RESPONSES TO THE WHITFIELD MASTERPLAN SPD HRA CONSULTATION RESULTS, March 2011
The development of a plan from strategy to delivery is an iterative process of testing and refining. Such plans which are also required to address appropriate assessment under Section 61 et seq. of the Conservation of Species and Habitats Regulations 2010 (the Habitats Regulations), need an iterative approach to that particular procedure.

It is now common to refer to those iterations relating to appropriate assessment (AA) which are not directly related to planning applications as ‘habitats regulations assessment’ (HRA).

The strategic allocation of development at Whitfield in the Core Strategy and its accompanying HRA have passed Examination in Public and in the last year work has progressed on production of a masterplan with its own HRA. A draft HRA1 was subject to public consultation for eight weeks from Monday, 4th October until Monday, 29th November 2010. During and following this period of consultation work has continued on analysing, testing and refining the propositions within the draft HRA. This paper represents a response to that draft HRA considering the various responses from consultees in respect of those technical matters pertinent to the HRA. It is not intended to respond to all facets of objections. It represents another iterative stage in the process of masterplan development and will, itself, inform the final SPD HRA.

The format of the document is as a screening table, in which the various issues identified in the draft HRA and the consultee responses are identified, with a short (headline) analysis of issues needing resolution and a final column listing the current response to that further analysis. For issues that have required in-depth analysis, that work is appended to the document, together with salient references. The areas of concern are traffic-light colour-coded to indicate whether an issue can be screened out (green), whether mitigation is considered feasible (yellow) and whether further work is required to increase certainty of impacts (red).

Technical objections and comments were only received from Natural England, Kent Wildlife Trust and RSPB. The commentaries have been paraphrased but there are clear links to the representations received.

‘European Sites’ is used to cover all the sites which come within the habitats regulations. Individually, these are abbreviated as follows:

Lydden Temple Ewell Special Area of Conservation (SAC): LTE

Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC: FEE

Dover to Kingsdown cliffs SAC: DKC

Sandwich Bay SAC: SB

Thanet Coast Marine SAC: TCM

Thanet Coast Special Protection Area for Birds (SPA): TC SPA

Thanet Coast Ramsar Site: TC Ramsar

Additionally, WUE = Whitfield Urban Expansion

	Issue As Raised in Draft HRA
	Consultee Response 
	Analysis
	Screening

	Nitrogen Deposition - LTE
	
	
	

	Respondent
	Ref
	ID
	
	
	

	Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT)

Natural England (NE) 
	3

3.47

3.48
	20

12

13
	KWT (3/20): The Masterplan and the HRA state that there will be a 60% increase in traffic along the A2. Sensitivity modelling undertaken by Peter Bretts Associates (PBA) predicts there will be a 1.3% increase in nitrogen deposition as a result of the increased traffic. 
	A late submission of a technical note by PBA2 indicates that the proposed roundabout and access from the A2 to WUE will reduce the in-combination traffic movement on the A2 relative to the model for Dover growth without WUE in 2021 at LTE.
	There are issues of concern at LTE due to in-combination effects for all Dover growth. However, the full build out of WUE will have no contributory impact and may be screened out.

	
	
	
	KWT (3/20): Although it is the practice to disregard the first 1% there is no de minimis level specified in European law. …
	1% of APIS3 minimum critical load (CLmin) is a process contribution which is agreed by the relevant statutory agencies to be insignificant.
	

	
	
	
	KWT (3/20): The existing nitrogen deposition figure of 20.2kg/N/ha/yr shows that the site is already well within the parameters of the critical load as calculated by APIS. Therefore it is likely that damage is already occurring.
	The CL range is applied to acidity calculations. For N deposition alone, CLmin is the relevant figure. N deposition is just one of several drivers of ecological change on chalk grassland, which have complex interactions. As such, CLs are indicative of potential for change rather than determinants of such.
	

	
	
	
	KWT (3/10): The increase of 1.3% will intensify this damage especially when viewed in-combination with other developments within the area… 
	The data has been superseded.
	

	
	
	
	KWT (3/20): Condition is assessed in regards to the SSSI features not those which qualify the site as an SAC. The condition of the site bears no relationship to the impacts caused by nitrogen deposition.

NE (3.47/12): It should be noted that the condition assessments undertaken at the site are for the SSSI interest features and not the SAC. It should be noted that common standards monitoring is not sufficiently sensitive to detect changes to habitats and species assemblages as a result of changes in air quality.
	Accepted, although there appears to be little information on key indicators for quality in the Festuco-Brometalia. As such, SSSI condition indicators are the nearest quality measures there are.
	

	
	
	
	KWT (3/20): There appears to be no assessment of the impacts of the proposed road works or the Park and Ride either within the Masterplan or the HRA. The proposed mitigation of a sustainable transport plan has not been assessed to ensure that implementation would lead to no impact on LTE.

NE (3.48/13): concerns are raised in respect of loss of greenspace and access to such; and possible HRA impacts.
	Long term planning requires safeguarding for proposals that may have value in the future. For the Park and Ride it is not possible in the context of current knowledge to predict outcomes such as Nitrogen deposition and testing of such must await more concrete proposals. However, it is wise to safeguard a conceptual Park and Ride location at this stage so long as it does not jeopardise any required dedicated mitigation areas (see below), or cause significant rupturing of the planned green infrastructure 


	

	Recreational Impact - LTE
	Consultee Response 
	Analysis
	Screening

	KWT 


	3.4


	24


	KWT (3/24): The survey did not follow a valid statistical method which would estimate the likely increase in pressure
	The visitor survey4 focused on what is commonly agreed to be the main recreational impact pathway for LTE. Subsequent application of demographics then provides an estimate of increased recreational pressure. A briefing note response in respect of methodology is supplied by Aspect Ecology in Appendix 6.
	Use Dedicated Mitigation Areas (DMA) (Appendix 1) principle to allocate mitigation areas for each phase of WUE.

	NE


	3.29
	8
	KWT (3/24): There is no assessment of the impact on the SAC from visitor pressure within the HRA and therefore no appropriate mitigation can be reliably formulated.

NE (3.25/6) has concerns that the area of alternative 

greenspace to ensure increased recreational pressures upon the Natural 2000 sites are avoided has not been specified.
	Sections 3.23 and 3.24 of the HRA consider the impact of visitor pressure; however, it concludes that the quantum of greenspace provided within the masterplan is adequate to prevent adverse recreational pressure. This conclusion is not considered to provide enough certainty, given that this is a multi-phase project.
The visitor survey results have fed into calculations on Dedicated Mitigation Areas (DMA) (Appendix 1) for each phase of the WUE. Commentary on the draft DMA by Aspect Ecology5 includes a range of extra mitigation measures should the DMA prove inadequate.
	

	NE

NE
	3.25

7.3
	6

17
	Recommends that the effectiveness of the green infrastructure provision for each phase of the development in encouraging users away from the designated sites should be monitored. The results of this monitoring should then be used to inform the detailed design and quantum of green infrastructure provision that will be required for the next phase of the expansion.
	See above. Also, it is considered that monitoring of the impacts of development on LTE is made a condition on each planning application for WUE and future phase approvals be dependent upon earlier mitigation being shown to function properly.
	

	NE 
	3.26

3.36
	7

11
	Acknowledges the areas of open space that are to be provided as part of the urban expansion. However, not all of this will be semi-natural habitat will provide a similar experience to that within the designated sites.


	Ongoing discussions established the need for a SANGS (Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space) approach and this is reflected in the DMA document.
	

	NE 
	3.31
	9
	Recommends that this part of the assessment needs to be strengthened to ensure that the green infrastructure is fully functioning before works commence on the application site for each phase. That is, the green infrastructure for Phase 1 should be the first part of the development to be undertaken and should be fully functional before the first occupation of a dwelling. 
	This important aspect of phasing is dealt with in the Delivery chapter of the SPD.
	

	N Deposition – DKC
	Consultee Response 
	Analysis
	Screening

	KWT
	4
	21
	Does not agree with the conclusions within the HRA that there will be less than 1% increase in nitrogen deposition on Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC as it cannot find any evidence for this assumption. 


	The analysis in the draft HRA did not have the benefit of traffic growth figures. The WSP traffic forecasts6 are of concern. More testing and analysis is needed to accurately determine the level of mitigation that might be necessary.
	Overall growth in Dover will cause exceedence of N deposition. The analysis is given in Appendix 2. The proportion attributable to WUE may, however, be quite limited.


	Recreational Impact – DKC
	Consultee Response 
	Analysis
	Screening

	NE

KWT
	4.8

4
	14

25
	NE (4.8/14) and KWT (4/25): it is inappropriate to extrapolate data from LTE for use at DKC
	Agreed. Use of anecdotal information in the draft HRA has no evidence base. A new analysis carried out on the basis of season ticket holders to the White Cliffs Visitor Centre (Appendix 3) indicates there would be insignificant recreational impact. 
	Recreational impacts on DKC may be screened out.

	N deposition- FEE
	Consultee Response 
	Analysis
	Screening

	KWT
	5
	22
	Considers that there is no reliable evidence on which to base the assumptions in the HRA
	The assumptions are derived from APIS and recalculation indicates they are sound in that traffic movements would have to increase by 143% to approach the CLmin.
	FEE N deposition may be screened out. 

	Recreational Impact – TC SPA and TC R
	Consultee Response 
	Analysis
	Screening

	KWT

RSPB 
	6

7
	20

3
	KWT (6/20): concern is raised over the Visitor survey data used in the HRA.

RSPB (7/3): concern is raised over lack of information relating to the ‘interim mitigation framework’
	Further surveys (Draft Dover GI Survey, 20117 and Dover Visitors’ Survey, 20118) have been undertaken. The latter focuses on Deal to Pegwell Bay to provide a baseline of activity, to inform potential increase in recreational impact. This indicates that there is little interchange of visitors between Thanet and Dover at rural coastal locations (notably Pegwell Bay for Thanet and Sandwich Bay for Dover). There are also indications from the draft Dover GI Survey at Whitfield that residents from there have no interest in visiting Pegwell Bay.

Additionally, existing survey information held for Pegwell Bay recently been accessed9 (12/2010). This supports the evidence that the contribution to recreational pressure from WUE is likely to insignificant and that Thanet contributions to recreational pressure at Pegwell Bay could be overwhelming in comparison to any generated by extra Dover housing.

The ‘interim mitigation framework’ has been superseded.
	Survey information indicates that only in-combination impacts for Deal and Sandwich housing need be considered and that would only apply to the Sandwich Bay to Deal coastal areas within European sites. Furthermore since the current Deal housing allocation of 1600 houses is to satisfy local requirements (i.e. a redistribution of existing residents), the Deal element of in-combination impacts is insignificant. 

	NE

KWT

RSPB
	6.26

6

7
	16

26

3


	All organisations are concerned regarding the deliverability of any mitigation. Additionally, RSPB question the efficacy of any pre-existing measures.
	There is an inherent assumption that mitigation for additional housing in Dover is necessary, based partly on the pre-existing disturbance that is occurring, particularly at Pegwell Bay. Survey work supports the contention that such disturbance at Pegwell Bay emanates from Thanet. Disturbance at Sandwich Bay, which is also recognised, emanates from Sandwich and Deal.

Analysis of the Dover Visitor Survey indicates the contribution of extra housing in Dover will have limited impact at Sandwich Bay, southwards and no significant impact at Pegwell Bay.
	

	NE
	6.3
	15
	Considers measures should be included to encourage the re-colonisation by Little Terns.
	The abandonment of nesting by Little Terns has no single explanation and, while this species is a feature of the SPA designation, any re-introduction measures would appear to reach beyond ‘mitigation’.
	

	KWT
	7
	27
	Conclusion is that there is inadequate information in respect of HRA
	Acknowledged for the draft HRA; it is an iterative process.
	

	NE
	7.4
	19
	Supports the provision of interpretation boards and dog bins for WUE
	Agreed that interpretation boards for WUE would be of benefit, as would householder information packs, but dog bin provision on 3rd party land is probably unrealistic.
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Appendix 1
DEDICATED MITIGATION AREAS WITHIN THE WHITFIELD URBAN EXPANSION

Introduction: Legal Requirements; Policy; Equitable Demands

Green Infrastructure (GI) has an important role in the promotion and provision of sustainable green spaces and, though its multi-functionality, can assimilate mitigation for potential recreational impacts on European sites. According to the draft HRA of the Whitfield Urban Expansion (WUE) masterplan the proposed quantum of green space is sufficient that, with certain other features, such as access management, there should be no adverse effect on the integrity of Lydden Temple Ewell (LTE) SAC.

Clearly, without any green space allocation, the integrity of the SAC is not assured, leading to the requirement for mitigation and it has been a consistent approach of DDC that while SAC mitigation may result in GI, such mitigation is legally required and must be identifiable as such. Consequently, simply to follow the approach of the draft HRA, would require that all the green space at WUE devoted to green corridors and open grassland areas must comprise SAC mitigation and needs to be identified as such. Being so defined, it would then be amenable to monitoring for efficacy in deflecting recreational activity (primarily dog walking) away from the SAC. 

This may seem practical at one level, but such an approach may be challenged at the planning application stage in that mitigation should be no more or less than is required to achieve its purpose and the draft HRA approach does not allow for this.

Additionally, in compliance with the requirements of the Habitats Regulations when considering in-combination impacts, the smallest element of WUE that can be taken forward through a planning application will have to state its own mitigation, in addition to its contribution to the overall mitigation, in such a manner as to be controllable, such as through a S.106 agreement. Such a contribution should be equitable.

The following analysis, based on the findings of Aspect Ecology’s SAC visitor study1, attempts to focus on equitable mitigation for developments such that defined areas can be mapped and controlled through S.106 agreements. It also considers the need to build in flexibility. Such an analysis appears to be novel and, consequently, relies on a common-sense approach.

The Area Needed to Mitigate For

The starting point has to be the total areas: 49.2 Ha of non-wooded green space is proposed for WUE, compared with 61.7 Ha SAC (of which 46.3 Ha is grassland). However, as the Aspect Ecology visitor survey revealed, for WUE-LTE interactions, only the eastern end of the LTE (East of Woodville Hall) acts as a recreational resource for Whitfield and the SAC/SSSI component of that is some 14 Ha. Allowing for an envelope around this to protect against visual disturbance produces an area of approximately 40 Ha. This is relevant as a description of the visual amenity provided by LTE; then the additional non-SAC hectarage which is introduced below and used for later calculations could be considered to provide one element of the enhancement needed of mitigation areas for recreational visitors.

The recreation survey carried out by Aspect Ecology on the SAC in 2010 gives information on the distance walked and also indicates, in simple terms, behaviour (i.e. the use of a circuit). From this it is possible to determine the average area use by someone walking a dog in this locality. This amounts to some 19 Ha of SAC/SSSI/NNR with a peripheral distance of 2.5Km.

To create a baseline for a similar recreational experience, there should be an allowance of such a space as a minimum as a new recreational space will be not be able to re-create the same landscape and vegetation attributes of the LTE escarpment. It is, therefore, considered that the bulking up of mitigation from the 14 Ha SAC to 19 Ha SAC/SSSI/NNR is not unreasonable.
Population Increase-based Mitigation

Whitfield Parish has some 4600 inhabitants and the provision of housing at WUE will eventually increase this by some 13,000, a 2.8-fold additional population. It is self-evident that reproducing just one area equivalent to that currently used at LTE will not be sufficient. If 19 Ha is taken, albeit arbitrarily, as the necessary recreational mitigation and, if the increase in population were wrapped around the SAC, then the development mitigation (DM) may need to be 53.2 Ha (2.8 x 19 Ha). This is a precautionary approach, which should be applied in the first instance, in accordance with the Habitats Regulations. The application of monitoring would allow refinement in the calculations as the project progresses. 

The usable GI planned for WUE is 49.2 Ha and it is distributed in a series of large green space segments, gradually distancing themselves from LTE, rather than wrapping around the SAC. The DM should be adjusted to reflect this distribution of green space. The role of each segment in mitigation needs to be considered in the context of the main users of the SAC as identified by Aspect Ecology.  

Table 1 indicates the relationship of proposed new neighbourhoods with the SAC and generates a hypothetical Recreational pressure (Rp) based on an assumption of no other large green space provision (i.e. each neighbourhood can be developed alone).

Locations:
LH = Light Hill



PW = Parsonage Whitfield



SC = Shepherd’s Cross



NW = Napchester Whitfield



LW = Lenacre Whitfield



TW = Temple Whitfield

All extensions are included in the adjoining neighbourhood. A centroid approximating to the centre of each neighbourhood is used .The distance is taken to the Green Lane access to LTE.

	Centroid Location
	Quantum

Of Houses
	Distance (d) m
	Return Distance (2d) m
	Recreational Pressure (Rp)

Q/2d
	%Rp
	(%Rp

	LH
	1420
	1876
	3752
	0.3785
	14.93
	14.93

	PW
	430
	1650
	3300
	0.1303
	5.15
	20.08

	SC
	880
	1743
	3486
	0.2525
	9.96
	30.04

	NW
	1080
	1949
	3898
	0.2771
	10.92
	40.96

	LW
	1250
	1172
	2344
	0.5333
	21.04
	62.00

	TW
	690
	  358
	716
	0.9637
	38.00
	100.

	(WUE
	5750
	
	
	
	100
	


Table 1: Calculating the Recreational pressure (Rp)

Dog-Fouling Impacts on the SAC

Aspect Ecology found that 71% of SAC visitors were dog-walking, compared with a lowland England average of 25-50%2.

Faeces tend to be deposited within 10 minutes of a walk starting and within 1 m of path unless the dog is running around2. At an average walking speed of 5km/hour, this would indicate that dog-fouling generally occurs within 800 m from the start of a walk. Column (d) in Table 1 indicates that from the neighbourhood centroids, dog-fouling is unlikely to take place on the SAC, except from Temple Whitfield (and Temple Ewell).

Dog-walking Impacts on the SAC

Apart from fouling, other impacts of dog walking at LTE are the trampling of vegetation particularly on regularly used routes, and the disturbance to grazing stock by free-running dogs. Trampling causes compaction of soils and eutrophication resulting in a localised change in plant community, whilst stock disturbance can lead to under-grazing as grazing animals will avoid those areas where dogs habitually occur. This latter impact is of particular importance in that the area of the SAC which might be subject to elevated atmospheric nitrogen deposition is also 
 Aspect Ecology found that nearly 50% of visitors walked less than 2 km within the LTE SAC and used regular routes. A rough calculation shows that the majority of Temple Ewell-based visitors walk less than 500m to the SAC (1km return) which is half that of the majority of Whitfield-based visitors who may walk up to 2km (return) to the SAC. This probably reflects terrain as well as the nearness of open space provision.

Aspect Ecology found that over 90% of the visitors to the SAC walked less than 3 km within that site. Therefore, it would seem reasonable to assume 5Km would be an average distance for dog-walking from Whitfield.

If a reasonable daily maximum dog-walk out of Whitfield were taken to be 5Km, or one hour, it would appear that all dog-walkers from the centroids of the new neighbourhoods could access the SAC.

In more detail, Column (2d) in Table 1, indicates that for all but one of the neighbourhoods, the walking distance to the SAC is over 2km, with the majority being  over 3 Km;  the exception is Temple Whitfield at under 500m . Impacts on the SAC from the more distant neighbourhoods will be less, although this may not substantially reduce impacts at the eastern end. The route to the SAC also needs consideration.

Green Space Deflection and the Sandwich Road (The Urban Route Factor)

A further factor that may to be taken into account in consideration of dog-walking is proximity to large areas of green space. It is more likely that, rather than walk through urban streets for some distance to access the SAC, the provision of nearer space could deflect walkers, particularly if there was enhanced provision on these sites. Sandwich Road provides a convenient separator for this: walkers from neighbourhoods to the east can only access the SAC by going through the urban area, whereas walkers to the west can skirt the built-up area. This also works in reverse when considering how much, if any, of the green space provision to the east will mitigate for housing to the west. It is unlikely that any could function thus.

The conclusion from this is that mitigation must be applied most strongly to the west of Sandwich Road and that no green space to the east of Sandwich Road can reasonably be used as a deflector for neighbourhoods to the west. A simple urban route factor (urf) has been incorporated into the calculations for determining the area/neighbourhood required for mitigation.

Different Approaches
There is no guidance to help address the issue of mitigation in the circumstances of WUE. 

The use of a projected ‘nominal’ DM of 53.2 Ha has been mentioned, based on increased population number but this ignores distance from the site. An alternative is to use the Rp, which is based on distance and quantum of housing.

A simple formula involves converting the %Rp for each neighbourhood into Ha, based on the premise that 100%Rp = 53.2Ha. This could also be modified by first adjusting the Rp by the urban route factor. The results of these calculations is laid out in Table 2

	Centroid Location
	%Rp
	Ha

100%Rp = 53.2
	
	urf
	urf corrected

Rp
	% urf corrected

Rp
	Ha

100%Rp corrected = 53.2

	LH
	14.93
	7.94
	
	0.50
	0.1865
	8.96
	4.77

	PW
	5.15
	2.74
	
	0.50
	0.0651
	3.13
	1.67

	SC
	9.96
	5.30
	
	0.50
	0.1263
	6.07
	3.23

	NW
	10.92
	5.81
	
	0.75
	0.2078
	9.98
	5.31

	LW
	21.04
	11.19
	
	1.00
	0.5333
	25.62
	13.63

	TW
	38.00
	20.22
	
	1.00
	0.9637
	46.29
	24.63

	(WUE
	100
	53.20
	
	
	2.0818
	100
	53.24


Table 2: Calculation of neighbourhood mitigation areas, based on a DM of 53.2 Ha

These approaches both require further land for mitigation than is available as open green space within the GI for all WUE. In both cases, however, the excess requirement occurs at TW. In the masterplan, the field to the south of Temple Farm provides approximately 7 Ha open space, which is a shortfall of between 13 to 17 Ha for mitigation.

Another approach would be to take one neighbourhood, in this case TW, due to its proximity to the SAC, to provide 100% mitigation (19Ha) and then calculate the relative %DM for the other sites based on their proportion of Rp:

e.g. for LH, %DM = 100/38 x 14.93 = 39.29

	Centroid Location
	%Rp
	%DM based on SAC usage
	urf

corrected %DM
	DM Mitigation Area (Ha)

	LH
	14.93
	39.29
	19.95
	3.79

	PW
	5.15
	13.55
	6.78
	1.29

	SC
	9.96
	26.21
	13.11
	2.49

	NW
	10.92
	28.74
	21.56
	4.10

	LW
	21.04
	55.37
	55.37
	10.52

	TW
	38.00
	100  
	100.00
	19.00

	(WUE
	100
	263%
	217%
	

	(DM Ha
	
	50
	41.19
	41.19


Table 3: Calculation of neighbourhood mitigation areas based on a TW area of 19Ha

In this case the total area is less than the green space currently proposed, but there is a re-distribution in that TW should provide 19 Ha, compared with the masterplan’s 7Ha. Although it might be argued that the quantum of development at TW does not justify such mitigation, the recreational pressure provided by TW is 38% of that of WUE.

It matters not which method is chosen, the effect of the Rp is clear in that TW must provide most of the mitigation, despite being a relatively small neighbourhood, due to its close proximity to the SAC. This should come as no surprise as development this close to the SAC has been of ongoing concern since the first emergence of the WUE project.

The calculated extra mitigation required at TW must raise a question as to its viability as a neighbourhood, given that it would need to provide between 19-24 Ha land for mitigation, for a housing number of 690.

It would appear that the unallocated triangle of land at the far west of the development should, at the very least, be ‘banked’ as future mitigation for TW. This would increase the TW mitigation land to 22Ha.

A further calculation (Table 4) could be carried out, in which the average results of the two different methodologies is determined. In order to maintain consistency, the two calculations using urf has been averaged. The results are of interest, particularly for TW:

	Neighbourhood
	Mitigation Area, Averaged, Ha.
	Walking Paths, m (rounded to 100m)

	Light Hill
	4.28
	600 

	Parsonage Whitfield
	1.48
	200 

	Shepherd’s Cross
	2.86
	400 

	Napchester Whitfield
	4.71
	600

	Lenacre Whitfield
	12.01
	1600

	Temple Whitfield
	21.80
	2900

	Total
	47.14
	6.3 Km


Table 4: Averaging mitigation areas and calculating walking path requirement

It must be made clear that the Table 4 does not show a re-distribution of WUE GI. While the other neighbourhoods do not rely on contributing all their open green space as development mitigation, that space is still required for the purposes of GI. 

It is acknowledged that the calculations above have inherent uncertainties, such as precise location of centroids. Notwithstanding that, it is considered that the broad thrust of the mitigation requirements is justified.

If the above figures are accepted, then the next stage is to consider how they may be used.

Application of the Development Mitigation Area (DMA)

The DMAs calculated above have been based on a precautionary approach and should provide, through the masterplan, figures which planning applications for each neighbourhood should incorporate as distinct elements into their GI. This should be a coherent process whereby the DMAs, where possible, should connect across neighbourhoods to provide an enhancement of experience for those using them.

In Table 4, the walking distance recorded by Aspect Ecology within the SAC has been extrapolated for each neighbourhood, based on the DMAs. This is simply indicative, to demonstrate the amount of recreational walking GI that can be provided by the DMAs; it is likely to form just a small proportion of that available throughout WUE.

In order to be able to tie the DMAs to planning applications, it will be necessary to apportion the WUE GI to neighbourhoods, which currently it is not.

During the development sequence for WUE, the use of the SAC will be tested as will the use of WUE GI. Given the proportional increase in the need for DMA provision in the later stages of development, it would seem reasonable to limit the SAC survey requirements, thus:

LH + PW: survey 1

SC + NW: survey 2

LW: survey 3

TW: survey 4

By testing the usage of both WUE GI and the SAC, the effectiveness of mitigation can be checked and adjusted, either by reducing the future DMA requirements, or by enhancing the GI further, such as by provision of foci for walkers.

The surveys should also include verified (KWT) records of anti-social behaviour/urbanisation impacts on the SAC. Early warning of such impacts is important as mitigation for such in later developments may need to be incorporated.

References for this Appendix:

1 
Lydden and Temple Ewell Downs SAC and NNR Visitor Study, Aspect Ecology for Philip Jeans Homes Ltd, 2010

2 
EN Research Report 649: Dogs, access and nature conservation (2002/2003)

This paper should be cited as: Dedicated Mitigation Areas within the Whitfield Urban Expansion, DDC, 2010, as amended March 2011
Appendix 2
CALCULATION FOR TRAFFIC IMPACT ON DOVER TO KINGSDOWN CLIFFS SAC
Earlier work in 2010 as illustrated in the draft HRA considered impacts on DKC to be limited to the extent that, subject to ‘designed-in’ elements of WUE, such as the Bus Rapid Transport Scheme. However, since then traffic forecasting has been carried out by WSP which includes other identified development in Dover. Unfortunately, there is no ADMS-Roads available at this time and consequently the following calculation must be treated with a high degree of caution.
The WSP traffic figures for the A2, Jubilee Way, for 2007 (baseline) and 2021 are as follows:

	Location
	Direction
	2007
	RC
	FBO

	A2 Jubilee Way
	NB
	(788 + 748) x 6.75 = 10368
	(1032 + 1422) x 6.75 = 16565
	(1088 + 1646) x 6.75 = 18455

	
	SB
	(1176 +484) x 6.75 = 11205
	(1383 + 846) x 6.75 = 15046
	(1646 + 1087) x 6.75 = 18448

	% increase
	NB 2007-RC
	60
	
	

	
	NB RC-FBO
	
	11
	

	
	NB 2007-FBO
	
	
	78

	
	SB 2007-RC
	34
	
	

	
	SB RC-FBO
	
	23
	

	
	SB 2007-FBO
	
	
	65


Key:
NB = Northbound


SB = Southbound

RC = reference case (all Dover town specific allocations and Dover Western Docks T2) generated traffic without WUE

FBO = As RC but including WUE

The EB and WB conversion factor (6.75) is used to convert peak traffic counts to annual average daily trips (AADT) which are more appropriate for AQ calculations.

The following AQ calculation is derived on APIS data for 2010:


	Location:
Jubilee Way
	% Increase
	CL = 23.9 kgN/ha/yr x 6% road traffic correction = 1.434
	% Exceedence beyond CLmin of 15 kgN/ha/yr
	% Exceedence – 1% Process Contribution

	NB 2007-RC
	60
	0.8604
	5.7
	4.7

	NB RC-FBO
	11
	0.1577
	1.1
	0.1 = not significant

	NB 2007-FBO
	78
	1.1185
	7.5
	6.5

	SB 2007-RC
	34
	0.4876
	3.3
	2.3

	SB RC-FBO
	23
	0.3298
	2.2
	1.2

	SB 2007-FBO
	65
	0.9321
	6.2
	5.2


It is clear that N deposition impacts at DKC have not been considered in appropriate detail up to now. There are, however, numerous factors which need to be addressed as part of the assessment process:
1. The lack of detailed modelling (1km) or field-testing

2. The accuracy of the APIS modelled N deposition, which is likely to be questionable given the topographic relationship of the A2 to the SAC (tunnel effect);

3. The appropriateness of using 2010 N deposition figures for 2021 modelling;

4. The disproportionate impact of shipping in N deposition (Dover Eastern Docks abut a considerable part of DKC);

5. The small part of DKC exposed to vehicular N deposition (0.2% of its total area);

The current, and for the foreseeable future, decline in the quality of the Festuco-Brometalia  in that part of DKC subject to vehicular N deposition considerations, which is in succession from grassland to scrub, due to complete lack of management.
However, it should be noted that the contribution of WUE-generated traffic to the overall increase in N deposition is relatively limited, on the basis of the table above; in that Northbound exceedence is not significant, while the Southbound exceedence is just 1.2% above the process contribution level.

Appendix 4

Although nominally within a pedestrian catchment, the difficult and somewhat hazardous pedestrian access to Langdon Cliffs from Whitfield, together with the lack of any clear circular route strongly suggests that pedestrian access would be insignificant. Therefore, pedestrian access can be screened out and visitors would be car-based, for which regulars are likely to purchase a season ticket.
Approximately 400 – 600 people form Dover and Folkestone towns (in the main) apply for parking season tickets (Gareth Wiltshire, NT, pers. comm.) Taking the urban areas of Dover and Folkestone gives a combined population of ~ 88,000 which is not far short of the total (rounded) Dover district population figure of 100,000, so allowing for village-based visitors, 100,000 is a reasonable baseline population to work from.

Assuming 100,000 and a mean of 500 season ticket purchasers, then the season ticket purchasers represent 0.5%. If Whitfield residency increases the population by 14,000, then that would result in 0.005 x 14,000 extra season ticket holders = 70. (The value given for Whitfield is very generous and could be argued on demographics to be nearer 7,000 new population).
The numbers of visitors to White Cliffs = 240,000/yr. If it assumed that a season ticket holder visits 52 times/yr, then 70x52/2400 = 1.5%, not all of whom will go beyond the visitor centre and the managed surrounds.

If the demographic forecasting for Whitfield is correct, this percentage would then drop below 1%. It is considered that either level of percentage is such that it could be lost among normal variation.
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