Easton Bavents SSSI (unit 7). These units
are all shingle beaches where human impacts on vegetation is monitored. Trampling by people
(Minsmere — Walberswick Heaths and Marshes) and vehicles (Pakefield to Easton Bavents) are
recorded as having damaged shingle vegetation.

5.2.5 The shingle vegetation is an interest feature of Minsmere — Walberswick Heaths and Marshes
SAC and Little Terns, which breed on shingle vegetation, are an interest feature of the
Minsmere — Walberswick SPA. Little Terns are also an interest feature of the Benacre to Easton
Bavents SPA. The unfavourable condition to the nine SSSI units is therefore considered to be
an existing adverse affect on the integrity of the respective European sites.

5.2.6 It is interesting to note that there are no estuary or coastal SSSIs where disturbance to birds
from human recreation is recorded as a reason for unfavourable no change or unfavourable
declining condition. However, the condition assessment for unit 3 of the Orwell Estuary SSSI
comments that there is ‘some disturbance at Bridge Wood which might become an issue in the
future’.

5.2.7 Most units on the Stour Estuary SSSI are recorded as unfavourable because of ‘coastal
squeeze’, although the comments suggest that there is a ‘possible contribution from
recreational disturbance’. Coastal squeeze occurs where the normal processes of coastal
erosion are interrupted; the normal erosion of the seaward side of saltmarsh and mudflat
continues but the normal erosion of dry land to form new saltmarsh and mudflat is prevented;
the natural landward progression of saltmarsh and mudflat therefore does not occur and
instead the areas of these habitats shrink. However, research shows that the amount of
disturbance on the Stour Estuary SSSI from visitors is significantly less than that in the Orwell
Estuary SSSI*, and disturbance is not mentioned except for unit 3 (see para above) in the
Orwell Estuary SSSI. There is therefore some inconsistency in the possible perceptions of
disturbance on the two estuaries, although the condition assessments themselves are
consistent with respect to human disturbance.

5.3 Visitor surveys to predict additional visitors to European sites
across the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB.

5.3.1 This section looks at the group of people classified as ‘day visitors’ in the typology in section 5.1
above.
5.3.2 There is little information available regarding the destinations of Suffolk Coastal and Ipswich

residents for their recreation. However, in 2004 the Suffolk Coast and Heaths Unit
commissioned East of England Tourist Board to carry out a visitor survey of the AONB (EETB

2 www.naturalengland.org.uk

3 Natural England (2009) SSSI condition assessment A guide for owners and occupiers

4 Ravenscroft, Parker, Vonk and Wright 2007 Disturbance to waterbirds wintering in the Stour-Orwell Estuaries SPA Commissioned by
Suffolk Coast and Heaths Unit.
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5.3.3

534

53.5

5.3.6

5.3.7

2004°). A snap-shot survey was carried out in summer 2004 by questionnaires of visitors
across the AONB.

The survey found that 55% of visitors to the AONB were day visitors (page 9 of the research).
The exact number of people visiting the AONB was not measured, but the proportion of visitors
from each location of origin can be identified. The raw data has been obtained from East of
England Tourism. A GIS analysis on those 430 day visitors who provided a postcode identified
the proportion of those who originated from various places as listed in Table 2 below.

It is considered that only ‘day visitors’ are people living near the AONB; these people are
unlikely to book a significant amount of overnight accommodation. ‘Day visitors’ is therefore
the best measure of potential impact to sites.

Many of the sites in the AONB involved in the visitor study were European sites, so the study is
relevant to this Appropriate Assessment.

Table 2. Proportion of day visitors to Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB from location of origin
(data from EETB 2004 as re-analysed)

Origin of day visitors to Number of day visitors percentage of total AONB

AONB . . day visitors (estimate)
(total day visitors in survey
= 430)

Ipswich Borough, plus adjoining | 50 11.6%

Pinewood ward (Babergh

district)

Ipswich policy area, wholly 29 6.7%

within Suffolk Coastal District

(Rushmere, Kesgrave and

Martlesham wards)

Felixstowe, including Trimleys 19 4%

with Kirton

Remainder of Suffolk Coastal | 114 26.5%

District

Shotley 1 0.2%

Total of these origins 213 49.5%

The increase in population is related to the increase in housing available. For Ipswich, the
projections in population growth suggest that there will be an average of 1.38 net additional
people per new dwelling (Ipswich Borough Council pers comm.). This seems low, but is
realistic considering the proportion of flats planned, an increase in the student population, and
taking into account the continued decline in people per household in Ipswich, and ongoing
national decline. There will be people moving between occupancy of existing and new
dwellings (in both directions) within the plan period, as well as people moving in and out of the
Borough, and births and deaths, but the ‘net additional people’ are a consequence of the
housing growth being available for occupancy.

Suffolk County Council has published an updated population projection based on the Regional
Spatial Strategy allocations being built®. It suggests that for 9,400 new households in the
period 2001 — 2021 that the population will rise by 8,500 people, which is a net increase of

° EETB (2004) Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Visitor Research 2004. Available from
http://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/uploads/SCH%20A0NB%20Visitor%20Research%20Report%202004.pdf

® suffolk County Council (2009) Projected changes in the population. Downloadable from web page
http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/Environment/FactsAndFigures/PopulationFigures.htm
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0.9 people per new house. This reflects the currently ageing population (older people tend to
live singly or in pairs, rather than as families with children present) and an increase in second
homes / holiday homes. The decline in the number of people per household is an important
factor to take into account.

5.3.8 The proportionate growth in population in new housing development in Suffolk Coastal and
elsewhere, can be calculated by looking at the existing population, the predicted net increase in
people, and therefore the proportionate increase.

5.3.9 Table 3 shows the projected increase in population for each of the study areas under
consideration.

Table 3. The estimated numerical increase in population for new housing.

Town / area proposed new | Estimated increase
housing units in people*

Ipswich Borough 11,5117 15,885

Ipswich policy area, wholly | 2,6408 2376

within Suffolk Coastal
District (Rushmere,
Kesgrave and Martlesham

wards)

Felixstowe, including 1,410° 1269
Trimleys with Kirton

Remainder of  Suffolk | 3,660 3294
Coastal District

Shotley 404 606
Totals 19,630 23,430

* based on population projections (see above paragraphs 5.3.6 and 5.3.7)

5.3.10 Table 4 shows the proportionate increase in population for these areas of new housing. It is
important to look at the increases of each development in combination, as well as individually,
as each impact might be individually too small to give rise to a significant impact, but in
combination could have an adverse affect.

! Comprises 2552 dwellings with planning permission but not constructed at April 2009, 636 dwellings with a resolution to grant
planning permission at April 2008, 5003 new allocations to 2021 and 3320 new allocations 2021 — 2025 (IBC Core Strategy and Policies)

8 scoe core strategy — 420 outstanding planning permissions at 2008, 220 dwellings urban potential, 2000 new allocations to 2025
9 scoc core strategy — 160 outstanding planning permissions at 2008, 250 dwellings urban potential, 1000 new allocations

19 scpe core strategy — Market towns; 670 outstanding planning permissions at 2008, 150 existing Local Plan allocations, 400
dwellings urban potential, 870 new allocations, and Key/local service centres 530 outstanding planning permissions at 2008, 120
existing Local Plan allocations, 170 dwellings urban potential, 210 new allocations. 540 windfall sites (could be anywhere in the
District).

1 404 dwelling retirement community planned — see
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/Babergh/Home/Planning+and+Building+Control/Planning+Information/HMS+Ganges+-+Revision/.

Assumption 1.5 people per dwelling.
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Table 4. The proportionate increase in population for areas of hew housing.

Town / area Existing Estimated increase | estimated %6
population size | in people (table 3) increase in
people (estimated
increase / existing)

Ipswich Borough, plus 132,013% 15,885 12.0%
adjoining Pinewood ward
(Babergh district)

Ipswich policy area, wholly | 20,014 2376 11.9%
within Suffolk Coastal
District (Rushmere,
Kesgrave and Martlesham

wards)
Felixstowe, including 33,735 1269 3.7%
Trimleys with Kirton
Remainder  of  Suffolk | 68,251" 3294 4.8%
Coastal District
Shotley 2483'° 606 24.4%
Totals 256,496 23,430 9.1%
5.3.11 The data in Tables 3 and 4 above can be used to calculate the extra number of people visiting

European sites within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB, subject to the following assumptions

the pattern of day visits to sites by the new residents is similar to that of the existing
population;

the pattern of visits to sites by day visitors and overnight visitors remains as that
identified in the 2004 visitor survey;

an increase in visits to sites is not constrained by other factors e.g. lack of public
transport, or car parks reaching capacity;

the balance between day visitors and overnight visitors does not change; and
the summer snapshot survey is typical of visitors all year round.

5.3.12 The percentage increase of total visitors to European sites in the AONB is calculated, rather
than a numeric increase, because the total number of visitors is not known. The percentage
increase in total visitors to European sites takes into account the ratio of day visitors to
overnight visitors (i.e. holiday makers), the proportion of visitors from each point of origin, and
the increase of people in each point of origin. This can be expressed by the calculation (%oday
visitors) x (%from point of origin) x (%increase at point of origin).

5.3.13 Table 5 below calculates the increase in total visitors to the AONB based on the calculation
above, for each point of origin and for the total. For clarity of calculation, percentages are
given as a proportion of 1 e.g. 55% is shown as 0.55. To reduce rounding errors, the total for
column D is calculated from the totals for columns B and C.

12 http://neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk — 2001 census data for Pinewood (4013 people) plus 128,000 people for Ipswich (IBC core
Strategy)

13 http://neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk — 2001 census data

14 http://neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk — 2001 census data

15 Whole district population 2006 is 122,000 (Core strategy preferred options p11) Deduct figures for Ipswich policy area and
Felixstowe.

16 http://neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk — 2001 census data
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5.3.14

Table 5. Predicted increase in total visitors to Suffolk Coast and Heath AONB.

Origin of day | (A) (B) © (D)

visitors to AONB proportion proportion % increase in The
of total of total people at place | proportionate
AONB day AONB of origin increase in
visitors visitors (A x | from table 4 total visitors
(estimate) 0.55)* expressed as a to the AONB
from table 2 fraction of 1 (B) x (C)
expressed as
a fraction of 1

Ipswich Borough, plus | 0.116 0.064 0.120 0.008

adjoining Pinewood

ward (Babergh

district)

Ipswich policy area, 0.067 0.037 0.119 0.004

wholly within Suffolk

Coastal District

(Rushmere, Kesgrave

and Martlesham

wards)

Felixstowe, including | 0.04 0.022 0.037 0.001

Trimleys with Kirton

Remainder of Suffolk | 0.265 0.146 0.048 0.007

Coastal District

Shotley 0.002 0.001 0.244 0.0002

Totals 0.495 0.272 0.091 0.0248

To help interpret Table 5 above, Table 6 below shows

expressed as a percentage increase in total visitors.

1

the Table 5 column D data alone,

7 only 55% of AONB visitors are day visitors; an increase in housing does not change the amount of holiday makers
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5.3.15

5.3.16

5.3.17

5.3.18

5.3.19

Table 6. The predicted percentage increase in total visitors to the Suffolk Coast and Heaths
AONB resulting from proposed growth in Ipswich Borough and Suffolk Coastal

Place of origin The predicted
proportionate increase
in visitors to the AONB
from each place of
origin

Ipswich Borough, plus adjoining | 0.8%
Pinewood ward (Babergh
district)

Ipswich policy area, wholly 0.4%
within Suffolk Coastal District
(Rushmere, Kesgrave and
Martlesham wards)

Felixstowe, including Trimleys 0.1%
with Kirton

Remainder of Suffolk Coastal | 0.7%
District

Shotley 0.02%
Totals 2.48%

Table 6 shows that the increase in visitors to the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB, as a result of
the proposed developments is predicted to be 2.48%. The numbers in Table 6 do not add
exactly to 2.48% due to rounding earlier in the calculations but the 2.48% is based on the
totals. The increase in visitors can be apportioned as 0.8% for Ipswich Borough and 1.68% for
Suffolk Coastal District.

There are limitations to this approach, from the snapshot visitor survey in 2004 to the many
assumptions used for the calculations. For example, the August visitor survey would have
picked up a greater number of visitors than a winter survey might have done, but a winter
survey may well have found a higher proportion of day visitors compared to overnight visitors.
The result is that the 2.48% figure is not considered to be precise, but an estimate.
Assumptions and precautions mean that the true figure could be higher or lower than 2.48%,
but the extent of the difference is not clear.

It would therefore be reasonable to assume that the increase in visitors to European
sites in the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB could be in the range of 296 - 5% as a
result of the Ipswich Borough Council and Suffolk Coastal District Council Core Strategy
proposals.

Not all the European sites under assessment are within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB,
specifically the sites in Tendring District which are Hamford Water SPA, Hamford Water Ramsar
site, Colne Estuary (Mid Essex Coast phase 2) SPA, Colne Estuary (Mid Essex Coast phase 2)
Ramsar site, and Essex Estuaries SAC. The amount of visits to these sites from Suffolk Coastal
District and Ipswich Borough are not known. It is considered that the greater distances to
these sites from Ipswich / Suffolk Coastal, compared to sites with the Suffolk Coast and Heaths
AONB, means that the expected number of visits from Ipswich / Suffolk Coastal to the Essex
sites is likely to be much less than to sites in Suffolk. The Essex sites are closer to other towns
such as Harwich and Colchester, and the influence of those towns is considered to be much
more dominant.

The method of predicting changes in visitor pressure across the wider area is insensitive to
scenarios where housing growth is changed. For example, if the allocation to the Ipswich policy
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area (Figure 2) was increased by 1000 dwellings and allocations elsewhere were reduced by a
similar amount, the prediction for all developments and existing allocations combined would not
differ. This is because the day visitors to the European sites in the AONB might travel to those
sites from any of the allocated housing areas; the total numbers allocated has more impact
than the exact location of the growth.

5.4 Impact on specific sites

54.1

54.2

5.4.3

54.4

54.5

5.4.6

This section discusses the third typology in Section 5.1 above, which is the use by people of
European sites close to their homes for recreation or other activities. The predicted general
increase of visitors to European sites across the area is not necessarily a uniform increase to all
sites. It is likely that European sites close to new development (i.e. within walking distance or a
short cycle ride, bus trip or drive away) is likely to be used as local greenspace, with activities
such as recreational dog walking or play undertaken.

Studies in Dorset, carried out to investigate the impact of development on European sites
there'®, have demonstrated that the average distance walked on heaths by walkers with or
without dogs, was 2.2km. Of the people who walked to the site, 75% had walked less than
500m to reach the heath, and 89% had walked less than 1km. Half the people who arrived at
the site by car came from up to 3.7km away and most who arrived by car had come from up to
8km away. This indicates that housing development is likely to result in people living in that
new housing walking to any European site within 1km, and driving to any European site within
8km, for walking or other recreation where facilities such as open access or rights of way exist.
Car parks were necessary to provide for those people arriving by car.

The new housing provisions within Ipswich Borough or Suffolk Coastal District are therefore
likely to result in an increase in visitor recreation on European sites within 1km (for people
walking) and 8km (for people driving). This would be a greater increase than that increase on
visits to the AONB generally, as regular visits to places near home tend to be much more
frequent (e.g. for daily dog walking) than visits to attractive sites at some distance. It is
therefore necessary to identify European sites within the 1km and 8km distances of proposed
housing allocations, and assess whether any increase in visitors is likely to occur there. To
assess if an increase in visitors is likely to occur, the proportionate increase in population in
those distance bands can be looked at, the provision of alternative sites for recreation needs to
be taken into account, and the availability of the European sites for access needs to be
identified.

The cumulative impact of several developments is considered in Section 5.3 above, and only if a
number of proposed allocations were within the 1km and 8km distance bands of particular parts
of European sites would a cumulative impact occur whilst considering specific site impact.
Distance bands are in reality the distance that people travel, rather than straight-line distances.
Obstructions to travel, such as railways or rivers with no crossing points therefore reduce the
straight-line distance from which people will not travel to a European site.

The Suffolk Coastal Core Strategy and Development Management Policies has two major
allocations that could cause an increase of visitor pressure on European sites. The allocation
east of Ipswich around Martlesham could be close to the Deben Estuary SPA. The allocation at
Felixstowe and the Trimleys could be close to the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA. The effect of
developments on specific European sites within 1km and 8km radii should be considered in
combination with the additional visitors expected across the whole suite of European sites.

In addition to the major allocations, a humber of smaller allocations across the District could
also cause an increase of visitor pressure on the suite of European sites in the District. The
combined effect of these smaller allocations is included in Section 5.3 above.

5.5 Survey of site managers opinion of impacts of additional visitors

18 Clarke, R., Liley, D., Underhill-Day, J. & Rose, R. 2005. Visitor Access patterns on the Dorset heathlands. English Nature Research
Reports, No. 683
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55.1

5.5.2

55.3

554

5.5.5

5.5.6

As noted above, the managers of European sites, for example of those managed as nature
reserves, have a significant amount of knowledge about the impacts of visitors on their sites.
Often this knowledge is anecdotal, but it can be used to gain an extra understanding of visitor
impacts across the wider area. Land managers from organisations responsible for various
European sites were asked for their views on the current impacts of visitors on the European
sites they managed. The organisations with land managers asked for views, via a survey form,
are listed below in Table 7.

Table 7. Organisations where land managers were asked for views on visitor impacts

Organisation Number of land European site (s)
managers asked for
views

Suffolk Wildlife Trust 3 Sandlings SPA, Stour and Orwell
Estuaries SPA,

Suffolk Coast and Heaths | 1 AONB-wide remit
AONB Unit

Natural England 2 Colne Estuary (Mid Essex Coast
phase 2) SPA

Essex Estuaries SAC

Minsmere — Walberswick SPA
and SAC

Royal Society for | 3 Sandlings SPA, Minsmere —
Protection of Birds Walberswick SPA and SAC, Stour
and Orwell Estuaries SPA

Management Committee 1 Colne Estuary (Mid Essex Coast
phase 2) SPA

Essex Estuaries SAC

Forestry Commission 1 Sandlings SPA

The request of views, using a form for response, was not designed to provide quantitative
results. In most cases, it was considered that visitor surveys and precise impacts have never
been measured. Land managers may not have had the time, particularly in June which is often
a busy month, to carry out studies or even prolonged thought about the issues, so it is
accepted that the replies may not be precise in all cases. With this in mind, each land manager
was able to request that their reply would not be published, and all land managers were
informed that replies would not commit themselves or their organisation to any particular view
or course of action.

The quality of the replies needs to be considered in this light, treating them as a good indication
of views, on an anecdotal basis, rather than as a comprehensive scientific study. It is
considered that the qualitative evidence is of use in this assessment.

Four replies were received using the survey form. Two respondents were happy for their
replies to be made public (given in Appendix 5), whilst two others preferred their responses to
be not made public due to the provisional nature of the information. Further information was
received by email in a free format from a fifth site manager of an estuarine site.

All respondents understood the SAC and SPA designations on their land but there was little
detailed knowledge of visitor numbers; the 2004 Suffolk Coast and Heaths report was referred
to on a number of occasions.

All respondents highlighted disturbance to birds and other species as being the main impact of
visitors. Dogs in particular were reported as the biggest source of disturbance, especially dogs
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55.7

5.5.8

5.5.9

5.5.10

off leads which were rarely under control. Visitors were also reported to destroy interpretation
signs, cut fences, leave litter and leave gates open so that livestock escape. Visitors, or at least
some of them, were believed to ignore signs requesting certain behaviours such as dog control
or remaining on paths. On one estuarine site, disturbance to birds from boats was thought to
be the biggest problem.

Three out of the four respondents who filled in the survey form reported that they thought that
a 1% increase in visitors to their sites would cause harm to SPA / SAC features. The fourth
respondent thought that a 10% increase would cause harm.

All the site managers who filled in the survey form agreed that additional money could help to
reduce or remove the impact of additional visitors, for example by moving or upgrading
footpaths, providing additional wardening, moving or upgrading car parks, providing leaflets
and signage, etc. Three of the respondents, unprompted by the design of the survey form,
suggested that alternative recreation facilities should be provided close to new developments,
with new Country Parks being mentioned twice.

One site manager thought that the emphasis on recreation such as dog walking, was not
appropriate for his site and that traditional coastal recreation such as wildfowling, fishing and
clay pigeon shooting were normally not considered during studies of recreational harm to
wildlife sites.

The results of this survey are considered to be indicative rather than a conclusive evidence
base. The results are however consistent with research on heathlands showing that increased
visitor numbers have an impact on heathland birds and that high numbers of people disturb
estuary birds so that populations decrease (see references in Section 6.2). The results
therefore are helpful as indicative that other robust evidence of human impacts on wildlife can
be referable to European sites in the Suffolk Coast and Heaths.
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6 Assessment of each policy

6.1 Introduction to the assessment of each policy

6.1.1 In this section, each policy is individually assessed in relationship to each European site
mentioned in sections 2.1 and 2.2 above. Policies and the justification of them can be found in
the Policy document.

6.1.2 It is assumed that the policy document is available to the reader of this Appropriate Assessment
and large amounts of text are not repeated here.

6.2 Policy SP2. Housing numbers.
Policy overview

6.2.1 Policy SP2 sets the amount of housing to be allocated in Suffolk Coastal District over the period
to 2025. Policy is

Strategic Policy SP2 — Housing Numbers

The Core Strategy will make provision for the creation of 7710 new dwellings
across the District in the period 2008 to 2025.

Land for new housing will be distributed in accordance with the principle of a
settlement hierarchy, itself drawn up on the principles of sustainable
development.

New housing will be phased in order to ensure a continuous supply of housing
land and to link residential development with employment growth.

6.2.2 The distribution of housing throughout Suffolk Coastal District is described in a range of other
policies for geographic parts of the District, in particular SP20 Area East of Ipswich, SP21
Felixstowe, SP22 Aldeburgh, SP23 Framlingham, SP24 Leiston, SP25 Saxmundham,
SP26 Woodbridge, SP27 Key Service Centres and Local Service Centres, and SP28
other villages. Supporting text to these policies give figures for housing allocations in the
various parts of the District. All these policies are considered within this assessment of policy
SP2 Housing Numbers.

6.2.3 In the East of Ipswich policy area, around Martlesham, 2000 housing allocations are proposed,
and 1000 housing allocations are proposed in the Felixstowe and Trimley peninsula. There are
smaller allocations in small towns such as Woodbridge and Leiston, smaller allocations in Key
Service Centres, and a number of existing planning permissions not yet built, ‘urban potential’,
and some existing Local Plan allocations. Including all these, 7,710 new dwellings are planned
for the period up to 2025.

6.2.4 These allocations are shown on the Key Diagram as shown in Appendix 5.

Impact on European sites in the wider area — Suffolk Coastal Core Strategy existing permissions
and allocations — recreational visitors

6.2.5 It is estimated (Section 5.3 above) that there will be a general increase in visitors to the
European sites within Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB of around 1.68% — 4.2%, as a result of
existing permissions since 2008 and new housing allocations, in the Suffolk Coastal District Core
Strategy and Development Management Policies.

6.2.6 This general increase in visitors is equivalent to one extra person for every 24 - 60 existing
visitors. This increase may have varying impacts on the European sites in the study area.
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6.2.7 The European sites in Essex are considered to be further away and less often visited from
Suffolk Coastal District than the European sites in the Suffolk Coast and Heaths®, and so the
increase is ascertained to have no adverse effect on the European sites in Essex listed in
Section 2.2 above.

6.2.8 Staverton Park and the Thicks SAC is not open to public access. There is a public footpath
running through part and alongside the SAC, but there is little car parking availability nearby
and the right-of-way is not well used. It is considered that a small increase in use of the public
footpath will have no impact upon it, so it is ascertained that there will be no adverse effect
upon the integrity of the Staverton Park and The Thicks SAC.

6.2.9 Dews Ponds SAC is not open to public access. There will be no increase in visitor pressure
upon it, so it is ascertained that there will be no adverse effect upon the integrity of the Dews
Ponds SAC.

6.2.10 The Broads SAC and Broadland SPA are considered to be at sufficient distance from proposed

new development that the amount of housing in Suffolk Coastal would have little impact on
these sites. The proximity of the sites to Norwich and Great Yarmouth, the existing high
numbers of visitors®® and the great proportion of visitors from across the UK and beyond,
indicate that the contribution of Suffolk Coastal to visitor pressure is relatively small. It is
considered that that there will be no adverse effect upon the integrity of the Broads SAC and
Broadland SPA.

6.2.11 Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoons SAC and Benacre to Easton Bavents SPA are the furthest
European sites from Suffolk Coastal District in the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. It is not
thought that the lagoons are harmed by visitor pressure, as visitors tend to avoid entering the
lagoons, which contain brackish water, and Natural England does not record it as a current
reason for unfavourable condition. One part of the shingle beach vegetation, close to a holiday
camp, is in unfavourable condition from unauthorised vehicle driving. The proximity of the
beach to the holiday camp is such that the relative impact of any visitors from Suffolk Coastal is
thought to be insignificant. It is also relevant that the larger concentrations of housing
allocations are in Martlesham and Felixstowe, which are at some distance from these European
sites. It is considered that it can be ascertained that there will be no adverse effect upon the
integrity of the Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoons SAC and Benacre to Easton Bavents SPA.

6.2.12 However, there is a possibility that other European sites may be affected by a small increase in
visitors. Some parts of European sites have good visitor management, such as Minsmere
nature reserve and Walberswick National Nature Reserve, both within Minsmere — Walberswick
SPA and SAC. However, 64.07ha of this site is unfavourable and declining condition (Section
5.2 and Appendix 3) due to shingle beach trampling with consequent damage to vegetation and
disturbance to Little Tern breeding colonies over the whole shingle beach SAC feature. The
vast majority of this trampling is believed to be caused by visitors to the European site.

6.2.13 The Sandlings SPA is wholly in favourable or unfavourable recovering condition according to
Natural England (Section 5.2 and Appendix 3), although it is known that visitors, especially
those with dogs, can disturb nightjar and woodlark on the heaths?'. The condition assessments
by Natural England are evidence that the Sandlings SPA is not currently harmed by recreational
activities i.e. the existing activity is below a threshold where harm would be caused. However,
anecdotal evidence from land managers in the survey (Section 5.4) suggests that the current
visitor levels are causing harm, with dogs off leads having the greatest impact. A 1.68% —
4.2% predicted increase in visitors is not an insignificant amount in this context. The threshold

9 The is no data to support this assertion, but it is believed that the attractiveness of the Suffolk Coast and Heaths is such that most
people within the AONB are happy to take their recreation there. The driving route to the Essex sites is also much further than the
straight-line distance on a map suggests, due to the Stour Estuary.

20 http://www.broads-authority.gov.uk/managing/recreation.html

2L for example, Liley D and Clarke RT (2003) The impact of urban development and human disturbance on the numbers of nightjar
Caprimulgus europeaus on heathlands in Dorset, England. Biological Conservation, 114, 219 — 230, and Mallord JW, Dolman PM, Brown
AF and Sutherland WJ (2006) Linking recreational disturbance to population size in a ground-nesting passerine. Journal of Applied
Ecology, 44, 185 — 195.
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6.2.15

6.2.16

6.2.17

6.2.18

6.2.19

value at which visitor numbers switch from being having minimal impact to harmful is not
known. It is possible that a simple threshold does not exist, but that disturbance may be
proportional to visitor activity over a wide range of activity levels. A 1.68% — 4.2% increase in
visitors may mean 1.68% — 4.2% increase in disturbance, which could result in the loss of one
or more breeding woodlark or nightjar, depending upon the distribution of these extra visitors
through the component parts of the SPA.

It is consequently not possible to ascertain that there will be no adverse effect upon the
integrity of the Sandlings SPA.

There is visitor access to a varying degree across all estuarine / coastal European sites within
the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB, particularly the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA, Alde-Ore and Butley
SAC, Deben Estuary SPA, Minsmere - Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SAC, Minsmere —
Walberswick SPA and Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA. Visitors are known to disturb birds and
trample saltmarsh? through various mechanisms and at various times of year. However, none
of these are currently recorded by Natural England as being unfavourable as a result of visitor
activity.

The limited results of the Site Managers’ survey indicated that several respondents believed that
even a 1% increase in visitors would be harmful. This view is inconsistent with the
organisations which employ the site managers, which continue to promote visits to their sites,
for example through leaflets or web-based advertising®. Visitor management across European
sites is partly driven by encouragement of visitors to visit designated places, such as the car
park beside the Orwell Estuary at Nacton, to relieve pressure at other more remote undisturbed
parts of European sites. This is a legitimate management style, but when the recreation at
designated sites starts to cause damage to the European site in question, further management
is required to reduce impacts.

A 1.68% — 4.2% increase in visitors may exacerbate trampling damage to shingle vegetation on
Minsmere — Walberswick (para 6.2.23 above) and decrease the likelihood of successful Little
Tern breeding on the affected units or nearby. The increase in visitors may increase
disturbance to birds which form part of the qualifying interest of any of the SPAs, such as
overwintering waders and wildfowl on the estuaries. Well-managed (in terms of visitor
management) parts of SPAs are likely to deal with visitors so that they are not disturbing.
However, other parts of the SPAs and SACs do not manage visitors in the sense that numbers
are not restricted, dogs are not controlled, or visitors are not offered alternatives to sensitive
areas. An example of ‘unmanaged’ access would be public rights of way alongside estuaries,
which remain open all year round to as many people as would like to use them.

At the present state of knowledge it is not possible to be certain that the increase of visitors
would not result in an increase of disturbance or trampling damage to qualifying features on
estuarine / coastal sites. It is consequently not possible to ascertain that there will be no
adverse effect upon the integrity of the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA, Alde-Ore and Butley SAC, Deben
Estuary SPA, Minsmere - Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SAC, Minsmere — Walberswick SPA
and Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA.

Impact on European sites in the wider area in combination with all existing permissions and
housing allocations in lpswich Borough and Suffolk Coastal District — recreational visitors

It is estimated (Section 5.3 above) that there will be a general increase in visitors to the
European sites within Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB of around 0.8%, as a result of existing
permissions since 2008 and new housing allocations, in the Ipswich Borough Core Strategy and
Policies. In combination with the Suffolk Coastal District Core Strategy and Development
Management Policies, the general increase in visitors rises to 2% - 5%.

22 Ravenscroft, Parker, Vonk and Wright 2007 Disturbance to waterbirds wintering in the Stour-Orwell Estuaries SPA Commissioned by
Suffolk Coast and Heaths Unit.

23

see, for example, http://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/downloads.asp?Pageld=2
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6.2.21

6.2.22

6.2.23

6.2.24

6.2.25

6.2.26

A general increase in visitors of 2% — 5% is equivalent to one extra person for every 20 - 50
existing visitors. This increase may have varying impacts on the European sites in the study
area.

It is considered that the impact of the increased visitors due to the combination of the Ipswich
Borough Core Strategy and Policies with the Suffolk Coastal District Core Strategy and
Development Management Policies will have a insignificant extra impact compared to the
Suffolk Coastal District Core Strategy and Development Management Policies alone, on the
European sites in Essex listed in Section 2.2 above, Staverton Park and the Thicks SAC, Dews
Ponds SAC, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA, Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoons SAC and
Benacre to Easton Bavents SPA. It is therefore considered that there will be no adverse effect
upon the integrity of these European sites.

It is considered that the impact of the increased visitors due to the combination of the Ipswich
Borough Core Strategy and Policies with the Suffolk Coastal District Core Strategy and
Development Management Policies will have a significant extra impact compared to the Suffolk
Coastal District Core Strategy and Development Management Policies alone. The increase in
visitors from Ipswich, predicted at 0.8% compared to 1.68% from Suffolk Coastal, is not
insignificant. Those European sites which might be affected by the Suffolk Coastal District Core
Strategy and Development Management Policies alone will be further affected in combination
with the Ipswich Borough Core Strategy and Policies. It is consequently not possible to
ascertain that there will be no adverse effect upon the integrity of the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA,
Alde-Ore and Butley SAC, Deben Estuary SPA, Minsmere - Walberswick Heaths and Marshes
SAC, Minsmere — Walberswick SPA and Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA.

Impact on specific nearby European sites alone or in combination

It is considered that major areas of new housing may impact upon nearby European sites, if the
European sites are used by residents from the new housing to such a level that disturbance or
trampling damage is initiated. The two major housing allocations which need to be considered
are at Martlesham, Ipswich, and Felixstowe.

In a study of recreational disturbance of birds on the Stour and Orwell Estuaries by Ravenscroft,
Parker, Vonk and Wright (2007)* the most visited parts of both estuaries were at Nacton, Pin
Mill and Bridge Wood, part of Orwell Country Park, all of which had around ten or more visitors
per hour. The level of visitors was correlated with a low number of birds, indicating that birds
had been disturbed and therefore those parts of the estuary were effectively unavailable to the
SPA qualifying birds. This result is readily applicable to other estuaries; where visitor numbers
are high, bird numbers are low. The study was not designed to quantify a threshold at which
visitor numbers switch from being benign to damaging.

Section 5.4 above explains that housing development is likely to result in people living in that
new housing walking to any European site within 1km, and driving to any European site within
8km, for walking or other recreation where facilities such as open access or rights of way exist.

Impact on Deben Estuary alone or in combination

The Deben Estuary near Martlesham is believed to have a low to moderate level of terrestrial
recreational activity at present. There is no data to confirm this belief, but the estuary-side
path between Martlesham Creek and Waldringfield is in poor repair and few people use it for
more than a short circular walk. There is no nearby visitor parking, with the nearest public car
parks being in Woodbridge to the north and Waldringfield to the south. The car park for
Martlesham church is also available for casual parking. A boatyard in the creek causes localised
disturbance to birds. The Natural England condition assessments for mudflats supporting SPA
qualifying species in this part of the Deben Estuary SSSI (units 6,8 and 9) are unfavourable
declining (Appendix 3) but due to saltmarsh erosion by water rather than due to visitor
disturbance or trampling.

24 Ravenscroft, Parker, Vonk and Wright 2007 Disturbance to waterbirds wintering in the Stour-Orwell Estuaries SPA Commissioned by
Suffolk Coast and Heaths Unit.
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6.2.27 The Deben Estuary SPA has up to 22,000 birds at any one time, with numbers usually peaking
in the winter. This reflects the use of the estuaries by birds from further north, such as
Scandinavia, which come south to the UK for the relatively warmer winter climate and extensive
mudflats for feeding. Data obtained from the British Trust for Ornithology, based on monthly
counts by volunteers, is available for the years 2002/03 to 2006/07, and is shown in the table
below.

Year Peak Monthly Autumn Winter Spring
Total Peak Peak Peak
02/03 15016 (JAN) 7846 19511 4348
03/04 15051 (JAN) 7687 20598 3142
04/05 21389 (JAN) 11998 22342 4300
05/06 15905 (JAN) 9857 21020 4282
06/07 13505 (JAN) 8917 17654 3484
MEAN 9081 20225 3911

6.2.28 A more detailed breakdown of bird numbers by species for the whole SPA is given in Appendix
8. The bird counts are made by dividing the estuaries into ‘count sectors’, with counts made for
each sector separately.

6.2.29 The count sector of the SPA adjacent to Martlesham Creek is called ‘count sector 5. Bird
counts for this sector alone are given in the table below.

Year Peak Monthly Autumn Winter Spring

Total Peak Peak Peak

02/03 1575 (DEC) 931 2237 515
03/04 845 (NOV) 685 1262 130
04/05 1145 (JAN) 186 1653 305
05/06 759 (FEB) 340 956 159
06/07 854 (MAR) 944 1417 66
MEAN 617 1505 235

6.2.30 A more detailed breakdown of bird numbers per month is given in Appendix 8.

6.2.31 An allocation of 2000 houses at Martlesham could potentially cause problems to the Deben
Estuary, from increased visitor use causing significant disturbance to SPA birds; trampling of
water-edge habitat in Martlesham Creek containing a rare snail might also occur, although this
would be an impact upon the component SSSI rather than a SPA issue.

6.2.32 The key diagram shows the Ipswich Policy Area in an indicative location at Martlesham, but
there no definitive area boundaries are proposed. The master-planning of new housing may
also include a desire for new footpath links to the estuary. It is therefore possible that visitor
recreation activity would substantially increase on the foreshore of Deben Estuary SPA, bringing
in high levels of disturbance to what is currently little disturbed and a ‘refuge’ area for SPA-
qualifying birds. It is not possible with the current state of knowledge to be able to quantify the
new amounts of disturbance or the impact caused. These matters will relate to the location of
housing, its distance from the SPA and ease of access to the SPA. It is noted that there is a
small network of public footpaths to the SPA in the vicinity of Martlesham Church

6.2.33 The location of high tide bird roosts has been kindly explained by Nick Mason, a local

birdwatcher who co-ordinates bird counts on the Deben Estuary. When the tide rises, mudflats
are covered and birds must leave the mudflats to roost on drier land until the tide falls. Some
birds fly to the wet grassland of Kingston Marshes, between Martlesham Creek and
Woodbridge. Other birds fly to roost in the wet grassland a short distance to the south of
Martlesham Creek, east of Hill Farm. Some birds fly further south to the main Deben Estuary
high tide roost on saltmarsh at Hemley. It is possible that on occasion that some birds might
fly further inland, towards Martlesham village, but this is not thought to be common.
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6.2.40

6.2.41

6.2.42

It therefore cannot be ascertained that an allocation of 2000 new dwellings at Martlesham will
have no adverse affect upon the integrity of Deben Estuary SPA near Martlesham, given the
current level of detail available within the Core Strategy and Development Management Policies.

Provided that development is greater than 1km from a Natura 2000 site and that accessibility to
the greenspace provision is adequate, it is unlikely that visitor recreation activity would
substantially increase on the foreshore of Deben Estuary SPA at Martlesham, so there is
expected to be no new high levels of disturbance to what is currently little disturbed and a
‘refuge’ area for SPA-qualifying birds.

The combination of the allocations at Martlesham with other allocations in Suffolk Coastal and
Ipswich will not change this conclusion.

There are car parks at Woodbridge and Waldringfield within 8km of the indicative housing area,
and it is possible that these will receive an increase of visitors for recreation alongside the
estuary. Recreation beside the estuary at Woodbridge is already great, so it is considered that
there will be little extra impact on the SPA from increased visitor numbers from Martlesham.
The car park at the Deben Estuary at Waldringfield is privately operated for users of the pub
and sailing club, and is not available as a starting point for estuary-side walks. Given this lack
of available parking, it is possible to ascertain that the integrity of the Deben Estuary at
Waldringfield will not be affected by the housing allocations at Martlesham either alone or in
combination with housing provisions elsewhere.

Impact on Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA and Deben SPA alone or in combination

For the Felixstowe area, there is a proposed strategy of 1,000 additional dwellings to be
allocated in a dispersed manner in the Core Strategy & Development Management Policies
document. This growth is to be organic and evolutionary in the Felixstowe & Trimleys area over
a mixture of sites immediately abutting existing built up areas, whilst preserving as far as
possible prime agricultural land for essential food production.

The Orwell Estuary (part of the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA) has a relatively low level of
visitor access as it approaches Felixstowe, compared to higher reaches nearer Ipswich
(Ravenscroft et al 2007). Consequently, bird disturbance is low and the condition on the
northern bank as assessed by Natural England in units 13 and 16 are unfavourable declining
because of erosion, rather than any impact of visitors. It is considered that current visitor levels
are not harmful, not least because of the distance in reaching the north bank of the Orwell in
the vicinity of the Trimleys from any public area or car park. It is also noted that Trimley
Marshes nature reserve is well managed to successfully reduce any visitor impact to acceptable
levels.

If housing allocations were to be within 1km of the estuary, for example around Thorpe
Common, it would be within walking distance of the estuary. It is noted that there is a small
network of public footpaths to the Orwell Estuary at that location. The master-planning of new
housing may also include a desire for new footpath links to the estuary. It is therefore likely
that visitor recreation activity would substantially increase on the foreshore of Stour and Orwell
Estuaries SPA, bringing in high levels of disturbance to what is currently little disturbed and a
‘refuge’ area for SPA-qualifying birds. It is not possible with the current state of knowledge to
be able to quantify the new amounts of disturbance or the impact caused.

Provided that development is greater than 1km from a Natura 2000 site and that accessibility to
the greenspace provision is adequate, it is, it is unlikely that visitor recreation activity would
substantially increase on the foreshore of the Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA, so there is expected
to be no new high levels of disturbance to what is currently little disturbed and a ‘refuge’ area
for SPA-qualifying birds.

There is one existing car park on the Orwell Estuary within 8km of the indicative housing
allocation area which could have an increased use and bring extra visitors to cause more
disturbance to SPA-qualifying birds. This is at Nacton and it already results in high levels of
visitor disturbance, but many of the visitors are perceived to come from Ipswich (Ravenscroft et
al 2007). It is considered that in combination with allocations in Ipswich there may be greater
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visitor pressure on the Stour-Orwell Estuaries SPA at Nacton causing greater disturbance to
birds.

It can be ascertained that an allocation of 1000 new dwellings at Felixstowe / The Trimleys will
have no adverse affect upon the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA, given a location well over 1km
from the estuary and with adequate greenspace provision.

The Deben Estuary SPA is further than 1km away from the indicative housing area at Felixstowe
so it is unlikely that there will be an additional visitor recreation resulting from people walking
from the housing allocations to the Deben. There are car parks at Felixstowe Ferry and
Waldringfield, within 8km of the indicative housing area, and it is possible that these will receive
an increase of visitors for recreation alongside the estuary. Recreation at Felixstowe Ferry is
primarily based around the harbour, and the North Sea beach, so it is considered that there will
be little extra impact on the SPA from increased visitor numbers. The car park at the Deben
Estuary at Waldringfield is privately operated for users of the pub and sailing club, and is not
available as a starting point for estuary-side walks. Given this lack of parking, it is possible to
ascertain that the integrity of the Deben Estuary at Waldringfield will not be affected by the
housing allocations at Martlesham alone and in combination with housing provisions elsewhere.

Summary of initial conclusions

The Suffolk Coastal Core Strategy and Development Management Policies is predicted to result
in an increase in visitors to the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA, Alde-Ore and Butley SAC, Deben Estuary
SPA, Minsmere - Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SAC, Minsmere — Walberswick SPA,
Sandlings SPA, and Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA and it is not possible to ascertain that there
will be no affect upon the integrity of those European sites. This conclusion is for the Suffolk
Coastal Core Strategy and Development Management Policies alone, as well as in combination
with the Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies. Each individual development site will require the
process of the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 to be followed, including
Appropriate Assessments in many cases, at the planning application stage

Provided that strategic housing proposals for development at Martlesham and Felixstowe
Peninsula are greater than 1km from the Deben Estuary and Orwell Estuary respectively,
together with improvements in accessibility to greenspace provision, it is unlikely that visitor
recreation activity would substantially increase on the foreshore of those estuaries. It is
therefore concluded that there would be no adverse affect upon the integrity of the respective
European sites.

The Suffolk Coastal Core Strategy and Development Management Policies is predicted to result
in little difference, at an insignificant level, in visitor pressure upon Hamford Water SPA,
Hamford Water Ramsar site, Colne Estuary (Mid Essex Coast phase 2) SPA, Colne Estuary (Mid
Essex Coast phase 2) Ramsar site, Essex Estuaries SAC, Staverton Park and the Thicks SAC,
Dews Ponds SAC, The Broads SAC, Broadland SPA, Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoons SAC
and Benacre to Easton Bavents SPA. It is ascertained that there will be no affect upon the
integrity of those European sites either alone or in combination with the Ipswich Core Strategy
and Policies.

Comparison with RSS conclusions

This conclusion differs from the initial ‘Habitats Regulations Assessment’ for the Regional Spatial
Strategy®®. That assessment concluded that there was likely to be no significant effect of the
housing allocation for Ipswich Borough / Suffolk Coastal District because:

the [RSS] policies will not result in any development;

the policies make provision for development, but the exact location is to be selected
following the consideration of options in lower tier plans (ie by local development plans,
programmes and strategies);

%5 Fulton (2006) East of England Regional Spatial Strategy: Habitats Regulations Assessment. ERM, for Government Office for the East

of England.
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the policy concentrates the development in urban areas away from Natura 2000 and
Ramesar sites;

the policies specifically state that development should avoid any adverse effects on the
integrity of Natura 2000 or Ramsar sites; and

Policy ENV3 states that local planning authorities should ‘ensure that.....development
does not have adverse effects on the integrity of sites of European or international
importance’

Generic provisions have been made within the policies in the RSS (eg ENV3) supported
by more specific provisions to ensure that the integrity of Natura 2000 and Ramsar sites
are not adversely affected by development.

The initial RSS assessment did not specifically consider the increased amount of visitors to
European sites from an increased population, regardless of the exact location of the housing
allocations.

A second Appropriate Assessment of the Regional Spatial Strategy®® assessed housing policies
very briefly and, without analysis, concluded that there would be no affect upon the integrity of
European sites. An example paragraph, assessing the impact of recreation on the Deben
Estuary SPA, simply states Policy HG1 aims to regenerate the sub-region and provide for major
housing growth at the Key Centres of Colchester and Ipswich, providing for 20,000 net
additional dwellings in the Ipswich Policy Area. This will lead to increased recreational access to
the surrounding area, including to the coast and coastal waters. It is not considered that there
s potential for the increased level of recreational access to have an effect on the populations of
the wintering Avocet and Dark-bellied Brent Goose that are the European site and Ramsar site
international interest. The increase in recreational access is not predicted to be at an intensity
or coincide with the locations where adverse effects will occur. We concluded that policy HG1
(and S53 and H1) would have no adverse effect on the integrity of the Deben Estuary SPA and
Ramsar Site bird interest.

It is considered that the Appropriate Assessment of the Regional Spatial Strategy did not assess
the effects of its housing provision to the level of detail necessary at this stage, which is why
the conclusions differ.

6.3 Policy SP5. Employment land.

6.3.1

6.3.2

Policy overview

The policy makes provision for 8.5ha of employment land, particularly at the strategic sites at
Felixstowe Port and Martlesham Heath business campus, including Adastral Park. Other
employment land will be identified at other, smaller sites, at the Site Specific Local Development
Document.

Policy SP5 states:
Strategic Policy SP5 — Employment Land

The Core Strategy will make provision for at least 8.5 hectares of employment
land within the district, creating at least 8000 new jobs as a contribution to the
Regional Spatial Strategy requirements for the Haven Gateway sub-region.

Three areas are identified as Strategic Employment Areas. The first two have a
regional significance and are identified as key economic drivers for the Haven
Gateway sub-region. The third is of strategic significance due to its overall size
and mix of uses and the numbers of jobs it supports. The Council will support the

26 Rps (2007) Government Office for the East of England Draft Revision to Regional Spatial Strategy for the East of England: Secretary
of State’s Proposed Changes and Further Proposed Changes Report of the Habitats Directive Assessment (under the Habitats

Regulations)
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6.3.3

6.3.4

6.3.5

6.3.6

retention, expansion and consolidation of these areas subject to conformity with
the remainder of the strategy:

Felixstowe Port;

Martlesham Heath Business Campus, including Adastral Park; and
Ransomes Europark as part of a wider employment corridor extending
into Ipswich Borough.

With regard to Felixstowe Port, in addition to the Felixstowe South Re-
configuration works which are currently underway, this includes provision of
additional sites for necessary supporting port-related uses.

In respect of Martlesham Heath, the opportunity is available to create a high-
tech business cluster, building on BT’s research and development headquarters
at Adastral Park. Specific encouragement will be given to the location of other
high tech information, communication and technology sector businesses in this
area which would benefit from co-existence over other more general uses.

Elsewhere across the District there are a number of employment areas that are
significant at the district level. These are identified as General Employment
Areas and will be identified in the Site Specific Local Development Document and
will be shown on the Proposals Map. The appropriate uses in general
employment areas will normally be B1, B2 and B8 uses unless specified in
specific policies. Other ancillary uses such as take away food, nurseries/créche,
and leisure may be appropriate if the primary purpose is to provide a service to
local workers and not a wider area.

The strategy of creating new employment land will be complemented by one of
protecting existing land.

Impact upon European sites

The strategic provision at Felixstowe port does not allocate any particular land but says that the
provision will occur on unidentified ‘vacant’ land. This land might include brownfield land within
the port, or arable land in the vicinity of the port. It is unlikely that the Stour and Orwell
Estuaries SPA would be treated as ‘vacant land’, although there is potential for development to
take place on brownfield land close to the SPA.

The provisions of policy SP12 Biodiversity and Geodiversity specifically prevent the SPA from
being harmed by developments, so the aggregate effect of the policies prevents employment
land at Felixstowe Port from causing harm to the adjacent SPA, during construction or from
land-take. Any development proposal which might arise will be subject to its own Appropriate
Assessment.

Adastral Park, and the Martlesham Heath business campus, are over 2km from the Deben
Estuary SPA. Direct effects from construction or operation of the employment facilities are very
unlikely to have an impact upon the SPA. Indirect effects are expected to be absent; there is
no known effect of the existing business park upon the estuary and, for example, no extra visits
to the estuary are expected as a result of the employment facilities.

Ransomes Europark is sufficiently far from the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA that direct effects
from construction or operation of the employment facilities are very unlikely to have an impact
upon the SPA. Indirect effects are expected to be absent; there is no known effect of the
existing business park upon the estuary and, for example, no extra visits to the estuary are
expected as a result of the employment facilities
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6.3.7

6.4.1

6.4.2

Conclusion

It is ascertained that policy SP5 will have no adverse affect upon the integrity of any European
sites.

6.4 Policy SP8. Tourism

Policy overview

Policy SP8 describes all areas of the District and their capacity to absorb new tourism
development and additional visitors. The policy gives a hierarchical approach to development,
targeting it to larger towns and away from the Heritage Coast and AONB.

Policy SP8 is
Strategic Policy SP8 — Tourism

Tourism is an important element of the district economy. Suffolk Coastal
possesses a high quality built and natural environment, rich in history and
culture, within easy reach of large numbers of people from within and outside of
the area. In order to manage tourism in a way which protects the features which
make the district attractive to visitors, proposals for tourism-related
development will be determined by the areas capacity to absorb new
development and additional activity.

The areas are:

The resort of Felixstowe, located on the coast and adjacent to the AONB,
which is a priority for new tourist activity;

The market towns of Framlingham, Leiston and Saxmundham. These are
considered to have the capacity to absorb some modest development
thereby taking pressure off the more sensitive areas;

Aldeburgh and Woodbridge. Two small towns in sensitive locations within
and adjacent to the AONB respectively. The protection of their settings
will be of prime importance;

The Heritage Coast. The environment is of national significance and the
only development to be permitted will be individual conversions to tourist
accommodation to a high standard of design;

The Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. Development will be restricted to
conversions and improvements/minor extensions to existing facilities
where a landscape assessment shows these could be accommodated with
no adverse impact;

The remaining area east of the A12. In addition to new facilities through
conversions or extensions to existing facilities, modest new developments
in sustainable locations; and

The area west of the A12. This area has the potential to absorb additional
tourist pressure and subject to the implications for the environment,
including the generation of traffic, the Council will support and promote
tourism west of the A12.

Applicants will be expected to undertake biodiversity and habitat assessments
and to ensure that any development of tourism related facilities does not result
in noise and/or air pollution and that they conform to other environmental
protection policies. Where necessary the Council will support the introduction of
local management solutions to the problems created by tourism.
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6.4.3

6.4.4

6.4.5

6.4.6

6.4.7

6.4.8

Impact on European sites

All the European sites within Suffolk Coastal District are within the existing Suffolk Coast and
Heaths AONB, where development is strictly limited, so there will be no direct impact of
development and little change in visitor pressure.

However, there is potential for indirect effects of tourism, such as an increase of visitors to the
European sites causing harm such as trampling of shingle vegetation or disturbance to birds.

In 2006, there were 420,700 staying trips to the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB (i.e. tourists
who stayed overnight) with a total of 1,570,000 staying nights*’. There is no compulsory
registration of tourism accommodation, but it is estimated that there are 511 establishments
providing 11,289 bed spaces of tourism accommodation in Suffolk?®. The proportion of these in
Suffolk Coastal is unknown but it might be expected to have more than the average for Suffolk;
perhaps 150 establishments and 125,000 staying trips.

Much of any new tourism-related accommodation development is expected to cater for summer
visitors. In winter, where wintering birds are SPA qualifying features, tourism is reduced and
existing capacity would be sufficient. Many tourists who wish to ‘experience nature’ are
expected to travel to ‘visitor destinations’ within European sites, such as the RSPB Minsmere
nature reserve, where visitors are well managed to avoid any harm to designated features.
Smaller sites, such as Blaxhall Heath (part of Sandlings SPA) for example, are less likely to be
used by tourists.

The priority for tourism development is given in the Core Strategy as Felixstowe, where people
enjoy traditional beach holidays, with entertainments provided within the town. The second
location in the policy where more than modest development might take place is west of the
Al4. Tourism development here would require a car journey to a European site, reinforcing the
view that tourists are likely to go to a site with a car park and facilities already in place. The
‘protection of the settings’ of Aldeburgh and Woodbridge indicates that large developments in
those towns would not be permitted under this policy.

Conclusions

The lack of a minimum target for development, lack of allocations, and the locations suggested
for development, indicate that tourism development can be ascertained to have no adverse
affect upon the integrity of any European sites.

6.5 Policy SP14. Nuclear Energy.

6.5.1

6.5.2

6.5.3

6.5.4

Policy overview

Policy SP14 considers the local issues which would have to be addressed as part of proposals
for a new nuclear power station at Sizewell, including nature conservation.

The policy does not propose, promote or allocate a new nuclear power station. Any new power
station would require an application under the Electricity Act to the Secretary of State at the
Department of Energy and Climate Change.

The policy therefore does not influence whether or not a nuclear power station is built.
Conclusion

It is ascertained that policy SP14 will have no adverse affect upon the integrity of any European
sites.

27 East of England tourist board (undated) Economic Impact of Tourism. East of England Protected Landscapes and The Brecks.
28 East of England Tourism (undated) Serviced accommodation stock in the East of England 2008.
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6.6 Policy SP17. Green space.
Policy overview

6.6.1 The policy advocates provision of well-managed access to green space, including countryside
and coast. The Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure Strategy?® will form the basis of the
implementation. However, the Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure Strategy itself was not
subject to an Appropriate Assessment.

6.6.2 Policy SP17 is

The Core Strategy will provide well-managed access to, and involvement
in, green space in and around communities, including the countryside and
coast, in order to benefit health, community cohesion and greater
understanding of the environment without detriment to wildlife and
landscape character.

Developer contributions will be used to fund the creation of green space,
subject to its priority in comparison with other elements of community
infrastructure.

Impact on European sites

6.6.3 Provision of additional greenspace through developer contributions has a beneficial effect upon
European sites, by providing alternative areas for recreation so that visitor pressure on
European sites for ‘local’ use is reduced. The greenspace standards, in the Haven Gateway
Green Infrastructure Strategy and repeated in the text for policy SP17, do not meet the needs
for residents as set out in Section 5.4 regarding lengths of walks through greenspace rather
than a simple site area. Although policy SP30 mitigates to some degree the impacts of
additional housing, it does not completely mitigate for those impacts.

6.6.4 The policy does not allocate land in or adjacent to European sites for an increase in access to
greenspace. Any such project which might arise will be subject to its own Appropriate
Assessment, either as part of a planning application or within the Site of Special Scientific
Interest / European site consenting procedure operate by Natural England. The policy itself will
therefore not cause harm to any European site.

Conclusion

6.6.5 It is ascertained that policy SP17 will have no adverse affect upon the integrity of any European
sites.

%9 The Landscape Partnership (2008) A Green Infrastructure Strategy for the Haven Gateway.
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Mitigation

7.1 Introduction to mitigation

7.1.1

7.1.2

7.1.3

7.1.4

The aim of mitigation is to reduce impacts until they no longer have an adverse affect upon the
integrity of European sites. The preferred solution is to avoid proposing elements of the plan
which would have an adverse effect, followed by a solution to permit the impacts but carry out
measures which will reduce the impacts to an acceptable level.

The assessment in Section 6 above showed that there was no adverse affect upon the integrity
of any European sites for some policies and therefore no mitigation is necessary. These policies
are

SP5 Employment land.
SP8 Tourism.

SP14 Nuclear energy.
SP17 Green Space.

There was one policy which was identified in Section 6 above for which it could not be
ascertained that there would be no adverse effect upon the integrity of Alde-Ore Estuary SPA,
Alde-Ore and Butley SAC, Deben Estuary SPA, Minsmere - Walberswick Heaths and Marshes
SAC, Minsmere — Walberswick SPA, Sandlings SPA, and Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA. This
was Policy SP2 ‘Housing numbers’, together with SP20 Area East of Ipswich, SP21 Felixstowe,
SP22 Aldeburgh, SP24 Leiston, SP26 Woodbridge, and SP27 Allocations in the key service
centres. The impact was due to a predicted increase of visitors to all those European sites.
The impact included an affect in combination with development in Ipswich Borough. All these
policies are included with policy SP2 discussions below.

Mitigation for policy SP2 is given in Section 7.2 below.

7.2 Mitigation for Policy SP2. Housing numbers.

7.21

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.2.4

The principle of mitigation for this policy is to reduce demand for visits to the European sites at
risk of impact, and to manage existing sites with a specific high risk to re-distribute visitors from
sensitive areas.

Detailed aims of such mitigation are

To prevent an increase in visitor number to all European sites across the Suffolk Coast
and Heaths AONB

To prevent an increase in visitor numbers to specific parts of European sites likely to be
particularly affected — the Deben Estuary SPA at Martlesham Heath.

Detailed objectives are

To provide new locations for countryside recreation, especially dog walking, for residents
of existing and proposed housing, as a preferred alternative to visiting European sites

To improve visitor infrastructure and management, including wardening, on existing sites
to reduce the impact of increased visitors

To quantify reductions in visitor harm achieved by mitigation projects
Mitigation for Deben Estuary SPA and Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA

Provided that strategic housing proposals for development at Martlesham are greater than 1km
from the Deben estuary, and improvements to accessibility of natural greenspace are made, it
is unlikely that visitor recreation activity would substantially increase on the foreshore of the
Deben Estuary SPA at Martlesham. Therefore, there is expected to be no new high levels of
disturbance to what is currently little disturbed and a ‘refuge’ area for SPA-qualifying birds.
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7.2.5

7.2.6

7.2.7

7.2.8

7.2.9

7.2.10

7.2.11

7.2.12

Provided that strategic housing proposals for development at Felixstowe Peninsula are greater
than 1km from the Orwell estuary, and improvements are made to accessibility of greenspace
provision, it is unlikely that visitor recreation activity would substantially increase on the
foreshore of the Stour & Orwell estuaries. Therefore it is expected that there are to be no new
high levels of disturbance to what is currently little disturbed and a ‘refuge’ area for SPA-
qualifying birds.

The mitigation required is to ensure that the developments deliver sufficient greenspace to
accommodate the increased requirement for local recreation opportunities, so that there are no
impacts upon the respective SPAs.

Mitigation for European sites across the AONB

Mitigation for an increase in visitors to European sites across the Suffolk Coast and Heaths
AONB is based on providing alternative recreational choices for residents (existing and
proposed) of Ipswich Borough and Suffolk Coastal District. Alternative recreation options
should be located at convenient points for many users, and offer facilities sufficient to attract
some people from European sites.

A new Country Park is proposed for a location to the north or north-east of Ipswich as
mitigation for future housing development. A new Country Park has been under discussion for
some time, and was suggested by the Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure Project®
independently of this Appropriate Assessment, in order to provide adequate green space for the
population of Ipswich, particularly the northern part of the Borough. A suitable location would
be in the Martlesham area, accessible from major routes out of Ipswich, Woodbridge, and
Felixstowe and therefore providing a facility for people from those towns.

The new Country Park should be free to enter, contain areas for dog walking, children’s play,
and possibly more formal recreation such as orienteering, events such as Country Fairs, and a
ranger service. A mixture of habitats including grassland, woodland and open water would
make it more attractive and would also provide opportunities for delivery of BAP targets.

As the new Country Park is necessary for the ‘in-combination’ impact of development within
Ipswich Borough and Suffolk Coastal, it is appropriate that the arrangements for its
implementation are shared equally by Ipswich Borough Council and Suffolk Coastal District
Council, and could at least in part be funded by a tariff on new housing.

It is expected that the new Country Park will form a substantial part of the mitigation
requirements for development within both Ipswich Borough and Suffolk Coastal District.
However, evidence from Site Manager’s surveys (Section 5.5), the Stour and Orwell Estuaries
SPA disturbance report® discussed in 6.2 above, and studies of heathland in Dorset (see 6.2
above) indicate that there may still be some residual disturbance of birds, probably caused by
local people engaging in low-key recreational activities on European sites near their homes,
such as dog-walking. These people would not necessarily always be attracted to Country Parks.
This residual disturbance would be an impact referable in particular to the aggregation of
smaller provisions across Suffolk Coastal District.

Mitigation across European sites within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB requires a
programme of

identifying key sites where visitor pressure is currently, or close to, causing harm
identifying the origin of visitors to those identified key sites

writing and implementing a visitor management plan for key sites without such a plan, or
revising existing plans, to reduce visitor impact. Reduction in visitor impact might mean
changes to visitor infrastructure (e.g. car parks, paths), new or revised interpretation,

% available at http://www.suffolkcoastal.gov.uk/yourdistrict/planning/review/evidence/studies/default.htm

31 Ravenscroft, Parker, Vonk and Wright 2007 Disturbance to waterbirds wintering in the Stour-Orwell Estuaries SPA Commissioned by
Suffolk Coast and Heaths Unit
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7.2.13

7.2.14

wardening, provision of alternative recreation opportunities in less sensitive locations,
etc, bylaws, identification of parts of sites where recreation will not be encouraged, etc.

A monitoring programme, to determine visitor numbers and allow the impact of the
visitor numbers to be identified, throughout time.

The implementation body for this exercise is to be decided. The Suffolk Coast and Heaths Unit
would be in a good position to carry this out, as they have an AONB-wide role, but others such
as Suffolk County Council (e.g. Rights of Way Improvement Plan, Open Access), Natural
England, Suffolk Coastal District Council, and the Sandlings Project would have an important
role. However, it is expected that funding should be directly related to housing provision, and
at least in part funded for example by a tariff on new housing.

The mitigation proposals are consistent with the Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure
Strategy*?.

7.3 Mitigation conclusions

7.3.1

It is considered that, if the mitigation in sections 7.1 and 7.2 is implemented to suitable
standards, the impacts of additional housing provisions in Policy SP2 and related policies, alone
or in combination with provision in the Ipswich Borough Core Strategy and Policies, will be
reduced to an insignificant level. It is ascertained that, with the proposed mitigation, Policy SP2
and related housing policies will have no adverse effect upon the integrity of any European site.

%2 The Landscape Partnership (2008) Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure Strategy.
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8.1.1

8.1.2

8.2.1

8.3.1

8.4.1

8.5.1

8.6.1

Conclusions of the Appropriate Assessment
8.1 Policy SP2 and related policies

It is not possible to ascertain that Policy SP2 has no adverse affect upon the integrity of a
number of European sites, because of increased visitor pressure on those sites.

However, it is considered that, if the mitigation in Sections 7.1 and 7.2 is implemented, the
impacts of additional housing provisions in Policy SP2 and related housing policies, alone or in
combination with provision in the Ipswich Borough Core Strategy and Policies, will be reduced
to an insignificant level. It is ascertained that, with the proposed mitigation, Policy SP2 and
related housing policies will have no adverse effect upon the integrity of any European site.

8.2 Individually assessed policies

The assessment in Section 6 above showed that there was no adverse affect upon the integrity
of any European sites for the policies

SP5 Employment land.
SP8 Tourism.

SP14 Nuclear energy.
SP17 Green Space.

8.3 All other policies

All other policies in the Suffolk Coastal Core Strategy and Development Management Policies
document are not likely to have a significant effect on any European site.

8.4 Interactions between policies in this plan

Policies have generally been assessed individually. It is possible that policies may interact, and
a combination of policies may have a greater effect than separately. Interactions between
policies have been fully considered and no further assessment or changes to conclusions are
required.

8.5 In combination with plans from others

It is considered that one plan may have an effect in combination, which is the Ipswich Borough
Core Strategy and Policies. All the above conclusions take into account any in combination
effects. No other plans are considered to have an effect in combination.

8.6 Final conclusion

It is concluded that policy SP2 would have an adverse effect upon the integrity of a number of
European sites, alone and in combination with the Ipswich Borough Core Strategy and Policies.
Mitigation is proposed which, if implemented, would reduce the adverse effect to an
insignificant level and would enable a conclusion that it can be ascertained that there will be no
adverse effect upon the integrity of any European site.
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Limitations to the assessment

9.1 The evidence base

9.1.1

9.1.2

9.1.3

9.14

The evidence base for the amount of visitors to European sites is poor, as data is very sparse.
Available data was used but it was a snapshot survey during one summer and did not cover all
European sites or take account of seasonal differences.

The evidence base for the impact of visitors on bird disturbance, and on population impacts of
birds, is poor. There was one good disturbance report for the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA,
but otherwise the evidence base is limited to studies on Dorset heathland, which is not
necessarily completely referable to the Sandlings heaths.

There is an apparent inconsistency in interpretation of current levels of disturbance / impact
caused by visitors. Site managers who responded to a survey reported that current visitor
levels were already causing damaging disturbance, but this was not reflected in current access
policy. Natural England condition assessment comments indicate that visitor disturbance is not
always taken into account, with comments largely based on vegetation characteristics or land
management. Despite a 2007 report indicating damaging disturbance to parts of the Orwell
Estuary, the condition assessments for these units have not been updated since the report was
published.

This assessment is founded on the evidence base which is available but it is considered that a
stronger evidence base would result in a more precise assessment, particularly in respect of the
impacts of additional housing provision. Section 9.2 describes improvements to the evidence
base that would be of most help.

9.2 Further work needed

9.2.1

9.2.2

9.2.3

9.2.4

9.2.5

9.2.6

Understanding the impact of visitors on European sites is not solely an issue for this Appropriate
Assessment, as site condition and visitor management would rely on this understanding, even in
the absence of housing provision.

It is important to be able to identify those European sites where current disturbance is causing
a reduction in bird numbers and loss of site condition. This requires a visitor survey, to identify
numbers and their use of the site, and detailed work to relate visitor numbers to bird use of
sites. The origin of visitors is also needed, to be able to identify uses made of the sites (e.qg.
local walks versus visitor destination) and determine appropriate mitigation.

It is suggested that Natural England is the appropriate lead for further studies, because it is the
statutory regulator and adviser for these sites.