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Summary

This short report has been commissioned by Dartford Borough Council. It relates specifically to
development in Dartford and the impacts of large development on the European sites along the
North Kent Coast. Potential impacts relate to increased recreation and disturbance to waterbirds.
The report covers the scale of impacts, options for mitigation, consideration of how any mitigation
suggested could be costed and recommendations for monitoring.

The North Kent coast encompasses three Special Protection Areas (SPAs): the Thames Estuary and
Marshes SPA, the Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA and the Swale SPA. These sites are also
designated as Ramsar sites. The designations provide strict protection to those sites and encompass
a range of wintering waterbirds vulnerable to disturbance.

Previous studies have included visitor surveys that show visitor rates are higher closer to the coast
and decline with distance, reaching a low rate around 6km. Previous work has considered the scale
of likely future development and recommended a strategic approach to mitigation for development
within a 6km zone around the coast. Beyond 6km large developments may also have an impact.
Dartford Borough just clips the 6km zone. Dartford Borough Council provided a list of potential large
developments, some of which have outline planning consent, and they represent a total of around
11,500 dwellings, mostly just outside the 6km zone.

Drawing from the previous visitor survey work (542 interviews conducted across the North Kent
Marshes in 2011) we identified ten interviews that involved people who lived in or near Dartford (2
interviewees were Dartford residents) and were interviewed visiting the North Kent coast SPA sites.
Comparing these ten to the other local residents interviewed in the survey shows that the selected
ten interviewees appear to have relatively infrequent visit patterns, travelling to the coast by car for
relatively long visits, perhaps involving longer routes and typically at the weekend rather than during
the week. Groups were larger and their visits encompassed a range of locations and activities,
including walking, dog walking and fishing. As such the use of the European sites by residents of the
new large developments in Dartford is likely to be different to the use by residents living closer to
the coast.

Drawing on previous visitor analysis we suggest 15 dwellings as the scale of development at 6.5km
that would be equivalent to a single typical development within 0-6km. We therefore suggest that
15 could be used as a threshold; for developments over this size in the 6km-10km zone, mitigation
may be necessary in order to be able to rule out any likely significant effect on the North Kent
coastal SPAs as a result of disturbance to waterbirds. The choice of 15 is precautionary, as the types
of access from residents at this distance will be different to those living closer to the European sites
and possibly will have less of an impact.

Approaches to mitigation could involve one or more of the following:
e A contribution to the existing mitigation scheme that is currently being

established, potentially contributing to particular measures relating to types
of access likely from Dartford residents



e Measures directly linked to the development, such as alternative greenspace
provision (at or nearby the new development)
e Measures at the European sites, implemented separately to other mitigation

We suggest that any of the above three approaches could work, and a combination could also be
possible. Mitigation could be applied on a case-by-case basis for large developments, and reviewed
as part of the HRA process. The simplest and probably best approach is for large developments (i.e.
those above 15 dwellings, within 6-10km of the European sites and within Dartford) to contribute to
appropriate mitigation identified in the existing SAMM scheme with the per-dwelling contribution
(tariff) scaled down proportionately to reflect the less frequent visit rates (i.e. a maximum
contribution of 1/15™ that of development within 6km). Where large developments can provide
suitable alternative greenspace or there is other evidence that may indicate use of other greenspace
away from SPA sites is more likely, it may be that contributions could be reduced further or the need
for contributions removed. Any approach needs to be workable and further consideration may be
necessary in relation to the efficiency and expediency of collections of a lower tariff.

With time, data on visitor use of the European sites and nearby greenspace could indicate that
mitigation contributions or zones of influence could be scaled back or modified. Any approach
should therefore be reviewed periodically.
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Overview
1.1

1.2

Introduction

This short report has been commissioned by Dartford Borough Council and relates
specifically to development in Dartford and the impacts of large development on the
European sites along the North Kent Coast. Potential impacts relate to increased
recreation and disturbance to waterbirds. The report covers the scale of any impacts,
options for mitigation, consideration of how any mitigation suggested could be costed
or costs apportioned based on existing/emerging tariffs and recommendations for
monitoring.

In this section of the report we set out the background and context.

The need for specific consideration of large development in Dartford

1.3

1.4

1.5

Dartford is part of the North Kent Environmental Planning Group but unlike some of the
other local authority members of the group, Dartford is further from the relevant
European sites and only a very small part of the Borough falls within 6km of the
SPA/Ramsar sites.

Dartford Borough Council adopted its Core Strategy is September 2011, with a plan
period up to 2026. The plan supports new housing provision up to 17,300 dwellings
over the plan period and a large proportion of future development will be focused in
the east of the Borough, within a 10km radius of the relevant European sites. In 2015
the Ebbsfleet Development Corporation (EDC) became the local planning authority for
the Ebbsfleet area for the purposes of determining planning and other related
applications.

Recognising the potential issues, and given the scale of development, Dartford Borough
Council has commissioned this report to consider the specific implications for large
development within Dartford. Key issues relate to:

e Identifying locations where development may result in changes in access to
the European sites

e What scale of development would be necessary to assess, i.e. what should
be the site threshold for mitigation response

e What options for mitigation may be available, either at or around the
development location or at the European sites.

The North Kent marshes and relevant designations

1.6

1.7

The North Kent stretch of shoreline encompasses three Special Protection Areas (SPAs):
the Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA, the Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA and the
Swale SPA (Map 1).

The three sites are classified as SPAs in accordance with the European Birds Directive
(Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the conservation of wild birds, updated by Council
Directive 2009/147/EC in 2009). This European legislation requires Member States to



classify sites that are important for bird species listed on Annex 1 of the European
Directive, which are rare and/or vulnerable in a European context, and also sites that
form a critically important network for birds on migration.

1.8 All three of the north Kent sites are classified for their waders and waterfowl. The bird
interest features for which each site has been classified varies slightly across the three
sites, but all three sites provide on passage, overwintering, and breeding habitat to an
array of species of European Importance. The sites are notable among coastal SPA sites
for the range of bird species they support (Ross et al. 2014).

1.9 Within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) the same protection and process
that is set out in legislation for European sites is also applicable to Ramsar sites (which
are listed in accordance with the international Ramsar Convention). All three SPAs
along the North Kent marshes are also listed as Ramsar" sites, for their wetlands of
international importance. Itis important to note that the Ramsar site boundaries do
not quite match the SPA boundary, notably near Gravesham where the Ramsar
boundary extends beyond the western boundary of the SPA (see Map 1). It should also
be noted that any areas providing formal compensation for losses to European sites are
also afforded the same protection as the European sites themselves.

! Convention on wetlands of international importance especially as waterfowl| habitat, Ramsar, Iran, 2/2/71 as
amended by the Paris protocol of 3/12/92 and the Regina amendments adopted at the extraordinary
conference of contracting parties at Regina, Saskatchewan, Canada 28/5 — 3/6/87, most commonly referred to
as the ‘Ramsar Convention.’
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Map 1: Overview
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Previous Work

1.10

1.11

1.12

1.13

Due to concerns relating to declines in bird numbers on certain sites (e.g. Banks et al.
2005 and more recent WeBS alerts) and the growing pressures of development, a series
of reports and studies were commissioned by relevant local authorities®. These
included:

e Areport for Natural England summarising the range of interest features and
issues relating to development (Cruickshanks et al. 2011).

e A bird disturbance study, involving fieldwork at a sample of locations around
the North Kent Marshes (Liley & Fearnley 2011).

e Avisitor survey involving counts of visitors and interviews, conducted at a
range of access points around the North Kent Marshes (Fearnley & Liley
2011).

e A comparative recreation study using expert scoring to compare different
sections of the coast (Fearnley & Liley 2012).

e An estuary users survey (Medway Swale Estuary Partnership, 2011).

e Collation of roost data to show key roost sites (mapped in Liley & Fearnley
2011).

e Aninterim report considering implications for development — the Phase |
Bird Disturbance Report (Liley, Lake & Fearnley 2012).

e A strategic access and monitoring strategy for the Thames, Medway and
Swale Estuaries (Liley & Underhill-Day 2013).

The various studies do not identify the cause of the bird declines which appear to be
long-term, (going back 25 years) and may relate to a range of factors. Causes of the
declines are therefore hard to pinpoint. However, the studies do quantify the levels of
recreational use of the coastline and show recreational disturbance to be resulting in
flushing birds. The levels of access and disturbance are quantified. New development
will further exacerbate the pressures relating to recreational disturbance. New
development (around 68,000 dwellings are set out in the relevant local plans as of
2012%) brings more people to the local area and access levels on the European sites
have been predicted to increase by around 15% (Liley, Lake & Fearnley 2012). Such an
increase will be gradual and long-term, across a wide stretch of coast.

European sites are afforded strict protection. Competent authorities can only agree to
a plan/project which is likely to have a significant effect (alone or in-combination) after
having determined that it will not adversely affect the integrity of any European site
(subject to imperative reasons of over-riding public interest and consideration of
alternative solutions).

The visitor data indicates that most visitors live within 6km of the locations where
interviewed (77% of interviewees that were not on holiday lived within 6km of the

! commissioned by the North Kent Environment and Planning Group comprising Natural England, Environment
Agency, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, Kent Wildlife Trust, Dartford, Gravesham, Swale and
Canterbury district councils, Medway Unitary council

? See Liley, Lake & Fearnley 2012 for details



1.14

interview location; see Fearnley & Liley 2011; Liley, Lake & Fearnley 2012 for more
details). Within a 6km radius it is therefore likely that, in combination, development
will result in increased access to the SPAs and a likely significant effect — from
disturbance — cannot be ruled out. Beyond 6km visitor rates tail off and while people
who live beyond 6km still visit the SPAs, they are less likely to. From the 2011 visitor
data some 85% of interviewees (not on holiday) lived 10km or less from the interview
location and 10km provides a pragmatic cut-off. Within the 6-10km distance range it is
likely that large developments will require consideration, and as such locations south of
the A2 in Dartford would be relevant.

The issues are considered in detail within the interim Phase | report (Liley, Lake &
Fearnley 2012) and a potential solution, in the form of a strategic approach to
mitigation, set out in by Liley & Underhill-Day (2013).

Current Situation

1.15

1.16

Following on from these various studies, the relevant local authorities® have been
considering potential next steps and starting to develop the strategic mitigation
approach for development within 6km radius of the European sites. Natural England
has worked closely with the authorities and provided detailed advice in correspondence
dated January 2015” and August 2015>. This detailed advice focuses on development
within 6km of the European sites as having a potential impact and beyond 6km, large
developments, or large scale changes to housing levels may also result in increased
recreational use.

Given the complexities in establishing strategic mitigation, Natural England advice
includes suggestions for an interim approach to mitigation provision. We understand
that a relevant authorities are working closely with Natural England and are close to
setting up such a scheme. Commitment to developing the strategic approach is made
in some relevant recent local authority plans, such as:

e Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (adopted 2014%)
e Canterbury Local Plan (publication draft, 2014°)
e Swale Borough Local Plan (Publication Draft 2014°)

Our Approach

1.17

We therefore focus solely on Dartford Borough and consider the specific issues relating
to large development in Dartford and recreation use of the relevant European sites.
Our approach includes drawing on visitor survey data from the original visitor survey

! The North Kent Environmental Planning Group comprises LPAs within 6km - Gravesham, Medway, Swale &
Canterbury authorities
2 Natural England letter January 2015

3 Natural England letter August 2015

* Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy

> Canterbury Local Plan publication draft

® swale Borough Local Plan




1.18

1.19

(Fearnley & Liley 2011) to consider the interview data specifically relating to Dartford
and the surrounding area. As new development will be coming forward in areas with no
existing housing it is necessary to select interview data that is as close and
representative as possible.

Using the data from the original visitor survey we can also tabulate visit rates at
different distances in order to provide an indication of what scale of development
beyond 6km is equivalent to a small development adjacent to the SPA boundary.

The visitor data will also provide some indication of potential mitigation approaches.

10



2. Large Development in Dartford: Character and Location

2.1 Dartford Borough Council provided a list of planned residential developments (which
constitute ‘major applications’ in the planning system) that were estimated to fall
within 6 to 10km of protected sites. These are without planning consent or have
outline consent and they are summarised in Table 1 and Map 2. They are plotted on
the map as simple point data and the locations are indicative. In total the scale of
development is over 11,500 dwellings.

Table 1: Large development sites potentially within 10km radius of the European sites. Data provided by
Dartford Distict Council.

Site Numbers estimated to be built out beyond April 2015
Ebbsfleet Up to 2,320

Eastern Quarry Up to 6,200

Ebbsfleet Green Up to 950

Ingress Park Extension Up to 310

Thames Europort Up to 850

Knockhall Empire 40

St James Lane Pit Up to 870

Total 11,540

6km and Dartford Borough

2.2 In previous work (Liley, Lake & Fearnley 2012) we suggested that within 6km of access
points to the SPA (and beyond 6km for large developments) new dwellings will result in
increased levels of access to the SPAs. Small development, beyond 6km from access
points onto the SPA, and any development south of the M2/A2 can be assumed not to
have a likely significant effect on the European sites (in terms of recreational
disturbance). Development within 6km, or large development between 6km and the
M2/A2 will need to provide mitigation to provide confidence that there will be no
adverse effects on integrity as a result of disturbance.

2.3 In Map 2 we have shown the 6km radius, drawn using both the Ramsar and SPA
boundaries. Part of Dartford can be seen to fall within 6km. Were we to have only used
the SPA boundary when drawing the 6km radius, Dartford would just fall entirely
outside the 6km line. As Map 1 and Map 2 show, there is a section of the Thames
Estuary and Marshes Ramsar site that lies near Gravesend and is outside the SPA
boundary, hence the difference when defining 6km using the Ramsar boundary.

2.4 Advice from Natural England clearly refers to both the SPA and Ramsar boundary®. We
suggest that consideration of the Ramsar boundary as well as the SPA boundary is
relevant due to the fact that Ramsar sites are afforded the same level of protection in
legislation as SPAs. Furthermore, the Ramsar designation for the Thames Estuary and
Marshes overlaps considerably with the classification of the Thames Estuary and
Marshes SPA, with a number of interest features being common to both. The area of

! Natural England letter August 2015

11



2.5

marshes at Gravesend, which is within the Ramsar but outside the SPA, contains coastal
grazing marsh and is suitable for a range of those common interest features. As such
6km is best mapped using the Ramsar and SPA boundaries.

In trying to define a zone of influence there is always the difficulty that a matter of a
few metres will determine the level of mitigation or particular tariff. We would suggest
that it is important to have a pragmatic and easily defined approach that is consistent
across different local authority boundaries. Only a small part of Dartford lies within the
6km radius (drawn from the Ramsar and SPA boundaries) and the one area that is
planned for development within 6km crosses the 6km boundary. For ease of
administration within Dartford it may therefore be more appropriate to have a single,
consistent approach that applies only to large developments above a set size and is
consistent across Dartford (within 10km of the European sites).

12
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Map 2: Large developments in Dartford potentially within 10km of the European sites
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Characteristics of development in Dartford

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

Dartford has a commuter demographic and is closely tied to London. There is also
direct access to the Thames Estuary (outside the SPA) within the Borough', and as such
the Borough is perhaps very different in character to other parts of North Kent.

Dartford Borough has historically formed part of London’s Green Belt (Dartford Borough
Council 2011). Many of the areas now coming forward for development are old
guarries or industrial sites which had been part of the Green Belt (with conditions
requiring their restoration as greenspace). Following designation for development,
many of the major sites have been lying dormant and as such have become part of the
current greenspace network. This means that there are opportunities for new
development to be linked to nearby greenspace and have particular characteristics.

While much of the greenspace is relatively urban in character, some is potentially
similar in feel to parts of the North Kent Marshes. Policy context relating to green
infrastructure in Dartford can be found in Policy CS14 of the Dartford Core Strategy
which sets out the requirement to facilitate the creation of approximately 300ha of new
or improved green spaces as part of new developments by 2026. Key projects include
the Darenth Valley corridor, the Thames Riverside Path, Dartford Marshes and the
Swanscombe Peninsula, all of which will involve green space in an estuary context.
There will be a requirement for development sites to provide a proportion of
greenspace within the site, creating potential for large open space directly linked to
development. In addition there are some large existing green spaces” within a
reasonably close distance that will continue to provide a recreation draw.

As such the large developments within Dartford do perhaps have the potential to
provide good quality greenspace and new housing is likely to draw a particular
demographic.

! Such as on the Swancombe Peninsula

? Locations around Ebbsfleet highlighted by Dartford Borough Council include: Darenth Country Park, Beacon
Wood Country Park, Darenth Wood & Ladies Wood, Northfleet Urban Country Park, Swanscombe Heritage
Park, Broomfield Park, Bluewater, Botany Marsh and Castle Hill.

14



3.1

Visitor Data

The visitor survey in 2011 involved 542 interviews with visitors to the European sites.
Ten of these interviews (i.e. 2% of all interviews) were with local residents in or around
Dartford. In this section of the report we consider those ten interviews and compare
them with the other interview data in order to identify how residents in Dartford might
use the European sites for recreation.

Selection of interviewees from in/around Dartford

3.2

In Map 3 we show the postcode data from the 2011 visitor survey. The yellow squares
show the survey locations where interviews were conducted. These represent a sample
of access points around the coastline. Red dots are interviewee’s home postcodes. Ten
postcodes in and around Dartford are highlighted in a darker red. These include some
just outside the Borough to the east (but still west of the A227), some that are just to
the south of the Borough and one to the west. Only two interviewees in total from the
survey were residents of Dartford.

15
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Map 3: Visitor Postcodes
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Comparison of the selected ten interviewees with the remaining visitor survey data

3.3

3.4

Of the 542 interviews, only a small sample of ten interviewees lived in or around
Dartford, suggesting that visitors from the Dartford area (and east of Gravesend) are
not as frequent visitors as those from other areas, closer to the SPAs. However it must
be noted that most of the housing within Dartford is currently focused to the west of
the Borough and a significant proportion of new development will be towards the east
and closer to the North Kent Marshes. Ten interviewees would not in normal
circumstances provide a large enough sample to warrant detailed statistical tests but
inference can be drawn by direct comparison with the other survey results.
Comparisons are therefore drawn here with the other interviews involving local
residents visiting from home (a total of 511 interviews) — and we compare the two
groups for a selection of different components of the visitor survey. Holiday makers
(there were 20 interviewed) and those staying away from home are not included in the
comparison as we focus on impacts of residential development rather than tourist
accommodation.

The ten interviewees were primarily visiting for walking and dog walking (Table 2) and
also included two interviewees who were visiting to fish. For the selected interviewees
there was some indication that they visit more for walking than dog walking, in contrast
to the other interviewees. All three of the selected interviewees that were dog walking
were seen to have their dogs off lead" (compared to 69% of the other interviewees with
dogs were seen to have their dogs off-lead).

Table 2: Activities undertaken by the ten selected interviewees compared to other interviewees. Data only
for local residents travelling from home. Table gives number of interviewees (%). Dark grey shading
reflects most commonly given category in each column.

Activity Selected interviewees Other interviewees Total
Dog walking 3(30) 320 (63) 323 (62)
Walking 4 (40) 115 (23) 119 (23)
Wildlife watching 0 (0) 19 (4) 19 (4)
Cycling 0 (0) 16 (3) 16 (3)
Bait digging/cockling 0 (0) 11 (2) 11 (2)
Jogging/power walking 0 (0) 9(2) 9(2)
Other 1(10) 7 (1) 8(2)
Outing with children/family 0 (0) 8(2) 8(2)
See the sea/enjoy scenery 0 (0) 3(1) 3(1)
Fishing 2 (20) 1(0) 3(1)
Boating 0 (0) 1(0) 1(0)
Meeting friends 0 (0) 1(0) 1(0)
Total 10 (100) 511 (100) 521 (100)
3.5 While most (58%) of other interviewees visited for less than 1 hour, there was some

suggestion that the selected interviewees visited for longer than other interviewees,
with only 2 (2%) of selected interviewees visiting for less than an hour, 4 interviewees

! Dogs off lead are particularly associated with disturbance impacts

17



(40%) visiting for 1-2 hours and a further 4 (40%) visiting for more than 3 hours.
Selected interviewees also appeared to visit less regularly, with none visiting daily or
most days compared to 45% of other interviewees (Table 3); the most common single
frequency category for selected interviewees was 1-3 times per week, given by 3 (30%)
of the selected interviewees.

Table 3: Frequency of visit for the ten selected interviewees compared to other interviewees. Data only for
local residents travelling from home. Table gives number of interviewees (%). Dark grey shading reflects
most commonly given category in each column.

Frequency of Visit Selected interviewees Other interviewees Total
Daily 0(0) 136 (27) 136 (26)
Most days 0 (0) 92 (18) 92 (18)

2 to 3 times per week 1(10) 67 (13) 68 (13)

1 to 3 times per week 3(30) 119 (23) 122 (23)
Once a month 2 (20) 38 (7) 40 (8)
Less than once a month 2 (20) 41 (8) 43 (8)
Don't know/first visit 2 (20) 18 (4) 20 (4)
Total 10 (100) 511 (100) 521 (100)

3.6 All but one of the selected interviewees was interviewed on a weekend day rather than

a weekday (the one exception was one of the Dartford residents visiting near Grain
Power Station for fishing).

3.7 Group size for the selected groups ranged from 1 to 6 (with two groups of 1 person;
four groups of 2 people; three groups of 3 people and one group of 6 people). For the
other interviewees group size ranged from 1 to 13 and over half (56%) were people
visiting on their own. This would suggest larger group sizes for the selected
interviewees.

3.8 All ten of the selected interviewees had travelled to the interview location by car.
Particular locations were chosen by selected interviewees because (among other
factors) they were the right place for the activity (Table 4), as opposed to proximity to
home, the main reason for other interviewees.

Table 4: Reasons for site choice for the ten selected interviewees compared to other interviewees. Data
only for local residents travelling from home. Table gives number of interviewees (%). Dark grey shading
reflects most commonly given category in each column.

Particular reason for site choice Selected Other interviewees Total
interviewees
Close to home 1(10) 147 (29) 148 (28)
Good for dog/dog enjoys it 0 (0) 137 (27) 137 (26)
Right place for activity 3 (30) 61 (12) 64 (12)
Other 3(30) 22 (4) 25 (5)
Quality of this area of coast 1(10) 21 (4) 22 (4)
Habit / familiarity 1(10) 17 (3) 18 (3)
Quick and easy travel route from home 0 (0) 17 (3) 17 (3)
Quiet with no traffic noise 0 (0) 14 (3) 14 (3)
Particular wildlife interest 0 (0) 14 (3) 14 (3)
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Particular reason for site choice Selected Other interviewees Total
interviewees

Don’t know/Others in party chose 0(0) 11 (2) 11 (2)
Not many people 0 (0) 8(2) 8(2)
Ability to let dog off the lead 0 (0) 7 (1) 7 (1)
Suitability of area given weather conditions 0(0) 7 (1) 7 (1)
Closest coast to home 1(10) 6 (1) 7 (1)
Choice of routes/ability to do different circuits 0 (0) 5(1) 5(1)
Rural feel 0 (0) 4 (1) 4 (1)
Good/easy parking 0 (0) 3 (1) 3 (1)
Particular facilities 0 (0) 3(1) 3(1)
Ability to see boats/watch water activities 0 (0) 3(1) 3(1)
Refreshments/cafe/pub nearby 0(0) 3 (1) 3 (1)
Particular launching facilities 0 (0) 1(0) 1(0)
Total 10 (100) 511 (100) 521 (100)
3.9 The median route length (i.e. distance covered on site during their visit — e.g. walk

length) for the ten selected interviewees was 3.63km (range 0.46 — 18.54km). While
higher than the median for other interviewees (2.76, range 0.21-25.54, n=497) the
differences are not significant (Mann-Whitney W=125913, p>0.05). For the selected
interviewees however, three had undertaken routes greater than five kilometres (the
75" percentile® for the other interviewees was 4.5km), suggesting some of our selected
interviewees clearly undertook longer routes.

3.10 The selected interviewees were interviewed at a range of locations (Map 4). In total
eight survey locations were involved, with only one survey location (the most westerly,
at Gravesend) with more than one interview — at this survey point the selected
interviewees were relatively local originating within 6km of the survey point. Five (50%)
were interviewed at locations along the Thames, four (40%) were interviewed at
locations on the Medway and one (10%) were interviewed at locations on the Swale.

!j.e. the maximum distance for three-quarters (75%) of interviewees

19



Large Developments in Dartford and

Cortanes Tesmiral

N =

Qougi-7 22
2858 g!l

e i

i

\wanley 45

Contains Ordnance Survey Data. © Crown copyright and database right 2015,

Havan

Ll

implications

for European

Sites

MWAPLIN
SANDS

SPAs

B Medway Estuary & Marshes
B Thames Estuary & Marshes
B The Swale

Ramsar (outside SPA)

[~ Jowscisian

B
[ ]

Survey locations (2011 survey)
Selected Interviewee Postcodes

20



3.11

3.12

Other named locations visited by the selected interviewees are listed below
(interviewees could name up to three places they also visited beside the location
interviewed; note that not all interviewees did name three and no locations mentioned
by the selected interviewees were named twice). The majority of these locations are
other parts of the coast and are mostly European sites.

e Broadstairs

e (liffe

e Dungeness

e Faversham Creek

e Gravesend & Parks

e Hoo Peninsula

e Jeskyns

e Rochester To Lower Stoke
e Saxon Shore Way

e Sheppey

e Shorne (Drives)
e Tilbury

e Upnor

e Whitstable

Responses to changes are summarised in Table 5. The question asked whether
interviewees would visit more or less if a particular change occurred. In general the
pattern of responses seems similar for the selected interviewees compared to other
interviewees — for example around 30% of both groups would visit less if the site where
interviewed became busier and 30-42% of interviewees would visit less if dogs were
required to be on leads. Possible differences between the selected interviewees and
others include an indication that increased parking charges or the introduction of
parking charges would result in more of the selected interviewees visiting less and the
creation of marked trails and routes with interpretation would potentially result in
selected interviewees visiting more.

Conclusions

3.13

A picture emerges that is perhaps as expected, given the travel distances involved. The
selected ten interviewees appear to have relatively infrequent visit patterns, travelling
to the coast by car for relatively long visits, perhaps involving longer routes and typically
at the weekend rather than during the week. Compared to other interviewees, groups
were larger and their visits encompassed a range of locations and activities, including
walking and some dog walking.

21



Table 5: Response to change in terms of whether interviewee would visit more or less; for the ten selected interviewees compared to other interviewees. Data only for
local residents travelling from home. Table gives number of interviewees (%), those who did not respond to the question are omitted. Dark grey shading reflects most
commonly given category for each group.

Selected interviewees Other interviewees
. . . . total . . . . total

Change unsure visit less visit more . X unsure visit less visit more . .

interviews interviews
Site busier with more people 5 (50) 3 (30) 0(0) 10 (100) 326 (64) 157 (31) 2 (0) 511 (100)
Creation of marked trails and routes with interpretation 5 (50) 0(0) 3 (30) 10 (100) 384 (75) 16 (3) 75 (15) 511 (100)
Better path routing 8 (80) 0(0) 0(0) 10 (100) 376 (74) 13 (3) 86 (17) 511 (100)
Increased parking charges/introduction of charging 3(30) 5 (50) 0(0) 10 (100) 292 (57) 151 (30) 0(0) 511 (100)
Dogs required to be on leads 4 (40) 3 (30) 1(10) 10 (100) 203 (40) 215 (42) 73 (14) 511 (100)
Presence of warden/beach manager 8 (80) 0(0) 0(0) 10 (100) 425 (83) 8(2) 38(7) 511 (100)
Part of shore closed in areas sensitive for wildlife 5 (50) 3 (30) 0(0) 10 (100) 398 (78) 51 (10) 16 (3) 511 (100)
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Visit Rates in relation distance from European Sites

In previous work (Liley, Lake & Fearnley 2012) we calculated how visit rate declined
with distance from survey points. This was undertaken using data from the original
visitor survey and the home postcodes of interviewees. Within the GIS we plotted
concentric rings (500m bands, out to 20km) around each of the survey points and for
each band we used postcode data to work out the current number of houses and also
the number of people who had visited from that band. By combining these two data we
were able to show visit rate in relation to distance from the survey point.

Visit rate was calculated from the number of people interviewed (i.e. the sum of the
number of people in each interviewed group), and we adjusted this to represent a
single day (i.e. people per day). As 16 hours of survey work were conducted at each
survey location (and assuming a single day is roughly 12 hours of daylight), then the
adjustment factor used was 1.33. Only a sample of visitors was interviewed at each
survey point. The tally data indicated that 772 groups were counted, while interviews
were conducted with 542, of which 513 gave valid postcodes. If we assume the visitors
that gave postcodes were a random sample of all groups visiting, then to calculate total
people per day we scaled the postcode data up by a factor of 1.5 (calculated from
772/513).

In order to relate visitors to housing, we used an average occupancy rate per house of
2.36, the national average occupancy rate given by the Office of National Statistics at
the time.

In Figure 1 we show how visit rate (by visit rate we mean number of visits per dwelling
for a given access point per day) in relation to distance from the survey location. The
plot shows the mean (from 22 survey locations) and the fitted trend line (exponential
curve, fitted manually based on r2 and visual checks).
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Figure 1: Mean (error bars give standard error) visitor rate for the 22 survey locations in relation to distance from the

survey point. Trend line fitted by eye and from r>value. Y=0.09¢

(2012).

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

07%10.002. r’=0.78." Taken from Liley, Lake & Fearnley

It can be seen from Figure 1 that the number of visits per house drops with distance
such that at around 6km the visit rate has dropped to a relatively low level which
changes little with distance at greater distance bands. This plot was in part used to
inform the recommendation of 6km as a good guide for a zone of influence. Within
6km of the access points, there is a strong decrease in visitor rates. In the previous
work (Liley, Lake & Fearnley 2012) we used the curve to compare the potential impact
of development — in terms of visits to the European sites — at different distances from
the site boundaries.

We can extend this approach and use the curve to estimate the relative impact for
development just over 6km compared to development within 6km. In Table 6 (column
a) we give the visit rate per dwelling (i.e. the red line in Figure 1) for each distance band
beyond 10km. In column b we present a similar decline in distance, but the figures are
scaled to show how many houses at a given distance are equivalent (in terms of visit
rate) to 1 house within 0.5km of the SPA boundary.

Data extracted for the previous work (Liley, Lake & Fearnley 2012) revealed a total of
217,648 houses within a 6km radius of the SPA sites in 2012. Using our fitted curve
those houses were predicted to generate around 9,323 person visits per day to the
European sites. Within 6km a single dwelling would therefore typically be expected to
generate around 0.0428 person visits per day.

Using this figure we can compare the visit rates at distances outside 6km to work out an
equivalent level of development —i.e. the number of dwellings beyond 6kmthat would
generate a similar level of visits per day for a dwelling within 6km. This is presented in

24



4.9

column c of Table 6. The calculations suggest that a single dwelling within the 6.5km
band would typically be equivalent to around 14.5 dwellings within 6km. At 10km from
the European sites, a single dwelling would be equivalent to around 20.6 dwellings
within 6km.

A reasonable approach to large development in the 6-10km distance within Dartford
might therefore to treat any development above 15 dwellings as triggering likely
significant effect. This is potentially precautionary as the types of access will be slightly
different, for example there is the suggestion that a smaller proportion of visits from
these kinds of distance are dog walkers — an activity particularly associated with
disturbance to the European sites.

Table 6: Visit rates (based on Figure 1) and calculations to express visit rate as comparative number of
houses. See text for details.

Distance from a) Visit rate (people b) Comparative c) Comparative
European site per dwelling per day) number of houses, number of houses
boundary (km bands) equivalent to 1 house equivalent to typical
at 0.5km development within
6km
6.5 0.00295 0.05 14.52
0.00267 0.04 16.04
7.5 0.00247 0.04 17.34
0.00233 0.04 18.38
8.5 0.00223 0.03 19.21
0.00217 0.03 19.74
9.5 0.00212 0.03 20.20
10 0.00208 0.03 20.59

4.10

4.11

There will always be challenges in defining a set distance at which an effect occurs,
given that visit rates gradually tail off with distance. Clearly people living close to the
European sites visit more than those living further away, but people will still visit very
occasionally from distances well beyond 10km and even from outside Kent. Overall,
setting a clear demarcation is necessary in order to provide a simple, straightforward
and workable solution to mitigation for both the planning authority and developers.

Within this section we have considered visit rates in relation to distance and used the
straight-line distance (‘Euclidean’), as the crow-flies between interviewee’s home
postcode and survey point to build our understanding of a zone of influence. Our
choice of this approach, as opposed to a more complex analysis of travel distance or
travel time, is pragmatic; it is in line with the visitor survey analysis and follows
precedents set in other parts of the country. Straight-line distances have been used to
define zones of influence at other European sites such as the Dorset Heaths, Thames
Basin Heaths, Ashdown Forest, Exe Estuary, Solent and Cannock Chase. By contrast we
are not aware of any European sites whereby travel distance or travel time has been
used.
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4.12

4.13

While we have not used travel distance or time in our analysis at this, strategic level, we
have limited the effect of the coastline on travel by excluding housing north of the
Thames. This means that we have not counted existing housing at locations such as
Canvey Island, despite the direct proximity to the North Kent European sites. In our
previous work we have also referred to the motorway which provides an approximate
guide to the zone of influence and barrier to access the coast from some locations to
the south.

With respect to Dartford there are road links along the A2 and the A289 that provide
fast road access to many different areas of the European sites. A pragmatic approach
might therefore be that all developments above 15 dwellings that lie within reasonably
direct easy access of the A2 are subject to a case-by-case consideration that takes into
account the scale of development, distance from the European sites and the design of
the development. The choice of 15 is precautionary, as the types of access from
residents at this distance will be different to those living closer to the European sites
and possibly will have less of an impact.
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6.1

6.2

6.3

Recommendations on scale of development that might trigger
likely significant effect & options for mitigation

From the previous section we suggest that any development within 6-10km of the
European sites and of a scale greater than 15 dwellings might trigger likely significant
effect. Development of such a scale should be subject to appropriate assessment and
individual assessments at the project level would be able to consider the scale, details
of the location and potential mitigation.

Approaches to mitigation could involve one or more of the following:

e A contribution to the existing mitigation scheme that is currently being
established, potentially contributing to particular measures relating to types
of access likely from Dartford residents

e Measures directly linked to the development, such as alternative greenspace
provision (at or nearby the new development)

e Measures at the European sites, implemented separately to other mitigation

There are relative merits to each approach, and we discuss these in turn below.

Contribution to the existing mitigation scheme that is currently being established

6.4

6.5

6.6

Development in the 6-10km radius could potentially contribute to an existing scheme
for developments within 6km.

Such an approach has the advantage that it is potentially easy to apply and relatively
straightforward to implement. We raise concerns however because impacts from large
development in Dartford will primarily relate to the Medway and Thames Estuaries and
the behaviour of visitors originating from Dartford will be slightly different — as earlier
sections of this report have shown. Given that a relatively lower proportion of visitors
from Dartford are likely to visit for dog walking and access is typically for longer,
weekend walks (see para 3.12), it would seem relevant that mitigation relating to large
developments in Dartford is targeted only to relevant kinds of access. As such
mitigation measures would be tailored perhaps towards the more honey-pot locations
that have parking and have options for longer walks. The overall mitigation package
would therefore have to include targeted provision to address such kinds of access.

As visitors from within 6km tend to visit more frequently, on-site awareness raising
initiatives such as wardening should work well and help to influence people’s behaviour
to minimise disturbance. For more erratic visitors travelling from further afield
wardening is likely to be less efficient as there will be a large pool of visitors who visit
infrequently and are less likely to encounter a warden. Educational approaches do need
to be targeted to the audience (Marion & Reid 2007) and for visitors from further afield
use of interpretation and signage may work well. Frequent visitors are perhaps less
likely to read interpretation compared to less frequent or first-time visitors.
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6.7

6.8

6.9

Developer contributions could be scaled accordingly if contributions were made.
Clearly, development at greater distances will generate fewer visits to the European
sites and how people behave is slightly different. A lower rate of contribution per
dwelling would be necessary. There are different ways to calculate a suitable tariff.
These include:

e A maximum contribution based on the comparative visit rate (i.e. 1/15") of
the per dwelling tariff for development within 6km (see column cin Table 6).

e A contribution based on the cost of delivering the necessary mitigation. This
would be calculated based on the cost of mitigation and the number of
dwellings coming forward.

Given the difficulties in calculating the latter, the former option is likely to be the most
straightforward and best option. The precise level of contribution for each individual
development could be decided on a case-by case basis, but with the presumption that
the cost would be a maximum of 1/15™ of the figure for development within 6km.
Further adjustments may be relevant, depending on the characteristics of the
development (including green infrastructure).

Itis likely that even after setting a technical demarcation in terms of scale of sites that
have potential to have a significant effect, that the further consideration must be given
to efficiency and expediency of collection of a lower tariff. This may influence the site
threshold of development proposals that are required to provide a per dwelling tariff.

Measures directly linked to the development such as greenspace provision

6.10

6.11

6.12

Taking into account the requirements for greenspace in the Dartford Core Strategy and
the scale of planned development at Ebbsfleet Garden City, it may be possible that large
developments can incorporate mitigation measures such as on-site greenspace
provision to the extent that they ‘absorb their own smoke’.

The summary of visitor data in section 2 of this report provides an indication as to how
any greenspace would need to function. Greenspace would need to provide for long,
typically weekend type walks, with or without dogs, attracting visitors who are
potentially drawn directly to the coast in order to provide a break from the rest of the
week or as something slightly different from their more regular greenspace use.

These features may be difficult to achieve but not impossible.

Measures at the European sites, tailored to the characteristics of the individual

development

6.13

An alternative may be for large developments to provide targeted mitigation on the
European sites themselves, rather than greenspace provision or contribution to existing
mitigation. The advantage of such an approach would be that mitigation could be
tailored directly to the large developments, but there are practical difficulties. There
could well be overlap with the existing mitigation, multiple schemes would be difficult
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to administer and the visitor data (as shown in Map 4) suggests dispersed use at a range
of locations, meaning measures would need to cover a range of different locations.

Conclusions

6.14

6.15

We suggest that any of the above three approaches could work, or a combination of
them and mitigation could be applied on a case-by-case basis. The simplest and
probably best approach is for large developments beyond 6km to contribute to specific
elements of the existing mitigation scheme with the per-dwelling contribution (tariff)
scaled down proportionately to reflect the less frequent visit rates and different types
of access. Where large developments can provide suitable greenspace it may be that
contributions could be reduced further or the need for contributions removed, in
agreement with the local planning authority and Natural England. For each large
development the level of mitigation will need to be such that the planning authority can
be confident that likely significant effects on the European sites are avoided, and this is
best considered on a case by case basis. Advice from Natural England should be sought.

One of the challenges in producing the advice in this report is that currently there are
no dwellings in the areas where the large developments will come forward. We
therefore do not have visitor data for those locations. With time, data on visitor use of
the European sites and nearby greenspace could indicate that mitigation contributions
or zones of influence could be scaled back or modified. Relevant visitor data could be
collected either on-site (face-face interviews at the European sites) or off-site (e.g.
surveys with a random sample of residents in the large developments). Additional
visitor data would provide confidence in any mitigation approaches advised, allow
mitigation contributions to be modified or demonstrate that mitigation measures are
not necessary by ruling out likely significant effects on the European sites due to a very
low level of visitor use. Monitoring is therefore an important component of future
mitigation and relevant across all areas.
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