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Otterpool Park Environmental Statement
Appendix 17.19 Habitats Regulations Assessment

Executive Summary

Arcadis Consulting (UK) Limited has been commissioned on behalf of Otterpool Park LLP to
undertake a Habitats Regulations Assessment in relation to ‘Otterpool Park’, a proposed garden
settlement located within Folkestone, Kent. The Study Area has been identified as an ‘area of
search’; hereafter, the area of search is referred to as “the site”.

To support the proposed Development, an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was undertaken
and the findings presented in the Otterpool Park Environmental Statement (ES) to which this
Appendix relates. The EIA has been undertaken to ensure the likely significant effects of the
proposed Development are properly understood by the decision maker. In tandem with the
production of an EIA, an HRA is required in accordance with the Habitats Regulations. The HRA
assesses whether the proposed Development is likely to have a significant effect on any National
Site Network (and Ramsar) sites or on any of their qualifying features, either directly or indirectly,
alone or in combination with other plans/projects. This document provides information to support an
HRA that would be completed by the competent authority i.e. the local planning authority.

This report supports an amended outline planning application for the Otterpool Park development.
Information to support an HRA was previously provided to support the original application for outline
planning permission made in February 2019, and comments were received in relation to that
document from stakeholders. These comments have been addressed within this amended
assessment. The following are the key differences between the initial and amended application:

¢ In the initial HRA, some sites within 30km were not screened as no potential impact
pathways were identified. Within this amended submission, all sites within 30km (18 sites)
are screened to make the rationale of this HRA clearer.

o Within the initial HRA, water nutrient impacts were not a vulnerability identified.
Subsequently, impacts to the Stodmarsh Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special
Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar site from increases in water nutrients have been
identified as a potential impact pathway by Natural England. As such, this has been
addressed within this HRA.

e The Institute of Air Quality Management’s (IAQM) designated sites guidance (2020)
identifies that for impacts on sites that are within the National Site Network, the assessor
should first consider whether the air quality issues have been considered in the Local
Plan HRA. Additionally, it identifies that if this has been done then it is appropriate and in
line with government guidance to defer to that over-arching Local Plan assessment.
Deferring ‘upwards’ to the Local Plan also addresses the undesirable situation of having
multiple traffic and air quality models for a single local authority area and the potential for
the modelling inconsistencies that would follow. As such within this HRA, assessments
of Air Quality impacts are deferred to the Local Plan HRA (LUC 2018 and 2019). This
approach was consulted upon with Natural England, full details are presented in Chapter
6 Air Quality, Section 6.2 under the sub heading Deferring to the Local Plan HRA for
ecological sites with a European designation, with the relevant consultation with Natural
England Presented in ES Appendix 7.2.

o Within the initial HRA, all impacts were screened out at Stage 1. Within this document,
impacts resulting from the nutrient neutrality have potential to impact the Stodmarsh SAC,
SPA and Ramsar site unless on-site mitigation is implemented. As such, in line with the
case law set out by CJEU C-323/17 People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman vs Coillte
Teoranta, impacts to this site are assessed through appropriate assessment.

Within this document, a list of sites within the National Site Network with the potential to be impacted
by the proposed Development was drawn up and included 18 sites up to 30km from the proposed
Development.
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The potential impacts of the proposed Development were largely determined by three key factors:

o whether there were any sites or qualifying features that could be directly affected by the
proposed Development;

» whether there are any sufficiently mobile qualifying features of the sites that while distant
from the scheme may rely on functional habitat that would be affected by the proposed
Development (largely birds and bats — see section 6 on functional habitat); and

¢ whether any of the potential effects of the proposed Development have the potential to
indirectly affect receptors some distance from the scheme due to the zone of influence
(for example through effects on water regime or increased traffic flow).

Professional judgement has been used in this assessment, taking into account the conservation
objectives for sites within the National Site Network, to determine whether or not significant effects
are likely to result from the proposals.

Only those potential effects with relevance to the proposed Development and the qualifying features
of the sites within the National Site Network have been scoped in for further consideration.

The following potential effects were considered:

¢ Functionally linked land: changes in favourable condition of faunal species populations
as a result of habitat loss/degradation/disturbance of functionally linked land.

e Air pollution: impact of atmospheric nitrogen deposition — as a result of the increase in
dust and vehicular emissions during construction/operation.

o Public access/disturbance — as a result of the increase in recreational pressure in the
operational phase.

e Water pollution — changes in water quality, specifically increased nutrient inputs (nitrogen
and phosphorous) through wastewater, via water treatment works, and drainage to
watercourses or ditches within the Stour catchment.

Birds were the only sufficiently mobile receptor to have the potential to use habitat functionally linked
to the proposed Development site; these were screened out as no qualifying bird features were being
supported or maintained by the site from the bird survey results, nor does the proposed Development
support habitat that would be likely to support the qualifying features in any significant numbers.

Only one site was within the threshold for air quality assessment, that being the Folkestone to
Etchinghill Escarpment SAC. In line with the Institute of Air Quality Management’s designated sites
guidance (2020), this HRA defers to the Local Plan HRA (Folkestone and Hythe District Council
(F&HDC) Core Strategy Review (LUC, 2018) and the F&HDC Places and Policies Local Plan (PPLP)
(LUC, 2018) and Core Strategy Review HRA Addendum (LUC 2019)), concluding no significant
effects predicted for the proposed Development. These documents underpin the 2020 People and
Places Local Plan Review.

A number of the sites were of particular stakeholder concern due to a potential increase in
recreational pressure; primary and secondary data was analysed for these sites. These sites were
Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC, the Wye and Crundale Downs SAC, the Dover to
Kingsdown Cliffs SAC and the Dungeness complex (SPA, SAC and Ramsar). While small numbers
of additional visitors may be expected, visitor behaviour predicted that the proposed Development’s
residents were unlikely to travel to these sites in any significant numbers and the primary recreational
use was dog walking. Given the large amount of accessible greenspace integral to the design (over
50% of the site), it is anticipated that a significant proportion of residents would utilise this space for
dog walking and visits to the designated sites would be in small numbers for recreational purposes
associated with the appreciation of the designated features.
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With regard to the Dungeness complex (SPA, SAC and Ramsar) (nearest points, coastal 8.7km
south, and marine 2.9km south), the Dungeness Complex Sustainable Access and Recreation
Management Strategy (SARMS) and supporting documents (The Places Team, 2017) was reviewed
and it was concluded that no significant effect resulting from the development is foreseen. This is
supported by Natural England’s responses to the previous Otterpool Park HRA submission.

Of the remaining sites under consideration, Parkgate Down SAC is not publicly accessible. The
remaining sites are over 15km away, with seven of them being over 20km away. Residents of the
proposed Development are unlikely to use these sites in any significant numbers.

A review of the local plan HRAs, namely the F&HDC Core Strategy Review (LUC, 2018) and the
F&HDC Places and Policies Local Plan (PPLP) (LUC, 2018) and Core Strategy Review HRA
Addendum (LUC 2019), was carried out to assess other plans and projects which could lead to likely
significant effects on sites within the National Site Network when considered in combination with the
proposed Development. It concluded that there were no likely significant effects, there are no
additional developments of note since this assessment that in combination with the proposed
Development would change this assessment in regard to functionally linked habitat, air pollution and
recreation.

The proposed Development was found to have the potential to lead to likely significant effects (alone
and in combination) upon the habitats and qualifying features of the Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and
Ramsar sites with regard to water pollution. This is with specific reference to increased nutrient
inputs, primarily associated with future wastewater treatment requirements and discharges from
wastewater treatment works into the East Stour River, which in turn connects with the designated
sites. Natural England have advised that all new development within the Stour catchment that has
the potential to result in increased nutrient budgets requires mitigation in order to achieve nutrient
neutrality. This requirement has also been confirmed by project-specific nutrient budget calculations
undertaken as part of this assessment. Therefore, with regard to water quality impacts associated
with the proposed Development and Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar sites, Stage 2 Appropriate
Assessment is required.

The Appropriate Assessment of potential impacts upon Stodmarsh SPA, SAC and Ramsar Site, was
informed by the Water Cycle Study (WCS) (available within the Otterpool Park Environmental
Statement, Appendix 15.2). Extensive consultation was undertaken with stakeholders including
Natural England. The approach to water management on site will ensure that the development is
nutrient neutral, with the approach to mitigation outlined in full in the WCS. As such, no impact upon
Stodmarsh is foreseen and therefore there is no need to proceed beyond Stage 2 of the HRA. As
the site will be nutrient neutral (compared to the baseline), there is no potential for in-combination
effects, therefore no assessment in relation to other proposals and water quality is required.

With regard to all other potential impacts and designated sites, the HRA is complete at Stage 1, and
no further input in this respect in relation to the proposed Development is required.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

1.1.1

Arcadis Consulting (UK) Limited was commissioned by Otterpool Park LLP (‘the applicant’)
to provide information in support of a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) for a
proposed new development. The proposed Development is ‘Otterpool Park’, a garden
settlement located within Kent.

To support this proposed Development, an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA),
presented in an Environmental Statement (ES) has been undertaken to ensure the likely
significant effects of the proposed Development are properly understood by the decision
maker. In tandem with the production of an EIA, an HRA is required in accordance with the
Habitats Regulations. The HRA assesses whether the proposed Development is likely to
have a significant effect on any National Site Network (and Ramsar) sites hereafter referred
to as “the sites” or on any of their qualifying features, either directly or indirectly, alone or in
combination with other plans/projects. This document provides information to support the
HRA, the final HRA will be undertaken by the local planning authority as the competent
authority, for ease this report is referred to as ‘the HRA’ throughout.

1.2 Site Location and Setting

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.2.3

The site is located within Folkestone, Kent within the administrative boundary of Folkestone
and Hythe District Council (F&HDC) and spans a large area located immediately south of
Junction 11 of the M20. The site is largely agricultural in nature with the maijority of the site
comprising arable and pasture fields, a disused horseracing course with an artificial lake
(‘Folkestone Racecourse Lake’), areas modified from historical use (airfields), existing
historic settlements and relatively new industrial areas.

The M20 motorway, Channel Tunnel Rail Link and Westenhanger Station are located to the
north of the site, beyond which lie the villages of Stanford and Postling within a largely rural
setting including the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). This AONB
extends to the east, beyond which lies the town of Hythe, and to the south where it includes
Lympne village. The site also includes the settlements of Barrowhill, Sellindge,
Westenhanger and Newingreen. Lympne Industrial Park and some areas of woodland are
located immediately south of the site. In addition, East Stour River flows through the site in
a north-east to west direction. The site is centred on Ordnance Survey National Grid
Reference TR 111 363.

An aerial image illustrating the Outline Planning Application (OPA) is presented in Image 1.
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Image 1: Outline Planning Application boundary (red line)

1.3 Proposed Development

1.3.1 The proposed Development is located on approximately 589 ha of land. The planning
application seeks permission for a new garden settlement accommodating up to 8,500
homes (Use Classes C2 and C3) and Use Class E, F, B2, C1, Sui Generis development,
including use of retained buildings as identified, with related infrastructure, highway works,
green and blue infrastructure, with access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale
matters to be reserved.

1.4 Aims of the Assessment
1.4.1  This document aims to:

e outline the legal requirements and guidance for undertaking an HRA, including the
potential option stages;

e describe the baseline features of the sites in the National Sites Network and assess how
the proposed Development site may be used by their qualifying features;

o describe the Development proposals;

» assess the likelihood of the significant effects of the proposed Development on Sites in
the National Sites Network as identified in consultation with Natural England (NE);

¢ review relevant literature for the Special Protection Area (SPA) bird species to assess the
likelihood (or otherwise) of significant effects from the proposed Development; and

e confirm the result of the HRA in accordance with NE’s advice.
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2 Background to Habitats Regulations Assessment
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2.3
2.3.1

23.2

This section describes the background behind National Site Network designations and the
legislation surrounding its protection and therefore the rationale for this assessment. This
also includes references to guidance followed.

Natura 2000 Site Creation

In May 1992, Member States belonging to the European Union (EU) adopted legislation
designed to protect the most seriously threatened habitats and species across Europe. This
legislation is referred to as the Habitats Directive and complements the Birds Directive
(adopted in 1979). At the heart of both these Directives was the creation of a network of
sites called Natura 2000. Natura 2000 comprised a network of areas designated to conserve
natural habitats and species that are rare, endangered, vulnerable or endemic within the
EU.

The Birds Directive requires the establishment of SPAs for birds classified under Directive
2009/147/EC on the Conservation of Wild Birds (the codified version of Directive
79/409/EEC as amended') for rare, vulnerable and regularly-occurring migratory bird
species and internationally important wetlands.

The Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats
and of wild fauna and flora)?, similarly requires Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) to be
designated for other species, and for habitats.

Together, SPAs and SACs made up the Natura 2000 series. All EU Member States
contributed to the network of sites in a Europe-wide partnership.

SPAs are classified under the Birds Directive to help protect and manage areas which are
important for rare and vulnerable birds because they use them for breeding, feeding,
wintering or migration.

The Directive was enacted in UK legislation by the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations, more commonly referred to as the Habitats Regulations. The 2017 Habitats
Regulations were amended by the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU
Exit) Regulations 2019. The amendments have resulted in the UK designated sites that were
part of the European Natura 2000 site network now being termed as National Site Network
sites.

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (Amendment) (EU Exit)
Regulations 2019 retain in place the prescriptions of the 2017 Regulations with only
relatively minor changes. The HRA regime set out in the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) therefore continue to apply.

National Site Network Site Protection

Although implemented in England through The Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019, the source directive that led to
the creation of this legislation is the European Community (EC) Habitats Directive.

Under Article 6 of the European Community (EC) Habitats Directive an assessment is
required where a plan or project may give rise to significant effects upon a National Site
Network site or sites (also known as ‘Sites in the National Sites Network’).

' Conservation of Wild Birds (the codified version of Directive 79/409/EEC as amended

2 Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora
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2.3.3

234
235

2.3.6

2.3.7

In addition, it is a matter of law that candidate SACs (cSACs) and Sites of Community
Importance (SCI) are considered in this process; furthermore, it is Government policy that
sites designated under the 1971 Ramsar Convention for their internationally important
wetlands (Ramsar sites) and potential SPAs (pSPAs) are also considered. These are all
hereafter referred to as Sites in the National Sites Network.

Paragraph 3, Article 6 of the Habitats Directive states that:

‘Any plan or project not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site
but likely to have a significant effect thereon, either individually or in combination with other
plans or projects, shall be subject to appropriate assessment of its implications for the site
in view of the site’s conservation objectives. In the light of the conclusions of the assessment
of the implications for the site and subject to paragraph 4 (see below), the competent
national authority shall agree to the plan or project only having ascertained that it will not
adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned and, if appropriate, after having obtained
the opinion of the general public.’

Paragraph 4, Article 6 of the Habitats Directive states that:

If, in spite of a negative assessment of the implications for the site and in the absence of
alternative solutions, a plan or project must nevertheless be carried out for imperative
reasons of overriding public interest, including those of social or economic nature, the
Member State shall take all compensatory measures to ensure that the overall coherence
of the national site network is protected. It shall inform the Commission of the
compensatory measures adopted.’

As explained above, the requirements of the Habitats Directive are transposed into UK law
by means of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended),
hereafter referred to as the Habitats Regulations. The process of assessing the implications
of development on Sites in the National Sites Network (which include Ramsar sites) is
therefore known as HRA. The 2017 Regulations have been amended by The Conservation
of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019. The effect of the
amendments largely relates to wording, requirements and processes remain the same as
protection levels remain unchanged. Existing EU guidance and case law from the European
Court of Justice remains a valid source of direction and interpretation of the requirements of
the legislation, although it should be noted that much case law has now been incorporated
into guidance and/or best practice.
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3 Habitats Regulations Assessment Method

3.1 Overview

3.11

The requirements of the HRA comprise four distinct stages and according to prescribed
guidance and methods. A flow chart deriving from the European Commission guidance
(2001) is presented in Image 2. This report comprises the Stage 1: Screening and Stage 2:
Appropriate Assessment (in relation to the Stodmarsh SPA SAC and Ramsar Site only).

3.2 Stage 1: Screening

3.2.1

This is the process which initially identifies the likely impacts upon a National Sites Network
Site (formerly European Site) of the project or plan, either alone or in combination with other
projects or plans and considers whether these impacts may be significant. If the effect may
be significant, or is not known, that may trigger the need for an Appropriate Assessment
(Stage 2).

3.3 Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment

3.3.1

This is the detailed consideration of the impact on the integrity of the National Sites Network
Site (formerly European Site) of the proposed Development, either alone or in combination
with other projects or plans, with respect to the site’s conservation objectives and its
structure and function. This is to determine whether or not there will be adverse effects on
the integrity of the site. This stage also includes the development of any additional mitigation
measures to avoid or reduce any possible significant adverse effects. Where there are
adverse effects, an assessment of mitigation options is carried out to determine adverse
effects on the integrity of the site. If these mitigation options cannot avoid adverse effects,
then development consent can only be given if Stages 3 and 4 are followed.

3.4 Stage 3: Assessment of Alternative Solutions

3.4.1

This is the process which examines alternative ways of achieving the objectives of the
proposed Development that would avoid adverse effects on the integrity of the National Sites
Network Site (formerly European Site), should avoidance or mitigation measures associated
with the proposed Development be unable to cancel out adverse effects.

3.5 Stage 4: Assessment Where No Alternative Solutions
Exist and Where Adverse Effects Remain

3.5.1

Should no alternative solutions be available, at Stage 4 an assessment is made with regard
to whether or not the development is necessary for imperative reasons of overriding public
interest (IROPI) and, if so, of the compensatory measures needed to maintain the overall
coherence of the national site network.
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The proposed Is the proposal directly connected with or necessary
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Image 2: HRA Flow diagram
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3.6 Relevant Legislation and Guidance

3.6.1 The following legislation and guidance documents will be consulted in the preparation of the
HRA:

¢ The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended);

e European Commission (2000), Managing Natura 2000 sites: The provisions of Article 6
of the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC;

e European Commission (2007), Guidance document on Article 6(4) of the Habitats
Directive 92/43/EEC;

e European Commission (2001), Assessment of plans and projects significantly affecting
Natura 2000 sites;

e The Planning Inspectorate Habitat Regulations Assessment Advice Note Ten: Habitat
Regulations Assessment relevant to nationally significant infrastructure projects, Version
5, August 2013;

e The Highway Agency (HA) Interim Advice Note 141/11: Assessment of Implications (of
Highways and/or Roads Projects) on Sites in the National Sites Network (Including
Appropriate Assessment) and the Planning Act 2008;

e The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) Volume 11 Environmental
Assessment, Section 4 Other Assessment Techniques, Part 1, HD44/09, Assessment of
Implications (of Highways and/or Roads Projects) on Sites in the National Sites Network
(Including Appropriate Assessment), Section 4 Assessment Methods (adopted in
February 2009);

e Natural England (2020) Advice on Nutrient Neutrality for New Development in the Stour
Catchment in Relation to Stodmarsh Designated Sites - For Local Planning Authorities;

e High Court judgment of Wyatt, R. (On the Application of) v Fareham Borough Council
(2021) EWHC 1434 (Admin) (28 May 2021);Court of Justice of the European Union (April
2018); Case C-323/17 People Over Wind & Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta (‘People
over Wind’).

3.7 HRA Consultation — (Stage 1 of the HRA Process)

3.7.1  The aim of this consultation with NE was to seek agreement of the scope of the overall HRA
Stage 1 Assessment.

Table 1: NE HRA consultation

Date / Attendees Summary of Issues Raised/Agreed

7 December 2016

meeting, attendees An initial meeting was undertaken between Arcadis Landscape and
included: Biodiversity team members. During this meeting key issues were
Natural England Landscape and Visual discussed, including potent.ial impacts to .Natura.2000 and Ramsar sites
(NE) Lead (Arcadis) henceforth referred to as Sites in the National Sites Network.
Natural England (NE) This consultation was formalised by NE _in a letter dated 15/12/2016
representative Reference DAS/11529/202390 (Appendix B).

Ecology Lead (Arcadis)


http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?docid=200970&doclang=EN
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?docid=200970&doclang=EN
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Date / Attendees Summary of Issues Raised/Agreed

31 July 2017
Via email: This email conversation was to agree the scope of the surveys required
NE . for the recreational surveys. This included six sites of particular

* NE representative stakeholder concern. This is presented in Appendix D.

Arcadis
The conversation was to discuss the scoping letter (May 2018) Arcadis
had produced to formally scope the content of the HRA with NE
(Appendix C).

25 May 2018 e Approach and initial thoughts outlined in the HRA scoping letter by

Arcadis confirmed.

via telephone e Also recommended using the information from the HRA undertaken

NE Attendees: for the Shepway Core Strategy and the Shepway Places and Policies
. Plan to be used within our assessment and the need for assessment
o NE representative . o

of in combination effects.
e Ecology Lead

: e NE requested that the consultation between Arcadis and herself
(Arcadis)

regarding the recreational pressure surveys be reported within the
HRA.

e Suggested that air quality monitoring of the Folkestone to Etchinghill
Escarpment SAC may be required after the project.

NE were contacted regarding the approach to assessment of air quality
impacts on Sites in the National Sites Network (Folkestone to Etchinghill

NE (Lead SAC) with regards to deferring to the findings of the local plan HRA.

Advisor, Sussex March 2021

& Kent) NE acknowledged receipt of the initial query. No response has been
received at the time of writing, therefore it has been assumed that the
proposed approach is agreed.

NE were contacted by email in order to confirm the approach to
comments received relating to the assessment of recreational
disturbance in the HRA. The email contained a summary of the proposed
approach. No response has been received at the time of writing and it
has therefore been assumed that the proposed approach is agreed.

June 2021, follow up

NE email July 2021

3.8 HRA Consultation on Nutrient Neutrality In Relation To
Stodmarsh SPA, SAC and Ramsar Site (HRA Stage 2)

3.8.1  The potential for nutrient loads within the East Stour River catchment to adversely impact
upon the Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar site was not raised by stakeholders in relation
to the 2019 HRA submission. Subsequently, Natural England identified this potential impact,
and raised this with Folkestone and Hythe District Council (F&HDC). As a response, it was
identified that Otterpool Park would require measures in place to achieve nutrient neutrality
in relation to the East Stour River catchment.

3.8.2 This section outlines the consultation conducted in relation to the potential water pollution
form nutrient loading at the Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar Site. The following
stakeholder liaison was undertaken in relation to his issue, as presented in Table 2.
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Table 2: Consultation in relation to nutrient neutrality on the Otterpool site

29/06/2020

14/10/2020

31/03/2021

3.8.3

3.8.4

Roundtable meeting with NE (Natural England) and
F&HDC — Folkestone and Hythe District Council

Nutrient Neutrality Roundtable meeting (including their HRA consultants) to discuss Nutrient
Neutrality assessment needs to overcome NE’s
Stodmarsh Lake concerns

Workshop with F&HDC (Folkestone and Hythe
District Council), EA (Environment Agency), NE
(Natural England) and KCC (Kent County council, the
Lead Local Flood Authority LLFA) to discuss baseline
hydraulic modelling, nutrient neutrality mitigation
strategy, East Stour River bridge crossings design
approach and integrated water management.

Flood Risk and Water Management
Workshop — Technical Workshop 2

Meeting with Ashford Borough Council to discuss if

Cross-boundary nutrient neutrality Otterpool Park can help offering nutrient neutrality
mitigation opportunity discussion mitigation credits to deliver development sites in
Ashford.

In line with the Statement of Common Ground, the Appropriate Assessment within this report
as supported by the Water Cycle Analysis (ES Appendix 15.2) and statement of common
ground (Appendix J) addresses the requirement for the following information:

The information, values and assumptions made in the nutrient calculations;

Information and evidence to support the assumptions used, especially where these
deviate from Natural England’s methodological advice (e.g. the Councils evidence on
occupancy rates and their long term stability).

Evidence to support any mitigation planned, including source evidence or link if a website
or copies of documents that are not readily or freely available;

Evidence of types of mitigation (wetlands proposals) including proposed locations to
ensure the areas of mitigation are draining relevant areas of mitigation land/WwTW so
will function effectively.

Any additional hydraulic loading or nutrient loading calculations undertaken for wetlands
or bespoke mitigation.

Clarification of how long term management of any mitigation land in particular wetland
and other types of SuDS will be secured.

Maps, locations or identification of how any mitigation that is not within the developer’s
ownership will be secured. In particular, information on mitigation proposals for the
allocations other than Otterpool.

Any information on winter maintenance programmes or other information material to
water quality assessment that may impact the efficacy of proposed nutrient removal
systems.

A draft approach to achieving nutrient neutrality was submitted to Natural England on
22/04/2021. Subsequently, comments were received from Natural England in a letter dated
01/06/2021 on the approach to nutrient neutrality. Further information was required on the
following aspects:



Otterpool Park Environmental Statement
Appendix 17.19 Habitats Regulations Assessment

3.8.5

3.8.6

3.8.7

o Bespoke calculations to show the removal values of the wetlands can be achieved on
site.

o Further clarification on the nutrient neutrality calculations, in order to clearly demonstrate
how nutrient neutrality will be achieved at Otterpool.

* More detail on the design of the wetlands.

NE letter also clarified that the use of the median removal values for wetlands was
acceptable at the current outline stage, but at the detailed stage it must be demonstrated
that these values will be achievable on site. Therefore, bespoke wetland specific calculations
using estimations of hydraulic and nutrient loading are required, which demonstrate that the
efficacy proposed can be achieved at Otterpool Park

All of the above information is presented in the Water Cycle Study (including further
recommendations for the detailed design stage), which is appended in full as Appendix L.

Alongside the consultation outlined above, a ‘Statement of Common Ground’ was agreed
between Natural England and F&HDC in relation to the nutrient neutrality issues. This is
presented as Appendix J.

4 Comments on the Previous Submission

411

This HRA has been provided to support an amended planning submission for the Otterpool
Park development. As outlined above, an initial submission was made in 2019,
accompanied by an HRA. This section outlines the comments on the 2019 submission and
how these have been addressed in this submission, as presented in Table 3.

As presented in Appendix E, Natural England agreed with the conclusions in the HRA, with
the exception of assessments made in relation to air quality and Folkestone to Etchinghill
Escarpment SAC.

10
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Table 3: Key comments and responses in relation to the 2019 HRA submission

Consultee/Contact

NE

NE

Scoping Opinion
F&HDC (Report
compiled by Temple
as LPA advisor)
Dated 29/07/2021

Scoping Opinion
F&HDC (Report
compiled by Temple
as LPA advisor)
Dated 29/07/2021

Summary Scoping Opinion
Response

Clarification in relation to
screening of air quality impacts,
with further detailed assessment
as necessary, for Folkestone to
Etchinghill Escarpment SAC.

Response to consultation on
outline application for residential
use development.

Agreement with the conclusions
of the HRA with regard to
recreational disturbance, in that
the scheme is not considered to
have an adverse effect on the
integrity of assessed sites, either
alone or in combination with
other plans and projects.
Attention is drawn to visitor and
site management measures
being drawn up by F&HDC and
Rother District Council in
relation to the Dungeness
complex.

With reference to cumulative
assessment in the ES: The
‘HRA'’ short list would provide a
longer list to assess the
cumulative effects on
internationally designated sites
(such as from recreational
pressure). This assessment
should be presented within the
cumulative assessment in the
ES.

Dover County Council Planning
Policy and Projects Manager
notes that the Thanet Coast and
Sandwich Bay Ramsar site and
SPA, and the Sandwich Bay
SAC fall partly within 30km of
the site and partly outside. It is
considered that the impact upon
the entirety of those designated
sites should be scoped into the
ES, and not just those parts
which fall within 30km of the
development site.

Arcadis Response and Reply

Approach in this amended HRA is
in line with the Institute of Air
Quality Management's (IAQM)
designated sites guidance (2020)
addresses this issue

F&HDC and Rother District
Council measures in relation to
the Dungeness complex added to
the HRA.

The HRA has been modified to
account for this comment. This
will be carried over to the EIA
section (in relation to cumulative
effects).

Within the HRA, all ‘long-list’ sites
are screened in the HRA for the
amended submission (in relation
not in-combination effects).

The amended HRA has been
modified to account for this
comment. The assessment
includes the Thanet Coast and
Sandwich Bay Ramsar site and
SPA, and the Sandwich Bay SAC
and assesses all vulnerabilities of
the site and potential impacts
from the development. As such,
the entire designated areas are
assessed.

Location of

Corresp
ondence

Appendix E

Appendix E

ES Appendix 7.2

ES Appendix 7.2

11
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5 Scope of HRA
5.1 Overview

511

All sites in the National Sites Network within 30km (totalling 18) were initially assessed for
their potential to be affected by the proposed Development (Figure 2). Their qualifying
features, conservation objectives and existing vulnerabilities were used as baseline data
along with their proximity to the proposed Development (Table 4). An initial high level
screening assessment was undertaken to assess whether the proposed Development has
the potential to affect the integrity of any of the sites or their qualifying features.

The 18 sites are as follows:

Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay (with Marine Component) SPA, which is
approximately 2.9km south of the proposed Development;

Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC, which is approximately 4.2km north-east of
the proposed Development;

Wye and Crundale Downs SAC, which is approximately 5.8km north of the proposed
Development;

Parkgate Down SAC, which is approximately 9.1km north-east of the proposed
Development;

Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay Ramsar, which is approximately 9.9km south
of the proposed Development;

Dungeness SAC, which is approximately 9.9km south of the proposed Development;

Lydden and Temple Ewell Downs SAC, which is approximately 15.1km north-east of the
proposed Development;

Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, which is approximately 20.1km north-east of the
proposed Development;

Blean Complex SAC, which is approximately 21.6km north of the proposed Development;

Sandwich Bay SAC, which is approximately 28.9km north east of the proposed
Development;

Stodmarsh SAC, which is approximately 23.2km north of the proposed Development;
Stodmarsh SPA, which is approximately 23.2km north of the proposed Development ;
Stodmarsh Ramsar, which is approximately 23.2km north of the proposed Development;
Tankerton Slopes and Swalecliffe SAC 29.5km

The Swale SPA, which is approximately 25.2km north of the proposed Development;

The Swale Ramsar, which is approximately 25.2km north of the proposed Development;
and

Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay Ramsar which is approximately 26.5km north-east of
the proposed Development

Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA, which is approximately 28.5km north-east of the
proposed Development.

12
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5.2 Approach to Assessment

5.2.1

522

5.2.3

In line with the approach in Image 2, the first assessment to make is whether the proposed
Development has the potential to impact any of the relevant designated sites. This was done
by identifying the pathways through which the proposed Development (in the construction
and operation phase) could impact upon the designated sites. The potential impact
pathways relating to the proposed Development were largely determined by three key
factors:

o whether there were any sites or qualifying features that could be directly affected by the
proposed Development;

* whether there are any sufficiently mobile qualifying features of the sites that, while distant
from the proposed Development, may rely on functional habitat that would be affected by
the proposed Development (largely birds and bats); and

¢ whether any of the potential impacts of the proposed Development have the potential to
indirectly affect receptors some distance from the proposed Development due to the zone
of influence (for example through effects on water regime or increased traffic flow).

Professional judgement has been used in the assessment of relevant impact pathways,
taking into account the conservation objectives for Sites in the National Sites Network and
their vulnerabilities, to determine whether or not significant effects are likely to result from
the proposed Development.

The following ES chapters contain information used as part of this assessment:
e Air Quality, Chapter 6;

¢ Biodiversity Chapter 7 and particularly ES Appendices 7.15 and 7.16 the Breeding and
Wintering Bird Reports;

o Landscape and Visual Impact Chapter 12;
e Socioeconomic Effects and Community Chapter 14;
o Surface Water Resources and Flood Risk, Chapter 15; and

e Transport Chapter 16.

5.3 Potential Vulnerabilities

5.3.1

The following vulnerabilities were listed on Site Improvement Plans (SIPs) for the Sites in
the National Sites Network that have been scoped into the screening assessment.
Vulnerabilities, comprising threats and pressures on particular interest features of the Sites
in the National Sites Network, assist in focusing the HRA screening process to those areas
of concern in relation to the integrity of the Sites in the National Sites Network and the
favourable conservation status of their qualifying features:

e |nvasive species;

e Inappropriate scrub control;
¢ Undergrazing;

e Overgrazing;

e Military pressure;

¢ lllicit vehicle use;

e Predation;

13
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5.3.2

5.4
5.4.1

5.4.2

5.4.3

544

5.4.5

e Habitat fragmentation;

e Hydrological changes;

e Changes in species distribution;
» Direct impact from 3™ parties;

e Inappropriate water levels;

e Inappropriate ditch management;
o Fisheries: commercial marine and estuarine;
o Coastal squeeze;

e Air pollution

e Public access/disturbance; and

o Water pollution.

In addition to the above, habitat loss or degradation of functionally linked land has also been
considered as part of this assessment.

Impacts Scoped Out

A number of the key threats (listed site vulnerabilities are either threats or pressures) listed
within the SIPs relate to direct site-specific management issues which would not be related
to potential impacts from the proposed Otterpool Development.

No habitat associated with the coastal environment (e.g. saltmarsh, intertidal habitat) will be
directly impacted by the proposed Development, as such, coastal squeeze has been scoped
out of the assessment.

With the exception of Stodmarsh, impacts associated with water pollution have been scoped
out on surface water receptors beyond 1km of the site boundary, due to the lack of
connectivity to the site and / or no shared water catchment area and therefore lack of a
potential impact pathway. This is due to the large distances between the Sites in the National
Sites Network and the proposed Development (the closest being Dungeness, Romney
Marsh and Rye Bay (with Marine Component) SPA and Ramsar, with the marine component
being approximately 2.9km south. ES Chapter 15 - Surface Water Resources and Flood
Risk provides full details of the background and predicted proposed Development effects.

The exception, Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar is due to advice received from Natural
England (the site is linked to the proposed Development via the East Stour River catchment.

Temporary air quality impacts due to emissions of dust arising from the site clearance and
construction phase of the proposed Development are scoped out due to their distance away
from the designated sites. The Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM, 2014)
construction dust guidance requires that construction dust impacts are assessed up to 350m
from the locations of demolition and areas within 50m from the route(s) used by construction
vehicles on the public highway up to 500m from the main site entrance(s). The closest
National Sites Network Site (formerly European Site) to the site are the marine component
of the Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA (2.9km) and the next closest is
Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC (4.2km). The other sites are 8.9km to 28.5km
away. As no sites are located within these dust impact areas, this aspect of air quality impact
is not considered within this report.

14
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5.5
5.5.1

5.5.2

5.5.3

Impacts Scoped In

Fuller consideration of the likelihood of significant effects on the Sites in the National Sites
Network in the context of their conservation objectives and vulnerabilities is reported in
Section 6. This is summarised in the matrix presented in Appendix A.

Only those potential impacts and effects with potential relevance to the proposed
Development and the qualifying features of the Sites in the National Sites Network, as listed
in Table 4, have been scoped in for further consideration:

¢ Functionally linked land: changes in favourable condition of faunal species populations
as a result of habitat loss/degradation/disturbance of functionally linked land.

e Air pollution: impact of atmospheric nitrogen deposition — as a result of the increase in
vehicular emissions during construction/operation.

o Public access/disturbance — as a result of the increase in recreational pressure in the
operational phase.

o Water pollution: changes to water quality, specifically increased nutrient inputs (nitrogen
and phosphorous) through wastewater, via water treatment works, and drainage to
watercourses or ditches within the Stour catchment.

Further details of the rationale for scoping in these effects are presented below.

Functionally linked land - rationale for scoping in effect

5.54

5.5.5

5.5.6

5.5.7

Of the sites within 30km of the Otterpool site, only birds designated within SPAs and Ramsar
sites were sufficiently mobile to potentially be supported or maintained by habitats within the
Otterpool site (no SACs designated for bats were present within 30km).

During consultation with Natural England, while no particular concerns with regard to
functionally linked land were raised, the following statement was made with regard to
wintering birds:

“We are also pleased to note wintering bird surveys have commenced on the site, which will
include establishing whether the site contains important habitat for waders and wildfowl.
Given the distance between the proposed site and coastal SPAs/ Ramsar sites, it may be
difficult to link birds to specific designated sites. However, the information will be useful in
feeding into an overarching green infrastructure strategy for the site.” (extracted from
communication presented in full in Appendix B).

The results of these surveys were used to determine the use of the site by populations of
birds which are qualifying features of the SPA and Ramsar sites within the vicinity of the site.

Air pollution - rationale for scoping in effect

5.5.8

5.5.9

Some air pollutants (such as NOx which are oxides of nitrogen) can have an effect on
vegetation. Ambient concentrations of pollutants and deposition of particles can damage
vegetation directly or affect plant health and productivity. Deposition of pollutants (such as
nitrogen) to the ground and vegetation can affect the characteristics of the soil, which in turn
can then affect plant health, productivity and species composition.

The operational phase of the proposed Development may affect air quality due to a change
in vehicular emissions and pollutant concentrations resulting from changes to the flow,
speed and composition of traffic on the road network and/or a change in road layout and
alignment, leading to a change in vehicular emissions and/or a change in the distance
between vehicular emissions and receptors.
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Public access/disturbance (recreation) — rationale for scoping in effect

5.5.10 This effect is scoped in due to the potential for a large number of additional people moving
into the area. There is potential for sites to experience additional visitor numbers which could
exacerbate effects from existing recreational pressure or add to the numbers of visitors to
exceed a threshold and cause recreational pressure effects.

5.5.11 The sites that currently list recreational pressure as a vulnerability are the:

¢ Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay (with Marine Component) SPA, of which the
coastal component is 8.7km south of the proposed Development and the marine
extension is approximately 2.9km south of the proposed Development;

¢ Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay Ramsar, which is approximately 9.9km south
of the proposed Development;

¢ Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SAC, which is approximately 9.9km south of
the proposed Development;

o Lydden and Temple Ewell Downs SAC, which is approximately 15.1km north-east of the
proposed Development;

e Sandwich Bay SAC, which is approximately 28.9km north east of the proposed
Development;

o The Swale SPA, which is approximately 25.2km north of the proposed Development;

e The Swale Ramsar, which is approximately 25.2km north of the proposed Development;
and

o Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA, which is approximately 28.5km north-east of the
proposed Development.

¢ Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay Ramsar, which is approximately 26.5km north-east of
the proposed Development.

5.5.12 These impacts could be:
¢ Additional footfall causing degradation/erosion of habitats;
o Littering causing degradation of habitats;

¢ People walking potentially with accompanying dogs causing disturbance to sensitive
species such as ground nesting birds;

¢ Dog fouling causing nutrient enrichment; and

¢ Inappropriate leisure activities such as camping and picnicking, potentially lighting fires,
causing degradation and disturbance.

5.5.13 ES Chapter 14 Socio-economics and Community provides additional details of the predicted
proposed Development effects on recreational impacts.

Water pollution - rationale for scoping in effect

5.5.14 The vulnerability of coastal, riverine and wetland National Sites Network Sites (formerly
European Site) to nutrient inputs has been a cause for concern in recent years in relation to
habitat degradation and maintenance of their favourable conservation status. Stodmarsh
SAC, SPA and Ramsar site has been highlighted as being particularly vulnerable to water
quality changes, specifically nitrogen and phosphorus. As such, Natural England has
advised that all proposed Development within the Stour catchment that has the potential to
lead to increased nutrient input (in the case of housing, this is through wastewater from water
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treatment works, and drainage to watercourses or ditches within the catchment), must
demonstrate nutrient neutrality.

5.6 Summary of Sites Scoped In

5.6.1 Of the 18 designated sites identified, all sites were scoped in for further assessment, as
there was potential for one or more effects from the proposed Development.

5.6.2 Table 4 below presents all 18 sites and their qualifying features, along with existing
vulnerabilities and conservation objectives to illustrate these scoping decisions.
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Table 4 Sites in the National Sites Network scoping table

Protected Site Approximate

Qualifying features

Conservation objectives

Existing vulnerabilities

Summary of likely effects

distance
from study
area (Km)
Blean Complex SAC 21.6km N Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified in Site Potential effects from:
selection of this site: enhanced, and ensure that the site contributes to Improvement Plan include: Publi Jdisturb lated t
. . achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its . o rublic accessrdisiiirbance, reiatsd fo
9160. Sub-Atlantic and medio-European oak or Qualifying Features, by maintaining or restoring; Air pollution: impact of increased recreational pressure
oak-hornbeam forests of the Carpinion betuli; Oak- 0¥ ’ atmospheric nitrogen deposition associated with development proposals.
hornbeam forests The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats
The structure and function (including typical species) of
qualifying natural habitats, and
The supporting processes on which qualifying natural
habitats rely
Dover to Kingsdown 20.1km NE Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified in Site Potential effects from:
Cliffs SAC selection of this site: enhanced, and ensure that the site contributes to Improvement Plan include: . .
- . . Public access/disturbance, related to
. . . achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its . . .
1230 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic e . . Inappropriate scrub control increased recreational pressure
Qualifying Features, by maintaining or restoring; . .
coasts Und . associated with development proposals
. The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats ndergrazing
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland Air pollution: impact of
facies: on calcareous substrates (Festuco- The structure and function (including typical species) of tmp uh i -n'tl? nd ition
Brometalia) qualifying natural habitats, and almospheric nitrogen depositio
The supporting processes on which qualifying natural
habitats rely
Dungeness SAC 9.9km S Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified in Site Potential effects from:
selection of this site: restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site Improvement Plan include: Publi Jdisturbance. related t
1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Military pressure inl;relgsa:a(zjc?es:re:astigna? Cl'géser?ee °
Y 9 Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or e Y associated with developmenr ro00sals
1220 Perennial vegetation of stony banks restoring; Illicit vehicle use P prop
Annex |l species that are a primary reason for The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats Invasive species
selection of this site: and habitats of qualifying species )
Inappropriate scrub control
1166 Triturus cristatus: Great crested newt The structure and function (including typical species) of )
qualifying natural habitats Overgrazing
The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying Public access/disturbance
species Direct impact from 3™ parties
The supporting processes on which qualifying natural Air pollution: impact of
habitats and the habitats of qualifying species rely atmospheric nitrogen deposition
The populations of qualifying species, and, Inappropriate water levels
The distribution of qualifying species within the site. Water pollution
Dungeness, Romney 8.7km S Qualifies under article 4.1 of the Directive Subject to natural change, maintain in favourable Threats identified in Site Potential effects from:
Marsh and Rye Bay ith Marin (2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by >1% of condition the habitats for the internationally important Improvement Plan include: Chan i ies distribution. if Ann
SPA (with Marine (wi \anne the UK population of the following Annex | species: | populations of the regularly occurring Annex 1 bird . 'anges In species distribution, | ex
extension) extension species, under the Birds Directive, in particular: Military pressure | bird species use functionally linked
2.9km S) Bewick’s swan Cygnus columbianus bewickii ' ' ' L . habitat on site which is lost/disturbed as
. lllicit vehicle use
Shingle a result of the development
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Approximate
distance
from study
area (Km)

Qualifying features

Bittern Botaurus stellaris

Hen harrier Circus cyaneus

Golden plover Pluvialis apricaria

Ruff Philomachus pugnax

Aquatic warbler Acrocephalus paludicola
Marsh harrier Circus aeruginosus
Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta
Mediterranean gull Larus melanocephalus
Sandwich tern Sterna sandvicensis
Common tern Sterna hirundo

Little tern Sterna albifrons

Qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive
(2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by >1% of
the biogeographical populations of the following
migratory species:

Shoveler Anas clypeata: 485 wintering individuals
(1.2% NW & C Europe non-breeding population)

Conservation objectives

Shallow coastal waters

Sandflat and mudflat communities

Existing vulnerabilities

Predation

Changes in species distribution
Invasive species

Public access/disturbance
Direct impact from 3™ parties
Inappropriate water levels
Inappropriate ditch management
Coastal squeeze

Water pollution

Fisheries: commercial marine and
estuarine

Summary of likely effects

Public access/disturbance, related to
increased recreational pressure
associated with development proposals

Dungeness, Romney
Marsh and Rye Bay
Ramsar

9.9km S

Criterion 1 (contains rare, unique examples of
natural wetland types), including:

Annual vegetation of drift lines and the coastal
fringes of perennial vegetation of stony banks
(Ramsar wetland type E — sand, shingle or pebble
shores).

Natural shingle wetlands: saline lagoons (Ramsar
wetland type J — coastal brackish/saline lagoons),
freshwater pits (Ramsar wetland type K — coastal
freshwater lagoons) and basin fens (Ramsar
wetland type U — non-forested peatlands).

Criterion 2 (supports threatened ecological
communities), including:

Bryophytes e.g. wetland thread-mosses Bryum
species

Vascular plants e.g. sea barley Hordeum marinum,
Borrer’s saltmarsh-grass Puccinellia fasciculata
and slender hare’s-ear Bupleurum tenuissimum,
sea-heath Frankenia laevis, sharp-leaved
pondweed Potamogeton acutifolius, divided sedge
Carex divisa and rootless duckweed Wolffia
arrhiza.

Invertebrates e.g. reed beetles Donacia, snail-
killing flies (Sciomyzidae) and soldierflies
(Stratiomyidae)

It also supports vulnerable, endangered or critically
endangered wetland species, including:

greater water-parsnip Sium latifolium

Warne’s thread-moss Bryum warneum

Subject to natural change, maintain in favourable
condition the habitats for the internationally important
populations of the regularly occurring Annex 1 bird
species, under the Birds Directive, in particular:

Shingle
Shallow coastal waters

Sandflat and mudflat communities

Threats identified in Site
Improvement Plan include:

Military pressure

llicit vehicle use

Predation

Changes in species distribution
Invasive species

Public access/disturbance
Direct impact from 3™ parties
Inappropriate water levels
Inappropriate ditch management
Coastal squeeze

Water pollution

Fisheries: commercial marine and
estuarine

Potential effects from:

Changes in species distribution, if
Ramsar bird species use functionally
linked habitat on site which is
lost/disturbed as a result of the
development

Public access/disturbance, related to
increased recreational pressure
associated with development proposals
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Protected Site

Approximate
distance

from study
area (Km)

Qualifying features

water vole Arvicola amphibius

aquatic warbler Acrocephalus paludicola

great crested newt

medicinal leech Hirudo medicinalis

a ground beetle Omophron limbatum

marsh mallow moth Hydraecia osseola hucherardi
De Folin’s lagoon snail Caecum amoricum

Criterion 5 (regularly supports >20,000
waterbirds); in the non-breeding season the site
supports 34,957 waterbirds (5-year peak mean
2002/3 — 2006/7).

Criterion 6 (regularly supports 1% individuals in the
population of the following species):

Mute swan Cygnus olor; 348 wintering individuals
(1.1% British population)

Shoveler: 485 wintering individuals (1.2% NW & C
Europe non-breeding population)

Conservation objectives

Existing vulnerabilities

Summary of likely effects

Ewell Downs SAC

selection of this site:

6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland
facies: on calcareous substrates (Festuco-
Brometalia)

restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation
Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or
restoring;

The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats

The structure and function (including typical species) of
qualifying natural habitats, and

The supporting processes on which qualifying natural
habitats rely

Improvement Plan include:
Overgrazing
Public access/disturbance

Air pollution: impact of
atmospheric nitrogen deposition

Folkestone to 4.2km NE Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified in the Site Potential effects from:
Etchinghill selection of this site: restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site Improvement Plan include: . . . .
. Do . Air pollution, related with increase in
Escarpment SAC 6210 Semi-natural d land d bland contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Und . hicl ¢ iated with
10 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrublan Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or ndergrazing vehicle movements associated wi
facies: on calcareous substrates (Festuco- L . development proposals
Brometalia) restoring; Inappropriate scrub control
T s . . L Public access/disturbance, related to
The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats Air pollution: impact of . .
t heric nit d i increased recreational pressure
The structure and function (including typical species) of atmospheric hitrogen deposition associated with development proposals
qualifying natural habitats, and
The supporting processes on which qualifying natural
habitats rely
Lydden and Temple 15.1km NE Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified in the Site Potential effects from:

Public access/disturbance, related to
increased recreational pressure
associated with development proposals
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Qualifying features

Conservation objectives

Existing vulnerabilities

Summary of likely effects

distance
from study
area (Km)
Parkgate Down SAC 9.1km NE Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified in the Site Potential effects from:
selection of this site: restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site Improvement Plan include: Public access/disturbance. related to
. contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation . . . . ’
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or Habitat fragmentation increased recreational pressure
facies: on calcareous substrates (Festuco- torina: 9 0¥ 9 . L . associated with development proposals
Brometalia) restoring; Alr pollution: |mpact atmospheric
The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats nitrogen deposition
The structure and function (including typical species) of
qualifying natural habitats, and
The supporting processes on which qualifying natural
habitats rely
Sandwich Bay SAC 28.9km NE Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified in the Site Potential effects from:
selection of this site: restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site Improvement Plan include: Public access/disturbance. related to
2110 Embryonic shifting dunes contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Invasive species increased recreational pre,ssure
Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or iated with develobment proposals
2120 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with restoring; Public access/disturbance assoclated wi P prop
Ammophila arenaria ("white dunes') The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats Hydrological changes
2130 F|.x9d f':oastal dun?s with herbaceous The structure and function (including typical species) of Air pollution: impact atmospheric
vegetation ("grey dunes") e . ) -
qualifying natural habitats, and nitrogen deposition
21 7(.) Punes Wlth Salix repens ssp. argentea The supporting processes on which qualifying natural Fisheries: commercial marine and
(Salicion arenariae) habitats rel .
y estuarine
Annex | habitats present as a qualifying feature,
but not a primary reason for selection of this site:
2190 Humid dune slacks
Stodmarsh SAC 23.2km N Annex Il species that are a primary reason for Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified on the Site Notwithstanding the distance from the
selection of this site: restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site Improvement Plan include: site, recreational pressure is considered
1016 Desmoulin’s whorl snail Vertigo moulinsiana contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Water pollution to be a potential indirect effect that could
Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or result from the proposed Development;
restoring; Invasive species however, as the habitat is not currently
The c_axtent and distribution of the habitats of qualifying Inappropriate scrub control :zgearqt:;stilh;eaitjraengfg:;]vi:r:/;r;ztr:;\;%ri1tal
species Air pollution: impact of would be an extremely unlikely effect
The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying atmospheric nitrogen deposition from any additional recreational
species pressure.
The supporting processes on which the habitats of The proposed Development has potential
qualifying species rely to lead to significant effects associated
) o ) with changes to water quality, specifically
The populations of the qualifying species, and, increased nutrient inputs (nitrogen and
The distribution of the qualifying species within the site. phosphorous) through wastewater via
water treatment works, and drainage to
watercourses or ditches within the Stour
catchment.
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Qualifying features

Conservation objectives

Existing vulnerabilities

Summary of likely effects

communities), including:

nationally scarce plants e.g. Bupleurum
tenuissimum, Carex divisa, Hordeum marinum and
Spartina maritima.

at least seven red data book invertebrates e.g.
Bagous cylindrus, Erioptera bivittata, Lejops
vittata, Peocilobothris ducalis, Philonthus punctus,
Micronecta minutissima, Malchius vulneratus,
Campsicnemus majus, Elachiptera rufifrons and
Myopites eximia

the Mediterranean gull Larus melanocephalus
Criterion 5 (regularly supports >20,000

waterbirds); in the winter the site supports 77,501
waterbirds (5-year peak mean 1998/99 — 2002/03).

Criterion 6 (regularly supports 1% individuals in the
population of the following species):

Ringed plover Charadrius hiaticula; 917 individuals
in spring/autumn (1.2% of the Europe/Northwest
Africa population)

restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds
Directive, by maintaining or restoring;

The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying

features

The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying

features

The supporting processes on which the habitats of the
qualifying features rely

The population of each of the qualifying features, and,

The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.

The qualifying features include:

Dark bellied brent goose Branta bernicla bernicla (non-

breeding)
Dunlin Calidris alpina alpine (non-breeding)
Breeding bird assemblage

Waterbird assemblage

Improvement Plan include:
Coastal squeeze
Public access/disturbance
lllicit vehicle use
Invasive species

Fisheries: commercial marine and
estuarine

Changes in species distributions

Air pollution: impact of
atmospheric nitrogen deposition

Stodmarsh SPA 23.2km N Qualifies under article 4.1 of the Directive Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified on the Site Potential effects from:
(2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by >1% of restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site Improvement Plan include: . . e
the UK population of the following Annex | species: | contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds . chgnges N Species dISt.”bUtlon.’ If Annex
. ' . Directive, by maintaining or restoring; Water pollution | bqu species use fun(.:tlonallylllnked
Great bittern Botaurus stellaris (Non-breeding) Invasive species habitat on site, which is lost/disturbed as
. . . The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying P a result of the development
Hen harrier Circus cyaneus (Non-breeding) features Inappropriate scrub control
Qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive changes to water quality, specifically
(2009/147/EC), as it is régularly used by >1% of The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying | Air pollution: impact of increased nutrient inputs (nitrogen and
. | . . features atmospheric nitrogen deposition phosphorous) through wastewater via
the biogeographical populations of the following water treatment works, and drainage to
migratory species: The supporting processes on which the habitats of the watercourses or ditche’s within the Stour
Gadwall Anas strepera (Breeding) qualifying features rely catchment.
Northern shoveler Anas clypeata (Non-breeding) The population of each of the qualifying features, and,
It further qualifies under Article 4.2 by virtue of The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.
regularly supporting a diverse waterbird and
breeding bird assemblage.
Stodmarsh Ramsar 23.2km N Criterion 2 (supports threatened ecological As above. As above. Potential effects from:
communities), including: changes in species distribution, if
Invertebrates (six British Red Data Book wetland Ramsar bird species use functionally
species) linked habitat on site, which is
. ) lost/disturbed as a result of the
Vascular plants (two nationally rare plants, and five development
nationally scarce species)
. changes to water quality, specifically
Rare wetland birds increased nutrient inputs (nitrogen and
phosphorous) through wastewater via
water treatment works, and drainage to
watercourses or ditches within the Stour
catchment.
The Swale Ramsar 25.2km N Criterion 2 (supports threatened ecological Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified on the Site Potential effects from:

changes in species distribution, if
Ramsar bird species use functionally
linked habitat on site, which is
lost/disturbed as a result of the
development
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Protected Site

Approximate
distance

from study
area (Km)

Qualifying features

Black-tailed godwit Limosa limosa islandica: 1504

individuals in winter (4.2% of the Iceland/W Europe
population)

Eurasian wigeon Anas Penelope: 15296
individuals in winter (1% of the NW Europe
population)

Northern pintail Anas acuta: 763 individuals in
winter (1.2% of the NW Europe population)

Northern shoveler Anas clypeata: 483 individuals
in winter (1.2% of the NW & C Europe population)

Conservation objectives

Existing vulnerabilities

Summary of likely effects

Swalecliffe SAC

selection of this site:

4035 Fisher’s estuarine moth Gortyna borelii
lunatawye

Tankerton Slopes and Swalecliffe supports the
majority of the north Kent population of this moth
which is approximately 20% of the UK population.
The site's north facing slopes are composed of
London Clay and support a tall herb community
dominated by its food plant hog's fennel
Peucedanum officinale, together with areas of
neutral grassland also required by the species for

egg laying.

maintain an area of coastal grassland supporting large
populations of hog’s fennel, 1001 - 3000 individual plants
upon which the Fisher’s estuarine moth depends.

To maintain a viable population of Agonopterix putridella

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or
restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation
Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or
restoring;

The extent and distribution of the habitats of qualifying
species

The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying
species

Plan for this site but NE have
indicated that the sites are sloped
and contain tall grassland and
hogs fennel plants making them
unattractive and difficult for people
to access especially when
compared with the well
maintained paths and amenity
grassland adjacent (Canterbury
City Council 2014).

The Swale SPA 25.2km N Qualifies under article 4.1 of the Directive Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified on the Site Potential effects from:
(2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by >1% of restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site Improvement Plan include: han in ies distribution. if Ann
the UK population of the following Annex | species: | contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds cehanges In species distribution, | ex
L L oo Coastal squeeze | bird species use functionally linked
. . . Directive, by maintaining or restoring; . . o .
Marsh Harrier Circus aeruginosus Publi Jdisturb habitat on site, which is lost/disturbed as
. The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying ublic access/disturbance a result of the development
Mediterranean Gull Larus melanocephalus . .
features Illicit vehicle use
Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying | Invasive species
Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica features ) ) ] ]
Fisheries: commercial marine and
Golden Plover Pluvialis apricaria The supporting processes on which the habitats of the estuarine
) . qualifying features rely . ) o
Hen Harrier Circus cyaneus Changes in species distributions
. . o The population of each of the qualifying features, and, ) .
Qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive Air pollution: impact of
(2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by >1% of The distribution of the qualifying features within the site. atmospheric nitrogen deposition
th.e blogeograp.hlcal populations of the following The qualifying features include:
migratory species:
. . o Dark bellied brent goose Branta bernicla bernicla (non-
Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula breeding)
Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica Dunlin Calidris alpina alpine (non-breeding)
Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola Breeding bird assemblage
Knot Calidris canutus Waterbird assemblage
Pintail Anas acuta
Redshank Tringa totanus
Shoveler Anas clypeata,
Tankerton Slopes and 29.5km N Annex |l species that are a primary reason for While not a qualifying species there is an objective to There is no Site Improvement The sites are managed and monitored by

the Council and are considered to be in a
favourable condition. Natural England
indicated that the main concern of with
respect to this site was people moving off
the paths damaging the plants that make
up the moths habitat by trampling. At the
present time this is not shown to occur
and as such Natural England does not
currently view this is as an issue
(Canterbury City Council 2014).

23



Otterpool Park Environmental Statement
Appendix 17.19 Habitats Regulations Assessment

Protected Site

Approximate

Qualifying features

Conservation objectives

Existing vulnerabilities

Summary of likely effects

distance
from study
area (Km)
The supporting processes on which the habitats of
qualifying species rely
The populations of the qualifying species, and,
The distribution of the qualifying species within the site.
Thanet Coast and 28.5km NE Qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified in the Site Potential effects from:
Sandwich Bay SPA (2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by >1% of restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site Improvement Plan include: . . N
. . . . . Do . oo changes in species distribution, if Annex
the biogeographical populations of the following contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Changes in species composition | bird species use functionally linked
migratory species: Directive, by maintaining or restoring; o . habitat on site, which is lost/disturbed as
Turnstone Arenaria interpres The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying Vasive species a result of the development
features Public access/disturbance
The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying | Water pollution
features ) . ) .
Fisheries: commercial marine and
The supporting processes on which the habitats of the estuarine
qualifying features rely
The population of each of the qualifying features, and,
The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.
Thanet Coast and 26.5km NE A coastal site, consisting of a long stretch of rocky | There are a number of beach resorts around this Ramsar | Vegetation succession Potential effects from recreation and
Sandwich Bay Ramsar shore, adjoining areas of estuary, sand dune, site, and the whole coastline is heavily used for recreation. R ti functionally linked bird habitats.
maritime grassland, saltmarsh and grazing marsh. | Although there is more use in summer, there are a ecreation
The wetland habitats support 15 British Red Data number of recreational activities that take place year- Water diversion for
Book invertebrates, as well as a large number of round on the coast, such as dog walking, and it is these irrigation/domestic/industrial use
nationally scarce species. The site attracts that have most effect on wintering birds. The inland parts o
internationally important numbers of turnstone of this Ramsar Site are the only areas that are not heavily Eutrophication
Arenatria interpres, and nationally important used for recreation. Water-based recreation includes jet- Pollution — pesticides/agricultural
numbers of nationally important wintering skiing, power-boat use, sailing, water-skiing and kite- runoff
populations of four wader species: ringed plover, surfing at a number of locations around the site. These ) ] )
golden plover, grey plover and sanderling, as well | activities happen mostly in spring, summer and autumn, Recreatllc?nalltounsm disturbance
as Lapland bunting. The site is used by large but there is some year-round use. Kite-boarding has been | (Unspecified)
numbers of migratory birds. noted at two locations and has caused bird disturbance Unspecified development: urban
problems. This activity happens intermittently but more use
often in summer.
Wye and Crundale 5.8km N Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or Threats identified in the Site Potential effects from:
Downs SAC selection of this site: restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site Improvement Plan include: Publi Idisturb lated t
. contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation . rublic access/disturoance, relafed to
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland . . S Overgrazing increased recreational pressure
. Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or . .
facies: on calcareous substrates (Festuco- - . associated with development proposals
. restoring; Inappropriate scrub control
Brometalia)
The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats Air pollution: impact of
The structure and function (including typical species) of aimospheric nitrogen deposition
qualifying natural habitats, and
The supporting processes on which qualifying natural
habitats rely
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6 Assessment of Likely Significant Effects — (Stage 1)

6.1 Functionally Linked Land

Potential impacts to mobile species at SPA and Ramsar sites and
surveys conducted

6.1.1

6.1.3

The potential effects of the proposed Development considered whether areas of habitat loss
and/or degradation were of a type and quality that could support significant numbers of
qualifying species of the SPAs and Ramsar sites which would therefore act as functionally
linked land to the designated sites. This could also result in disturbance to qualifying features
as a result of construction and/or operation.

Wintering bird surveys were undertaken on the site from November 2016 to February 2017,
with an additional visit in November 2019 and update surveys in December 2020; breeding
surveys were undertaken from March 2017 to July 2017 with additional visits undertaken in
April 2020 and April 2021. The ES Chapter 7 Biodiversity and ES Appendices 7.15 and 7.16
present full details of the results. The results of the first breeding survey undertaken on
20/03/2017 were more reflective of wintering/passage numbers and behaviour with large
flocks of birds such as black headed gull, common gull and field fare which were not
observed during the breeding season. In order that this data did not skew the breeding bird
assessment, this is discussed separately within the breeding and wintering bird reports.
Data from bird surveys is summarised for assessment within this chapter.

For Tankerton Slopes and Swalecliffe SAC, the habitats present, (i.e. coastal cliffs with hog’s
fennel) that maintain the Fisher's estuarine moth Gortyna borelii lunatawye, are not
representative of the habitats on site. This species is not sufficiently mobile to be affected
from proposed Development of the Otterpool site. Impacts are therefore screened out.

Assessment

Bird surveys

6.1.4

6.1.5

A wintering bird survey, consisting of walked transect surveys, according to methods
adapted from Gilbert et al. 1998) was undertaken by skilled surveyors between November
2016 and February 2017 (inclusive). Surveys were undertaken twice a month, normally with
a two week gap between surveys. Each of the two survey visits undertaken each month
comprised one dawn and one daytime survey (ending at dusk). The surveys were timed to
take place across a variety of weather conditions in an attempt to obtain a representative
picture of bird numbers and activity.

Prior to undertaking bird surveys, a habitat assessment was undertaken in October 2016 to
identify habitats and areas likely to be of value for birds. During this survey, key habitat
areas, including likely nesting, breeding and foraging areas were identified (habitat
assessments were updated each year between 2018 and 2021).

Wintering Bird Surveys

6.1.6

Transects were walked at a constant pace and birds seen or heard were identified and
counted. All bird species were mapped and recorded using standard British Trust for
Ornithology (BTO) species and behaviour codes. The data was recorded digitally on hand-
held tablets with mobile GIS and GPS capability. Each surveyor started from a different
location on site in order to better cover the entire site within a reasonable amount of time, a
location which was varied for each visit to ensure that all parts of the site were surveyed
(transect passed within 100m) at varying times of day.
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6.1.7

6.1.8

6.1.9

Audio surveys were undertaken after each dusk transect survey in locations where
surveyors were most likely to hear golden plover (Pluvialis apricaria) calls, for a period of 30
minutes after sunset.

Afollow up survey was undertakenin November 2019. This survey followed the
same transect based methodology but did not include audio surveys for golden plover.

2020 surveys comprised two transect / walkover surveys of different parts of the site on 21
and 22 December 2020.

Breeding Bird Surveys

6.1.10

6.1.11

6.1.12

A breeding bird survey, consisting of walked transect surveys, according to methods
adapted from Gilbert et al. (1998) and in line with the BTO guidance for breeding bird surveys
was undertaken by skilled surveyors between March 2017 and June 2017 (inclusive).
Surveys were undertaken approximately once every two weeks, up to a total of eight visits.
Further single update surveys were undertaken in April 2020 and April 2021. All survey visits
began at dawn (approximately one hour before sunrise) or later if birds began singing later
due to the weather conditions and low light levels. No two consecutive surveys were started
from the same location — this was varied in an attempt to obtain a representative picture of
bird numbers and activity.

Transect routes were chosen proactively to align within 100m of notable features and habitat
potentially suitable for nesting birds, which was identified during the habitat assessment.
The transect route was designed to cover all habitat types within the site.

During the survey, birds identified were placed into four categories: confirmed breeder,
probable breeder, possible breeder and non-breeding. The early March results were
excluded from breeding bird discussion as the results were indicative of wintering/passage
birds.

Results and discussion

6.1.13

6.1.14

6.1.15

6.1.16

Of the breeding bird species that form qualifying features of the sites listed in Table 4, only
one (Mediterranean gull) was recorded during breeding bird surveys (one individual on one
occasion in late June 2017, 17 individuals recorded in March 2017 (however, this sampling
point as previously discussed was more indicative of wintering/passage with no breeding
behaviour), and two individuals in late April 2021) not exhibiting any breeding behaviour.
The site does not feature suitable breeding habitat for this species, which breeds at coastal
wetlands, therefore they are not considered to breed within the site. As a result, it is
considered that the site is of no breeding value for this species, it is not functionally linked
land and there will be no impact upon their status as a qualifying feature.

Ringed plover, a species listed on the designation for Thanet Coast & Sandwich Bay Ramsar
Site was recorded on a single occasion (one individual). Considering the single record of
this species over the five years of surveying, it is considered that the site is not functionally
linked land and there will be no impact upon their status as a qualifying feature.

During the wintering bird surveys Mediterranean gull were recorded foraging in large
numbers on one occasion where 334 birds were recorded on a single visit on 23/02/2017.
In winter they are likely to be found feeding in coastal areas with some beaches in Norfolk
and Kent attracting hundreds of birds, their diet is based on terrestrial and aquatic insects,
marine molluscs and fish. These results indicate that the species were likely on passage to
their coastal breeding sites. Therefore, the Otterpool site is not functionally linked land and
its development will have no impact upon the breeding fitness of the qualifying feature.

For the wintering bird’s qualification, golden plover was recorded (which is listed on the
designation for Dungeness Ramsar site and Thanet Coast & Sandwich Bay Ramsar Site).
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6.1.17

6.1.18

6.1.19

Three individuals were recorded on one occasion (05/12/16) during the wintering bird
surveys. While golden plover can be found in lowland inland agricultural land their preferred
habitat is around the coast on coastal marshes and estuaries and on wetlands. The peak
count recorded at the Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA in 2016 was in the
region of 4050 birds (Natural England, 2016). As a result, it is considered that the site is of
very limited value for this species and therefore the site is not functionally linked land and
there will be no impact upon their status as a qualifying feature.

The 2020 wintering bird surveys identified four more species associated with the
Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA citation: pochard (single individual), little
grebe (single individual), cormorant (two individuals) and lapwing (eleven individuals). These
species are part of the wintering bird assemblage for the site. Pochard, little grebe and
cormorant exceed 1% of the GB wintering or passage populations. Lapwing are noted to be
present in sufficient numbers to warrant their being listed as a major component species of
the assemblage (their numbers exceed 2,000 individuals (10% of the minimum qualifying
assemblage of 20,000). It is therefore considered that the site is of very limited value for
these species, the site is not functionally linked land and there will be no impact upon their
status as a qualifying feature.

Under Ramsar Criterion 6, mute swan qualifies as a wintering species. This species was
only observed as one individual on one occasion during the breeding season on 26/06/17,
this was not observed to be breeding. The Folkestone Racecourse Lake offers limited
potential breeding habitat. As a result, it is considered that the site is of very limited value
for this species and therefore the site is not functionally linked land and there will be no
impact upon their status as a qualifying feature.

Table 5 summarises the results of the qualifying features recorded on site.

Table 5 - Bird species listed as a qualifying feature of the Sites in the National Sites Network recorded on site

Sites in the
National Sites Presence on site
Network
Dungeness,
Romney Marsh and Recorded in
Golden plover Pluvialis Rye Bay SPA and 3 individuals recorded on 05/12/2016 survey = very low
apricaria Ramsar visit numbers on a
The Swale SPA and single visit.
Ramsar
1 individual recorded on one occasion within
the breeding bird surveys.
388 individuals recorded in wintering Listed in both
surveys (November to February designations
2016/2017), and 17 in the March 2017 due to.
Dungeness, breeding survey that was considered to be breeding
Mediterranean gull Larus Romney Marsh and  typical of more wintering behaviour due to status on the
melanocephalus Rye Bay SPA and results the species recorded in breeding designated
Ramsar bird surveys. sites.
There were less than 25 on every visit with ~~ Considered not
the exception of 334 of these individuals to breed within
recorded on a single visit on 23/02/2017. the site.

These birds are likely to be on passage to
breeding sites elsewhere.
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Mute swan Cygnus olor

Sites in the
National Sites Presence on site
Network
Possible
Dungeness, breeder but the

Romney Marsh and
Rye Bay Ramsar

1 individual on one occasion during the
breeding season on 26/06/17

site is unlikely
to maintain this
species

Dungeness Recorded in
Pochard Aythya farina Romney Marsh and 1 |nd|V|§uaI lrecorded during the December very low
2020 wintering bird surveys numbers on a
Rye Bay SPA . .
single visit.
Dungeness Recorded in
Little 9 ’ 1 individual recorded during the December very low
N Romney Marsh and S .
grebe Tachybaptus ruficollis 2020 wintering bird surveys numbers on a
Rye Bay SPA . o
single visit.
Dungeness Recorded in
Cormorant Phalacrocorax 9 ’ 2 individuals recorded during the December  very low
Romney Marsh and S :
carbo 2020 wintering bird surveys numbers on a
Rye Bay SPA . .
single visit.
Dunaeness Recorded in
. 9 ’ 11 individuals recorded during the low numbers
Lapwing Romney Marsh and o . .
December 2020 wintering bird surveys on a single
Rye Bay SPA -
visit.
Recorded in
. Thanet' Coast & 1 individual recorded during the March 2017 | low numbers
Ringed Plover Sandwich Bay . .
. bird surveys on a single
Ramsar Site -
visit.
Stodmarsh SPA Recorded in
and Ramsar Site Peak count of 28 in December 2016 and low numbers
Gadwall e
January 2017 on two visits
only.
Conclusion
6.1.20 In conclusion, no likely significant effects are anticipated to any of the qualifying features of

the SPAs or Ramsar sites within 30km, as a result of the proposed Development due to
functionally linked land.

6.1.21 This assertion was supported by Natural England following the previous submission, and
none of the findings of the subsequent surveys have provided any additional information that

would cause this to be questioned.
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6.2 Air Pollution
Thresholds for Assessment

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

While many of the designated sites have air quality as sensitivities, there is a threshold of
pollutants for the requirement to measure potential effects for air quality, set by National
Highways’ Design Manual for Roads and Bridges LA 105 Air Quality guidance (as below
that level there would be no appreciable difference in air quality). This threshold criteria for
air quality assessment is that sites within 200m of roads which meet any of a set of traffic
change criteria as impacts from traffic emissions must be assessed. Beyond 200m from the
emission source, impacts are generally accepted to be negligible. The change criteria are
set at:

e achange of +/- 1000 vehicles per day,

e +/- 200 Heavy Duty Vehicles (HDV).

¢ A change in speed band; or

e A change in carriageway alignment by >=5m.

Under these criteria, the only National Sites Network Sites (formerly European Sites) scoped
into the assessment is the Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC.

Full details of the assessment of roads and sites applicable to the proposed Development
are provided within the Air Quality ES Chapter 6.

Potential impacts from poor air quality

6.2.4

Air pollution in the form of elevated nitrogen oxides (NOx) concentrations and nitrogen (N)
deposition generated as a result of traffic can adversely affect ecosystems, particularly
where sensitive habitats including aquatic habitats are the qualifying features. The impact
pathways are complex but this pollution can inhibit metabolic pathways and act as a macro-
nutrient that will over stimulate growth of some species to the detriment of others (WHO
2000).

Impact Assessment

Deferring to the Local Plan HRA for ecological sites with a National Sites Network
designation

6.2.5

6.2.6

6.2.7

The ecological assessment has been carried out in accordance with the methods and
principles detailed in the Institute of Air Quality Management’s (IAQM) designated sites
guidance (2020).

The IAQM ecological guidance states that for impacts on sites with a SAC or SPA
designation, the assessor should first consider whether the air quality issues have been
considered in the Local Plan HRA. Additionally, it states that if this has been done then it is
appropriate and in line with government guidance to defer to that over-arching Local Plan
assessment. Deferring ‘upwards’ to the Local Plan also addresses the undesirable situation
of having multiple traffic and air quality models for a single local authority area and the
potential for the modelling inconsistencies that would follow.

The only site with a designation in the operational phase local air quality study area is the
Folkestone to Etchinghill SAC. The proposed Development is included as an allocation in
both the F&HDC Places and Policies Local Plan and Core Strategy Review (CSR) to the
end of the respective Local Plan and Core Strategy Review periods in 2031 and 2037.
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6.2.8

6.2.9

6.2.10

6.2.11

6.2.12

The CSR HRA (Ref 6.29) carried out on behalf of F&HDC in December 2018 by LUC
concluded that there would be no adverse effects on Sites in the National Sites Network
(including Folkestone to Etchinghill SAC) by the end of the CSR period in 2037 in a high
growth scenario whereby 8,000 residential units would be built out over the period (including
5,925 at the proposed Development).

An addendum to the CSR HRA was published by LUC in November 2019 (Ref 6.30). It
stated that the addendum report was produced in response to proposed changes to the
Folkestone and Hythe CSR, which contained a new housing need figure following the
publication of the Government's new standard methodology for calculating housing need.
This served to increase the allocated number of residential units at the proposed
Development to 6,375 by 2037 (the current indicative schedule for the proposed
Development estimates 6273 homes will be built by 2037), however the overall number of
units built out across the CSR period is 7,700, which is below the 8,000 unit scenario
assessed in the CSR HRA. The HRA addendum therefore concluded that as the overall
housing quantum was lower, the findings of the CSR HRA would remain valid and that
impacts from air pollution to Sites in the National Sites Network identified within the HRA will
be adequately mitigated for and will not lead to adverse effects on integrity either alone or
in-combination with other plans and projects.

Therefore, in line with the IAQM guidance, assessment of impacts on ecological sites from
the operation of the proposed Development should be deferred upwards to the CSR HRA.

For impacts on Sites in the National Sites Network in 2044 (i.e beyond the CSR period), it is
highly likely that the assessment approach adopted in the air quality ES chapter (i.e. using
2030 emission rates with 2044 traffic (due to the horizon year of the current Defra tools)
would produce overly worse case results as emission rates are expected to decrease over
time. It would be inappropriate to undertake a HRA using such results given the inherent
uncertainty associated with making predictions so far into the future. In any case the air
quality issues would be explored in the future with a greater degree of certainty when the
F&HDC are required to publish a local plan document that covers the period up to and
beyond 2044. This future assessment would include information which the current 2044
traffic data used in the assessment presented in this chapter does not contain such as the
traffic effect of any updated F&HDC local plan, or the local plans of neighbouring local
authorities (the current 2044 assessment has accounted for future growth with generic
annual growth factors).

Natural England were contacted regarding the approach to assessment of air quality impacts
on Sites in the National Sites Network (Folkestone to Etchinghill SAC) with regards to
deferring to the findings of the local plan HRA. Natural England acknowledged receipt of the
initial query and follow up queries on behalf of Otterpool LLP we also sent to Natural England
(all correspondence can be seen in ES Appendix 7.2). No response had been received at
the time of writing, therefore it has been assumed to be acceptable to defer to the findings
of the HRAs completed on behalf of F&HDC in support of the People and Policies Plan and
the draft Core Strategy Review, in line with current guidance. Therefore, deferring to the
People and Policies Plan and the draft Core Strategy Review HRA, it is concluded that there
is no significant effect upon the Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC resulting form Air
Quality Impacts.
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6.3 Public Access/Recreational Disturbance
Sites with potential for impacts due to recreational pressure

6.3.1

6.3.2

6.3.3

The eighteen sites listed in Section 5 have the potential to be impacted as a result of
recreational pressure. This section describes systematically how these sites have been
taken forward for assessment. Firstly, four of the eighteen sites have been classified as
being without existing recreational vulnerabilities, namely:

¢ Blean Complex SAC, which is approximately 21.6km north of the proposed Development;

e Stodmarsh SPA, SAC and Ramsar Site, each of which are approximately 23.2km north
of the proposed Development.

o These sites have accordingly been scoped out of the public access / recreational
disturbance assessment.

The Tankerton Slopes and Swalecliffe SAC currently has no Site Improvement Plan publicly
available and no specific Conservation Objectives or Vulnerabilities listed. However,
information from consultation with Natural England was referenced within the Canterbury
District Local Plan HRA (Canterbury City Council 2014). NE have indicated that this site is
sloped and contains tall grassland and hog'’s fennel plants making it unattractive and difficult
for people to access especially when compared with the well-maintained paths and amenity
grassland adjacent. The site is managed and monitored by the Council and considered to
be in a favourable condition. NE indicated that the main concern with respect to this site was
people moving off the paths trampling the plants that make up the moth’s habitat. At the
present time this is not shown to occur and as such NE does not currently view this is as an
issue. This added to being 29.5km from the proposed Development site scopes out the
Tankerton Slopes and Swalecliffe SAC from any likely significant effects.

o Parkgate Down SAC, whilst being located within 10km of the proposed Development, is
not accessible to the public. The site is designated for calcareous grassland and orchids
and is currently managed as a nature reserve by the Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT). No public
rights of way enter the site and a warden is employed by KWT to manage and monitor
the site and oversee implementation of access restrictions to protect sensitive ecological
features including the orchid assemblage for which the site is designated as a SAC. The
entire site is currently in favourable condition as evidence of the current successful
management. Furthermore, the site is located in excess of 5km from any notable
residential settlements (LUC 2018). Therefore, the additional population from the
proposed Development could not realistically have any negative effect on the integrity of
the SAC or on its qualifying features. As such, effects are not considered to be significant
and therefore this site has also been scoped out of the assessment

The following sites have been identified as having existing recreational vulnerabilities:

e Sandwich Bay SAC, which is approximately 28.9km north east of the proposed
Development;

e Swale SPA, which is approximately 25.2km north of the proposed Development;
¢ Swale Ramsar, which is approximately 25.2km north of the proposed Development;

¢ Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA and Ramsar Site, which is approximately 28.5km
north-east of the proposed Development; and

¢ Lydden and Temple Ewell Downs SAC, which is approximately 15.1km north-east of the
proposed Development.
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6.3.4

6.3.5

6.3.6

These sites are over 15km in distance from the proposed Development, with five of the six
sites being over 20km from the proposed Development. None of these sites have been
highlighted as being of concern from a public access / recreational disturbance perspective
during consultations with NE. Given the likely behaviour of the residents of the proposed
Development, these sites are likely to be too far away from the proposed Development to
attract any significant numbers of visitors. Accordingly, effects on these sites are not
considered to be significant and these five sites have also been scoped out of the
assessment.

Finally, consultations with F&HDC and NE have identified six sites as being of potential
concern in relation to recreational pressure arising from the proposed Development. These
sites are as follows:

o Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC, which is approximately 4.2km north-east of
the proposed Development;

¢ Wye and Crundale Downs SAC, which is approximately 5.8km north of the proposed
Development;

o Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, which is approximately 20.1km north-east of the
proposed Development; and

¢ Dungeness complex (comprising a total of three sites, namely the Dungeness, Romney
Marsh and Rye Bay SPA and Ramsar Site and the Dungeness SAC) (nearest points,
coastal 8.7km south, and marine 2.9km south).

These sites have been scoped in to the assessment and are discussed in further detail in
the following section.

Sites of particular stakeholder concern

6.3.7

6.3.8

Consultations with F&HDC and Natural England identified the following to be of particular
stakeholder concern (in relation to air quality and recreational pressure mainly), as
presented in Appendix B and Appendix D, namely:

¢ Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC, which is approximately 4.2km north-east of
the proposed Development;

¢ Wye and Crundale Downs SAC, which is approximately 5.8km north of the proposed
Development;

e Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, which is approximately 20.1km north-east of the
proposed Development; and

¢ Dungeness complex (comprising the Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA and
Ramsar Site and the Dungeness SAC) (nearest points, coastal 8.7km south, and marine
2.9km south).

These locations are described below:

¢ The Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC is located approximately 4km to the north-
east of the proposed Development. This is the closest (terrestrial) site in proximity to the
proposed Development. It is an extensive area (over 180 hectares) of chalk grassland to
the north of Folkestone, designated as a SAC for its dry grasslands and scrublands on
chalk or limestone, including important orchid sites (the site is home to three nationally
rare plants). The escarpment is bisected by the A20, but it remains one of the largest
remaining areas of unimproved chalk downland in Kent. It does not currently list
recreational pressure as a threat.
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Wye and Crundale Downs SAC is located approximately 6km to the north of the proposed
Development. This is an extensive area of approximately 110 hectares of chalk grassland
located between the settlements of Wye and Hastingleigh. The site is designated as a
SAC for its semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland, including important orchid sites.
The Downs sit between the M20 and A28 to the north of Ashford (on the southern edge
of the North Downs). It does not currently list recreational pressure as a threat.

The Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC is located 20.1km north east of the proposed
Development. It is designated for its vegetated sea cliffs and semi-natural dry calcareous
grasslands and scrubland. These are primary reasons for designation of this site. The
vegetated sea cliffs are generally dangerous to approach or physically inaccessible and
are therefore inherently protected from recreational pressure. The cliff-top grasslands are
crossed by numerous footpaths which are used by recreational walkers (URS 2012). It
does not currently list recreational pressure as a threat.

The Dungeness complex comprises the Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA
and Ramsar Site and the Dungeness SAC. The terrestrial/coastal component is closest
at 8.9km to the south west of the proposed Development, the marine component is 2.9km
south. The terrestrial/coastal site was initially designated in 2016 for its importance for
supporting breeding and wintering waterbirds, birds of prey and passage warblers. The
marine component was recently designated in 2017 to include important marine foraging
areas used by little, common and sandwich terns from breeding colonies within the
existing SPA. The Dungeness SAC consists of the UK's largest shingle structure which
is one of the best examples of a vegetated shingle beach in Britain and Europe. It is also
designated for great crested newt as a primary qualifying feature of the site. Recreational
pressure is currently listed as a threat.

Background and Methodology (for assessing sites with a vulnerability to recreational

pressure)

6.3.9

In order to make an assessment of the potential effects of recreational pressure, the
following method has been used. The potentially most sensitive sites have been assessed
in detail using existing survey information or bespoke survey information under the
assumption that the less sensitive sites, further from the development would be less likely
to be affected by the proposal as follows:

Baseline data relating to each of the sites of particular stakeholder concern and/or within
10km were collated, including existing information, where known, about visitor numbers
and travel patterns. Existing visitor survey data was available for the Dungeness, Romney
Marsh and Rye Bay area from surveys undertaken in 2014 and 2015 as part of the Core
Strategies HRA for Rother District Council and F&HDC as well as information contained
with the Dungeness Complex Sustainable Access and Recreation Management Strategy
(SARMS) and supporting documents (The Places Team, 2017). Existing information on
Parkgate Down SAC was available in the HRA on the F&HDC Places and Policies Plan
2017 (LUC 2018).

Visitor surveys were undertaken at locations within carparks adjacent to the Folkestone
to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC and the Wye and Crundale Downs SAC over the course
of four days in 2017 — two consecutive weekdays (30th/31st August) and a weekend
(23rd/24th September). Each survey day included early morning (7am — 9am) and early
evening (5pm — 7pm) visitor counts, and interviews (where visitors may be more likely to
be local residents) in addition to periods during the day. Surveyors undertook both counts
of visitor numbers within specific time periods as well as interviews with visitors. This
methodology was agreed with Natural England and F&HDC.
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o Consideration of the potential effects of the proposed Development on recreational
pressure, taking into account the likely population generated, the proposed Development
design which includes accessible recreational greenspace, and travel characteristics /
visitor patterns identified from visitor surveys.

Survey data for sites of particular stakeholder concern
Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC and the Wye and Crundale Downs SAC

6.3.10 The chalk grasslands and orchids, for which the SAC is designated, are susceptible to
recreational activities including dog walking and associated nutrient enrichment which may
alter the soil chemistry and increase the prevalence of competitive species, or by physical
disturbances such as through trampling, vandalism, or fire. Due to the proximity of the site
to Folkestone and other towns and villages in north east Shepway, parts of the SAC already
receive relatively high levels of recreational access and discussions with the White Cliffs
Countryside Partnership (WCCP) Project Manager, Kirk Alexander, revealed recent damage
by trampling and theft of the rare orchid species, which has resulted in the management
team to consider the potential for additional protective measures to conserve the orchid
populations. (LUC 2018). Nevertheless, recreation at the site is currently well managed and
recreation is not identified as a current pressure or threat in Natural England’s Site
Improvement Plan.

6.3.11 Visitor surveys were undertaken by Arcadis in 2017 at two locations in carparks adjacent to
the Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC and the Wye and Crundale Downs SAC.

6.3.12 These surveys were undertaken during August and September 2017 to determine level of
use, principal recreational uses (e.g. walking, fithess, dog walking), likely catchment areas
for visitors and principal mode of travel used to reach each destination. Over four days, a
total of 164 visits were recorded. Key findings from the survey included that:

e Visitor numbers were understandably higher at the weekend than on a weekday;

¢ The majority of people interviewed were day visitors rather than people visiting as part of
a wider holiday;

e The majority of visitors on both weekdays and weekends were from within a twenty-
minute drive time (the majority of visitors to the Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment
SAC were primarily from Folkestone and surrounding settlements, whilst the majority of
visitors to the Wye and Crundale Downs SAC were from the towns of Ashford and Wye);

¢ Reasons for people choosing these locations to visit included proximity to home, the
variety of footpaths and tracks available, and the quality of the scenery; and

¢ Walking and dog walking formed the principal activities undertaken at both locations.

6.3.13 A visitor survey undertaken by the AONB Unit identified that the main motivations for visiting
the Kent Downs are for its beauty and tranquillity, with walking being the main activity (Kent
Downs AONB unit, 2013).
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The Dungeness complex (SPA, SAC and Ramsar)

6.3.14

6.3.15

6.3.16

6.3.17

The Dungeness complex (including Romney Marsh and Rye Bay) is designated as SPA,
Ramsar and SAC. The area receives a high number of visitors — approximately 550,000
visits are made per annum, with the RSPB reserve receiving approximately 26,000 visitors
in 2016 (The Places Team 2017).

The HRA prepared for the Core Strategies of Rother and Shepway Districts (URS 2011)
identified that, for the Dungeness complex, approximately 33% of visitors lived more than
80km distant (i.e. outside Kent and East Sussex altogether with the largest single source in
this zone being London, responsible for 5% of all visits). The remaining 66% of visitors were
dispersed across an area of up to 50 miles/80km covering virtually all of Kent and East
Sussex. Less than 10% of surveyed visitors to Dungeness actually came from the 'local’
area (up to 16km from the site).

More recent visitor information is available as part of the SARMS prepared for Shepway and
Rother District Councils in 2017, which included a Phase One Visitor Survey as part of its
supporting information. The SARMS divides the Dungeness complex into six sub-areas, with
key findings summarised as follows in relation to visitor numbers and profile (The Places
Team 2017):

o Pett Level and Pannel Valley — visitor numbers in this area are likely to be low; whilst
there is no data currently on visitor profile / origin, there are several caravan and mobile
home sites in the area.

o Rye Harbour Nature Reserve — around 300,000 visitors per year to the Rye Harbour
area, including a mixture of holiday makers, wildlife watchers and day visitors. Just under
a third of visitors surveyed as part of the Phase One Visitor Survey (conducted as part of
the SARMS) travel more than 55km to the site; nearly two-thirds of visitors are either first-
time visitors or visit less than once a month.

e Camber and Broomhill — a highly visited area, particularly during the summer. A high
percentage of first-time visitors (44%) and the highest number of visitors on holiday out
of the six sub-areas. A high proportion of visitors travel long distances, reflecting the
area’s national profile as a destination. A popular daytrip destination from within the
south-east region.

¢ Dungeness — national profile and honeypot destination. The Phase One Visitor Survey
found that 40% of visitors were there for the first time, 43% visit less than once per month
and 6% visit at least once a week (SARMS 2017). Most visitors had travelled more than
55km (61%).

e Romney and Lade Foreshore — car park data showed visitor numbers to be in the region
of 26,500 in 2016 but the SARMS acknowledges this is likely to be an under-estimate
due to how the sub-area is accessed. Both Greatstone and Lade received the highest
percentage of regular visitors within the sub-area; it is noted that Greatstone attracts
visitors from a smaller catchment than other sites (49% of respondents travelling less
than 5km).

¢ Romney Marsh — little is known about visitors to this sub-area, which includes few
accommodation providers or attractions. Visitor activities are thought to relate mainly to
walking and cycling.

The Phase One Visitor Survey for the SARMS also highlighted that the most regular visitors
to sites within the Dungeness complex live in Shepway or Rother District, with a high
proportion living within a distance of 20km. Other points to note are that there is a high
proportion of dog-walkers among regular visitors. Levels of outdoor recreation is highlighted
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as increasing nationally and that the coast is a particular draw for visitors, often in preference
to local sites. The SARMS highlighted that in this area visitor numbers are also increasing
generally both as a result of niche recreational offers (such as kite surfing) and improved
accessibility.

Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC

6.3.18

The Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC is a long and narrow site, designated as a SAC for its
calcareous grassland, for which low levels of trampling (as a result of recreational activity)
are required to maintain site integrity. The site is sensitive to nutrient enrichment arising from
dog fouling. Part of the SAC falls within the ownership of the National Trust, with the
remainder being in private ownership and not publicly accessible (URS 2012). Visitor
surveys for other chalk grassland SAC’s in Kent have identified that the core catchment for
local visitors (the area from within which 75% of local visitors arose) was up to approximately
4km. It seems probable that Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs will have a similar catchment
regarding usage by local residents (Dover District Council 2010).

Impacts of Covid-19 on Recreation

6.3.19

Other issues of relevance here relate to research undertaken into the impacts of Covid-19
on levels of recreation and usage of green space, which has shown changes in the way
people interact with the outdoors as well as changes in people’s perceptions of nature (ONS
2021). Survey data drawn from the People and Nature Survey for England gathers
information on people’s experiences and views about the natural environment. During April
to June 2020, people were getting outside more often than usual with 40% of adults reporting
that they had spent more time outside since the coronavirus restrictions began and 31%
were exercising more in outdoor spaces. Over these three months, 58% of the adult
population had visited a natural space in the last 14 days. The main reasons people gave
for visiting natural spaces were for fresh air, physical and mental health, and to connect with
wildlife/nature.

Recreational impact assessment

Potential areas of impact

6.3.20

6.3.21

6.3.22

The estimated new population of Otterpool Park, once fully built-out, is in the region of
20,400 people (based on 8,500 households and a household density of 2.4 people per
dwelling) with the potential to increase to 10,000 homes post Development build out. The
actual population increase to the area is likely to be lower (for example a proportion of the
new population are likely to already live in the district, coupled with the fact that household
sizes may be lower than has been the case historically). The total population also includes
young children / the elderly / people who may not be sufficiently mobile to access the wider
countryside.

As well as additional recreational pressure from populations once the proposed
Development is fully built out, there is the potential for short-term additional pressure on
designated sites during the construction and early occupation phases of the proposed
Development.

Potential impacts also arise from the types of recreation being undertaken, with activities
such as dogwalking potentially causing disturbance to wildlife. Nationally, approximately
26% of households own a dog (and this figure is known to have increased during recent
coronavirus restrictions). For the proposed Development a 26% dog ownership rate would
translate into approximately 2,000 dog-owning households (although in reality this figure
may be lower as dog-ownership will also depend on accommodation type (houses / flats).
Other potential impacts of relevance to designated sites include trampling and general
disturbance.
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Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC and the Wye and Crundale Downs SAC

6.3.23 Visitor surveys undertaken by Arcadis at locations along the Folkestone to Etchinghill
Escarpment SAC, and at the Wye and Crundale Downs SAC identified that a significant
proportion of people use particular walking routes because of the proximity to their home
and/or within 20 minutes maximum drive time. The areas most likely to be affected by the
new population living at Otterpool Park are therefore likely to be those nearest to the
proposed Development, for example the Lympne Escarpment SSSI which is 300m south of
the proposed Development, rather than the environmentally sensitive areas identified in this
HRA. Dog walking was the principal activity undertaken at both Sites in the National Sites
Network.

6.3.24 The proposed Development includes a large proportion of publicly accessible open space
and high-quality green infrastructure (over 50%), including parks, landscape areas and
habitats. The incorporation of green infrastructure, open space and a variety of habitats and
landscapes forms an intrinsic part of the design of Otterpool Park, as set out in the Green
Infrastructure Strategy (ES Appendix 4.11). Planned green infrastructure includes:

¢ a variety of woodlands, wetlands, meadows, allotments, recreation areas all connected
by green corridors with retained trees, hedgerows and water courses;

o alandscaped green open space to create a setting for Westenhanger Castle;

o creation of a Woodland Country Park on the upper slopes of the site between Harringe
Brook Woods, Otterpool Manor and Upper Otterpool Farm;

» use of the East Stour River corridor to incorporate both formal and informal walking and
cycling routes connecting areas of open space and leisure / sports provision; and

o creation of a landscape buffer between the proposed Development and the village of
Lympne, with opportunities here for informal recreation, walking and horse-riding.

6.3.25 Green movement corridors have been designed to enable people to access open spaces in
the wider landscape in the vicinity of Otterpool Park. Corridors provide access to off-site
footpaths and spaces in the surrounding areas, including north towards Sellindge, west
along the East Stour River, south towards Lympne and to footpaths that lead to the
woodlands and parkland to the east of the site. The design takes into account the sensitivity
of these areas and places and discourages high levels of access where recreational
pressure may have an adverse impact.

6.3.26 It is therefore likely that a significant proportion of those seeking recreational activity
including dogwalkers in particular, will utilise the spaces and routes within the proposed
Development for regular activities.

6.3.27 The Green Infrastructure Strategy (ES Appendix 4.11) prepared for the proposed
Development identifies a phased approach for green infrastructure as part of development
proposals. National green infrastructure guidance (including Natural England’s publication
NE176) recommends where possible that structural planting proposals are implemented in
advance of the construction of built development. In addition to other benefits, this approach
can help mitigate construction-related effects, allow distinct character areas within the
proposed Development to evolve more quickly and deliver health, wellbeing and recreational
resources for the emerging community. There is also an opportunity for the use of
‘meanwhile spaces’ to provide additional green infrastructure areas during the construction
phase. Further proposals are for the town park to the south of Westenhanger Castle to be
developed in the first five years of the proposed Development, thus benefitting ‘early
occupiers’. As such it is not considered that there would be an unacceptable increase in
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recreational pressure on the Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC or Wye and
Crundale Downs SAC during the early stages of the development.

Dungeness Complex

6.3.28

6.3.29

6.3.30

6.3.31

Visitor surveys highlighted that most regular visitors to sites within the Dungeness complex
live in Shepway or Rother District, with a high proportion of regular visitors living within 20km.
However, there is much variation as to how sites within the complex are used and the visitor
profiles associated with each; sub-areas with the highest level of recreational pressure are
Camber and Broomhill, Rye Harbour and the Romney and Lade Foreshore areas. The visitor
surveys also identify a range of visitor activities taking place across the six sub-areas,
including birdwatching, walking, cycling and beach-based activities. Dogwalking was noted
as a regular activity across much of the Dungeness complex. Evidence seems to suggest
that regular dog walking is an activity that takes place within close proximity to place of
residence — Greatstone within the Dungeness complex is a good example here, where the
majority of visitors citing dog walking as the primary purpose for their visit (58%) were from
within a 5km radius (The Places Team 2017).

The purpose of the SARMS is to address recreational pressure experienced at the
Dungeness complex and provide a strategic, cross-boundary approach to issues relating to
disturbance. The strategy aims to ‘ensure that any increases in access and recreational
usage resulting from the planning policies of either Council (F&HDC or Rother District
Council) do not adversely impact on the integrity of these internationally important wildlife
sites and proposes supporting actions to ensure sensitive management of recreation and
access’. The strategy states that regard should be had to increases in visitors which may
occur as aresult of ‘substantial population growth’ within the main catchment area. Mitigation
measures outlined in the SARMS relate to:

e Ongoing / regular visitor surveys in order to monitor visitor numbers and profile (including
activities and season of visit) with site specific programmes at certain locations within the
complex;

« A programme of visitor education to raise awareness of the importance of the Dungeness
complex and appropriate behaviours for visitors to it; and

e Measures around access control and enforcement.

The probable increase in visitors to the Dungeness complex as a result of the potential
population increase in Shepway could be expected to be approximately 5% (note that the
HRA prepared for the Core Strategies of Rother and Shepway Districts in 2011 estimated
8,000 new dwellings (including those provided within Otterpool), however the additional
dwellings would be unlikely to affect this approximate estimate). This also assumes that all
of the proposed Development’s residents will be new to the area which is unlikely. Survey
data suggests that proximity to site is an important factor for recreational users; the draw of
the coast however has also been noted within the SARMS. It is considered that although
there is likely to be an increase in visitors as a result of the proposed Development, this is
capable of being mitigated by the actions and recommendations proposed for visitor
management generally within the SARMS, for example visitor education and awareness
raising measures focusing on potential adverse impacts arising from trampling, littering and
disturbance. The scope for ongoing monitoring of visitor numbers provides additional
reassurance, particularly in light of evidence around increasing visitor numbers over time as
a result of factors described earlier (including niche recreational offers, increased
accessibility and an increase in appreciation of the outdoors and nature as a result of the
coronavirus restrictions).

As stated earlier, the proposed Development includes a large proportion of publicly
accessible open space and high quality green infrastructure (over 50%) which is integral to
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the development. The design of green and open spaces within the proposed Development
will include provision of recreational space for dogwalking. Natural England
recommendations are for 8ha per 1,000 people for dogwalking provision in sites where
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGs) are required; this would be supported
at Otterpool Park by a commitment to a community engagement and ownership code.

6.3.32 It is therefore likely that a significant proportion of residents of Otterpool Park seeking
recreational activity (including dogwalking in particular) will utilise the spaces and routes
within the proposed Development for regular activities and therefore limit impacts to sites on
the National Sites Register.

Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC

6.3.33 The assessment of potential recreational impacts upon this site were primarily based upon
data collected by URS to inform the HRA for the Core Strategy in 2012. Population projection
data obtained by Shepway Council (now F&HDC) from Kent County Council since the
original HRA reported in URS (URS 2012) was undertaken identifies that a 10.1% population
increase is expected in the Shepway urban area (from which most visitors to Dover to
Kingsdown Cliffs SAC originating in Shepway can be expected to arise) (Strategic Housing
Market Assessment, 2017). If one assumes that a 10.1% increase in the population of the
urban area will likely result in a 10.1% increase in Shepway's contribution to SAC visitors
then that means a further 1,632 visitors per annum or an increase in pressure of 0.7% due
to Shepway, i.e. extremely small. This confirms (based on actual visitor survey data) that
while an increased population in Shepway probably will result in more visits to the SAC, the
core catchment of the SAC with regard to local residents is essentially the Dover town area,
and the increase from the proposed Otterpool Park development is not considered to be
significant.

6.3.34 The proposed Development includes a large proportion of publicly accessible open space
and high-quality green infrastructure (50%) which is integral to the development. This
includes parks, landscape and habitats, as described above.

6.3.35 It is therefore likely that a significant proportion of those seeking recreational activity
including dogwalkers in particular, will utilise the spaces and routes within the proposed
Development for regular activities.

Conclusion
6.3.36 Eighteen sites were identified within 30km of the proposed Development. Of these:

e Four sites were scoped out due to there being no existing recreational vulnerabilities
identified (Blean Complex SAC, Stodmarsh SPA, Stodmarsh SAC and Stodmarsh
Ramsar Site).

¢ Tankerton Slopes and Swalecliffe SAC was scoped out of any potentially significant effect
due to absence of stakeholder concerns together with distance from the proposed
Development.

o Parkgate Down SAC, whilst being located within 10km of the proposed Development, is
not accessible to the public and no significant effects were identified.

» Six sites were identified as having existing recreational vulnerabilities, however all six
sites are over 15km from the site, with five being over 20km distant. Given the likely
behaviour of the residents of the proposed Development these are likely to be too far
away to attract any significant numbers of visitors. These sites were also not highlighted
as being of particular concern by stakeholders including NE.
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o Six sites were highlighted as being of particular stakeholder concern and were taken
forward for assessment. This identified that the sites may experience a slight increase in
the number of users from the proposed Development, primarily the Folkestone to
Etchinghill Escarpment SAC which is over 4km away and the Dungeness complex,
however the relatively small number of additional users is not considered to be significant.
Visits for dog walking are less likely due to the proposed Development inclusion of a
significant portion of accessible green space for recreation including dog walking and the
behaviour derived from surveys which indicate that proximity is a primary factor in dog
walking. In conclusion, no likely significant effects are anticipated to the integrity of the
sites nor any of their qualifying features and recreational impacts are scoped out of the
assessment.

6.4 Water Pollution
Potential impacts and effects from poor water quality

6.4.1

6.4.2

Increased inputs of nutrients into the Stour catchment from the proposed Development has
the potential to lead to degradation of the wetland habitats upon which the qualifying features
rely. Habitats associated with Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar comprise open water
bodies (standing water and running water), reedbeds, grazing marsh and alder carr.

The River Stour feeds into the Stodmarsh designated sites. The river is vulnerable to receipt
of increased nutrients via direct input from wastewater treatment works and
drainage/surface runoff. With regard to the proposed Development, wastewater from new
development is considered to be the primary issue of concern.

Impact assessment

6.4.3

6.4.4

6.4.5

Habitat of note in relation to the qualifying feature of Stodmarsh SAC (Desmoulin’s whorl
snail) comprise ditches within pasture on the floodplain of the River Stour. Degradation of
water quality associated with the river has potential to enter the ditch system and alter the
hydrological (calcareous) conditions of the habitat upon which this snail is highly dependent
upon.

The qualifying features of the SPA and Ramsar designations comprise important bird
species and assemblages, and uncommon invertebrates and plants associated with wetland
habitats. Again, degradation of water quality and supporting habitat for these species, has
the potential for significant effects to occur.

Nutrient budget calculations have been undertaken for the proposed Development to
determine the requirement for mitigation with regards to nutrient neutrality, in accordance
with Natural England’s Nutrient Neutrality Methodology Guidance Note (November, 2020).
The precautionary calculation has determined that in order for nutrient neutrality to be
achieved for the proposed Otterpool Park Framework Masterplan (the OPA area and
additional development within the wider Otterpool Framework Masterplan area), and
Sellindge Phase 2 Sites (CSD9A and CSD9B — two sites located adjacent to Sellindge — full
details in ES Chapter 2) mitigation is required in the form of new wetland habitat (the area
of which is required to be between 23.9ha and 24.9ha) and 35ha of new woodland to offset
the projected nutrient burden, in conjunction with a new state of art onsite Wastewater
Treatment Works (WwTW)This includes a minimum of 11.7ha of wetland area to remove
the nutrients from wastewater discharges suitably located near to the proposed onsite
WwTW at the north-western portion of the proposed Development. However, only 8.8ha of
new wetland is required to achieve the nutrient neutrality from the extra wastewater
discharges from the current Tier 1 Outline Planning Application, along with 11.9ha of new
stormwater wetland and 35ha of new woodland. As on-site mitigation is required, in line with
CJEU C-323/17 People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman vs Coillte Teoranta, this impact to
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the Stodmarsh SAC SPA and Ramsar Site is carried forward to HRA Stage 2 — Appropriate
Assessment. This is reported in Section 8 of this report.

Conclusions

6.4.6 Natural England’s current advice with regards to any proposed Development project of this
nature within the Stour catchment is that mitigation needs to be implemented in order to
achieve nutrient neutrality; this has further been confirmed through undertaking project
nutrient budget calculations. In accordance with current guidance and case law, mitigation
cannot be considered as part of the HRA at the screening stage. Therefore, in the absence
of mitigation, the proposed Development has the potential to lead to likely significant effects
in relation to Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar associated with water quality. As on-site
mitigation is required, in line with CJEU C-323/17 People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman
vs Coillte Teoranta, this impact to the Stodmarsh SAC SPA and Ramsar Site is carried
forward to HRA Stage 2 — Appropriate Assessment. This is reported in Section 8 of this
report.
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7 In-combination Effects

7.1.1

7.1.5

7.1.6

71.7

A review of the local plan HRAs, namely the F&HDC Places and Policies Local Plan (PPLP)
and Core Strategy Review (LUC 2018) was carried out to assess other plans and projects
which could lead to likely significant effects on Sites in the National Sites Network when
considered in combination with the proposed Development.

Most policies and potential sources of impact were ruled out at the Screening Stage of the
F&HDC PPLP, assuming implementation of safeguards and specific mitigation for
recreational and air quality impacts. For recreational impacts this included project level HRA
assessment (where appropriate), completion of a visitor study, monitoring and provision of
green infrastructure. For air quality impacts this included a commitment to monitoring NOx
along the A20 road, over the People and Places Local Plan (PPLP) period, to track projected
improvements in air quality.

As potential likely significant effects could not be ruled out at the Screening Stage for
recreational impacts to adversely affect qualifying features of the Dungeness Complex
(which includes the SAC, SPA and Ramsar), the issues were further assessed in an
Appropriate Assessment. Assuming implementation of the mitigation policies built into the
PPLP and the successful delivery of recommendations detailed within the Dungeness
Complex - Sustainable Access and Recreation Management Strategy (SARMS) (Prepared
for F&’HDC and Rother District Council, 2017) the Appropriate Assessment concluded that
the F&HDC PPLP would not results in adverse effects on the Dungeness Complex or other
Sites in the National Sites Network either alone or in-combination.

The F&HDC Core Strategy Review HRA reviewed the changes to policies since the 2013
Core Strategy, which included policies specific to the proposed Development, namely Policy
SS6 (New Garden Settlement — Development Requirements), Policy SS7 (New Garden
Settlement — Place Shaping Principles), Policy SS9 (New Garden Settlement —
Sustainability and Healthy New Town Principles) and Policy SS9 (New Garden Settlement
— Infrastructure, Delivery and Management). As a result of the screening assessment, Policy
SS6 was considered to potentially result in a likely significant effect on Sites in the National
Sites Network.

However, with the implementation of the potential mitigation/avoidance measures (including
the delivery of the overarching SARMS, the likelihood of impacts being limited by distance
to Sites in the National Sites Network, existing site management, provision of natural
greenspace as part of the masterplan and updated air quality assessment and precautionary
measures to be included in Core Strategy), the conclusions reached in the F&HDC Core
Strategy Review HRA, were that there would be no likely significant effect on Sites in the
National Sites Network as a result of the F&HDC Core Strategy Review, either alone or in-
combination.

Natural England’s current advice with regards to any proposed Development project of this
nature within the Stour catchment is that mitigation needs to be implemented in order to
achieve nutrient neutrality. Without this, there is considered to be the potential for significant
effects to occur in relation to the proposed Development in combination with other schemes
in the region in terms of water quality in relation to Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar.

As outlined in section 8 below (the Appropriate Assessment), the on-site mitigation to
achieve the nutrient neutrality relies on no change in loadings from the proposed Otterpool
Development, and demonstrates that this is achievable. As such, the proposed
Development will have no additional impact beyond the baseline state once this is
implemented, and therefore there is no potential for a cumulative impact. As such, the
assessment of in-combination effects does not need to include an assessment of water
quality impacts upon the Stodmarsh SPA, SAC and Ramsar site.
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8 Appropriate Assessment (Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and
Ramsar)

8.1 Water Pollution / Nutrient Neutrality
Potential impacts and effects from poor water quality

8.1.1

Increased inputs of nutrients into the Stour catchment from the proposed Development has
the potential to lead to degradation of the wetland habitats upon which the qualifying features
rely on. Habitats associated with Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar comprise open water
bodies (standing water and running water), reedbeds, grazing marsh and alder carr.

The River Stour feeds into the Stodmarsh designated sites. The river is vulnerable to receipt
of increased nutrients via direct input from wastewater treatment works and
drainage/surface runoff. With regard to the proposed Development, wastewater from new
development is considered to be the primary route of concern.

Assessment

8.1.3

8.1.5

In the absence of mitigation, there is potential for changes in nutrient levels to impact the
designated site. However, as a component of the design of the development, on-site
mitigation has been outlined that will ensure that the development is nutrient neutral. The
full details of the onsite mitigation to ensure that nutrient neutrality can be achieved are
presented in the Water Cycle Study (ES Appendix 15.2), a summary is presented below
(extracted from the Water Cycle Study):

“Wastewater in the District is currently collected and treated by Southern Water (SW). There
are two potential offsite treatment options for the proposed Development to discharge. This
would be either to the nearby Sellindge Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW)
approximately 1km to the west or West Hythe WwTW in the adjoining catchment,
approximately 7km to the southeast. SW has completed a feasibility study to identify what
additional wastewater infrastructure upgrades would be required to serve the proposed
Development at their preferred Sellindge WwTW. This feasibility study confirmed that a new
rising main and major upgrade to the existing works will be required in a phased manner.
SW has not identified any fundamental reasons why development should not go ahead as
the required new infrastructure can be delivered through the water industry’s five-yearly
business planning process to match with the proposed Development trajectory and phasing
plans at Otterpool Park. The current Asset Management Plan (AMP7), which covers the
period 2020 to 2025 has already made the necessary provisions to undertake the required
detailed investigations and initial infrastructure upgrades to accommodate Otterpool Park.
As part of this, a Risk and Value exercise is currently underway by SW.

However, Sellindge WwTW and other WwTWs that are discharging into the River Stour and
surroundings are currently also subject to a separate detailed investigation in connection
with their potential negative impacts on the Stodmarsh European designated sites under the
Environment Agency’s (EA’s) Water Industry National Environment Programme (WINEP)
that will report in 2022. This WINEP investigation has been initiated to investigate potential
links between the River Stour and the Stodmarsh lakes systems, then propose appropriate,
possible and cost-effective solutions to resolve any identified impacts. Until this WINEP
study is complete, including any mitigation solutions are fully implemented (i.e., if deemed
required) all new development in the impacted Stour catchment must achieve nutrient
neutrality as per the latest Natural England’s (NEs) guidance for Stodmarsh sites. Therefore,
it is currently proposed that the initial development phases will be served by a dedicated
onsite WwTW with suitable additional onsite nutrient neutrality mitigation. This will include
constructed wetlands and woodland planting to offset surplus Nitrogen and Phosphorous,
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8.1.7

8.1.8
8.1.9

due to the wastewater and surface water discharges from the proposed Development. This
approach has been agreed with NE and the EA in principle so that Otterpool Park will ensure
nutrient neutrality, as per the required precautionary principle to protect the integrity of the
downstream Stodmarsh SPA SAC and Ramsar site.

The onsite WwTW will be located within the application site boundary towards the northwest
corner and two options have been identified for the final treated effluent discharge outfall
location, one upstream location on the River East Stour near to the onsite WwTW and a
second further downstream location on the same watercourse near to the Sellindge WwTW.
The latest discussions with Severn Trent Connect (STC), who has been identified as the
New Appointment and Variation (NAV) for Otterpool Park, indicate that providing onsite
works to achieve both the nutrient neutrality and the EA’s proposed discharge permits are
viable. The modular onsite WwTW will be constructed and commissioned in four main
phases to match with the proposed Development trajectory. This phased approach will also
ensure the flexibility to connect the later development phases of the Otterpool Framework
Masterplan Area to Sellindge WwTW, if deemed required following the implementation of
ongoing WINEP study recommendations.

A new appointment is made where a limited company is appointed by Ofwat to provide water
and/or sewerage services. A NAV, therefore, involves one company replacing another as
the appointee for a specific geographic area. In line with the current EA legislation and
policies, new discharges should first consider connecting to existing infrastructure, where
reasonable although as stated above this is currently not viable due to the ongoing WINEP
study and the limited capacity currently available within the existing network and Sellindge
WwTW.”

N.B. If an alternative WWTW is utilised, this will also ensure nutrient neutrality at Stodmarsh.

Table 6 below gives a summary of the following precautionary nutrient budgets and new
wetland area requirements associated with the proposed Onsite WwTW to achieve nutrient
neutrality, based on the WCS Report findings. There will also be a minimum of 35ha of new
woodland planting within the proposed Development, as part of structural planting
proposals.
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Table 6: Nutrient Budgets and Wetland Area Requirements for Onsite WwTW

Land Use Discharge Only WwTW Discharge Only

. Wetland
WwTW Option Nutrient Budget | Wetland Area Nutrient Budget
(kglyr)

-6,341 — for TN -6.8-TN 7,623 —for TN 8.2-TN
Otterpool Park OPA only 140 — for TP 11.7 - TP 106 — for TP 8.8 - TP
Otterpool Park Framework -6,285 — for TN -6.8 - TN 9,811 —for TN 10.5-TN
Masterplan Only 149 — for TP 124 -TP 136 — for TP 114 -TP
ﬁigfﬁéiﬁtfgﬁﬁggsites -6,547 — for TN -7.0-TN 10,073 — for TN 10.8 - TN
CSDY9A and CSD9B 159 — for TP 13.2-TP 140 — for TP 11.7 - TP

TN = Total Nitrogen
TP -= Total Phosphorus

The above shows that TP is the critical nutrient loading that will require mitigation for both land use
and VWwTW d rges, while there is a general betterment in TN loading already due to the
change in land use afterthe development. It : shows that the total wetland area requirement of
249 ha to ensure the full nutrient neutrality the OFMA and Sellindge Sites CSD3A and CSDYB,
should include 11.7 ha of wastewater wetland area and 13.2 ha of stormwater wetland area.
Following gives a further breakdown of the minimum estimated wetland area requirement to
sufficiently remove the surplus TP loading from just the treated WwTW effluent discharge:

Tier 1 OPA Development Only: &8 ha of wetland to remove a TP load of 106 kg/year

Entire OFMA Development: 11.4 ha of wetland to remove a TP load of 136 kg/year

Entire OFMA Development plus CSD9A and CSD9B: 11.7 ha of wetland to remove a TP
load of 140 kgfyear

Similarly, following values are the minimum estimated wetland area requirement to sufficienthy
remove the surplus TP loading from just the land use discharge:

Tier 1 OPA Development Only: 11.9 ha of wetland to remove a TP load of 142 kgfyear
Entire OFMA Development: 12.4 ha of wetland to remove a TP load of 149 kg/year

Entire OFMA Development plus CSD9A and CS5D9B: 13.2 ha of wetland to remove a TP
load of 159 kgfyear

8.1.10 This table clearly shows that Total Phosphorus is the critical component to achieve nutrient
neutrality at Otterpool Park.
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8.1.11

The WCS fully details how the above mitigation requirements will be met at the Otterpool
Park at Tier 1 OPA and Otterpool Framework Masterplan Area, including the preliminary
designs undertaken to date. Sufficient amount of wastewater treatment wetlands and
stormwater treatment wetlands have been strategically located within the relevant
wastewater and stormwater catchments. Further refinements to the nutrient budgets and
mitigation designs (supporting hydraulic calculations and maintenance plans) will be
undertaken as the project moves to the detailed design stage at Tier 2 and Tier 3 stages,
through the implementation of suitable planning conditions.

Effects in Combination with Other Plans and Projects

8.1.12

As the proposed development implements on-site mitigation to address nutrient issues, the
Otterpool Park development has no potential to have an effect in combination with other
plans and projects.

Conclusions

8.1.13

8.1.14

Natural England’s current advice with regard to any proposed Development project of this
nature within the Stour catchment is that mitigation needs to be implemented in order to
achieve nutrient neutrality; this has further been confirmed through undertaking
precautionary project nutrient budget calculations.

Proposals are outlined as a component of the proposed Development that have been agreed
in principle with NE and the EA , which would ensure that the site can achieve nutrient
neutrality. As it can it be demonstrated that the proposal will not adversely affect the integrity
of the site (when the mitigation on site is implemented), no further stages of HRA are
required.
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9 Conclusions

9.1.1

9.1.5

9.1.6

9.1.7

Eighteen Sites in the National Sites Network were assessed for the potential effects from
the proposed Development due to functionally linked land, reduction in air quality, water
pollution (from nutrients) and recreational pressure.

Birds were the only sufficiently mobile receptor to have the potential to use habitat
functionally linked to the proposed Development site. These were screened out as no
qualifying bird features were being supported or maintained by the site from the bird survey
results, nor does the proposed Development support habitat that would be likely to support
the qualifying features in any significant numbers.

Only one site was within the threshold for air quality assessment, the Folkestone to
Etchinghill Escarpment SAC (Figure 3). In line with the IAQM'’s designated sites guidance
(2020), this HRA defers to the Local Plan HRA. No significant effects are predicted for the
proposed Development in terms of air quality impacts.

A number of sites were of particular stakeholder concern due to a potential increase in
recreational pressure, primary and secondary data were analysed for these sites: the
Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC, the Wye and Crundale Downs SAC, the Dover
to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC and the Dungeness complex (SPA, SAC and Ramsar). While small
numbers of additional visitors may be expected, visitor behaviour predicted that the
proposed Development’s residents were unlikely to travel to these sites in any significant
numbers and the primary recreational use was dog walking. Given the large amount of
accessible greenspace integral to the design (Figure 1) it is anticipated that a significant
proportion of residents would utilise this space for dog walking and visits to the designated
sites would be in small numbers for recreational purposes associated with the appreciation
of the designated features.

Of the nine remaining sites one is not publicly accessible, Parkgate Down SAC. The
remaining eight sites are over 15km away and seven of these are over 20km away.
Residents of the proposed Development are unlikely to use these sites in any significant
numbers. This assessment was supported by Natural England in the response to the 2019
submission.

With regards to impacts resulting from water pollution, Natural England’s current advice with
regard to any proposed Development project of this nature within the Stour catchment is that
mitigation needs to be implemented in order to achieve nutrient neutrality; this has further
been confirmed through undertaking precautionary project nutrient budget calculations and
providing suitable mitigation proposals. The potential impact of the site with designed
mitigation applied is assessed through an Appropriate Assessment.

Proposals are outlined as a component of the development that have been agreed in
principle with NE and the EA, which would ensure that the site can achieve nutrient
neutrality. Detailed designs and maintenance plans of the mitigation proposals will be
produced during Tier 2 and Tier 3 Stages through the implementation of Tier 1 outline
planning conditions. As it can it be demonstrated at the Appropriate Assessment stage that
the proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of the Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar
site, no further stages of HRA are required.

A review of the local plan HRAs, namely the F&HDC Core Strategy Review (LUC, 2018) and
the F&HDC PPLP (LUC, 2018), was carried out to assess other plans and projects which
could lead to likely significant effects on Sites in the National Sites Network when considered
in combination with the proposed Development. It concluded that there were no likely
significant effects, there are no additional developments of note since this assessment that
in combination with the proposed Development would change this assessment.
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Figure 1: Proposed Development Design Showing Accessible Green Infrastructure Provision
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Figure 2: Sites in the National Sites Network within 30km
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Appendix A: Screening Matrices
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Potential Impacts to Designated Sites

Potential impacts upon the European site(s) which are considered within the Stage 1 Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Report are provided in the table below (Table 7: HRA screening matrix). Impacts have been

grouped where appropriate for ease of presentation.

Table 7: HRA screening matrix

Protected Approximate Qualifying features Existing vulnerabilities Recreational Pressure Air Quality Functionally Linked Water pollution Appropriate
Site distance from study Land Assessment
area (km) Outcome
Blean 21.6km N Annex | habitats that are a primary Threats identified in Site Improvement Plan Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for N/A
Complex reason for selection of this site: include: assessment
SAC . . . S . Does not list recreational pressure Site is not within 200m of No mobile qualifying '
e  9160. Sub-Atlantic and medio- e  Air pollution: impact of atmospheric oo . o
European oak or oak-hornbeam nitrogen deposition as a current sensitivity. roads Whl(.:h meet any.ofg features. nor any Site is nqt
forests of the Carpinion betuli: This site is located aporoximatel set of traffic change criteria connecting habitat to the hydrologically
Oak-hornbeam forests ' 21.6Kkm north of the pE)rF())posed y as impacts from traffic proposed Development. connected to the
) : . emissions must be proposed
Corcanen e S Thochange STt BCinane
to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the low ~ C'tena are setat:
visitor numbers predicted from the e achange of +/- 1000
proposed Development residents vehicles per day,
due to, surveys indicating a limited
travelling distance (approx. 20 * :'//'ﬁolo He:l\j/y\//Duty
minutes drive) the distance of the ehicles ( )
site from the proposed ¢ 10kph change in daily
Development and the proximity of average speed or 20kph
over 50% accessible greenspace change in peak hour
within the proposed Development, speeds.
make significant effects due to
recreational pressure extremely Screened out at stage 1
unlikely.
Screened out at stage 1
Dover to 20.17km NE Annex | habitats that are a primary Threats identified in Site Improvement Plan Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for N/A
Kingsdown reason for selection of this site: include: assessment
Cliffs SAC . . Does not list recreational pressure Site is not within 200m of No mobile qualifying ’
e 1230 Vegetated sea cliffs of the e Inappropriate scrub control o . o
as a current sensitivity. roads which meet any of a features nor any Site is not

Atlantic and Baltic coasts

e 6210 Semi-natural dry
grasslands and scrubland
facies: on calcareous
substrates (Festuco-Brometalia)

Undergrazing

Air pollution: impact of atmospheric
nitrogen deposition

Was identified by stakeholders as a
site of particular concern. Studies
identified a likely increase in
pressure of 0.7% due to Shepway,
i.e. extremely small. This confirms
(based on actual visitor survey
data) that while an increased
population in Shepway probably will
result in more visits to the SAC, the
core catchment of the SAC

with regard to local residents is
essentially the Dover town area.
The low visitor numbers predicted
from the proposed Development
residents due to, surveys indicating
a limited travelling distance
(approx. 20 minutes drive) the

set of traffic change criteria
as impacts from traffic
emissions must be
assessed. The change
criteria are set at:

connecting habitat to the
proposed Development.

Screened out at stage 1

e achange of +/- 1000
vehicles per day,

e +/- 200 Heavy Duty
Vehicles (HDV),

10kph change in daily
average speed or 20kph
change in peak hour
speeds.

Screened out at stage 1

hydrologically
connected to the
proposed

Development site.

* As defined in Advice Note 10.
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Protected Approximate Qualifying features Existing vulnerabilities Recreational Pressure Air Quality Functionally Linked Water pollution Appropriate
Site distance from study Land Assessment
area (km) Outcome
distance of the site from the
proposed Development and the
proximity of over 50% accessible
greenspace within the proposed
Development, make significant
effects due to recreational pressure
extremely unlikely.
Screened out at stage 1
g:rcl:geness 9.9km S Annex Ifhabit;’atst.that ?rti.a p'rtimary Th'l'egts identified in Site Improvement Plan Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for N/A
reason for selection of this site: include:
o 1210 Annual veoetation of drif . Wiltar oreseure Was identified by stakeholders as a  Site is not within 200m of ~ No sufficiently mobile assessment.
i 9 e site of particular concern. Surveys roads which meetany ofa  qualifying features nor any  Site is not
ines e lllicit vehicle use suggested that the probable set of traffic change criteria  connecting habitat to the hydrologically
e 1220 Perennial vegetation of . i ; increase in visitors as a result of the 55 impacts from traffic proposed Development. connected to the
stony banks Invasive species potential population increase in  gmissions must be proposed
Annex Il species that are a primary e Inappropriate scrub control Shepway could be0 expected to be  gocesced. The change Screened out at stage Development site.
reason for selection of this site: e Overgrazing gﬁlzf)i'r:gagé ting5 gourv e'?/dggltgn?t”?/s’ criteria are set at: 1Screened out at stage 1
e 1166 Triturus cristatus: Great e Public access/disturbance not likely that those new visitors « 2 change of +/- 1000
crested newt o  Direct impact from 3" parties would be frequent visitors and the vehicles per day,
) o ) Arcadis survey data highlighted that
*  Air pollution: impact of atmospheric  proximity to the site for recreational ® *+/- 200 Heavy Duty
nitrogen deposition users is a key factor. Vehicles (HDV),
*  Inappropriate water levels The low visitor numbers predicted ¢ 10kph change in daily
e Water pollution from the proposed Development average speed or 20kph
residents due to, surveys indicating change in peak hour
a limited travelling distance speeds.
(approx. 20 minutes drive) the Screened out at stage 1
distance of the site from the
proposed Development and the
proximity of over 50% accessible
greenspace within the proposed
Development, make significant
effects due to recreational pressure
extremely unlikely.
Screened out at stage 1
Dungeness, 8.7km S Qualifies under article 4.1 of the Directive  Threats identified in Site Improvement Plan Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for N/A
Romney (with Marine (2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by include: ) - assessment
Marsh and extension 2.9km S) >1% of the UK population of the following . Milit Was identified by stakeholders as a  Site is not within 200m of No likely significant effects ’
Rye Bay ' Annex | species: itary pressure site of particular concern. Surveys roads which meet any ofa  are anticipated to any of Site is not
SPA (with . e lllicit vehicle use suggested that the probable set of traffic change criteria  the qualifying features of hydrologically
. Bewick’s swan Cygnus . o
Marine : i o e  Predati increase in visitors as a result of the a5 impacts from traffic the SPAs or Ramsar sites  connected to the
. columbianus bewickii redation tential lation incr n - o
extension) , R potential population Increase In  gmjssions must be within 30km, as a result of  proposed development
e  Bittern Botaurus stellaris e Changes in species distribution Shepway could be expected to be assessed. The change the proposed site
; o " . .
e  Hen harrier Circus cyaneus e Invasive species SR/Z':ﬁma;ilé tin95 é Ourv e/-)\/dglatlgn?t"?ls’ criteria are set at: Development. Significant
e  Golden plover Pluvialis apricaria e Public access/disturbance not likely that those new visitors e a change of +/- 1000 Pumberslﬁf _spefc |ets that f
o Ruff Philomachus pugnax e Directimpact from 3™ parties would be frequent visitors and the vehicles per day, tﬁrm .?ua ving f @ ures?
. Arcadis survey data highlighted that € slie were not presen
o Aquat.ic warbler Acrocephalus e Inappropriate water levels proximity to the site for recreational ® */- 200 Heavy Duty with surveys undertaken
paludicola  Inappropriate ditch management users is a key factor. Vehicles (HDV), for the proposed
Development area nor
e Coastal squeeze was habitat within the
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Protected Approximate Qualifying features Existing vulnerabilities Recreational Pressure Air Quality Functionally Linked Water pollution Appropriate

Assessment
Outcome

Site distance from study Land
area (km)

e  Marsh harrier Circus
aeruginosus

e Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta

e Mediterranean gull Larus
melanocephalus

e  Sandwich tern Sterna
sandvicensis

e  Common tern Sterna hirundo
e Little tern Sterna albifrons

Qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive
(2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by
>1% of the biogeographical populations
of the following migratory species:

e  Shoveler Anas clypeata: 485
wintering individuals (1.2% NW
& C Europe non-breeding

Water pollution

Fisheries: commercial marine and
estuarine

The low visitor numbers predicted
from the proposed Development
residents due to, surveys indicating
a limited travelling distance
(approx. 20 minutes drive) the
distance of the site from the
proposed Development and the
proximity of over 50% accessible
greenspace within the proposed
Development, make significant
effects due to recreational pressure
extremely unlikely.

Screened out at stage 1

e 10kph change in daily
average speed or 20kph
change in peak hour
speeds.

Screened out at stage 1

proposed Development
area suitable for
supporting or maintaining
significant numbers of
qualifying features.

The is evidenced in
Sections 5.2 and 6.3 this
chapter and ES appendix
7.15 and 7.16.

Screened out at stage 1

and the coastal fringes of
perennial vegetation of stony
banks (Ramsar wetland type E —
sand, shingle or pebble shores).

e Natural shingle wetlands: saline
lagoons (Ramsar wetland type J
— coastal brackish/saline
lagoons), freshwater pits
(Ramsar wetland type K —
coastal freshwater lagoons) and
basin fens (Ramsar wetland
type U — non-forested
peatlands).

Criterion 2 (supports threatened
ecological communities), including:

e Bryophytes e.g. wetland thread-
mosses Bryum species

e Vascular plants e.g. sea barley
Hordeum marinum, Borrer’s
saltmarsh-grass Puccinellia
fasciculata and slender hare’s-
ear Bupleurum tenuissimum,
sea-heath Frankenia laevis,
sharp-leaved pondweed
Potamogeton acutifolius, divided
sedge Carex divisa and rootless
duckweed Wolffia arrhiza.

e Invertebrates e.g. reed beetles
Donacia, snail-killing flies
(Sciomyzidae) and soldierflies
(Stratiomyidae)

It also supports vulnerable, endangered
or critically endangered wetland species,
including:

increase in visitors as a result of the
potential population increase in
Shepway could be expected to be
approximately 5%  Additionally,
given the existing survey data, it is
not likely that those new visitors
would be frequent visitors and the
Arcadis survey data highlighted that
proximity to the site for recreational
users is a key factor.

The low visitor numbers predicted
from the proposed Development
residents due to, surveys indicating
a limited travelling distance
(approx. 20 minutes drive) the
distance of the site from the
proposed Development and the
proximity of over 50% accessible
greenspace within the proposed
Development , make significant
effects due to recreational pressure
extremely unlikely.

Screened out at stage 1

as impacts from traffic
emissions must be
assessed. The change
criteria are set at:

e achange of +/- 1000
vehicles per day,

e +/- 200 Heavy Duty
Vehicles (HDV),

¢ 10kph change in daily
average speed or 20kph
change in peak hour
speeds.

Screened out at stage 1

connected to the
proposed
Development site.

the SPAs or Ramsar sites
within 30km, as a result of
the proposed
Development. Significant
numbers of species that
form qualifying features of
the site were not present
with surveys undertaken
for the proposed
Development area nor
was habitat within the
proposed Development
area suitable for
supporting or maintaining
significant numbers of
qualifying features.

The is evidenced in
Sections 5.2 and 6.3 this
chapter and ES appendix
7.15and 7.16.

Screened out at stage 1

population)
Dungeness, 9.9km S Criterion 1 (contains rare, unique e Asabove. Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for N/A
Romney examples of natural wetland types), assessment
Marsh and including: Was identified by stakeholders as a  Site is not within 200m of No likely significant effects ’
Rye Bay Annual ion of drift i site of particular concern. Surveys roads which meetany ofa  are anticipated to any of Site is not
Ramsar *  Annual vegetation of drift lines suggested that the probable set of traffic change criteria  the qualifying features of ~ hydrologically
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Protected
Site

Approximate
distance from study
area (km)

Qualifying features

e greater water-parsnip Sium
latifolium

e Warne’s thread-moss Bryum
warneum

e water vole Arvicola amphibius

e aquatic warbler Acrocephalus
paludicola

e great crested newt

e medicinal leech Hirudo
medicinalis

e aground beetle Omophron
limbatum

e marsh mallow moth Hydraecia
osseola hucherardi

e De Folin’s lagoon snail Caecum
amoricum

Criterion 5 (regularly supports >20,000
waterbirds); in the non-breeding season
the site supports 34,957 waterbirds (5-
year peak mean 2002/3 — 2006/7).

Criterion 6 (regularly supports 1%
individuals in the population of the
following species):

e  Mute swan Cygnus olor; 348
wintering individuals (1.1%
British population)

e  Shoveler: 485 wintering
individuals (1.2% NW & C
Europe non-breeding
population)

Existing vulnerabilities

Recreational Pressure

Air Quality

Functionally Linked
Land

Water pollution

Folkestone
to
Etchinghill
Escarpment
SAC

4.2km NE

Annex | habitats that are a primary
reason for selection of this site:

e 6210 Semi-natural dry
grasslands and scrubland
facies: on calcareous substrates
(Festuco-Brometalia)

Threats identified in the Site Improvement
Plan include:

Undergrazing
Inappropriate scrub control

Air pollution: impact of
atmospheric nitrogen deposition

Scoped in for assessment

Does not list recreational pressure
as a current sensitivity.

Was identified by stakeholders as a
site of particular concern. Visitor
surveys undertaken by Arcadis
identified that a significant
proportion of people use particular
walking routes because of the
proximity to their home and/or
within 20 minutes maximum drive
time.

The low visitor numbers predicted
from the proposed Development
residents due to, surveys indicating
a limited travelling distance
(approx. 20 minutes drive) the
distance of the site from the
proposed Development and the
proximity of over 50% accessible
greenspace within the proposed
Development , make significant

Scoped in for assessment

The worst-case increase in
Nitrogen was c.2% of critical
load above the predicted Do
Minimum scenario in 2046,
however this was still below
the critical loads for the
habitats present, and below
the current levels of N for
the site and therefore no
significant effect on the site
is predicted.

Screened out at stage 1

Scoped in for assessment

No mobile qualifying
features nor any
connecting habitat to the
proposed Development.

Screened out at stage 1

Scoped out for N/A
assessment.

Site is not
hydrologically
connected to the
proposed
Development site.
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Protected Recreational Pressure

Site

Approximate Qualifying features Existing vulnerabilities Air Quality Functionally Linked

Land

Water pollution Appropriate
Assessment

Outcome

distance from study
area (km)

effects due to recreational pressure
extremely unlikely.

Screened out at stage 1

grasslands and scrubland
facies: on calcareous substrates
(Festuco-Brometalia)

e  Air pollution: impact atmospheric
nitrogen deposition

No public rights of way enter the
site and a warden is employed by
KWT to manage and monitor the
site and oversee implementation of
access restrictions to protect
sensitive ecological features
including the orchid assemblage for
which the site is designated.

Screened out at stage 1

set of traffic change criteria
as impacts from traffic
emissions must be
assessed. The change
criteria are set at:

e achange of +/- 1000
vehicles per day,

e +/- 200 Heavy Duty
Vehicles (HDV),

¢ 10kph change in daily
average speed or 20kph
change in peak hour
speeds

Screened out at stage 1

the qualifying features of
the SPAs or Ramsar sites
within 30km, as a result of
the proposed
Development. Habitats
that form qualifying
features of the site were
not present on the
development in significant
quantities. Qualifying
features are not mobile
and as such there is no
functionally linked land on
the development.

Screened out at stage 1

hydrologically
connected to the
proposed
Development site.

#ydd"i" and  15.1km NE Annex Ifhabit;’atst.that ?rt?fa prtimary ;rregts lidgntified in the Site Improvement Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for N/A
emple reason for selection of this site: an include:
Ewell . 6210 Semi-natural dry . Overgrazing This site s located approximately  Site is not within 200m of  No mobile qualifying a‘f‘selssme”t'
Downs SAC grasslands and scrubland . . 15km to the northeast of the roads which meet any of a features nor any Site is not
facies: on calcareous substrates e Public access/disturbance proposed Development. In line with  set of traffic change criteria  connecting habitat to the hydrologically
(Festuco-Brometalia) e Air pollution: impact of the assessment provided for the as impacts from traffic proposed Development. connected to the
atmospheric nitrogen deposition Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the  emissions must be Screened out at staae 1 proposed
low visitor numbers predicted from assessed. The change 9 Development site.
the proposed Development criteria are set at:
residents due to, surveys indicating
a limited travelling distance * @ change of +/- 1000
(approx. 20 minutes drive) the vehicles per day,
distance of the site from the e +/- 200 Heavy Duty
proposed Development and the Vehicles (HDV),
proximity of over 50% accessible ) )
greenspace within the proposed ¢ 10kph change in daily
Development, make significant average.speed or 20kph
effects due to recreational pressure change in peak hour
extremely unlikely. speeds
Screened out at stage 1 Screened out at stage 1
garkgastzc 9.1km NE Annex Ifhabitlatst'that r;ll:[(;.a p_rtimary ;rl’eﬁlts |id§ntiﬁed in the Site Improvement  scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for N/A
own reason for selection of this site: an include:
« 6210 Semi-natural dry «  Habitat fragmentation Recreational pressure is not Site is not within 200m of No likely significant effects assessment.
considered an existing vulnerability.  roads which meet any of a are anticipated to any of Site is not
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Protected Approximate Qualifying features Existing vulnerabilities Recreational Pressure Air Quality Functionally Linked Water pollution Appropriate
Site distance from study Land Assessment
area (km) Outcome
Sandwich 28.9km NE Annex | habitats that are a primary Threats identified in the Site Improvement Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for N/A
Bay SAC reason for selection of this site: Plan include: assessment
e 2110 Embrvonic shifting dunes e Invasive species This site is located approximately Site is not within 200m of No likely significant effects ’
ry 9 P 28.9km north of the proposed roads which meet any of a are anticipated to any of Site is not
* 2120 Shifting dunes along the e Public access/disturbance Development. In line with the set of traffic change criteria  the qualifying features of ~ hydrologically
shoreline with Ammophila e Hydrological changes assessment provided for the Dover  as impacts from traffic the SPAs or Ramsar sites  connected to the
arenaria ("white dunes") Alr bollution: | L at heri to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the low emissions must be within 30km, as a result of  proposed
e 2130 Fixed coastal dunes with ¢ Ir pollution: Impact atmospheric visitor numbers predicted from the assessed. The change the proposed Development site.
. h nitrogen deposition . . . -
herbaceous vegetation ("grey . . _ . proposed Development residents criteria are set at: Development. Significant
dunes") . Flsher!es: commercial marine and  due to, surveys indicating a limited «  achange of +/- numbers of species that
e 2170 Dunes with Salix repens estuarine trgvelllng qlstance (gpprox. 20 1000 vehicles per form .quallfylng features of
ssp. argentea (Salicion rr_nnutes drive) the distance of the day the site were not present
arenariae) site from the proposed ’ on the development.
Annex | habitats present as a qualifying Develop:ment anq the proximity of © *-200 Hgavy The is evidenced in
f . over 50% accessible greenspace Duty Vehicles . .
eature, but not a primary reason for s Sections 5.2 and 6.3 this
selection of this site: within the proposed Development, (HDV), chapter and ES appendix
' make significant effects due to . P PP
* 2190 Humid dune slacks recreational pressure extremely ° ggﬁpgcggggee in 7.15and7.16.
unlikely. ty av 1
y speed or 20kph Screened out at stage
Screened out at stage 1 change in peak
hour speeds
Screened out at stage 1
Stodmarsh  23.2km N Annex | species_that are a primary Thregts identified on the Site Improvement Scoped out of assessment Scoped out of assessment Scoped out of assessment  Scoped in for On-site
SAC reason for selection of this site: Plan include: assessment mitigation is
- . . Too distant from the proposed Too distant from the Too distant from the ’ h .
e 1016 Desmoulin’s whorl snail e  Water pollution o outlined which
Vertiao moulinsiana Development for any significant proposed Development for proposed Development The proposed ensures nutrient
g e Invasive species effect direct effect on features (over any significant effect direct for any significant effect Development has neutrality. No
e Inappropriate scrub control 23.2km away) effect on features (over direct effect on features potential to lead to assessn):ént
) L ) 23.2km away) (over 23.2km away) significant effects
e Air pollution: impact of atmospheric associated with beyqnd Stage 2
nitrogen deposition changes to water required.
quality, specifically
increased nutrient
inputs (nitrogen and
phosphorous) through
wastewater via water
treatment works, and
drainage to
watercourses or
ditches within the
Stour catchment.
Stage 2 Appropriate
Assessment required.
On site works will
achieve nutrient
neutrality therefore no
residual effects will
remain. The HRA is
completed at Stage 2.
Stodmarsh  23.2km N Qualifies under article 4.1 of the Directive Threats identified on the Site Improvement  gcoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped in for On-site
SPA (2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by Plan include: assessment mitigation is
>1% of the UK population of the following . This site is located approximately Site is not within 200m of No likely significant effects ; .
T e  Water pollution . 7 outlined which
Annex | species: 23.2km north of the proposed roads which meet any of a are anticipated to any of The proposed ensures nutrient
e Invasive species Development. In line with the set of traffic change criteria  the qualifying features of Development has neutrality. No
assessment provided for the Dover  as impacts from traffic the SPAs or Ramsar sites  potential to lead to Y
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Protected
Site

Approximate
distance from study
area (km)

Qualifying features

Existing vulnerabilities

Recreational Pressure

Air Quality

Functionally Linked
Land

Water pollution

Appropriate
Assessment
Outcome

e Invertebrates (six British Red
Data Book wetland species)

e Vascular plants (two nationally
rare plants, and five nationally
scarce species)

e Rare wetland birds

This site is located approximately
23.2km north of the proposed
Development. In line with the
assessment provided for the Dover
to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the low
visitor numbers predicted from the
proposed Development residents
due to, surveys indicating a limited
travelling distance (approx. 20
minutes drive) the distance of the
site from the proposed
Development and the proximity of
over 50% accessible greenspace
within the proposed Development ,
make significant effects due to
recreational pressure extremely
unlikely.

Screened out at stage 1

Site is not within 200m of
roads which meet any of a
set of traffic change criteria
as impacts from traffic
emissions must be
assessed. The change
criteria are set at:

a change of +/-
1000 vehicles per
day,

e +/-200 Heavy
Duty Vehicles
(HDV),

e 10kph change in
daily average
speed or 20kph
change in peak
hour speeds

e Screened out at
stage 1

No likely significant effects
are anticipated to any of
the qualifying features of
the SPAs or Ramsar sites
within 30km, as a result of
the proposed
Development. Significant
numbers of species that
form qualifying features of
the site were not present
on the development.

The is evidenced in
Sections 5.2 and 6.3 this
chapter and ES appendix
7.15and 7.16.

Screened out at stage 1

The proposed
Development has
potential to lead to
significant effects
associated with
changes to water
quality, specifically
increased nutrient
inputs (nitrogen and
phosphorous) through
wastewater via water
treatment works, and
drainage to
watercourses or
ditches within the
Stour catchment.

Stage 2 Appropriate
Assessment required.
On site works will
achieve nutrient
neutrality therefore no
residual effects will
remain. The HRA is
completed at Stage 2.

e  Great bittern Botaurus stellaris e Inappropriate scrub control to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the low emissions must be within 30km, as a result of  significant effects assessment
(Non-breeding) «  Air pollution: impact of visitor numbers predicted from the assessed. The change the proposed associated with beyond Stage 2
e Hen harrier Circus cyaneus atmospheric nitrogen deposition proposed Devellopr-nen.t resid_enis criteria are set at: Development. Significant chariges to vygter required.
(Non-breeding) due to, surveys indicating a limited a change of +/- 1000 numbers of species that quality, specifically
o . L travelling distance (approx. 20 . form qualifying features of  increased nutrient
Qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive : . . vehicles per day, . . .
o minutes drive) the distance of the the site were not present inputs (nitrogen and
(2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by . .
>1% of the biogeographical populations site from the proposed o e +/- 200 Heavy Duty with surveys undertaken phosphorous? through
of the following migratory species: Development anci the proximity of Vehicles (HDV), for the proposed wastewater via water
over 50% accessible greenspace ) ) Development area nor treatment works, and
e Gadwall Anas strepera within the proposed Development, ~ * 10kph change in daily was habitat within the drainage to
(Breeding) make significant effects due to average speed or 20kph 056 Development watercourses or
e Northern shoveler Anas clypeata recreational pressure extremely change in peak hour area suitable for ditches within the
(Non-breeding) unlikely. speeds supporting or maintaining Stour catchment.
It further qualifies under Article 4.2 by Screened out at stage 1 Screened out at stage 1 significant numbers of Stage 2 Appropriate
virtue of regularly supporting a diverse qualifying features. Assessment required.
waterbird and breeding bird assemblage. The is evidenced in On site works will
Sections 5.2 and 6.3 this achieve nutrient
chapter and ES appendix neutrality therefore no
7.15and 7.16. residual effects will
S d out at st 1 remain. The HRA is
creened out at stage completed at Stage 2.
Stodmarsh  23.2km N Criterion 2 (supports threatened As above. Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped in for On-site
Ramsar ecological communities), including: assessment mitigation is

outlined which
ensures nutrient
neutrality. No
assessment
beyond Stage 2
required.
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Protected
Site

Approximate

distance from study
area (km)

The Swale 25.2km N

Qualifying features

Existing vulnerabilities

Recreational Pressure

Air Quality

Functionally Linked
Land

Water pollution

Appropriate
Assessment
Outcome

Threats identified on the Site Improvement
Plan include:

Ramsar

Criterion 2 (supports threatened
ecological communities), including:

e nationally scarce plants e.g.
Bupleurum tenuissimum, Carex
divisa, Hordeum marinum and
Spartina maritima.

e atleast seven red data book
invertebrates e.g. Bagous
cylindrus, Erioptera bivittata,
Lejops vittata, Peocilobothris
ducalis, Philonthus punctus,
Micronecta minutissima,
Malchius vulneratus,
Campsicnemus majus,
Elachiptera rufifrons and
Myopites eximia

o the Mediterranean gull Larus
melanocephalus

Criterion 5 (regularly supports >20,000
waterbirds); in the winter the site supports
77,501 waterbirds (5-year peak mean
1998/99 — 2002/03).

Criterion 6 (regularly supports 1%
individuals in the population of the
following species):

e Ringed plover Charadrius
hiaticula; 917 individuals in
spring/autumn (1.2% of the
Europe/Northwest Africa
population)

o Black-tailed godwit Limosa
limosa islandica: 1504
individuals in winter (4.2% of the
Iceland/W Europe population)

e Eurasian wigeon Anas
Penelope: 15296 individuals in
winter (1% of the NW Europe
population)

o Northern pintail Anas acuta: 763
individuals in winter (1.2% of the
NW Europe population)

e Northern shoveler Anas
clypeata: 483 individuals in
winter (1.2% of the NW & C
Europe population)

Coastal squeeze
Public access/disturbance
lllicit vehicle use
Invasive species

Fisheries: commercial marine and
estuarine

Changes in species distributions

Air pollution: impact of
atmospheric nitrogen deposition

Scoped in for assessment

This site is located approximately
25.2km north of the proposed
Development. In line with the
assessment provided for the Dover
to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the low
visitor numbers predicted from the
proposed Development residents
due to, surveys indicating a limited
travelling distance (approx. 20
minutes drive) the distance of the
site from the proposed
Development and the proximity of
over 50% accessible greenspace
within the proposed Development ,
make significant effects due to
recreational pressure extremely
unlikely.

Screened out at stage 1

Scoped in for assessment

Site is not within 200m of
roads which meet any of a
set of traffic change criteria
as impacts from traffic
emissions must be
assessed. The change
criteria are set at:

e achange of +/- 1000
vehicles per day,

e +/- 200 Heavy Duty
Vehicles (HDV),

e 10kph change in daily
average speed or 20kph
change in peak hour
speeds.

Screened out at stage 1

Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for

No likely significant effects assessment.

are anticipated to any of
the qualifying features of
the SPAs or Ramsar sites
within 30km, as a result of
the proposed
Development. Significant
numbers of species that
form qualifying features of
the site were not present
with surveys undertaken
for the proposed
Development area nor
was habitat within the
proposed Development
area suitable for
supporting or maintaining
significant numbers of
qualifying features.

Site is not
hydrologically
connected to the
proposed
Development site.

The is evidenced in
Sections 5.2 and 6.3 this
chapter and ES appendix
7.15and 7.16.

Screened out at stage 11
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Protected Approximate Qualifying features Existing vulnerabilities Recreational Pressure Air Quality Functionally Linked Water pollution Appropriate
Site distance from study Land Assessment
area (km) Outcome
The Swale 25.2km N Qualifies under article 4.1 of the Directive Threats identified on the Site Improvement  gcoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for
SPA (2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by Plan include: assessment
>1% of the UK population of the following e Coastal squeeze This site is located approximately Site is not within 200m of No likely significant effects ’
Annex | species: q 25.2km to the north of the roads which meet any of a are anticipated to any of Site is not
e Marsh Harrier Circus e Public access/disturbance development proposed under set of traffic change criteria  the qualifying features of hydrologically
aeruginosus e lllicit vehicle use Policies SS6 and CSD9 and as impacts from traffic the SPAs or Ramsar sites  connected to the
) . . therefore, in line with the reasoning  emissions must be within 30km, as a result of  proposed
¢ Mediterranean Gull Larus * Invasive species provided above for the Dover to assessed. The change the proposed Development site.
melanocephalus e  Fisheries: commercial marine and  Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the distance  criteria are set at: Development. Significant
e Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta estuarine between these locations is numbers of species that
; . i ; istributi idered sufficient to negate * achange of +/-1000 form qualifying features of
e Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa e Changes in species distributions ~ Consiaerea sur 0 neg vehicles per day qualitying
lapponica Air pollution: | ; impacts associated with ’ the site were not present
S e Airpollution: impact o » recreational pressures. e +/-200 Heavy Duty with surveys undertaken
e Golden Plover Pluvialis apricaria atmospheric nitrogen deposition Vehicles (HDV for the proposed
. . Screened out at stage 1 ehicles ( ) prop
e Hen Harrier Circus cyaneus 10koh change in dail Development area nor
[ ] . . .
Qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive P J y was habitat within the
Vi average speed or 20kph d Devel t
(2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by change in peak hour proposed Developmen
>1% of the biogeographical populations eneeds area suitable for
of the following migratory species: P ) syppqrtlng or maintaining
e Ringed Plover Charadrius Screened out at stage 1 significant numbers of
hiaticula qualifying features.
e Black-tailed Godwit Limosa The is evidenced in
limosa islandica Sections 52 and 63 thIS
L chapter and ES appendix
e  Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola 715 and 7.16.
e Knot Calidris canutus
Screened out at stage 1
e Pintail Anas acuta
e Redshank Tringa totanus
e  Shoveler Anas clypeata,
Tankerton 29.5km N Annex Il species that are a primary There is no Site Improvement Plan fpr this Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped out for Scoped out for
Slopes and reason for selection of this site: site but NE have indicated that the sites are
. . L . o s assessment assessment.
Swalecliffe 4035 Fisher's estuarine moth Gortyna sloped and contain tall grassland and hogs This site is located approximately Site is not within 200m of
SAC borelii lunatawye fennel plants making them unattractive and 29.5km to the north-east of the roads which meet any of a Too distant from the Site is not
) difficult for people to access especially when  development proposed under set of traffic change criteria ~ proposed Development for  hydrologically
Tankerton Slopes and Swalecliffe compared with the well maintained paths and  Policies SS6 and CSD9 and as impacts from traffic any significant effect direct ~ connected to the
supptlbrtt_s thefThgjorltytﬁf t;.e Eqrth Kent amenity grassland adjacent. therefore, in line with the reasoning  emissions must be effect on habitats (over proposed
popufation ot this moth which 1S . provided above for the Dover to assessed. The change 29.5km away); Development site.
approximately 20% of the UK population. . . . o )
Y . Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the distance criteria are set at: - .
The site's north facing slopes are between these locations is No sufficiently mobile
composed of London Clay and support a dered sufficiont & ¢ « achange of +/- 1000 qualifying features present
tall herb community dominated by its food considered sutticient to negate vehicles per day, that would use the site as
plant hog's fennel Peucedanum officinale, 'mpaCtS, associated with functionally linked land;
together with areas of neutral grassland recreational pressures. * +/-200 Heavy Duty '
;Is%required by the species for egg Screened out at stage 1 Vehicles (HDV),
ying. e 10kph change in daily
average speed or 20kph
change in peak hour
speeds.
Screened out at stage 1
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Protected Approximate Qualifying features Existing vulnerabilities Recreational Pressure Air Quality Functionally Linked Water pollution Appropriate
Site distance from study Land Assessment
area (km) Outcome
Thanet 26.5km NE A coastal site, consisting of a long stretch ¢ Vegetation succession Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for
Coast and of rocky shore, adjoining areas of «  Recreation o . o . ' o assessment.
Sandwich estuary, sand dune, maritime grassland, This site is located approximately Site is not within 200m of No likely significant effects
Bay Ramsar saltmarsh and grazing marsh. The e  Water diversion for 26.5km to the north-east of the roads which meet any of a are anticipated to any of Site is not
wetland habitats support 15 British Red irrigation/domestic/industrial use development proposed under set of traffic change criteria  the qualifying features of hydrologically
Data Book invertebrates, as well as a «  Eutrophication Policies SS6 and CSD9 and as impacts from traffic the SPAs or Ramsar sites  connected to the
large number of nationally scarce , o ) therefore, in line with the reasoning  emissions must be within 30km, as a result of  proposed
species. The site attracts internationally e Pollution — pesticides/agricultural - ,.\ijed above for the Dover to assessed. The change the proposed Development site.
important numbers of turnstone Arenaria runoff Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the distance criteria are set at: Development. Significant
interpres, and nationally important e Recreational/tourism disturbance  between these locations is numbers of species that
ngmublaetriir?; g?t;ggf&égfznzgiteg!n;ﬁ”gg (unspecified) considered sufficient to negate ¢ \e/nechl;;r;ge Z‘; :;g 1000 form qualifying features of
glor;‘/er, golden plover, grey glover-andg e Unspecified development: urban impactg associated with P v, th.e site were not present
sanderling, as well as Lapland bunting. use recreational pressures. o +/- 200 Heavy Duty with surveys undertaken
The site is used by large numbers of Screened out at stage 1 Vehicles (HDV), for the proposed
migratory birds. 10koh ch in dail Development .arfaa nor
* ph change in aafly was habitat within the
average.speed or 20kph proposed Development
change in peak hour area suitable for
speeds. supporting or maintaining
Screened out at stage 1 significant numbers of
qualifying features.
The is evidenced in
Sections 5.2 and 6.3 this
chapter and ES appendix
7.15 and 7.16.
Screened out at stage 1
Thanet 28.5km NE Qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive Threats identified in the Site Improvement Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment Scoped in for assessment  Scoped out for
Coast and (2009/147/EC), as it is regularly used by Plan include: o . o . ' o assessment.
Sandwich >1% of the biogeographical populations e Changes in species composition This site is located approximately Site is not within 200m of No likely significant effects
Bay SPA of the following migratory species: 28.5km to the north-east of the roads which meet any of a are anticipated to any of Site is not

e  Turnstone Arenaria interpres

Invasive species
Public access/disturbance
Water pollution

Fisheries: commercial marine and
estuarine

development proposed under
Policies SS6 and CSD9 and
therefore, in line with the reasoning
provided above for the Dover to
Kingsdown Cliffs SAC, the distance
between these locations is
considered sufficient to negate
impacts associated with
recreational pressures.

Screened out at stage 1

set of traffic change criteria
as impacts from traffic
emissions must be
assessed. The change
criteria are set at:

e achange of +/- 1000
vehicles per day,

e +/- 200 Heavy Duty
Vehicles (HDV),

e 10kph change in daily
average speed or 20kph
change in peak hour
speeds.

Screened out at stage 1

the qualifying features of
the SPAs or Ramsar sites
within 30km, as a result of
the proposed
Development. Significant
numbers of species that
form qualifying features of
the site were not present
with surveys undertaken
for the proposed
Development area nor
was habitat within the
proposed Development
area suitable for
supporting or maintaining
significant numbers of
qualifying features.

The is evidenced in
Sections 5.2 and 6.3 this
chapter and ES appendix
7.15and 7.16.

Screened out at stage 1

hydrologically
connected to the
proposed
Development site.
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Protected Approximate Qualifying features Existing vulnerabilities

Site distance from study
area (km)

Recreational Pressure

Air Quality

Functionally Linked
Land

Water pollution

Appropriate
Assessment
Outcome

Wye and 5.8km N Annex | habitats that are a primary Threats identified in the Site Improvement
Crundale reason for selection of this site: Plan include:
Downs SAC e 6210 Semi-natural dry e Overgrazing

grasslands and scrubland
facies: on calcareous substrates
(Festuco-Brometalia) o

e Inappropriate scrub control

Air pollution: impact of
atmospheric nitrogen deposition

Scoped in for assessment

Was identified by stakeholders for
assessment. Visitor surveys
undertaken by Arcadis identified
that a significant proportion of
people use particular walking
routes because of the proximity to
their home and/or within 20 minutes
maximum drive time.

The proposed Development
includes a large proportion of
publicly accessible open space and
high-quality green infrastructure
(over 50%) which is integral to the
development. This includes parks,
landscape areas and habitats.

It is therefore likely that a significant
proportion of those seeking
recreational activity including
dogwalkers in particular, will utilise
the spaces and routes within the
proposed Development for regular
activities.

Screened out at stage 1

Scoped in for assessment

Site is not within 200m of
roads which meet any of a
set of traffic change criteria
as impacts from traffic
emissions must be
assessed. The change
criteria are set at:

e achange of +/- 1000
vehicles per day,

e +/- 200 Heavy Duty
Vehicles (HDV),

e 10kph change in daily
average speed or 20kph
change in peak hour
speeds.

Screened out at stage 1

Scoped in for assessment

No likely significant effects
are anticipated to any of
the qualifying features of
the SPAs or Ramsar sites
within 30km, as a result of
the proposed
Development. Habitats
that form qualifying
features of the site were
not present on the
development in significant
quantities. Qualifying
features are not mobile
and as such there is no
functionally linked land on
the development.

Screened out at stage 1

Scoped out for
assessment.

Site is not
hydrologically
connected to the
proposed
Development site.
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Date: 15 December 2016
Ourref: DAS/11529/202390

Ben Hilder, Landscape Architect, Arcadis

Brandon Murray, Principal Ecologist, Arcadis Customer Services
Hombeam House

Crewe Business Park

cc Julia Wallace, Project Manager, Shepway DC

El Wi
James Simpson, Development Manager, Arcadis Cr:\fvt;a o
Ben Geering, Head of Planning, Shepway DC Cheshire
Chris Lewis, Planning officer, Shepway DC CW1 6GJ

BY EMAIL ONLY 0300 060 3900

Dear Ben Hilder and Brandon Murray,

Discretionary Advice Service (Charged Advice)
DAS 2158
Development proposal and location: Otterpool Park garden town

Thank you for meeting with us on the above on 07 December 2016, at our Ashford office.

This advice is being provided as part of Natural England’s Discretionary Advice Service (DAS).
Arcadis, on behalf of Shepway DC, has asked Natural England to provide advice upon:

e Designated sites including:
o Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSls)
o European sites including Special Protection Areas (SPAs), Special Areas of
Conservation (SAC) and Ramsar sites
e Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) approach
e Green infrastructure
e Scope for future detailed advice

This advice is provided in accordance with the Quotation and Agreement dated 02 December2016.

The following advice is based upon the discussion that took place during the meeting including
various draft maps and plans available only at the meeting.

Summary
The location, scale and complexity of the Otterpool Park proposed development mean there are

significant environmental implications, both in terms of impact and opportunity.

The site is surrounded to the north, east and south by the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB). Otterpool Park will be clearly visible from the escarpment to the north, along which
runs the North Downs Way National Trail. The setting of the AONB is a special quality for which it is
designated, the impacts on which will require detailed assessment. In particular, Otte rpool Park will
need to be assessed in combination with other permitted or proposed development including
Operation Stack and the eastemn extension to Sellindge, as together, these developments present
widespread and significant urbanisation in the immediate setting of the AONB.

The proposals also present significant opportunity, in the form of green infrastructure and making
use of its multiple ecosystem services and benefits for people. Given the early stage of planning, Gl
should form a fundamental part of it, with the aim of achieving a high quality Gl network which forms
the fabric of the new community. There is the chance to make Otterpool Park an exemplar case in



sustainable development and green planning.

We have welcomed the opportunity to discuss the proposals at this very early stage, and are keen
to engage further with Arcadis and Shepway DC on the following issues as the project progresses:

Protected landscape — Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)

Designated sites — Otterpool Quarry SSSIand Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA)
Protected species

Green infrastructure

Soils and Agricultural Land Classification (ALC)

Please see our further detailed comment on these below.

Protected sites

Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA)
We briefly discussed key impact pathways which will need considerationin the HRA for the
Otterpool Park proposals. These include:

e Air quality — European sites within 10km of Otterpool Park which are located at least partly
within 200m of strategic roads which are likely to be used by traffic generated by the
proposals. In particular this should include the nearby Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment
SAC to the east, much of which lies close to the M20 (near J13), A20 and A259. Modelling
will be required on traffic flows and air quality likely to arise from the Otterpool Park
development for the course of its lifetime, including construction.

e Recreational pressure — potential impacts will need to be considered on a number of sites
including several SACs notified for calcareous grassland (eg Folkestone to Etchinghill
Escarpment SAC, Parkgate SAC, Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC and Lydden and Temple
Downs SAC) and the Blean Complex SAC notified for woodland habitats.

The Dungeness designated sites (Dungeness SAC and Dungeness, Romney Marsh and
Rye Bay SPA and Ramsar site) will also need consideration, in particular for impacts of
trampling on vegetated shingle and disturbance to SPA birds. We suggest you referto
Shepway DC’s ongoing work on the Sustainable Access Strategy (SAS). Visitor survey data
obtained as part of the project has established most visitors to Dungeness originate from
outside Shepway District. It will be necessary to consider key travel routes that will connect
Otterpool Park to Dungeness and the likelihood of residents visiting the sites.

We are also pleased to note wintering bird surveys have commenced on the site, which will include
establishing whether the site contains important habitat for waders and wildfowl. Given the distance
between the proposed site and coastal SPAs/ Ramsar sites, it may be difficult to link birds to
specific designated sites. However, the information will be useful in feeding into an overarching
green infrastructure strategy for the site.

We would be happy to advise in further detail on the HRA scope, impact assessment and mitigation
measures as necessary.

SSSI

Otterpool Quarry SSSI

The proposed site includes Otterpool Quarry SSSI. This site is notified for its geological importance,
containing an exposure of the Cretaceous Hythe Beds and Sandgate Beds above. Itis important for
the exposure to remain available for scientific research (for further details please see the site
citation).

Any development or activities which may affect the SSSI should avoid undermining the stability of


http://www.sssi.naturalengland.org.uk/citation/citation_photo/1003173.pdf
http://www.sssi.naturalengland.org.uk/citation/citation_photo/1003173.pdf

the exposure. The exposure needs to be maintained and enhanced where possible should
researchers want to examine more of the stratigraphy.

In terms of site management, the site is currently maintained by sheep grazing, and there is no
public access. Any changes to management practices and/ or access by the public will need to be
discussed and agreed with Natural England, and embedded into a long term management plan.

This will need to include how the site will be protected from unauthorised or reckless fossil
collecting, which could become an issue as the site becomes more widely known by the public.
There could also be opportunities for the SSSI arising from the proposals, through enhancement
measures and improved, well-managed access.

Natural England’s Responsible Officer for Otterpool Quarry SSSI site is Abbi Bamping. We would
be happy to provide further detailed advice on the SSSIthrough DAS as necessary.

Protected landscape
The proposed site lies immediately within the setting of the Kent Downs AONB, surrounded by it to
the north, east and south.

A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) will be required in order to assess the impacts
of the proposals on the special qualities for which the Kent Downs AONB is designated. This
includes the setting of the AONB (Dramatic landform and views). It will be important for a
representative sample of viewpoints to be assessed from within the AONB, particularly from
prominent locations along the escarpment to the north, including along the North Downs Way
National Trail.

The assessment should relate to relevant planning policy including paragraph 115 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which gives the highest status of protection for the ‘landscape
and scenic beauty’ of AONBs. Relevant Shepway DC Local Plan policies in the adopted Core
Strategy (2014-2026) and emerging Places and Policies Local Plan (PPLP) should also be referred
to, including CSD4 Green Infrastructure of Natural Networks, Open Spaces and Recreation and
NE3 To protect the District's landscapes and countryside, respectively.

It will also be crucial for the LVIA to consider cumulative impacts resulting from the Otterpool Park
proposals in conjunction with other proposed/ permitted development. In particular this should
include the nearby Operation Stack just to the north of the M20, and the potential significant
extension of Sellindge on its eastern boundary of approximately 160 homes (current planning
application reference Y16/1122/SH). Together, these three developments could result in significant,
widespread urbanisation within the immediate setting of the AONB.

Natural England can provide further detailed advice on LVIA methodology including selection of
viewpoints, assessment of impacts and proposed mitigation. In order to do this, it will be necessary
to visit the site and surrounding AONB. We are pleased to note Arcadis is also engaging with the
Kent Downs AONB Unit, which will be crucial given their local expertise of the AONB and its setting.

Protected species

We understand initial surveys and review of existing data indicate a number of European Protected
Species may be affected by the proposals including dormice, great crested newt and bats, as well
as some nationally protected species such as water vole, common reptiles and badgers.

Natural England would be pleased to offer pre-application detailed advice on protected species,
including scoping of surveys, assessment of impacts and proposed mitigation. Susie Moore is our
main contact on this aspect at Natural England. This will also include the possibility of applying the
new Kent strategic Great Crested Newt licencing process to this development. Thisis a new
landscape scale approach to great crested newt licensing which was first trialled in Woking and has
just started to be implemented in Kent.



Biodiversity/ green infrastructure enhancements

The Otterpool Park proposals present a considerable opportunity to plan and deliver an extensive
green infrastructure (Gl) network, which should form the fabric of the community and achieve the
development’s status as a garden town.

The multi-functional benefits of Glto the local environment and community are substantial and
becoming more widely acknowledged. To name but a few, these range from countering climate
change, supporting habitats and wildlife and providing flood storage, to improving landscape
character, sense of place, and benefitting people’s health and wellbeing.

The drive for integrating Gl into planning and development is underpinned in national planning
policy (NPPF paragraph 114 requiring local authorities to positively plan for green infrastructure at
the strategic level), and Shepway DC’s adopted Core Strategy policy CSD4 — Green infrastructure
of Natural Networks, Open Spaces and Recreation. We understand the council is also developing a
district-wide Gl Plan in parallel with the Local Plan, of which Otterpool Park would form an important
part.

Further evidence and advice on green infrastructure, including the economic benefits of Gl can be
found on the Natural England Green Infrastructure web pages. In addition, examples of
incorporating Gl into building design can be found here:

o Green walls examples:
http://www.staffs.ac.uk/research/greenwall/case-studies/

o Greenroofs examples:
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/services/environment-and-planning/planning/heritage-and-
design/Documents/Green-roof-case-studies-28Nov11.pdf
http://www.thegreenroofcentre.co.uk/green roofs/case studies

Effective Gl will be pivotal in addressing potential impacts of the proposals on landscape,
biodiversity and flood risk, as well as making a successful and sustainable new community. ltis
therefore crucial that Gl forms a fundamental part of planning Otterpool Park, from the beginning. It
will require bold, inventive and forward-thinking planning and design, collectively with partners and
stakeholders, including the Environment Agency. The aim should be high, to achieve an
outstanding green and sustainable community that can be regarded as an exemplar case in the
country.

Natural England is very keen to engage further on this aspect as the masterplanning develops, and
potential impacts and opportunities transpire.

Soils

We are pleased to note Arcadis is undertaking soil classification work across the site. We hold
records for existing Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) surveys for the north-eastern part of the
site. It will be important to establish what proportion of best and most versatile (BMV) land is
contained as a whole on the site, and what proportion could potentially be damaged or lost.

We would be pleased to provide existing ALC reports and specialistadvice on soil survey
methodology, results and best practice construction measures, as necessary.
For clarification of any points in this letter, please contact Julia Coneybeer on 0208 0268033.

This letter concludes Natural England’s Advice within the Quotation and Agreement dated 02
December 2016.

commercialservices@naturalengland.org.uk
We would appreciate your feedback to help shape this service. We have attached a feedback form
to this letter and would welcome any comments you might have about our service.



http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/planningdevelopment/greeninfrastructure/default.aspx
http://www.staffs.ac.uk/research/greenwall/case-studies/
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/services/environment-and-planning/planning/heritage-and-design/Documents/Green-roof-case-studies-28Nov11.pdf
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/services/environment-and-planning/planning/heritage-and-design/Documents/Green-roof-case-studies-28Nov11.pdf
http://www.thegreenroofcentre.co.uk/green_roofs/case_studies
mailto:commercialservices@naturalengland.org.uk

X The advice provided in this letter has been through Natural England’s Quality Assurance
process

The advice provided within the Discretionary Advice Service is the professional advice of the Natural
England adviser named below. It is the best advice that can be given based on the information
provided so far. Its quality and detail is dependent upon the quality and depth of the information
which has been provided. It does not constitute a statutory response or decision, which will be made
by Natural England acting corporately in its role as statutory consultee to the competent authority
after an application has been submitted. The advice given is therefore not bindingin any way and is
provided without prejudice to the consideration of any statutory consultation response or decision
which may be made by Natural England in due course. The final judgement on any proposals by
Natural England is reserved until an application is made and will be made on the information then
available, including any modifications to the proposal made after receipt of discretionary advice. All
pre-application advice is subject to review and revision in the light of changes in relevant
considerations, including changesin relation to the facts, scientific knowledge/evidence, policy,
guidance or law. Natural England will not accept any liability for the accuracy, adequacy or
completeness of, nor will any express or implied warranty be given for, the advice. This exclusion
does not extend to any fraudulent misrepresentation made by or on behalf of Natural England.

Yours sincerely,
Julia Coneybeer

Lead Advisor
Sustainable Development, Sussex and Kent

cc commercialservices@naturalengland.org.uk



mailto:commercialservices@naturalengland.org.uk
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Our ref: 10011914
Date: 4 May 2018
By email only

Dear Julia Coneybeer,

We are writing in regards to our proposed Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report for
the proposed new Garden Town development in relation to European Sites within the zone of influence
of Otterpool Park.

Overview

Arcadis Consulting (UK) Limited was commissioned on behalf of key landowners and promoters of
Otterpool Park (namely Folkstone & Hythe District Council (FHDC) and Cozumel Estates) with regards
to a suite of consultancy services required to submit an outline masterplan and associated
Environmental Impact Assessment for the development of the site.

Proposed Development

The site is located within the authority of Folkstone & Hythe District Council (FHDC), in Kent and spans
an area located south-west of Junction 11 of the M20 motorway, and railway line with Westenhanger
Station to the north and south of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL). The site is approximately 713
hectares in area, much of the site is greenfield in nature and is predominantly occupied by agricultural
uses and associated farm holdings. The agricultural uses comprise both arable and pasture fields.
There is also a now disused horse racing course with a small artificial lake (‘Folkestone Racecourse
Lake’), areas modified from historical use (airfields), existing historic settlements as well as some
residential and light commercial uses.

The villages around the site sit within a largely rural setting including the Kent Downs AONB (Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty). This AONB extends to the east beyond which lies the town of Hythe and
to the south which includes Lympne village, and lies to the north beyond the M20 and the village of
Stanford. The site also includes Barrow Hill, Sellindge, Westenhanger, Newingreen and Lympne
Industrial Park, and some areas of woodland. The site is centred on Ordinance Survey Grid Reference
TR 111 363. Image 1 presents the outline planning application boundary (in red) and the framework
masterplan boundary (in black).

The development proposals are to be submitted in outline, comprising up to 8,500 dwellings and other
uses including commercial, retail, education, health, community and leisure facilities, parking,
landscaping, and public open space.

A suite of ecological surveys has been undertaken as part of the EIA and initial results of these are
reported upon in the Otterpool Park EIA Scoping Report submitted 30 April 2018. These also inform
extensive and ongoing ecological mitigation design across the site.



Image 1 Outline planning application and framework masterplan boundary

Consultation to Date

Arcadis have consulted with NE on several occasions with regards to this proposed development, the
summary of which are indicated in the table below. Following these discussions and prior to drafting the
HRA Screening Report, we would like formal confirmation from NE as to agreement on the scope of that
assessment.

Contact/ Date Summary of Issues Raised/Agreed

An initial meeting was undertaken between Arcadis

Landscape and Biodiversity team members on 7 December
Natural Julia Coneybeer 2016. During this meeting key issues were discussed,
England 7 December 2016 including potential impacts to Natura 2000 and Ramsar sites.

This consultation was formalised by Julia Coneybeer in a
letter dated 15/12/2016 Reference DAS/11529/202390.

Due to the scale of the project and assumed build-out, strict
application of the standard NE survey guidance was
Julia Coneybeer considered to be inappropriate to apply to the scheme in
Enaland some respects. NE was contacted to discuss an appropriate
9 10 May 2017 survey scope and programme and its responses is awaited.
An appropriate scope has been devised based upon
professional judgement.

Natural

1 December 2017

Attendees: General overview of findings to date was provided, along with
Natural e Julia Coneybeer (NE) | outline of design, potential / proposed mitigation and phasing of
England subsequent surveys was discussed.

e Daniel Fagan (NE)
(NE) Inclusion of the scheme within the roll out of District Level

¢ Sarah Holman (NE) Licensing for Great Crested Newt was discussed.

e Brandon Murray
(Arcadis)



Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report Outline

Sites for Screening

Initially a ‘long-list’ of European Sites with the potential to be impacted by the proposed development
was drawn up, this included: European Sites up to 30km from the site (See Appendix A). We will
include these sites in the HRA Screening Report. From this list a short list of sites with the potential to
be impacted by the proposed development were identified, these are presented in the table below and

continued overleaf.

European Site (Designation)

/ Distance

Dungeness (SAC) / 9.96km
south at closest point

Dungeness, Romney Marsh and
Rye Bay (SPA) / 8.7km (with
marine extension / 2.9km) south
at closest point

Dungeness, Romney Marsh and
Rye Bay (Ramsar) / 8.7km south
at closest point

Citation Summary

Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site

1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines

The Dungeness foreland has a very extensive and well-developed
shoreline, although with sparse vegetation and in places some human
disturbance. It is one of two representatives of Annual vegetation of drift
lines on the south coast of England. The strandline community on this site
comprises Babington’s orache Atriplex glabriuscula, which occurs mostly on
the accreting eastern shoreline, although it is also present on the eroding
southern shoreline.

1220 Perennial vegetation of stony banks

Dungeness is the UK’s largest shingle structure and represents the habitat
type on the south-east coast of England. The total area of exposed shingle
covers some 1,600 ha, though the extent of the buried shingle ridges is
much greater. Despite considerable disturbance and destruction of the
surface shingle, the site retains very large areas of intact parallel ridges with
characteristic zonation of vegetation. It still has the most diverse and most
extensive examples of stable vegetated shingle in Europe, including the
best representation of scrub on shingle, notably prostrate forms of broom
Cytisus scoparius and blackthorn Prunus spinosa. A feature of the site,
thought to be unique in the UK, is the small depressions formed within the
shingle structure, which support fen and open-water communities.

Annex |l species that are a primary reason for selection of this site

1166 Great crested newt Triturus cristatus

Dungeness in south-east England has the largest shingle expanse in
Europe and contains a large number of waterbodies within its 2,000 ha.
This extensive site hosts a large and viable great crested newt Triturus
cristatus population in a range of natural and anthropogenic habitats. These
include natural pools and those resulting from gravel extraction and other
activities. Terrestrial habitat of importance for feeding and shelter is
provided by a range of open shingle vegetation with scrub in the vicinity of
some of the waterbodies.

For the SPA citation details, i.e. breeding, wintering and migratory bird
assemblage see Appendix B for details. Please note our site has no habitats
relating to the marine extension.

For the Ramsar citation the site qualifies under Criterion 1 because it
contains representative, rare, or unique examples of natural or near-natural
wetland types: Annual vegetation of drift lines and the coastal fringes of


http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H1210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H1220
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/species.asp?FeatureIntCode=S1166

European Site (Designation)
/ Distance

Citation Summary

Folkestone to Etchinghill
Escarpment (SAC) / 4.2km
north-east

Parkgate Down (SAC) / 9.1km
north

Wye and Crundale Downs
(SAC) / 5.8km north

perennial vegetation of stony banks (Ramsar wetland type E — sand, shingle
or pebble shores).

The site also qualifies under Criterion 2 because it supports threatened
ecological communities: a complex network of wetland habitats including
saltmarsh, natural freshwater pits, fens, ponds, gravel pits, and grazing
marsh and ditches. Also under Criterion 2 it supports vulnerable, endangered
or critically endangered species including important vascular plants,
bryophytes and invertebrates among other protected and endangered
species including great crested newt and water vole Arvicola amphibius.

The site qualifies under Criterion 5 because it regularly supports 20,000 or
more waterbirds: In the non-breeding season, the site regularly supports
34,957 individual waterbirds (5 year peak mean 2002/3 — 2006/7).

The site qualifies under Criterion 6 because it regularly supports 1% of the
individuals in the populations of the following species or subspecies of
waterbird in any season: Mute swan Cygnus olor and Shoveler Anas
clypeata

Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous
substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (* important orchid sites)

This site hosts the priority habitat type "orchid rich sites". This site consists
of extensive G4 Brachypodium pinnatum and CG5 Bromus erectus —
Brachypodium pinnatum calcareous grasslands, together with smaller areas
of short-turf CG2 Festuca ovina — Avenula pratensis grassland. The site
contains an important assemblage of rare and scarce species, including
early spider-orchid Ophrys sphegodes, late spider-orchid O. fuciflora and
burnt orchid Orchis ustulata.

Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous
substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (* important orchid sites)

This site hosts the priority habitat type "orchid rich sites". Parkgate Down is
situated on the chalk of the North Downs and consists largely of NVC type
CG4 Brachypodium pinnatum grassland. The site contains an outstanding
assemblage of orchids including the nationally rare monkey orchid Orchis
simia and late spider orchid Ophrys fuciflora together with the nationally
scarce musk orchid Herminium monorchis and lady orchid Orchis purpurea

Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous
substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (* important orchid sites)

This site hosts the priority habitat type "orchid rich sites". Wye and Crundale
Downs consists mostly of NVC types CG4 Brachypodium pinnatum and
CG5 Bromus erectus—Brachypodium pinnatum grasslands, although small
areas of CG2 Festuca ovina—Avenula pratensis grassland also occur. It has
an important assemblage of rare, scarce and uncommon orchids, including
early spider-orchid Ophrys sphegodes, late spider-orchid O. fuciflora, burnt
orchid Orchis ustulata and lady orchid Orchis purpurea. The site contains
the largest UK colony of O. fuciflora, representing about 50% of the national
population.


http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210

European Site (Designation)
/ Distance

Citation Summary

Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
1230 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic Coasts

Dover to Kingsdown cliffs support a full zonation of maritime cliff
communities found on chalk substrates, reflecting different levels of
exposure to wind and salt spray. The most exposed, lowest parts of the cliff
face support rock-crevice communities with rock samphire Crithmum
maritimum, rock sea-lavender Limonium binervosum and thrift Armeria
maritima, with the rare hoary stock Matthiola incana in places. On more
sheltered slopes there is a community restricted to south-facing chalk cliffs
characterised by wild cabbage Brassica oleracea. There are good
paramaritime grassland transitions to chalk grassland. The endangered
oxtongue broomrape Orobanche artemisiae-campestris, confined in the UK
to unstable coastal chalk cliffs of southern England, has a stronghold on
this site. The cliffs are internationally important as a stratigraphic reference
site for chalk cliff exposures.

Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs (SAC)
/ 20.1km north-east

Annex | habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason
for selection of this site 6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland
facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (* important orchid
sites)

Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous

substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (* important orchid sites)
Lydden and Temple Ewell

Downs (SAC) / 15km north-east
This site hosts the priority habitat type "orchid rich sites". This site consists

largely of CG4 Brachypodium pinnatum and CG5 Bromus erectus —
Brachypodium

Annex | habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
9160 Sub-Atlantic and medio-European oak or oak-hornbeam forests of the
Carpinion betuli.

Blean Complex (SAC)/ 21.6km At Blean in south-east England, hornbeam Carpinus betulus coppice occurs

north interspersed with pedunculate oak Quercus robur stands and introduced
sweet chestnut Castanea sativa. Great wood-rush Luzula sylvatica is locally
dominant in the woodland, and the characteristic greater stitchwort Stellaria
holostea is found in more open patches. The stands have traditionally been
managed as coppice, and are one of the British strongholds for the heath
fritillary butterfly Mellicta athalea.

Proposed Impacts

At the meeting with NE on the 7 December 2016 we briefly discussed key impact pathways which will
need consideration in the HRA Screening Report for the Otterpool Park proposals. These include:

Air quality — European sites within 10km of Otterpool Park which are located at least partly within
200m of strategic roads which are likely to be used by traffic generated by the proposals. In
particular will include the nearby Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC to the east, much of
which lies close to the M20 (near J13), A20 and A259. Modelling will be required on traffic flows and
air quality likely to arise from the Otterpool Park development for the course of its lifetime, including
construction.


http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H1230
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H9160
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H9160

Recreational pressure — potential impacts will need to be considered on a number of sites including
several SACs notified for calcareous grassland (e.g. Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC,
Parkgate SAC, Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC and Lydden and Temple Downs SAC) and the Blean
Complex SAC notified for woodland habitats. The Dungeness designated sites (Dungeness SAC
and Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA and Ramsar site) will also need consideration, in
particular for impacts of trampling on vegetated shingle and disturbance to SPA birds. The
'Sustainable Access Strategy' (SAS) is an ongoing project with Rother District Council in partnership
with Shepway District Council (now FHDC) Natural England and other environmental bodies. It is not
yet complete but data obtained as part of the project has established most visitors to Dungeness
originate from outside FHDC. It will be necessary to consider key travel routes that will connect
Otterpool Park to Dungeness and the likelihood of residents visiting the sites.

Survey data to date

Breeding and wintering bird surveys have been undertaken on the site. We believe that they confirm
that the site is not functionally linked to the qualifying features of the SPA and this has been scoped out
of the HRA Screening Report. We agree with NE that the results have and will feed into the overarching
green infrastructure strategy for the site.

Breeding and Wintering Bird Survey summaries —. Of the six breeding bird species that form
qualifying features of this SPA, only one (Mediterranean gull) was recorded during breeding bird
surveys (17 in early April and 1 in late June) and the site does not feature suitable breeding habitat
for this species, therefore it is not considered likely that they breed within the site. For the five
wintering birds for SPA qualification only golden plover was recorded, three individuals on one
occasion. In terms of the wintering water fowl assemblage only gadwall and golden plover, were
recorded on site and they were present in low numbers. For Ramsar Criterion 6, mute swan was only
observed as one individual on one occasion during the breeding season. These data will be reported
in more detail in the HRA Screening Report

We would be extremely grateful if there are any additional issues that you would like to be addressed in
the HRA Screening Report or consultees we should approach, we would be very grateful if you would
respond by email at your earliest convenience.

Many thanks

Yours Sincerely

Dr Martina Girvan MSc, BSc(Hons), CEcol, MCIEEM | Technical Director — Ecology
and Arboriculture
E. Martina.girvan@arcadis.com | M. +44 (0)773 8140144

Enc. Appendix A International designated sites within 30km of the site and Appendix B
Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA Citation Summary
CC. Brandon Murray Principal Ecologist


mailto:Martina.girvan@arcadis.com

Appendix A: International designated sites within 30km of the site
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Appendix B Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA Citation Summary

Qualifying species
The site qualifies under article 4.1 of the Directive (2009/147/EC) as it is used regularly by 1% or
more of the Great Britain populations of the following species listed in Annex | in any season:

Annex 1 species Count and season Period % GB population

e Bewick’s swan Cygnus columbianus bewickii 155 individuals — wintering 5 year peak mean
2002/3 — 2006/7 1.9%

e Bittern Botaurus stellaris 5 individuals — wintering 5 year peak mean 2002/3 — 2006/7 5.0%

e Hen harrier Circus cyaneus 11 individuals — wintering 5 year peak mean 2002/3 — 2006/7
1.5%

e Golden plover Pluvialis apricaria 4,050 individuals — wintering 5 year peak mean 2002/3 —
2006/7 1.6%

e Ruff Philomachus pugnax 51 individuals — wintering 5 year peak mean 2000/01 — 2004/5
7.3%

e Aquatic warbler Acrocephalus paludicola 2 individuals — passage 5 year mean 2004 — 2008
6.1%

e Marsh harrier Circus aeruginosus 4 females — breeding 5 year mean 2004 — 2008 2.0%

e Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta 31 pairs — breeding 5 year mean 2004 — 2008 3.5%

o Mediterranean gull Larus melanocephalus 56 pairs — breeding 5 year mean 2004 — 2008
52.2%

e Sandwich tern Sterna albifrons 420 pairs - breeding (5 year mean 2011-2015) 3.8 %

e Common tern Sterna hirundo 188 pairs — breeding (5 year mean 2011-2015) 1.9%

o Little tern Sterna albifrons 35 pairs — breeding 5 year mean 1992 — 19961 1.5%

Migratory species
The site qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive (2009/147/EC) as it is used regularly by 1% or
more of the biogeographical populations of the following regularly occurring migratory species (other
than those listed in Annex [) in any season:
¢ Migratory species Count and season Period % of population Shoveler Anas clypeata 485
individuals — wintering 5 year peak mean 2002/3 — 2006/7 1.2% NW & C Europe
(nonbreeding)

Assemblage

e The site qualifies under article 4.2 of the Directive (2009/147/EC) as it is used regularly by
over 20,000 waterbirds (waterbirds as defined by the Ramsar Convention) in any season:
During the period 2002/03 — 2006/07, Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA
(including proposed extensions) supported an average peak of 34,625 individual waterbirds
in the non-breeding season, comprised of almost 16,000 wildfowl and over 19,000 waders.
This assemblage is of both European and international importance. In the context of SPA
qualification the assemblage includes the wintering and passage species of European
importance described above (i.e. Bewick’s swan, bittern, hen harrier, golden plover, ruff,
aquatic warbler and shoveler), as well as species whose numbers exceed 1% of the GB
wintering or passage populations i.e.: European white-fronted goose Anser albifrons
albifrons, wigeon Anas penelope, gadwall A. strepera, pochard Aythya ferina, little grebe
Tachybaptus ruficollis, great crested grebe Podiceps cristatus, cormorant Phalacrocorax
carbo, coot Fulica atra, sanderling Calidris alba, whimbrel Numenius phaeopus and common
sandpiper Actitis hypoleucos. Lapwings Vanellus vanellus are also present in sufficient
numbers to warrant their being listed as a major component species of the assemblage,
since their numbers exceed 2,000 individuals (10% of the minimum qualifying assemblage of
20,000 individuals).
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Appendix D: Email conversation with Natural England to agree surveys for recreational
pressure



Murray, Brandon

Sent: 31 July 2017 17:23

To: Powell, Alison

Cc: Kevin Nimoh

Subject: RE: Recreation Surveys

Dear Alison and Kevin

Broadly

speaking, | agree with your proposed approach in terms of visitor survey questionnaire methodology, and

that you intend to visit Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (SAC), but focus on
collating existing data available on visitor pressure at Dungeness SAC/ Special Protection Area (SPA)/ Ramsar site.
This makes sense for the latter given the considerable work undertaken at Dungeness in support of Shepway and
Rother District Councils’ Local Plans.

Having spoken with some of my colleagues who are Responsible Officers for nearby designated sites, and Katie
Miller at the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), | would like to suggest the following sites
which you may want to consider including in your scope:

Wye and Crundale Downs SAC — this site is likely to be a draw for visitors particularly to the National Nature
Reserve. The car park you suggest would be an ideal location capturing most visitors here.

Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC — this site already suffers from trampling from recreational pressure, which
the National Trust is trying to manage. Although this site is approx 20km away from the proposed Otterpool
Park site, it should be given consideration in the Habitats Regulations Assessment; | would suggest
contacting the National Trust to see if they have any data available on visitor usage, eg how far visitors
appear to travel to visit the site.

Farthing Common car park — this site is not within any European site but is a prominent location along the
North Downs Way National Trail on the escarpment — | am mentioning it here in case your visitor survey
data may also contribute towards the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, in terms of assessing how
well used the National Trail is; in which case you may also want to conduct surveys at this well used location
on the scarp.

| hope you find this useful and | am happy to talk further. | hope the surveys go well.

With thanks,

Julia Coneybeer

Senior Advisor
Sustainable Development team
Sussex & Kent team

Natural

England

| am a contractual homeworker
Post should be directed to:
Mail hub, Block B, Whittington Road, Worcester, WR5 2LQ

My normal working days are Tuesday,Wednesday and Friday.


bma77770
Rectangle

bma77770
Rectangle


We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, | will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and
attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

Natural England is accredited to the Cabinet Office Customer Service Excellence Standard

From:

Sent: 25 July 2017 18:57
To: (NE)
Cc:

Subject: Recreation Surveys

Hi-

Thank you so much for your voicemail message, | think both you and | have been on leave and have kept missing
each other. We decided to postpone the surveys for a couple of weeks until we had had final confirmation from you,
for which I am very glad — it sounds as though your meeting with Katy Miller from the AONB next Monday could be
extremely useful! If, as you suggest, you were able to discuss our proposed survey locations with her and either
confirm their acceptability / identify others which may be better, then that would be great.

| note your suggestion to include the Wye and Crundale Downs SAC in the surveys, and | am sure that we can include
that, given that we can approach Dungeness in a slightly different way. | note from the MAGIC website that there is
a car park just to the north of the SAC and a section of the North Downs Way leading south from it through the SAC,
which | think would be an opportune location to place surveyors.

| have copied Kevin in on this email as he is organising the survey team for me, and will be identifying new dates
shortly for which the team are available. As | will be on leave after this week, if you could copy Kevin in on any
emails including information from your discussions with Katy, that would be great and he can feed it into the survey
methodology.

I’'m around tomorrow if you wanted a further chat, but | think we have it covered now!

Kind regards

| Associate Technical Director |
Arcadis | Arcadis Cymru House | CF3 OEY | United Kingdom
T.02920926818 | M. 07736 723756

www.arcadis.com

Be green, leave it on the screen.

Arcadis Consulting (UK) Limited is a private limited company registered in England & Wales (registered number
02212959). Registered Office at Manning House, 22 Carlisle Place, London, SW1P 1JA, UK. Part of the Arcadis Group
of Companies along with other entities in the UK.

This email and any files transmitted with it are the property of Arcadis and its affiliates. All rights, including
without limitation copyright, are reserved. This email contains information that may be confidential and

may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not an intended
2



recipient, please note that any form of distribution, copying or use of this communication or the information
in it is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please
return it to the sender and then delete the email and destroy any copies of it. While reasonable precautions
have been taken to ensure that no software or viruses are present in our emails, we cannot guarantee that this
email or any attachment is virus free or has not been intercepted or changed. Any opinions or other
information in this email that do not relate to the official business of Arcadis are neither given nor endorsed
by it.

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If

you have received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you
should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been
checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England systems, we can accept no responsibility once
it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems may be monitored and/or recorded to
secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.



Otterpool Park Environmental Statement
Appendix 17.19 Habitats Regulations Assessment

Appendix E: Natural England Feedback on the 2019 submission









Annex One: detailed comments on Otterpool planning application — HRA, SSSls, soils, Gl,
biodiversity and net gain

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)

On the basis of information provided, Natural England advises there is currently not enough
information to rule out the likelihood of significant effects on European protected sites. Natural
England therefore advises your authority should not grant planning permission at this stage.

Uncertainties remain relating to effects that may become significant when considered in combination
with other plans or projects.

We advise that additional information should be submitted by the applicant in order for your
authority 1o fully assess the proposal. This would then provide an opportunity for your authority to
repeat your screening to check for the likelihood of significant effects of the project as submitted (i.e.
with all new information provided as part of the proposal) but excluding, at this stage, any measures
specifically intended 1o avoid harmful effects on European sites.

If following the submission of additional information you conclude, as the competent authority, that
there is a likelihood of significant effects, or uncertainties, you should undertake an appropriate
assessment in order to fully assess the implications of the proposal in view of the conservation
objectives for the European site in question. Natural England must be consulted on any appropriate
assessment your Authority may decide to make.

Additional information should be requested from the applicant with particular regard to air quality
impacts, as set out below.

Natural England’s advice on the supporting information for the HRA, and additional
information required

The HRA is set out in a rather confusing way in that it is not clear at what stage of the HRA process
European sites are considered, ie Stage 1 for likely significant effect or Stage 2 for Appropriate
Assessment.

Nevertheless, we generally agree with the European sites scoped in for more detailed consideration
for the impact pathways of recreational pressure and functionally-linked land. We note in
combination effects for these impact pathways include the Folkestone and Hythe DC emerging Core
Strategy Review and Places and Policies Local Plan (PPLP).

However, with regard to the air quality impact pathway, we advise the HRA has not been
undertaken correcily to ensure in combination effects are considered at the screening stage for
likely significant effect.

Qur detailed comments are as follows:

Air quality

Following the Wealden judgment', road traffic effects of other plans or projects which are known or
can be reasconably estimated (including those of adopted plans or consented projects) should be
included in road traffic modelling at the screening stage, as has been undertaken for the FHDC
Core Strategy Review submission. The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) screening
criteria of 1,000 AADT or the 1% exceedance test for critical loads and levels (CL) for key emissions
can then be applied to the traffic flows of the proposals in combination. This should all be
undertaken as part of the screening stage for likely significant effect, to inform which European sites
should be scoped in for further detailed assessment under the appropriate assessment stage (ie for

! Wealden District Council v. (1) Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government; {2) Lewes District Council;
{3) South Downs National Park Authority and Natural England



sites where the process contribution exceeds 1% of the CL and the background is less than 70% or
1000 AADT).

As it stands, the HRA only relies on DMRB screening criteria for the proposed development alone,
when considering air quality.

We have the following comments to make on the air quality assessment, as submitted. In Table 3,
baseline information is entered for average N deposition rates in years 2013-15, and 2017. Itis not
clear in the HRA where this baseline information is derived from, upon which modelling for future
predictions is then based. The HRA should clearly cross-reference to Chapter 6 Air Quality, Section
6.3 Baseline.

For the detailed assessment for Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC, as set outin Table 7, it
is not clear that impacts particularly from NOx and N deposition have been properly assessed. We
would expect to see both NOx and N deposition each clearly expressed as a % of the APIS critical
level and load for the designated site, for both Process Contribution (PC, ie the development alone
and in combination) and Predicted Environmental Concentration {PEC, ie the development in
combination, plus the background level). This should be undertaken for the various future
scenarios. This should all be undertaken under Stage 1 for likely significant effect.

At the moment, the results only appear to show N deposition expressed as a % of the critical load.
These results show parity or exceedance of the 1% threshold for N deposition for scenarios 2029
and 2048, respectively. This should have automatically triggered further detailed assessment as
part of the appropriate assessment stage. Yet the conclusions go on to state no likely significant
effect on the integrity of the SAC. This is also despite no data for the contribution of the
development, together with baseline, to NOx emissions.

We strongly advise the air quality assessment should be amended as per our above
comments, to ascertain whether there may be an adverse impact on integrity of European
sites.

Notwithstanding the above, we welcome the various mitigation measures proposed to reduce air
emissions as set out in Chapter 6 Air Quality, para 6.4.21, including promotion of alternative use of
transport such as public transport, cycling, walkways and electric charging points.

Recreational disturbance

We agree with the scoping out from Appropriate Assessment stage of Tankerton Slopes and
Swalecliffe SAC and Stodmarsh SAC, given their distance from the proposed site and their
qualifying features are not likely to be susceptible to recreational pressure.

For Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC and Wye and Crundale Downs SAC, it is not clear in
the HRA (section 6.6.1.5) how the conclusions were drawn that the proposals are not likely to have
a significant effect through recreational pressure. It is likely residents of Otterpool Park will visit
these sites given their proximity, and are likely to use it for walking and walking with dogs, and as
such this impact pathway should have been considered as part of the appropriate assessment
stage. Nevertheless, given the substantial onsite provision of publically-accessible greenspace as
part of the proposals, we do not consider the scheme will have an adverse effect on integrity of
these sites, alone or in combination with other plans and projects.

Similarly for Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC and Parkgate SAC, we consider the proposals alone
will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of these sites, alone or in combination.

For the Dungeness complex, based on latest evidence, visitor pressure comes largely from tourists
visiting from beyond the Folkestone and Hythe District. This pressure is not currently having an
adverse effect on integrity of these sites, however Folkestone and Hythe and Rother District
Councils are developing an approach to address future increase in tourism to the area with a suite
of visitor and site management measures. In light of this, we concur with the conclusion drawn that
the proposed scheme will not have an adverse effect on integrity of these sites, alone or in



combination, as well as taking into consideration the considerable on-site provision of publically
accessible greenspace for the scheme itself.

Functionally linked land

We concur with the conclusions made that the proposed site does not provide functionally-linked
habitat for European sites in the vicinity.

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

Otterpool Quarry SSSI
One of the key existing assets of the proposed site is the Otterpool Quarry SSSI, which occurs in
the centre of the site, and forms the focus of the proposed Woodland Country Park.

This SSSI is notified for its geological interest, of particular value 1o the scientific community. We
are pleased to see it will be protected in its entirety, with no hard development occurring within the
SSSI boundary, and will form a key element of the wider Gl strategy with benefits for public access
and education.

In the Non-Technical Summary, Section 10 Geology, Hydrogeology and Land Quality (p30), the
photo caption for the SSSI refers to ‘its existing overgrown state’. This site is regularly grazed by
sheep and as a result is in favourable condition. The site is now owned by Folkestone and Hythe
District Council and we would expect the Council as landowners to continue protecting the site from
scrub encroachment by continuing the management regime which has been successful for the last
30 years.

Chapter 10 states in para 10.4.7 that the "former quarry face wilf be maintained and potentialfy
enhanced (benched back) to expose additional areas of the Hythe formation geology’. Natural
England welcomes this, and the benefits of this for scientific purposes and public education.

We are also pleased to note the proposed biodiversity enhancements within the Country Park to
include mixed deciduous woodland, ponds and native species-rich scrub and wildflower grassland.

However there is little information provided on how the Country Park and the SSSI specifically will
be managed, particularly on how the SSSI feature will be maintained and enhanced. Currently, the
exposure itself is best managed by sheep grazing, which is otherwise difficult to achieve with
machinery, but it is not clear if this is envisaged for the ongoing SSSI management.

Although the planning application is for outline, further information should be provided on what
habitat management practices will be adopted for the Country Park and SSSI in particular, to
ensure the SSSI will be maintained in favourable condition and how it will be enhanced. A
more detailed management scheme, to be agreed with the Council and Natural England at
Reserved Matters, should form a specific condition in the event of this application being
granted permission.

Lympne Escarpment SSSI

Lympne Escarpment SSSI is located approximately 240m south of the proposed Otterpool Park site
and supports notified features which are sensitive to water quality and air quality (in particular
nutrient nitrogen and nitrous oxides), including calcarecus grassland, wet ash-maple woodland and
lowland fen meadows. QOur comments on these two impact pathways are provided as follows:

Hydrological impacts

We note in Chapter 7 Biodiversity, para 7.5.13, that drainage for the proposed site flows to the
north-west and as such Lympne Escarpment SSSI should not be subject to hydrological impacts
form the development in terms of surface runoff/ groundwater drainage.

However, the proposed site abuts the Roman Road B2067 on its southern boundary. It is not clear
from the application whether increased use of this road as a result of the proposals has been






Green/ blue infrastructure

As part of Natural England’s pre-application engagement with the applicants, we provided advice
alongside the Environment Agency on the need for a comprehensive green and blue (Gl) strategy
for the proposed development as a whole.

This included discussion on Gl vision, typologies, functions, and specifics such as a pollinators
network. We have also consistently advised on the need to consider long term management of the
Gl ‘estate’ as a whole, to ensure it is not diminished during detailed design phase and the long
construction period as the scheme is divided into parcels for separate developers to build out.

Gl is reflected in some key parts of the application, including the Design and Access Statement and
the Biodiversity chapter. However it is disappointing there is no specific chapter devoted to the
overarching Gl Strategy. The key plans relating to Gl is the Gl Framework as depicted in the
Design and Access Statement (Figures 87 and 88), however this comes with relatively little
supporting information.

Notwithstanding this, Gl is clearly integrated throughout the development, comprising a wide range
of types and functions, and we note in Chapter 7 Biodiversity in para 7.5.24 that over 50% of the
development area is identified as Gl, including retained habitats and newly created Gl areas, which
is impressive in relation to other development schemes.

We note this includes the three key open spaces including Otterpool Woodland Country Park, the
Riparian Park and Westernhanger Town Park, along with naturalised ‘resilience’ areas buffering
Lympne village to the south-east, and in the north-west corner of the proposed site. For the latter,
we note this will have limited public access and include the water treatment works, and provide
receptor habitat for great crested newt, water voles and reptiles to be translocated from other parts
of the site.

We also note the incorporation of ‘dark corridors’ for ecological benefit, including along the East
Stour river and also the watercourse which runs through the eastern part of the site.

These various forms of Gl will provide key natural capital services which will benefit the local
environment, community and local economy, ranging from countering climate change, supporting
habitats and wildlife and providing flood storage, to improving landscape character, sense of place,
and benefitting people’s health and wellbeing.

Gl will also be critical in providing mitigation for impacts on views from the Kent Downs AONB,
however the ability to achieve the maximum screening benefit will depend on the location, density
and height of built development, which we elaborate on in detail in our first letter in response to this
application (dated 03 June 2019, same ref as this letter).

The drive for integrating Gl into planning and development is underpinned in national planning
policy*, and Folkestone and Hythe DC's adopted Core Strategy policy CSD4 — Green infrastructure
of Natural Networks, Open Spaces and Recreation, which is being further strengthened in the
emerging Core Strategy Review.

Yet, for a scheme that is so substantial in extent and scale, and its status as a ‘garden town’, we
would expect all the details relating to the proposed Gl to be reflected and elaborated on in a
comprehensive and ambitious Gl Strategy, despite the application being submitted as outline.

Natural England strongly urges such an overarching Gl strategy is provided in support of the
application which clearly demonstrates how Gl will form the foundation of a sustainable
community at Otterpool Park through providing multiple natural capital services and the

4 NPPF paragraph 20 and 171 requiring local authorities to maintain and enhance GI at a strategic level; 91, 150 and 181
requiring local authorities to positively plan for GI provision to address health and wellbeing, counter climate change and
improve air quality, respectively.



benefits of these for people, the local environment and local economy, and how the Gl estate
will be managed as a whole for the long term including ownership and responsibility of the
local community.

The Strategy should outline key parameters and principles for providing Gl throughout all aspects of
the development, from planned open spaces through to construction and building design of homes
and public and commercial buildings, infrastructure and highways, and more specific features such
as those described for biodiversity value such as green walls and roofs, ‘hedgehog friendly’
permeable fences and bat and swift boxes. These principles and parameters should be carried
throughout the whole planning process as key drivers for detailed design and where the scheme is
then divided into parcels for construction. It will be crucial for details to be provided on how the Gl
estate will be secured for the longterm future.

Specific measures for biodiversity, as elaborated on in Chapter 7 Biodiversity, will of course be
critical to the Gl strategy, our comments on which are provided below.

Biodiversity

We very much welcome the estimated 20% uplift for biodiversity across the proposed site, as set
out in Chapter 7 Biodiversity and Appendix 7.21 Biodiversity net gain calculations. Our comments in
relation to net gain are provided further below where we believe there is opportunity to further
enhance this. Given the extent of the site, and that it is currently by far occupied by arable land,
there is plenty of scope to achieve significant uplift for biodiversity, however ultimately much of this
will depend on the ability for the noble principles and targets for biodiversity net gain to be upheld
throughout the planning process including reserved matters stage and where the scheme is divided
into parcels for construction.

In terms of the biodiversity assessment in this application, we welcome the emphasis made on
following the mitigation hierarchy, as stated in para 7.5.17 of Chapter 7, to minimise impacts on
existing bicdiversity-rich ‘hotspots’ on site, and to seek net gain through enhancement and creation
of habitats elsewhere.

We welcome that this includes valuable habitats 1o be retained and buffered as far as possible, as
set out in Table 7-23 in Chapter 7, including all onsite woodland, river corridors, most hedges (92%),
ditches/ tributaries (89%) and the majority of trees. We note 11 of the existing 17 ponds will be
retained, with one ecologically valuable pond to be lost.

There is also some good detail provided on what habitat buffers will entail, as set out in Table 7-24
of Chapter 7, eg 25m wide buffer for hedgerows along dark corridors, and woodland; and 50m
buffer for ancient woodland (eg adjacent to Harringe Brooks Woods); and 50-100m buffer along
East Stour river.

We note a variety of habitats will be created including orchards, hedgerows, ponds and lowland
meadows, trees, scrub and additional ditches, which together will support a variety of species
including common toad and great crested newt; common reptiles; mammals including hedgehog,
water vole and bats; and invertebrates.

We also note and welcome new habitat links such as connecting Harringe Brooks Woods to the
East Stour river through woodland planting, as well as providing habitat through various SuDS
features including ponds, drainage ditches, swales and rain gardens.

A key principle is the use of native species for habitat enhancement and creation, of local
provenance, for the best value for wildlife. This should form the centre of choices for habitat and
landscape planting. We are pleased to note specific pollinator planting, described on page 156 of
the Design and Access Statement. A number of locations are depicted on a simplistic map of the
proposed site, but this ethos should be embraced throughout all aspects of the Gl estate across the
site.



However the use of native species should also be applied as far as possible to the more formal
public open areas such as the Westernhanger Town Park, and the 'scattered trees’ for planting,
where Chapter 7 currently states they will ‘be native where appropriate’ (para 7.5.27).

We would also strongly encourage the applicants and Folkestone and Hythe District Council to
support community-led efforts to encourage and look after local wildlife and habitats of Otterpool
Park, particularly through use of educational interpretation and guides, setting up of local
environmental groups, and residents information packages.

Knowledge is power for people, and information could include providing wildlife friendly gardens as
well as community spaces and assets. Public spaces could exhibit best practice wildlife features,
for instance log piles and wild areas for insects such as the stag beetle; ponds and gaps in fencing
to allow the movement of hedgehogs and amphibians; and refuge and nesting boxes for a range of
bat and bird species. Installing public art which reflects Otterpool Park’s natural heritage would also
form a key means of carrying the message.

To inform and inspire the people who will live and work in Otterpool Park will help instil passion,
pride and responsibility for their local natural heritage, providing custedianship through the
community, and a place where people and nature can thrive together.

Biodiversity net gain

We very much welcome the provision of biodiversity net gain as a key part of the Otterpool Park
proposals. We are pleased to note the Defra biodiversity offsetting metric has been used, as well as
adopting the CIEEM underpinning principles of the net gain approach, including avoiding impacts on
the most valuable areas of the proposed site for biodiversity.

For information, the revised Defra biodiversity metric 2.0 is currently being piloted, due to be
published this summer 2019. The metric is much improved on the original, now including a larger
range of habitats and linear features including hedgerows and rivers. Should the proposals be
amended, the applicants may wish to consider updating the calculations using the latest version.

As it stands, the proposals will achieve 20% uplift for biodiversity, by uplifting biodiversity value of
the site by 434 units (equating to 0.8 units uplift per hectare). This is very welcome, as well as
expected given the opportunity to enhance what is an extensive site which mainly supports arable
land of relatively low biodiversity value.

However, having considered the net gain calculations, in conjunction with the plans depicting uplift
across the site pre- and post-construction, we would like to make the following comments where we
think further net gain could in fact be achieved.

Detailed comments on calculations methodology

We note some key features which provide habitat in the development are not contained in the net
gain calculations as they cannot be quantified at this stage, including gardens, SuDS, biodiversity
roofs and street trees. These incidentally will be included in the new biodiversity metric.
Nevertheless we are pleased to note the methodology includes biodiversity credits for the built
areas including proportions of Gl typologies such as gardens and green roofs.

However we advise other features such as bird boxes and permeable fences should not be included
in the metric calculations as they are not habitat-based (ie cannot be used to offset habitat loss
elsewhere), although they are excellent wildlife enhancement features which can easily be
incorporated into building design as part of an overall biodiversity package.

It is disappointing that no biodiversity credits are planned for non-residential development,
footpaths, business area and existing/ proposed roads. This is depicted as such in Figure 1 with
low biodiversity values (0-4 credits/ ha), which amounts to significant areas including the proposed
business area in the north-east. Enhancements for biodiversity in these areas are not only



achievable, but could provide a significant addition to the overall uplift, including edges of highways
and footpaths. We would urge for this to be recognised and secured in a proportionate manner as
has been done for other built areas.

We note the precautionary approach adopted to avoid overstating the valuation of biodiversity
credits, including weighting depending on proportions of habitat types within Gl typologies; for
instance a lower valuation for the existing woodland typology to reflect the mix of semi-natural and
plantation woodland. However, we would question a number of points around multipliers used, and
target conditions applied, as follows:

Habitat typology — grasslands

We would question Typology J — Existing water buffer, Table 47, where grassland habitats
are separated out into lowland meadow (BAP) and wildflower grassland (not BAP). We
would encourage all of this area to be created and managed as lowland meadow or BAP
habitat.

Target condition

Target condition for enhanced or created habitat, the calculations appear to aim for
‘moderate’ condition for several habitat types, including:

Proposed woodland burial area (trees, species rich grassland)
Existing water buffer (scrub, wildflower grassland non-BAP)
Hedge buffer (species rich grassland)

Wildlife margins {woodland and trees)

Proposed SuDS water management {(woodland and trees)

SSSI grassland (woodland and trees, amenity grassland as poor)
Existing veg to be retained {existing scrub — moderate condition)
Grassland in Lympne resilience area (woodland and trees)

O 0 0O 0 0 0 00

Whilst we recognise the aim of targeting moderate condition is to instil a reality check into
the calculations as to what might actually be achieved in practice, we are concerned this
may in effect dampen the number of biodiversity credits which could otherwise be aimed for,
and have the effect of lowering expectations and effort on the ground to achieve as good a
habitat condition as possible.

For a development of this scale, and status as a garden town, we would expect biodiversity
enhancement to be maximised as far as possible. We consider ecological benefits could be
maximised by targeting better condition for habitats post-construction, for retained,
enhanced and created habitat, as far as possible within a reasonable timeframe. All of the
above listed habitats are valuable to wildlife and should be managed as well as possible.

As such we suggest this should be reflected in the calculations by applying a target condition
of ‘high’ for the habitats listed above where this can be achieved over a reasonable
timescale. This would help enable the maximum amount of net gain that can be achieved.

Similarly for amenity grassland, which has a set target condition of poor, this habitat could be
easily improved in terms of biodiversity value by aiming for a more species-rich grassland
mix instead of Lolium monoculture for a higher distinctiveness score, even where it is mainly
maintained as a short crop but margins could be mown less frequently to achieve a
moderate condition.

Difficulty multipliers

When considering difficulty multipliers (Table 4, Appendix 7.21), ‘low’ is applied to creation of
species-rich wildflower grassland. This compares to ‘medium’ for lowland meadow. We
suggest medium is applied to wildflower grassland to reflect there is some complexity in
achieving this habitat to good condition (Tables 43, 51, 52, 56, 57, 58, 62).

Time multipliers
The time muliplier for proposed woodland is currently included as 1.4 (<10 years) (Tables



44, 52 and 56), but we suggest this should be amended to 2 (<20 years, as set out for
woodlands in Table 5, Appendix 7.21).

If the above points can be addressed this will likely see a further increase in net gain achievable as
a result of the Otterpool Park scheme.

General observations on biodiversity uplift across the proposed site

The post-construction valuation of typologies, as depicted in Figure 4 of Appendix 7.21, clearly
indicates the average uplift across the site, although there is a decline in ‘hotspot’ areas of highest
value to biodiversity (13-18 credits/ ha bracket) when compared with the baseline. The remaining
hotspots post-construction include the large pond in the proposed Westernhanger town park area
and ponds in the north-central and eastern regions.

A number of the existing hotspots for biodiversity on the site are areas of broadleaved woodland on
the south-east site boundary, adjacent to Lympne village, and on the boundary with the Link Park
business estate. It is not clear what is happening to these areas, which are not marked for
development on the Masterplan, however they are identified on the Gl Strategy overview (Figure 2)
as being ‘Otterpool margins’, and in Figure 4 have markedly decreased biodiversity value (at 3-4
biodiversity credits/ ha post development, compared to the existing 13-18/ha). Clarification should
be provided for likely impacts on these particular hotspots.

It is of interest that the north-central region of the development is clearly indicated as supporting an
equivalent or increase in biodiversity value in Figure 4, despite this area being planned to be
occupied by dense buildings, which is presumably down to the expectation of a proportion of green
roofs/ walls being installed.

Conversely much of the Westernhanger town park, sports pitches and parks in the west, Barrow Hill
and central areas, are indicated as having low biodiversity value (0-2 units/ ha) due to incorporation
of amenity grassland. As mentioned above, we would strongly encourage the incorporation of more
species-rich grasslands in parks and other public open spaces, which is easily achieved and would

be of much more benefit to wildlife if managed appropriately.

The Lympne resilience area is currently allocated for development in the Council's emerging Places
and Policies Local Plan {PPLP). Confirmation will be needed by the Council to confirm if this
allocation will be deleted in the event of the Otterpool Park scheme gaining planning permission.

Summary on net gain

Given the outline status of the application, and the extent of the site, we note the net gain
methodology has been based on broad Gl typologies and that it is not possible to specify which
habitats will be located where.

Nevertheless habitat design has been outlined in several places in the application including the
Biodiversity Action Plan (ES Appendix 7.20), Gl Framework, Species Mitigation Strategies (ES
Appendix 7.18) and Design and Access Statement. But it appears only a few select priority habitats
{(hedges, neutral grassland, ponds and ditches) will be specifically managed as part of the Otterpool
BAP, via an Ecological Management Plan (EMP) with annual monitoring, with the EMP to be
provided at later detailed design.

It is not clear in the application how proposed net gain in general will be secured. High level targets
and principles should be adhered to and improved on where possible, at the detailed design stage.
Net gain should then be secured via a management plan for at least 25-30 years from the start of
operation of the scheme.

We therefore advise the principles and parameters for net gain, including target uplifts for
habitats, are secured through the Ecological Management Plan, along with their long term
management for at least 25-30 years of operation. This should also include suitable
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1. Introduction

This brief technical note has been prepared on behalf of Folkestone and Hythe District Council (FHDC)
in response to some queries and concerns expressed by Mr Jeremy Baker in his email of 13 Jan 2021,
in relation to the latest Arcadis’s nutrient budget calculations and mitigation proposals for the Otterpool
Park Site Allocation that were recently examined at the Core Strategy Review EiP.

2.  Arcadis Response to Mr Baker’s Raised Points

Point 1 —Implications of Natural England’s latest Nutrient Neutrality Methodology Guidance Note
(November 2020)

It is acknowledged that Natural England (NE) July 2020 guidance was updated in November 2020.
However, Arcadis had several detailed consultations with NE as already set out in the Statement of
Common Ground and submitted the latest calculations to NE for review on 04 November 2020. At that
time, the November 2020 guidance had not been formally published. Furthermore, NE’s latest response
to Arcadis (dated 02 December 2020) clearly confirms that the changes made between July and
November advice do not materially affect our calculations made for the Otterpool Park and Sellindge
Sites — please see the highlighted extract below.

Arcadis of course will refer to the latest NE guidance document when we resubmit the updated
calculations to the Local Planning Authority, as part of the updated Water Cycle Study/ project level
Habitat Regulation Assessment within the forthcoming Tier 1 Otterpool Park Planning Application (OPA)
Documentation later this year. We will also capture the ongoing preliminary design work for the
proposed wetlands as part of this updated submission.

Arcadis (UK) Limited, Corner Block,2 Cornwall Street,Birmingham,B3 2DX,United Kingdom, T +44 (0)121 503
2700 arcadis.com

Arcadis (UK) Limited is a private limited company registered in England registration number: 1093549. Registered office,
Arcadis House, 34 York Way, London, N1 9AB. Part of the Arcadis Group of Companies along with other entities in the UK.
Regulated by RICS.

https://arcadiso365.sharepoint.com/teams/project-10029956/Shared Documents/20 Water/NN Assessment/Addressing Post EiP comments/Otterpool Nutrient Mitigation Analysis Update Memo_Jan
2021_P1.docxhttps://arcadiso365.sharepoint.com/teams/project-10029956/Shared Documents/20 Water/NN Assessment/Addressing Post EiP comments/Otterpool Nutrient Mitigation Analysis Update
Memo_Jan 2021_P1.docx



Point 2 — Implications of Hotel (Class C1) and Extra Care Housing (Class C2)

The proposed Hotel (Class C1) and Extra Care Housing (Class C2) uses were not explicitly assessed
before for the Core Strategy Review EiP purpose. However, we can confirm that the previously
submitted nutrient budget calculations and proposed overall wetland mitigation provision were still
precautionary as it had contingencies built in to fully accommodate such additional requirements at the
later planning stages.

This is further explained below:

e As set outin Arcadis Technical Note (dated 04 November 2020), the urban area previously
included in the nutrient budget assessment can be reduced by 25.2 ha to account for the extra
strategic SuDS areas that are currently located outside the main designated open space.
These additional strategic SuDS areas are currently being included in the emerging Otterpool
Park lllustrative Masterplan although not shown in the latest parameter plans to ensure future
flexibility in phasing and implementation. This adjustment to the urban area will immediately
reduce the current total wetland area requirement of 22.5 ha by another 1.8 ha (i.e. revised
total of 20.7 ha), due to the reduced nutrient budget from the urban storm pollutant runoff.

e On the hand, we have already identified a minimum of 24.8 ha of wetlands within the 8500
homes Tier 1 Otterpool Park OPA alone. Furthermore, additional stormwater wetland areas
can be provided at the wider Otterpool Park Framework Masterplan (i.e. within 1500 homes
site) and the two Sellindge Sites if required. This will supplement the stormwater wetlands that
are currently being proposed at 8500 homes Otterpool Park OPA site.

We have since undertaken further calculations as set out below to address Mr Baker’s recent concerns
expressed for the Hotel and Extra Care Homes not being explicitly assessed before.

The current Otterpool Park Framework Masterplan has provision for:
e 8704 Class C3 residential homes

e 1296 Class C2 extra care homes
e 117 rooms Hotel Class C1

The revised nutrient budget and associated wetland requirement for the above, along with 350 homes
at Sellindge Sites are set outin Table 1 and Table 2 below. The reduced TN and TP values after reducing
the urban area by 25.2 ha due to additional SuDS areas in the illustrative masterplan are also shown in
italics/brackets.

Table 1 Nutrient Budget Assessment Summary

PCC Rate — Scenario 1
(see Note 1)

PCC Rate — Scenario 2
(see Note 2)

WwTW Option

TP
(Kglyear)

TP
(Kglyear)

TN (Kgl/year) TN (Kgl/year)

Ott | Park F k

erpool Fark Framework ' 3344 (3062) 298 (277) | 2521 (2240) | 287 (266)
Masterplan Only
Otterpool Park Framework
Masterplan plus Sellindge | 3606 (3325) @ 302 (281) 2784 (2502) 290 (270)
Sites CSD9A and CSD9B

Notes
1. Per Capita Consumption (PCC) for Scenario 1:

https://arcadiso365.sharepoint.com/teams/project-10029956/Shared Documents/20 Water/NN Assessment/Addressing Post EiP comments/Otterpool Nutrient Mitigation Analysis Update Memo_Jan
2021_P1.docxhttps://arcadiso365.sharepoint.com/teams/project-10029956/Shared Documents/20 Water/NN Assessment/Addressing Post EiP comments/Otterpool Nutrient Mitigation Analysis Update
Memo_Jan 2021_P1.docx 2



e Residential (Class C3) = 110 I/p/d (as per NE recommendation)

¢ Residential (Class C2) = 350 I/p/d (as per British Water Flows and Loads — 4
Code of Practice, dated 2009)

e Hotel (Class C1) = 300 l/p/d (as per British Water Flows and Loads — 4 Code
of Practice, dated 2009)

2. Per Capita Consumption (PCC) for Scenario 2:
e Residential (Class C3) = 110 I/p/d (as per NE recommendation)
e Residential (Class C2) = 262.5 I/p/d*
e Hotel (Class C1) = 225 I/p/d*

* PCC values recommended in British Water Flows and Loads — 4 Code of Practice, dated 2009
were reduced to 75% to reflect the additional water efficiency measures proposed at Otterpool
Park. A similar % reduction can be seen for PCC in relation to the standard Class C3 dwellings
when compared with the British Water recommended values.

Table 2 below summarises the indicative total area of the new wetlands required to offset the nutrient
loading surplus shown in Table 1. The reduced wetland areas after reducing the urban area by 25.2 ha
due to additional SuDS areas in the illustrative masterplan are shown in italics/brackets.

Table 2 Wetland Area Requirements

PCC Rate — Scenario 1 PCC Rate — Scenario 2

TN
Wetland Wetland
INCEWGEV N RACERGE)

TN
Wetland Wetland
Area’ (ha) Area? (ha)

WwTW Option

Otterpool Park Framework

3.6 (3.3 24.8 (23.1 2724 23.9 (22.2
Masterplan Only (33) ( ) (2:4) (22.2)
Otterpool Park Framework 25.2 (23.4) 24.2 (22.5)
Masterplan plus Sellindge 3.9 (3.6) 3.0 (2.7)
Sites CSD9A and CSD9B 1 1
Upper Bound Lower Bound

T Assumed TN removal rate of 93 g/m2/yr for both wastewater and stormwater discharges
2 Assumed TP removal rate of 1.2 g/m?/yr for both wastewater and stormwater discharges

3.  Summary

This technical note confirms that the lower bound and upper bound values for the required mitigation
wetlands to ensure that the entire Otterpool Park Allocation and two Sellindge Sites are nutrient neutral
varies between 22.5 ha and 25.2 ha. This now explicitly accounts for the proposed Hotel and Extra Care
Housing to address Mr Baker’s recent concerns.

Sufficient area of wetlands (i.e. circa 25 ha) has been already identified at 8,500 homes Otterpool Park
Tier 1 OPA site boundary to ensure this. There are further opportunities to include wetlands at the
remaining 1500 homes Otterpool Park Site Allocation area and Sellindge Sites if required during the
later planning application stages. Therefore, this clearly confirms that Nutrient Neutrality can be
achieved at the Otterpool Park Site Allocation as per the published November 2020 NE Guidance, which
follows the precautionary principle in order to protect Stodmarsh Lakes European Designated Sites.

https://arcadiso365.sharepoint.com/teams/project-10029956/Shared Documents/20 Water/NN Assessment/Addressing Post EiP comments/Otterpool Nutrient Mitigation Analysis Update Memo_Jan
2021_P1.docxhttps://arcadiso365.sharepoint.com/teams/project-10029956/Shared Documents/20 Water/NN Assessment/Addressing Post EiP comments/Otterpool Nutrient Mitigation Analysis Update
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Date: 02 December 2020
Ourref:  11529/325393
Your ref: F&H NN updated memo Nov20

Senior Planning Policy Specialist
Arcadis on behalf of

Folkestone & Hythe District Council,
Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue,
Folkestone, Kent. CT20 2QY.

Customer Services
Hornbeam House

BY EMAIL ONLY Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
| Crewe
Cheshire
CW16GJ

0300 060 3900

Dear Mr Gunasekara,
Discretionary Advice Service (Charged Advice)

Development proposal and location: Folkestone and Hythe District Council proposed local plan
Allocations including Otterpool and Sellindge pertaining to nutrients and their effects on Stodmarsh
Special Protection Area (SPA), Special Area of Conservation (SAC) Ramsar Site, Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI) and National Nature Reserve NNR

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated and received on 04 November 2020.

This advice is being provided as part of Natural England’s Discretionary Advice Service. Folkestone
and Hythe District Council acting as a competent authority and planning authority has asked Natural
England to provide advice upon:
e Folkestone and Hythe District Council housing proposals and allocations for their local plan
specifically with respect to issues around nutrient neutrality.

This advice is provided in accordance with the Quotation and Agreement dated 12" June 2020.

The following advice is based upon the information within:

« Arcadis Otterpool Park Framework Masterplan — Nutrient Neutrality Mitigation Proposals -
Technical Memo and appendices (Dated 4 November 2020 ref 10029956-AUK-XX-XX-FN-CW-0025-P2)
Appendix 1 Otterpool Park existing land info
Appendix 2 Otterpool Park Development Proposals
Appendix 3 Sellindge Development Proposals
Appendix 4 Nutrient Budget and Mitigation Proposals

The advice contained within this letter is restricted to the proposed nutrient neutral calculations with
regard to the above documents. This is not the limit of Natural England’s advice on the proposals
and other environmental impacts and obligations that will apply, which are not covered in this
response. The above documents recommend the calculations and mitigation proposals are added
to an updated appropriate assessment for the local plan review. Natural England agree this step is
required. Natural England has assessed a sample of the calculations in the spreadsheet but we
have not checked the accuracy of every line or the hydraulic loading calculations.



Summary of Natural England’s advice

As the competent authority, Folkestone and Hythe should satisfy itself that the values chosen and
assumptions made are consistent with others used in the local plan. In addition, they are sufficiently
precautionary to meet the tests for assessments of plans and projects set out in the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations (2017) as amended (HRA). The assumptions have been updated
from previous versions of the calculation to be more precautionary, and now meet those suggested
in the Natural England Nutrient Neutral methodology. Natural England updated our Nutrient Neutral
methodology in November 2020 and the Otterpool and Sellindge calculations use the July version of
the guidance. However, the changes made between July and November advice do not materially
affect the calculations made for the Otterpool and Sellindge sites in the above documents.

Natural England’s advice is that the calculations and mitigation proposals supporting documents
provided above are likely to meet the HRA tests for water quality at the plan level. Our detailed
advice contained in Annex | to this letter. Our role with regards protected species is in Annex .

The advice provided in this letter has been through Natural England’s Quality Assurance
process.

X

The advice provided within the Discretionary Advice Service is the professional advice of the Natural
England adviser named below. It is the best advice that can be given based on the information
provided so far. Its quality and detail is dependent upon the quality and depth of the information
which has been provided. It does not constitute a statutory response or decision, which will be made
by Natural England acting corporately in its role as statutory consultee to the competent authority
after an application has been submitted. The advice given is therefore not binding in any way and is
provided without prejudice to the consideration of any statutory consultation response or decision
which may be made by Natural England in due course. The final judgement on any proposals by
Natural England is reserved until an application is made and will be made on the information then
available, including any modifications to the proposal made after receipt of discretionary advice. All
pre-application advice is subject to review and revision in the light of changes in relevant
considerations, including changes in relation to the facts, scientific knowledge/evidence, policy,
guidance or law. Natural England will not accept any liability for the accuracy, adequacy or
completeness of, nor will any express or implied warranty be given for, the advice. This exclusion
does not extend to any fraudulent misrepresentation made by or on behalf of Natural England.

Yours sincerely

On Behalf of Sussex and Kent Team

Cc I \atural England




Annex 1
Natural England’s detailed advice

1) Requirement for Appropriate Assessment
Natural England is the Statutory Nature Conservation Body with regards consultations on
appropriate assessments for impacts of plans or projects and a statutory consultee on many
planning applications. As the competent authority for the local plan, the Council should satisfy itself
that the plan is able to meet the tests for assessments of plans set out in the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations (2017) as amended (HRA).

The Stodmarsh Nutrient Neutral methodology (NNM) we have proposed is one way for competent
authorities to satisfy themselves that an adverse effect upon integrity of nutrient impacts of
proposals can be avoided with sufficient certainty to meet the HRA tests. Natural England welcome
the proposal (in the updated Arcadis memo) to update the appropriate assessment for the local plan
review. We previously advised the types of information that should be included in the appropriate
assessment (15 September 2020) and have not repeated that information here.

Natural England look forward to receiving the appropriate assessments consultation under the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2017) as amended that is proposed in the
Arcadis updated report.

2) Changes to the calculations from previous versions

Natural England welcomes the changes to the nutrient budget calculations and additional
information. We welcome:

e The confirmation of the potential sewerage service provider (Severn Trent Connect)

e The confirmation of the indicative licence for the new on-site WwTW and demonstration of
discussion with the Environment Agency

e The confirmation that potential adoption of SuDs and wetland mitigation by the service
provider to ensure ongoing maintenance

e The change in design and relative location of wetlands to better intercept nutrients and
provide a permanent flow of water.

e Linking the wetlands to the rainwater harvesting system to help with water efficiency
measures.

e The correction of the previous error with regards to woodland planting nutrient discharge
figures

e The use of the 2.4 occupancy figure

e The inclusion of both 90 litres but also 110 litres per person per day water efficiency figures
in calculation options and for reasons we previously noted the provision of mitigation for the
110 litres consumption figure.

e The inclusion of the two Sellindge parcels CSD9 A and CSD9 B to go to the new proposed
WwTW and the inclusion of their mitigation in the calculations.

o Use of EA’s guidance manual for constructed wetlands, R&D Technical report P2-159/TR2
to provide the high level hydraulic loading assessments to check for efficacy of storm water
drainage (though Natural England has not checked these calculations as it is a matter for
the Environment Agency).

Natural England note the median value of nutrient removal described in Appendix 7 to NN
Methodology appendix has been assumed. Arcadis note that further work will be done to refine this
design and calculation going forward. Natural England consider this assumption to be reasonable
for the large wetland W13 that will receive the hydraulic and nutrient loading from the WwTW and
therefore be most likely to have the highest percentage removal rate of all the wetlands proposed.

Most of the remaining wetlands are small (less than the 2 hectares minimum recommended size for
nutrient removal) and receive storm water flow. Assuming the same nutrient removal rate from
these wetlands as the larger wetlands is not precautionary. Natural England note you have linked



the small storm water wetlands in series to increase their size and probable efficacy. Further
evidence at the planning application stage will be required to ensure these small wetlands do not
become net exporters of nutrients. In addition Natural England note that wetlands are on steep land,
and an allowance has been made for the earthworks required to manage this in the wetlands
surface area calculations. Natural England cannot advise on the efficacy of wetlands on such
topography but recommend the applicant provides evidence for their chosen figures and likely
efficacy.

Next steps

In addition to the updated appropriate assessment we note the mitigation for the small existing
allocations in the “downstream” Wingham and Stour sub-catchment have not been included in these
calculations. The Arcadis note advises the planning authority includes these smaller existing
allocations within the in combination assessment. Natural England concur with this view.

Annex 2
European Protected Species

A licence is required in order to carry out any works that involve certain activities such as capturing
the animals, disturbance, or damaging or destroying their resting or breeding places. Note that
damage or destruction of a breeding site or resting place is an absolute offence and unless the
offences can be avoided (e.g. by timing the works appropriately), it should be licensed. In the first
instance it is for the developer to decide whether a species licence will be needed. The developer
may need to engage specialist advice in making this decision. A licence may be needed to carry
out mitigation work as well as for impacts directly connected with a development. Further
information can be found in Natural England’s 'How to get a licence’ publication.

If the application requires planning permission, it is for the local planning authority to consider
whether the permission would offend against Article 12(1) of the Habitats Directive, and if so,
whether the application would be likely to receive a licence. This should be based on the advice
Natural England provides at formal consultation on the likely impacts on favourable conservation
status and Natural England’s guidance on how the three tests (no alternative solutions, imperative
reasons of overriding public interest and maintenance of favourable conservation status) are applied
when considering licence applications.

Natural England’s pre-submission Screening Service can screen application drafts prior to formal
submission, whether or not the relevant planning permission is already in place. Screening will help
applicants by making an assessment of whether the draft application is likely to meet licensing
requirements, and, if necessary, provide specific guidance on how to address any shortfalls. The
advice should help developers and ecological consultants to better manage the risks or costs they
may face in having to wait until the formal submission stage after planning permission is secured, or
in responding to requests for further information following an initial formal application.

The service will be available for new applications, resubmissions or modifications — depending on
customer requirements. More information can be found on Natural England’s website.



http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G12_tcm6-4116.pdf
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/113030
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/regulation/wildlife/species/epsscreening.aspx

Date: 15 October 2020
Ourref: 15328/318278
Your ref: F&H NN queries

MRTPI MA MSc BSc
Senior Planning Policy Specialist
Folkestone & Hythe District Council,
Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue,
Folkestone, Kent. CT20 2QY.

Customer Services
Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park

BY EMAIL ONLY
Electra Way
| Crewe
Cheshire
CW16GJ
0300 060 3900
Dear Mr R

Discretionary Advice Service (Charged Advice)

Development proposal and location: Folkestone and Hythe District Council proposed local plan
Allocations including Otterpool pertaining to nutrients and their effects on Stodmarsh Special
Protection Area (SPA), Special Area of Conservation (SAC) Ramsar Site, Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI) and National Nature Reserve NNR

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated and received on 01 September 2020 with
additional clarification questions provided on the 9" October 2020.

This advice is being provided as part of Natural England’s Discretionary Advice Service. Folkestone
and Hythe District Council acting as a competent authority and planning authority has asked Natural
England to provide advice upon:
¢ Folkestone and Hythe District Council housing proposals and allocations for their local plan
specifically with respect to issues around nutrient neutrality.

This advice is provided in accordance with the Quotation and Agreement dated12™ June 2020.

The following advice is based upon the information within:
e Otterpool Nutrient Mitigation Preliminary Analysis draft - Technical Memo and appendices
(17 August 2020), on which NE previously commented.
Arcadis Otterpool nutrient mitigation analysis update memo (1 October 2020).
Arcadis Nutrient Neutral Memo appendices (part review only 1 October 2020) .
Updated spreadsheet of Nutrient Neutral calculations (22 September 2020).
Additional follow-up query and clarification by email from James Hammond (9" October
2020).

The advice contained within this letter is restricted to the proposed nutrient neutral calculations with
regard to the above documents. This is not the limit of Natural England’s advice on the proposals
and other environmental impacts and obligations that will apply, which are not covered in this
response. These include an appropriate assessment, which should be produced for the local plan,
or as an additional section in the existing local plan appropriate assessment. Natural England has
assessed a sample of the calculations in the spreadsheet but we have not checked the accuracy of
every line.



Summary of Natural England’s advice

Some of the assumptions are not precautionary, or differ materially from the values suggested in the
Natural England nutrient neutral methodology. Where this is the case, we advise values should be
evidenced in the update to the local plan appropriate assessment that is required. As the
competent authority Folkestone and Hythe should satisfy itself that the values chosen and
assumptions made are consistent with others used in the local plan, and are sufficiently
precautionary to meet the tests for assessments of plans and projects set out in the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations (2017) as amended (HRA).

Natural England’s advice is that the local plan supporting documents have the potential to meet the
HRA tests for water quality at the plan level, subject to suggested changes and amendments
provided in our detailed advice contained in Annex | to this letter. We draw attention to our advice
that additional areas of wetland mitigation may be required above those listed in the Otterpool
updated memo. Clarification of the difference in the nutrient budgets in the updated memo
appendices, compared with those in the Local Plan for Otterpool options is required. Our role with
regards protected species is in Annex Il.

Senior adviser to QA letter and check box below
X The advice provided in this letter has been through Natural England’s Quality Assurance
process

The advice provided within the Discretionary Advice Service is the professional advice of the Natural
England adviser named below. It is the best advice that can be given based on the information
provided so far. Its quality and detail is dependent upon the quality and depth of the information
which has been provided. It does not constitute a statutory response or decision, which will be made
by Natural England acting corporately in its role as statutory consultee to the competent authority
after an application has been submitted. The advice given is therefore not binding in any way and is
provided without prejudice to the consideration of any statutory consultation response or decision
which may be made by Natural England in due course. The final judgement on any proposals by
Natural England is reserved until an application is made and will be made on the information then
available, including any modifications to the proposal made after receipt of discretionary advice. All
pre-application advice is subject to review and revision in the light of changes in relevant
considerations, including changes in relation to the facts, scientific knowledge/evidence, policy,
guidance or law. Natural England will not accept any liability for the accuracy, adequacy or
completeness of, nor will any express or implied warranty be given for, the advice. This exclusion
does not extend to any fraudulent misrepresentation made by or on behalf of Natural England.

Yours sincerely

Senior Water Adviser

On Behalf of Sussex and Kent Team

Cc I \atural England
[ —
I
________________________________



Annex 1
Natural England’s detailed advice

1) Requirement for Appropriate Assessment
Natural England is the statutory Nature Conservation Body with regards consultations on
appropriate assessments for impacts of plans or projects and a statutory consultee on many
planning applications. As the competent authority for the local plan, the Council should satisfy itself
that the plan is able to meet the tests for assessments of plans set out in the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations (2017) as amended (HRA).

The Stodmarsh Nutrient Neutral methodology (NNM) we have proposed is one way for competent
authorities to satisfy themselves that an adverse effect upon integrity of nutrient impacts of
proposals can be avoided with sufficient certainty to meet the HRA tests. An appropriate
assessment should be produced for the local plan, or as an additional section in the existing local
plan appropriate assessment. Natural England is a statutory consultee with regards to appropriate
assessments under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2017) as amended. We
advise the appropriate assessment should include information on any likely significant effects the
planned development could have and how to mitigate those to avoid an adverse effect upon the
integrity of any relevant European sites. It is likely the information contained within the above
documents (subject to the additional information and changes recommended in this letter) will form
an important part of any appropriate assessment/ amendment to the existing local plan appropriate
assessment.

As we previously advised, with respect to nutrients calculation, we recommend that the following
information is included within the updated appropriate assessment:

¢ All the information, values and assumptions made in the nutrient calculations.

¢ Information and evidence to support assumptions used, especially where these deviate from
Natural England’s methodological advice (e.g. the Council’s evidence on occupancy rates
and their long term stability).

e Evidence to support any mitigation planned, including source evidence or link if a website or
copies of documents are not readily or freely available.

o Evidence of types of mitigation (wetlands, proposals) including proposed locations to ensure
the areas of mitigation are draining relevant areas of mitigation land/ WwTW so will function
effectively.

e Any additional hydraulic loading or nutrient loading calculations undertaken for wetlands or
bespoke mitigation.

o Clarification of how long term management of any mitigation land in particular wetland and
other types of SUDS will be secured.

¢ Maps, locations, or identification of how any mitigation that is not within the developer’s
ownership will be secured. In particular, information on mitigation proposals for the
allocations other than Otterpool.

¢ Any information on winter maintenance programmes or other information material to water
quality assessment that may impact the efficacy of proposed nutrient removal systems.

2) Assumptions made in the base calculations- and Precautionary Principle

The information supplied was difficult to assess as the data in the Otterpool updated memo and
accompanying spreadsheet have significantly different nutrient budget figures and therefore
different mitigation requirements. This appears to be due to the more detailed land use and
mitigation proposals supplied in the Otterpool updated memo appendices (15t October), compared



with the Local Plan nutrient budget spreadsheet (September). There are a number of assumptions
and approaches that deviate from those recommended in the NNM or that are not precautionary for
such assumptions.

Below are Natural England’s comments on those assumptions.
1.1 Water Consumption 90 L, 100L & 110 Litres per person per day

The Council has presented calculations for water use of both 100 litres per person per day and 110
litres per person per day in the local plan budget. This is a useful comparator as the resultant
mitigation requirements differ significantly for these two values of water use, and the proposals
include the potential to mitigate for the higher water consumption. However, it is unclear where all
the additional wetlands will be located. Natural England notes that the Otterpool Park technical
memo also includes an option for 90 litres per person per day. Tighter water efficiency standards
are proposed as greywater recycling may be included in the larger developments. Not all greywater
recycling options reduce the flow to WwTW and are not therefore material in terms of nutrient
neutrality. In-house water recycling, for example using bathwater or shower water to flush toilets will
reduce effluent flow. Capturing rain water, and using it for toilet flushing does not reduce flow to
WwTW though it does have water resource benefits.

Natura England recommends 110 litres per person per day, as this is the assumption and target
used by the six water companies in the Water Resources South East plans (including all three of the
water suppliers operating in the Stour Valley) for future planning of water resources and can be
linked to the existing building regulations requirements.

If the Council chooses one of the proposed lower water consumption figures (of 100 or 90 litres per
person per day) it must satisfy itself that it is sufficiently certain this will be achieved and sufficiently
precautionary and that it is likely to be stable for the lifetime of the development. As set out in
section 5.9 of the NNM “It is Natural England’s view that it would be difficult to evidence and secure
delivery of tighter restrictions [than 110L] at this time, to provide certainty for the lifetime of the
development.”

1.2 Household Occupancy 2.18 versus 2.4 people per household
Occupancy rates are a matter for the local authority, but we have provided some observations on
their use. Although 2.18 is lower than the national occupancy figure suggested in the NNM (2.4),
this may reflect genuine differences in the occupancy within the Folkestone and Hythe District
Council Area. Natural England’s advice is that the Council must satisfy itself this figure is well
evidenced and that it is consistent with other decisions related to occupancy made in the local plan
(such as provision for schools, roads or other services). It could then be considered as sufficiently
precautionary for the calculation of nutrients from development.

1.3 Need to separate Upstream and ‘downstream’ catchments
The Core Strategy Review identifies the potential for future growth to provide a total of 8,000-10,000
homes (subject to detailed masterplanning) within the new garden settlement site allocation area
beyond the plan period. The Core Strategy Review also allocates two parcels in Sellindge, labelled
as ‘CSD9 A’ and ‘CSD9 B’, which will accommodate 350 dwellings across the two parcels. These
proposed allocations are within the catchment upstream of Stodmarsh and are planned to discharge
to works in the proposed upstream catchments in the spreadsheet, although the technical options
notes some could in theory be sent to works outside the NNM boundary.

The mitigation in the Otterpool updated memo (1 October) is largely designed for the Otterpool Park
development and does not set out what is planned for the CSD9 A and B in detail in terms of
mitigation. In the email of the 9" October the District Council states:

One would imagine that would could tailor a solution to suit for the two parcels in Sellindge (i.e.
would Natural England be accepting of an on-site solution for the two parcels that will accommodate
162 dwellings and 188 dwellings respectively?), or otherwise go down the route of proposing the



imposition of Grampian conditions as a safeguard. For the policy position the latter option is perhaps
more straightforward to align at this stage.

An on-site new WwTW by an inset provider may or may not be viable for medium sized
developments of this kind, and the Environment Agency has a presumption against private sewage
treatment works in sewered areas. However, depending on the timing of the proposed provisions, it
may be worth the District Council exploring whether the wastewater from these new proposed
allocations ‘CSD9 A’ and ‘CSD9 B’, could be sent to the new works proposed at Otterpool. A new
works of this kind can be designed to accommodate more development provided this is built in to
the planning design This would require more wetland mitigation immediately downstream of the
works than is currently proposed in the Otterpool updated memo and plan. However, there appears
to be space on site to accommodate such a change, albeit necessitating changing the plan outline
map. All such proposals should be discussed with the Environment Agency and the potential
sewerage provider. The nutrient neutral calculations on these new allocation options and any
proposed mitigation should be included within the appropriate assessment update of the local plan.

The other sites referenced are smaller sites that form part of the recently adopted Places and
Policies Local Plan to 2031. The smaller site parcels ND4, ND5, ND8, ND9 and ND10 yield circa
232 dwellings.

ND4, ND5, ND8, ND9 and ND10 are in the little Wingham and Stour sub-catchment, which is a
downstream catchment because water from this sub-catchment enters the lower portion of the
Stodmarsh on the tide. These options are likely to go to a mixture of different WwTW- some to
works outside the Stodmarsh catchment and some to works in a different sub-catchment which are
upstream of the site. Natural England recommends that offsetting is only undertaken in the same
sub-catchment as the impact.

It is not clear from the local plan spreadsheet what is proposed for these smaller developments,
some of which may not need any, or only very limited land use mitigation (as their wastewater goes
to works outside the scope of the NNM). As far as Natural England can tell these allocations do not
have any mitigation proposed currently, but are included in the calculations for the local plan with
notes on the areas of land needed to mitigate using offsetting, and the areas of land needed if
interceptor wetlands are proposed. These options should be included in the in-combination
appropriate assessment update of the local plan allocations, and any mitigation proposals clearly
set out.

1.4 Use of Operator self-monitoring (OSM) and 2024 proposed permit values

The permit and OSM values, as well as agreed values for permits upgrades by 2024, are provided
in the NNM alongside the current permit values. The calculations have used the 2024 or/ and the
OSM values. However, there is a risk that if the Water Industry National Environment Programme
(WINEP) need tighter standards to meet the lakes water quality standards, the upgrades to the
works could be delayed to prevent wasted investment. At the application stage, the use of a
Grampian-style condition related to occupancy may be a potential solution to this. The Environment
Agency has informed Natural England that these proposed upgrades and OSM values are secure to
be used for planning purposes and can therefore be used for the local plan mitigation calculations.

2 Assumptions on Mitigation and likely Efficacy

Location of mitigation in relation to the impacts is critical in determining the likely efficacy of
mitigation. There are three approaches to mitigation proposed in the above listed documents for the
allocations which are proposed to be combined to provide neutrality.

o Offsetting mitigation (indirect mitigation)
As described in section 6.7 to 6.15 of the NNM, offsetting is the change of land use from a high
nutrient land use such as agriculture to a lower nutrient use. This type of mitigation uses the land
use values proposed in the NNM.



The land use calculations for offsetting the existing onsite use appear to largely follow the
methodology with two exceptions. Firstly, the existing allocations (ND4,5,8,9 &10), where it is
unclear what is being proposed as mitigation or how the calculations have been incorporated in the
final mitigation totals. There is no proposal for offsetting land outside of the allocation redline
boundaries, although the calculations of how much land would be required are made.

Secondly is the woodland “mitigation” proposed as part of the Otterpool scheme (table 3 in the
Arcadis updated memo 1%t October). The calculation here has assumed no nutrient discharge from
these to “prevent double counting” and then goes on to propose uptake by woodland as mitigation in
the way that is proposed for wetlands. This results from a misunderstanding of the figures given in
the nutrient neutral methodology (section 6.13).

The rate from semi-natural native woodland planting, likely to equate to 5kg/ha/yr and phosphorous
0.02 kg/halyr, is provided in the document, but these are figures for nutrient loss per year from these
habitats, and not the removal of nutrients. The mitigating value of the planting comes from
reductions compared to existing land uses. Therefore the draft calculations in the Arcadis updated
memo have removed 25 hectares x 5 kg = 125Kg of Nitrogen and 25 hectares x 0.02 hectares= 0.5
Kg of phosphorus from the allocation, when these values should have been added to the figures.

This alters the values for mitigation, with 250Kg Nitrogen and 1Kg phosphorous additional mitigation
required per year. Updated calculations to reflect this change should be included in the draft
appropriate assessment. However, Natural England notes that, based on the updated memo, the
change made by correcting this issue in the appendix spreadsheet would result in only 19.7
hectares of wetland being required. The Otterpool scheme updated memo states that there is
space for 23 hectares of wetlands, although this is not necessarily all in the correct mitigation
locations on the existing outline plan.

¢ Interception (direct mitigation)
Interception is the use of semi-natural habitats that remove nutrients in the long term based on
wetlands, as these can provide the best offsetting potential. One of the best habitats for removal of
nutrients from water are wetlands. Guidance on wetland design for nutrient removal is provided in
Appendix 7 of the Stodmarsh NNM. This is when land between the development and the river or
between the WwTW and the river is changed to a use that will actively remove nutrients. The
location of this land is critical in relation to the efficacy of mitigation, as is the size of the wetland and
the need for permanent flow. The positioning of the largest proposed wetland (11.8 hectares)
downstream of the proposed new WwTW works is likely to offer the best mitigation options. The
inclusion of a series of other wetlands of greater than 2 hectares will also offer significant mitigation.

The total wetland volume proposed in the updated memo for Otterpool is 23 hectares, though some
of this area may offer little in the way of nutrient removal as it may have no permanent flow of water
(as they are storm water wetlands) . This area is less than the total required to mitigate the whole
local plan allocation in the local plan spreadsheet, and less than that required by Otterpool in the
local plan spreadsheet. However, the 23 hectares is more than is required for Otterpool allocation
based on the calculations in the updated memo appendices. The difference appears to be due to
more precise land use allocation by the Otterpool updated memo nutrient calculations than in the
local plan allocation calculations. Natural England recommends that the difference between the two
calculations is examined (following the corrections described above) and that the most well-
evidenced option is included within the updated local plan appropriate assessment.

¢ Direct treatment Mitigation and feasibility of tight permit standards proposed
On the call with Natural England on 9™ October and in your email of the same date you raised the
issue of whether it is feasible to achieve tight standards at WwTW. One of the solutions proposed in
the Otterpool updated memo of 1t October is a new waste water treatment works, with a provisional
suggested discharge permit standard of 7.2 mg/I total nitrogen and 0.1 mg/I total phosphorous,
proposed by Severn Trent Connect.

Permitting and regulating mains WwTW is a matter for the Environment Agency via a regulatory
process with the water sector. In order to help you determine if standards as tight as those



proposed are a feasible option, Natural England is able to share some information with you as it
applies to the information you have provided in your technical note and on the proposed mitigation.

As a result of national trials using innovative techniques by the Environment Agency with the water
sector, Technically Achievable Limit (TAL) for Phosphorous reduction at WwTW was tightened from
0.5 mg P/l to 0.25 mg P/l for PR19 (the 2019 water industry price review). In PR19 the Environment
Agency would not impose permit standards tighter than TAL on a water company, however
companies were able to agree to tighter standards. There are some exceptions to this, for example,
legally enforceable operational agreement standards at Pevensey Levels SAC, Ramsar SSSI in
Sussex of 0.1 and 0.08 mg/I Total Phosphorus on the Hailsham North and South WwTW are agreed
as a stretch target. The upgrades to these two works, which use membrane technology more
frequently used in drinking water treatment, will be completed by 2021. These tight standards will
deliver favourable condition for the SSSI and contribute to favourable conservation status in terms
of water quality for the SAC at Pevensey Levels. Housing which will discharge to these works has
been given permissions with a Grampian-style condition linked to a first occupancy date of
December 2021 since the agreement was first secured in the company’s PR14 business plan and
Environment Agency’s WINEP in 2014.

The proposals by Severn Trent Connect are similar to the operationally agreed standards for sites
that discharge into Pevensey Levels and therefore Natural England sees no obvious reason why
these proposals will not be implementable, but you may wish to confirm this with the Environment
Agency.



Annex 2
European Protected Species

A licence is required in order to carry out any works that involve certain activities such as capturing
the animals, disturbance, or damaging or destroying their resting or breeding places. Note that
damage or destruction of a breeding site or resting place is an absolute offence and unless the
offences can be avoided (e.g. by timing the works appropriately), it should be licensed. In the first
instance it is for the developer to decide whether a species licence will be needed. The developer
may need to engage specialist advice in making this decision. A licence may be needed to carry
out mitigation work as well as for impacts directly connected with a development. Further
information can be found in Natural England’s 'How to get a licence’ publication.

If the application requires planning permission, it is for the local planning authority to consider
whether the permission would offend against Article 12(1) of the Habitats Directive, and if so,
whether the application would be likely to receive a licence. This should be based on the advice
Natural England provides at formal consultation on the likely impacts on favourable conservation
status and Natural England’s guidance on how the three tests (no alternative solutions, imperative
reasons of overriding public interest and maintenance of favourable conservation status) are applied
when considering licence applications.

Natural England’s pre-submission Screening Service can screen application drafts prior to formal
submission, whether or not the relevant planning permission is already in place. Screening will help
applicants by making an assessment of whether the draft application is likely to meet licensing
requirements, and, if necessary, provide specific guidance on how to address any shortfalls. The
advice should help developers and ecological consultants to better manage the risks or costs they
may face in having to wait until the formal submission stage after planning permission is secured, or
in responding to requests for further information following an initial formal application.

The service will be available for new applications, resubmissions or modifications — depending on
customer requirements. More information can be found on Natural England’s website.



http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G12_tcm6-4116.pdf
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/113030
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/regulation/wildlife/species/epsscreening.aspx

Otterpool Park Environmental Statement
Appendix 17.19 Habitats Regulations Assessment

Appendix H: Correspondence with Natural England Regarding the Air Quality
Assessment (emails)



From:

To:

Cc:

Subject: FW: Otterpool Air Quality - assessment of local, national and European sites
Date: 14 July 2021 15:10:00

Attachments: image002.png

image003.jpg

-'

Hope you are well.

Have you had an opportunity to review the email below?

We are trying to confirm what we need to include in the HRA. The bit we are particularly keen to
agree is:

We are looking to confirm that Natural England would consider it acceptable to defer to the
findings of the HRAs completed on behalf of FHDC in support of the People and Policies Plan and
the draft Core Strategy Review as we feel the issues have been explored adequately in these
documents (collectively referred to as the Local Plan documents). Otterpool is included as an

allocated site in FHDCs Local Plan documents and will be built out at g rate and volume that is in
accordance with (but no greater than) the overall quanta assessed in the HRA.

Thanks,

From:_@naturalengland.org.ulo

Sent: 17 March 2021 14:48

To: I -2 cor>

Subject: RE: Otterpool Air Quality - assessment of local, national and European sites

Hello-, thanks for sending that over. I'll review the methodology in the next couple of weeks
and get back to you.

Many thanks,

Lead Adviser | Sustainable Development |Sussex and Kent
Mobile: 07554115631
Working Pattern: Monday-Friday : 09:00-17:00

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, | will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings
and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.



ne-email-signature

=

During the current coronavirus situation, Natural England staff are working remotely and from some offices to
provide our services and support our customers and stakeholders. Although some offices and our Mail Hub
are now open, please continue to send any documents by email or contact us by phone to let us know how we
can help you. See the latest news on the coronavirus at http://www.gov.uk/coronavirus and Natural England’s
regularly updated operational update at https://www.gov.uk/government/news/operational-update-covid-19.

Wash hands. Cover face. Make space.

rror: . 2. 011>

Sent: 17 March 2021 13:36

To:_@naturalengland.org.uk>

Subject: Otterpool Air Quality - assessment of local, national and European sites

Dear-,

| am writing in relation to the proposed methodology which we are looking to adopt regarding
the air quality assessment of ecological receptors regarding operational and construction phase
impacts of the proposed Otterpool Park settlement (referred to as ‘the Garden Settlement” in
Folkestone and Hythe District Council’s (FHDC) People and Policies Plan and Core Strategy
Review documents). | understand you are the NE case officer for this project and | would be
most grateful if you could review the methodology summary below and provide feedback on the
proposed approach.

Ecological Assessment of national and local sites
We have scoped in assessment of the following locally and nationally designated sites:

Assessed for

Location in . Provisionally included for
e Name . . construction dust . o
relation to site ) local air quality impacts?
impacts?
No — outside of
Hatch Park SSSI a;gé(tm tonorth construction dust Yes
study area
No — outside of Yes
ggglbrook Stream 3.6km to east construction dust
study area
Folkestone to No — outside of Yes

3.6km to north

Etchington oast construction dust
SSSI/SAC study area

Lympne Yes
Escarpment SSS| 0.3km to the south  Yes

Gibbins Brook SSSI  0.6km to the north ~ Yes Yes



Otterpool Quarry Within application . N ) .
SSS| site boundary No — site classified for geological features which

are not sensitive to nitrogen or dust.

Folks Wood
Ancient Woodland

Yes —on request of

0.3km to the east Yes ecologist

Harringe Brooks _
Wood Ancient Within boundary Yes Zg;moigtrequeSt of
Woodland g

These will be assessed as per the IAQM’s (2020) guidance; ‘A guide to the assessment of air

quality impacts on designated nature conservation sitesl', to ascertain the impact of the project
in isolation.

Habitats Regulation Assessment (European designations) -
The only site with a European designation that falls into our anticipated study area and would
theoretically require assessment under the Habitats Directive is the Folkestone to Etchinghill

Escarpment SAC. We are looking to confirm that Natural England would consider it acceptable to
defer to the findings of the HRAs completed on behalf of FHDC in support of the People and

Policies Plan and the draft Core Strategy Review as we feel the issues have been explored

adequately in these documents (collectively referred to as the Local Plan documents). Otterpool
is included as an allocated site in FHDCs Local Plan documents and will be built out at a rate and
volume that is in accordance with (but no greater than) the overall guanta assessed in the HRA.

As discussed previously, we refer to the IAQM’s ecological guidance which provides justification
for this approach:

Paragraph 5.3.3 in Stage 1 ‘Scoping’ states that “ For individual planning applications for
conventional residential or mixed-use development where European sites are a consideration, the
assessor should first investigate whether the air quality issues have already been fully explored
for the Local Plan HRA. If this has been done, then it would be appropriate and in line with
government guidance to defer to that over-arching Local Plan assessment. This should be a
suitable approach for windfall development as well as actual allocations, as Local Plans all make
an allowance for a specified quantum of windfall development in particular locations and this
should be included in the strategic Local Plan air quality assessment and HRA.”.

Paragraph 5.3.4 states: “Similarly, if a given local authority believes that Neighbourhood Plans
will be coming forward in their authority boundary, they should consider including any sites
allocated in those plans in their air quality modelling. This would also avoid problems for the
planning application or Neighbourhood Plan that might otherwise result from the Wealden
judgment. Deferring ‘upwards’ to the Local Plan also addresses the undesirable situation of
having multiple traffic and air quality models for a single local authority area and the potential
inconsistencies that can be introduced in such circumstances”

The People and Policies Plan HRAZ (July 2018), assessed the impact of a number of scenarios
regarding various levels of housing growth over the People and Policies Plan period (to 2031) and
the core strategy review period (to 2037). The scenario with the highest level of housing growth
was the core strategy review scenario which considered a maximum build out of 8000 homes
(and associated infrastructure such as employment, education, retail etc) up to 2037, with 6375

of these to be built as part of the Otterpool development3. The HRA concluded that this scenario
would not result in any adverse effect on any European designated sites alone or in combination



with other plans/developments. The same conclusion was reached with the scenarios
considering lower levels of housing growth across both periods.

In January 2020 FHDC published a draft Core Strategy Review? which included a change to
reduce the number of houses built over the core strategy review period to 7700 homes (with

5925 at Otterpool). As a result of these changes, a HRA addendum® was completed accounting
for this lower growth quantum. The HRA addendum concluded that the findings made in the
original HRA’s 8000 homes scenario are still valid, and that as the housing quantum is lower, no
adverse impacts are to be expected at the European sites.

Footnotes
1. IAQM (2020) guidance on assessment of ecologlcal sites:

w
Addendum/pdf/Shepway lLocal Plan_Reg 19 HRA(1.10) Update 2018.pdf?
m=637001651859230000
3. The Otterpool development is included in the People and Policies Plan and FHDC’s most
recent housing estimates in the 2020 draft Core Strategy Review as Policy S56 ‘Garden
Settlement’ (with the overall estimates for FHDC detailed in Policy S52).
4. Draft FHDC core strategy (Jan 2020) https://www.folkestone-

0.pdf?m= 637206487608870000
5. HRA addendum in support of draft Core Strategy

ovember 2019) pdf

Please get in touch if you require any further information or wish to discuss further.

Many thanks

I | Frincipal Air Quality Consultant - Environment

Arcadis Consulting (UK) Ltd | Arcadis House, 34 York Way, London | N1 9AB | UK
www.arcadis.com

Be green, leave it on the screen.

Arcadis Consulting (UK) Limited is a private limited company registered in England & Wales (registered number 02212959).
Registered Office at Arcadis House, 34 York Way, London, N1 SAB, UK. Part of the Arcadis Group of Companies along with other
entities in the UK.



This email and any files transmitted with it are the property of Arcadis and its affiliates. All rights, including without
limitation copyright, are reserved. This email contains information that may be confidential and may also be privileged. It
is for the exclusive use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not an intended recipient, please note that any form of
distr bution, copying or use of this communication or the information in it is strictly proh bited and may be unlawful. If you
have received this communication in error, please return it to the sender and then delete the email and destroy any
copies of it. While reasonable precautions have been taken to ensure that no software or viruses are present in our
emails, we cannot guarantee that this email or any attachment is virus free or has not been intercepted or changed. Any
opinions or other information in this email that do not relate to the official business of Arcadis are neither given nor
endorsed by it.

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it
in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should
destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been
checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England systems, we can accept no
responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems may be
monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful
purposes.
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Appendix I: Natural England comments on the Arcadis approach to Stodmarsh SAC
SPA and Ramsar Site - Neutrality Proposals for Otterpool



Date: 01 June 2021
Ourref: 11529/350700

Customer Services
Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
Cw16GJ

BY EMAIL ONLY

0300 060 3900

Dear Mr Gunasekara

Discretionary Advice Service (Charged Advice)
Development proposal and location: Otterpool Park Development, Ashford Road Sellindge Kent

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated and received on Thursday 22" April 2021.

This advice is being provided as part of Natural England’s Discretionary Advice Service. Folkestone
and Hythe District Council acting as a developer for Otterpool Park has asked Natural England to
provide advice upon:
o Otterpool Park Development proposals specifically with respect to issues around nutrient
neutrality
This advice is provided in accordance with the Quotation and Agreement dated 17" September
2020.

The following advice is based upon the information within:

e Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Drainage Strategy
o Water Cycle Study

In summary the following further information is required:
e Bespoke calculations to show the removal values of the wetlands can be achieved on site.
e Further clarification on the nutrient neutrality calculations, in order to clearly demonstrate
how nutrient neutrality will be achieved at Otterpool.
e More detail on the design of the wetlands.

1. Use of Median Removal Values for Wetlands

In our previous response dated 2" December 2020 (11529/325393) it was stated that using the
median removal values for wetlands was acceptable at the outline stage, but at the detailed stage it
must be demonstrated that these values will be achievable on site. Therefore, bespoke wetland
specific calculations using estimations of hydraulic and nutrient loading are required, which
demonstrate that the efficacy proposed can be achieved at Otterpool.

2. Wetland Design
From the current information provided on the design of the wetlands, it is unclear how they will
remove the required nutrients.

e The calculations state that the required wetland area for phosphorus, using median values is
25.2ha for PCC (Scenario 1) and 24.2ha for PCC (Scenario 2). The total area of wetlands is
currently 24.81ha and therefore for PCC (Scenario 1), either evidence needs to be provided
to show the wetlands will have a higher efficacy rate than the median values, or the total
wetland area needs to be bigger.




¢ In addition only W13 is proposed as being between the new Wastewater Treatment Works
(WwTW) and the river, and therefore appears to be the only one which will intercept the
discharge from the WwTW. It is our understanding that the other wetlands will mitigate water
runoff from the catchment, rather than the phosphorus increase from the WwTW due to the
population increase. As W13 is 11.8ha, and 8.86ha effective wetland, it is unclear how this
will be sufficient to ensure nutrient neutrality. This feedback was given in the initial response
to the design. The calculations need to take account of the location of the wetlands and the
hydraulic loading as described in point 1 above.

Further calculations are therefore required on the total area of wetlands that will intercept the
discharge from the WwTW and the efficacy of the wetlands.

3. Clarification on Nutrient Neutrality Calculations

Further clarification is required on the nutrient neutrality calculations to demonstrate how Otterpool
will be nutrient neutral for phosphorus. If interceptor values are being used then they will need to
intercept the nutrients they are offsetting. Separating the values for land use and wastewater and
the calculations for the wetlands that intercept these is essential to fully demonstrate neutrality.

As stated in our previous response dated 6th October 2020 (ref:11529/325393), with respect to
nutrients calculation we recommend that the following information is included within the appropriate
assessment:

¢ All the information, values and assumptions made in the nutrient calculations

¢ Information and evidence to support assumptions used especially where these deviate from
Natural England’s methodological advice (e.g. the council evidence on occupancy rates and
their long term stability used which is different to the national average occupancy NE
suggest)

e Evidence to support any mitigation planned including source evidence or link if a website or
copies of documents not readily or freely available.

e Evidence of types of mitigation (wetlands, proposals) including proposed locations to ensure
the areas of mitigation are draining relevant areas of mitigation land so will function
effectively.

e Any additional hydraulic loading or nutrient loading calculations undertaken for wetlands.

e Clarification of how long term management of any mitigation land in particular wetland and
other types of SUDS will be secured (some can be expensive to manage in the long term
and the competent authority should satisfy itself the funds for this are available for the
lifetime of the development).

e Maps locations or identification of how any mitigation that is not within the developers
ownership will be secured.

¢ Any information on winter maintenance programme or other information material to water
quality assessment that may impact the efficacy of nutrient removal systems.

| hope the information provided in this letter has been useful, for clarification of any points in this
letter, please contact Amy Croombs at amy.croombs@naturalengland.org.uk or 07554115631.

Senior adviser to QA letter and check box below
X The advice provided in this letter has been through Natural England’s Quality Assurance process

The advice provided within the Discretionary Advice Service is the professional advice of the Natural
England adviser named below. It is the best advice that can be given based on the information
provided so far. Its quality and detail is dependent upon the quality and depth of the information
which has been provided. It does not constitute a statutory response or decision, which will be made
by Natural England acting corporately in its role as statutory consultee to the competent authority
after an application has been submitted. The advice given is therefore not binding in any way and is
provided without prejudice to the consideration of any statutory consultation response or decision


mailto:amy.croombs@naturalengland.org.uk

which may be made by Natural England in due course. The final judgement on any proposals by
Natural England is reserved until an application is made and will be made on the information then
available, including any modifications to the proposal made after receipt of discretionary advice. All
pre-application advice is subject to review and revision in the light of changes in relevant
considerations, including changes in relation to the facts, scientific knowledge/evidence, policy,
guidance or law. Natural England will not accept any liability for the accuracy, adequacy or
completeness of, nor will any express or implied warranty be given for, the advice. This exclusion
does not extend to any fraudulent misrepresentation made by or on behalf of Natural England.

Yours sincerely,

Amy Croombs
Sustainable Development — Sussex and Kent

Cc commercialservices@naturalengland.org.uk



Annex 1
European Protected Species

A licence is required in order to carry out any works that involve certain activities such as capturing
the animals, disturbance, or damaging or destroying their resting or breeding places. Note that
damage or destruction of a breeding site or resting place is an absolute offence and unless the
offences can be avoided (e.g. by timing the works appropriately), it should be licensed. In the first
instance it is for the developer to decide whether a species licence will be needed. The developer
may need to engage specialist advice in making this decision. A licence may be needed to carry
out mitigation work as well as for impacts directly connected with a development. Further
information can be found in Natural England’s 'How to get a licence’ publication.

If the application requires planning permission, it is for the local planning authority to consider
whether the permission would offend against Article 12(1) of the Habitats Directive, and if so,
whether the application would be likely to receive a licence. This should be based on the advice
Natural England provides at formal consultation on the likely impacts on favourable conservation
status and Natural England’s guidance on how the three tests (no alternative solutions, imperative
reasons of overriding public interest and maintenance of favourable conservation status) are applied
when considering licence applications.

Natural England’s pre-submission Screening Service can screen application drafts prior to formal
submission, whether or not the relevant planning permission is already in place. Screening will help
applicants by making an assessment of whether the draft application is likely to meet licensing
requirements, and, if necessary, provide specific guidance on how to address any shortfalls. The
advice should help developers and ecological consultants to better manage the risks or costs they
may face in having to wait until the formal submission stage after planning permission is secured, or
in responding to requests for further information following an initial formal application.

The service will be available for new applications, resubmissions or modifications — depending on
customer requirements. More information can be found on Natural England’s website.



http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G12_tcm6-4116.pdf
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/113030
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/regulation/wildlife/species/epsscreening.aspx
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Appendix J: Statement of Common Ground — Folkestone and Hythe District Council
and Natural England
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Appendix K: Local Plan HRA 2019 Addendum (deferred to in relation to Air Quality)
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Chapter 1

Background

This addendum report has been produced in response to changes to the Folkestone and Hythe
Core Strategy Review, which contains a new housing need figure following the publication of the
Government's new standard methodology for calculating housing need.

This addendum considers the implications of the new calculated housing need for the HRA findings
reported previously and should be read in conjunction with the HRA report.

Proposed Changes to the Core Strategy Review

Folkestone & Hythe District Council has prepared a schedule of Proposed Changes to the Proposed
Submission version of the Core Strategy Review, to reflect the changes set out above as well as
any evidence base updates. The schedule contains changes to the wording contained within
Policies SS2 (Housing and the Economy Growth Strategy) and SS6 (New Garden Settlement —
Development Requirements), as well as the text in chapters 4 and 5 of the Core Strategy Review.

A review of the schedule of proposed changes to the Core Strategy Review identified changes to
housing requirements to the following policies:

e Policy SS2: Housing and Economy Strategy — this policy makes provision for 13,515 new
homes with an average minimum of 738 dwellings a year over the plan period between
2019/20 to 2036/37, in line with the new standard methodology. This is an increase in 670
new homes compared to the previous iteration of the Core Strategy Review, which proposed
12,845 with an average of 676 new dwellings a year over the plan period between 2018/19 to
2036/37. Table 1.1 outlines the delivery of this housing over the plan period.

Table 1.1 Core Strategy Review — a breakdown of housing supply

Source of Housing Supply

Proposed revisions to
housing delivery of the Core
Strategy Review
Submission Draft
(2019/20-2036/37),
following review of sources
of housing supply

Proposed housing delivery
set out in Core Strategy
Review Submission Draft

Current planning permissions
and sites under construction
(with adjustment for lapsed
permissions)

4,274

4,100

Places and Policies Local Plan
and 2013 Core Strategy sites
without planning permission

1703

1400

Windfall allowance (95 homes
a year over 15 years)

1425

935

New garden settlement (Core
Strategy Review policies SS6-

5,925

6375

Folkestone and Hythe Core Strategy Review
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Source of Housing Supply Proposed revisions to Proposed housing delivery
housing delivery of the Core | set out in Core Strategy
Strategy Review Review Submission Draft

Submission Draft
(2019/20-2036/37),
following review of sources
of housing supply

SS9)

Expansion of Sellindge (Core 188 350
Strategy Review policy CSD9)
(part of allocation without
permission)

Total Core Strategy 13,515 12,845
Review plan period

e Policy SS6: New Garden Settlement — Development Requirements — this policy makes
provision for 5925 new homes within the Core Strategy Review plan period (2019/20-
2036/37). This is a decrease of 450 new homes compared to the previous iteration of the Core
Strategy Review, which proposed 6375 new homes over the plan period. However, no changes
are proposed to the overall amount of development allowed for by Policy SS6.

1.5 Policy SS2 specifically relates to new housing targets in relation to Policies SS6-9 and CSD9. In
line with the approach taken in the HRA, these changes will be assessed in relation to the specific
housing policies.

Approach to the HRA Addendum

1.6 The approach to undertaking the HRA set out in this addendum is in accordance with the method
set out in the main HRA report which accompanied the Proposed Submission Core Strategy
Review as listed above.

HRA Findings

Air Pollution

1.7 Proposed changes to the housing targets outlined in policy SS2, which will be delivered via policy
SS6 and CSD9 as part of the Core Strategy Review have potential to result in impacts to
European sites from increased air pollution. A review of the air quality assessment previously
completed as part of the HRA has been undertaken to determine whether the findings of this
assessment remain valid based on the scenario that the Core Strategy Review will make provision
for an additional 8,000 new dwellings within the District. Modelling took account not only of
forecast traffic growth arising from the Places and Policies Local Plan and Core Strategy Review,
but also forecast growth arising from all other sources (e.g. surrounding authorities) over the
same time period.

1.8 Based on proposed changes to policy SS2 and SS6 the following additional housing will be
delivered:

e 5,925 dwellings to be delivered through the allocated garden settlement (Policy SS6), within the
plan period;

e 350 (162 granted consent, 188 allocations remaining) through the expansion of Sellindge (Policy
CsSD9); and

Folkestone and Hythe Core Strategy Review 2 November 2019



e 1,425 (95 homes over 15 years) as part of the ‘Windfall sites’.

1.9 This provides a total of 7,700 additional houses over the plan period. This figure continues to fall
below the threshold for the assessment scenario for the delivery of an additional 8,000 new
homes, which concluded no adverse effects in relation to all European sites. This includes
Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC providing the mitigation and avoidance safeguards
outlined in the air quality assessment are implemented. In light of changes to the housing
target in policy SS2 and provision of housing delivered in policy SS6, it can therefore be
concluded that the findings of the HRA remain valid. Impacts from air pollution to
European sites identified within the HRA will be adequately mitigated for and will not
lead to adverse effects on integrity either alone or in-combination with other plans and
projects.

Recreation

1.10 Proposed changes to the housing target as detailed in policy SS2 of the Core Strategy Review will
not result in the provision of additional site allocations but will result in changes to the number of
houses delivered within the district. This will primarily result in a decrease in houses delivered by
a total of 450 dwellings under policy SS6 within the Core Strategy Review plan period, which
proposes the development of a new garden settlement. However, the overall amount of
development allowed for by policy SS6 remains unchanged. This will result in a reduced impact
from recreation on Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC and Dungeness Romney Marsh and
Rye Bay SPA/Ramsar alone and in-combination with other plans and projects. Due to distance and
a lack of unique coastal features, all other European sites were considered unlikely to be affected
by increased recreational pressure from development within this site allocation. Based on the
above, it can be concluded the findings presented in the HRA remain valid. Impacts
from recreational pressure to Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC and Dungeness
Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA/Ramsar identified within the HRA will be adequately
mitigated for and will not lead to adverse effects on integrity either alone or in-
combination with other plans and projects.

Physical Damage/Loss (offsite)

1.11 The proposed development in policy SS6 will result in changes to the number of dwellings within
the existing allocation proposed in the Core Strategy Review plan period. However, the overall
amount of development allowed for by policy SS6 remains unchanged. This will not lead to the
provision of additional site allocations within the district and as found with the HRA the impacts
from offsite physical damage and loss to Dungeness SAC and Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye
Bay SPA/Ramsar, which is located over 12km from the nearest allocation, will not result in likely
significant effects, either alone or in-combination with other plans and projects. In light of the
changes to the provision of housing to policy SS6, it can be concluded that the findings
presented in the HRA remain valid. Impacts from physical damage and loss (offsite) to
Dungeness SAC and Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA/Ramsar identified
within the HRA will not result in likely significant effects either alone or in-combination
with other plans and projects.

Water Quality and Quantity

1.12 The HRA considered the potential impacts to Dungeness SAC and Dungeness, Romney Marsh and
Rye Bay SPA/Ramsar in relation to changes to water quality and quantity as a result of increased
development within the district. The findings of the HRA concluded that due to a lack of
hydrological connectivity and distance of these European sites from the nearest site allocation
that there was no pathway by which policies in the Core Strategy Review could result in a likely
significant effect to these European sites. Given that the proposed changes to the provision
of housing in relation to SS6 will not result in additional site allocations within the
district, it can be confirmed that the findings presented in the HRA remain valid.
Impacts from water quality and quantity to Dungeness SAC and Dungeness, Romney
Marsh and Rye Bay SPA/Ramsar identified within the HRA will not result in likely
significant effects either alone or in-combination with other plans and projects.

November 2019
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Conclusion

1.13 The HRA work to date for the Folkestone and Hythe Core Strategy Review has concluded that the
Plan would not result in adverse effects on the integrity of any European site. This HRA Addendum
has considered whether those HRA findings would be altered as a result of changes to the
proposed housing supply over the plan period.

1.14 1t can be concluded that the findings of the HRA report remain consistent and accurate
and that subject to the provisions listed in the HRA report, the Folkestone and Hythe
Core Strategy Review will not result in adverse effects on European Sites either alone or
in-combination.

Folkestone and Hythe Core Strategy Review 4 November 2019
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