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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by Richard Brown Planning Limited, on 

behalf of Christchurch Property Company Limited or their Group or related companies, 

who submitted representations to the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Regulation 19 

Consultation. 

 

1.2 This Hearing Statement responds to the following matters: 

 

Matter 1 – Issues 1.2-1.4 

Matter 2 – Issues 2.5 and 2.17 

Matter 3 – Issue 3.4, 3.6 and 3.87 

Matter 4 – Issues 4.4, 4.7 and 4.33 
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2. Matter 1: Statutory and Regulatory Requirements 

 

Issue: Whether all statutory and regulatory requirements have been met? 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

 

1.2 Is the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) adequate? 

1.3 Has the SA been undertaken on the basis of a consistent methodology and is the 

assessment robust? 

1.4 Has the SA taken into account reasonable alternatives and has sufficient reasoning been 

given for the rejection of alternatives? 

 

Response 

 

1. The Plan is not sound in its current format, for the purposes of sections 19(2)(a) and 

20(5)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (PCPA), and paragraph 35 

of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

 

2. Sustainability Appraisal (SA) – The Plan has not assessed all reasonable alternatives 

through the SA process or identified, described or evaluated the likely significant impacts 

with links to appropriate evidence (for the reasons given in the Regulation 19 

Representations and expanded below). The Plan therefore fails to satisfy the legal 

requirements for adoption.  

 

3. National Planning Practice Guidance on SEA/SA is clear in paragraph 001: 

 

“A sustainability appraisal is a systematic process that must be carried out during the 

preparation of a Local Plan. Its role is to promote sustainable development by assessing 

the extent to which the emerging plan, when judged against reasonable alternatives, will 

help to achieve relevant environmental, economic and social objectives. 
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This process is an opportunity to consider ways by which the plan can contribute to 

improvements in environmental, social and economic conditions, as well as a means of 

identifying and mitigating any potential adverse effects that the plan might otherwise 

have. By doing so, it can help make sure that the proposals in the plan are the most 

appropriate given the reasonable alternatives. It can be used to test the evidence 

underpinning the plan and help to demonstrate how the tests of soundness have been met. 

Sustainability appraisal should be applied as an iterative process informing the 

development of the Local Plan.” 

 

4. We cannot accept that the SA has been prepared in the context of the above guidance. 

The review of the SA process (Appendix 1 Hearing Statement JAM Consulting) has 

shown that the Council’s approach cannot be considered to be the most appropriate given 

the approach to consideration of reasonable alternatives and formulation of the ‘spatial 

strategy’ as the SA process has failed to comply with the necessary guidance and 

regulations. In response to the Inspectors’ questions therefore, we respond in the negative 

to questions 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4. 

 

5. The review of the SA process has shown that SCDC’s approach cannot be considered to be 

an appropriate strategy given the reasonable alternatives as the SA process has failed to 

comply with the necessary guidance and regulations.  In particular, the review has found 

that the selection of the preferred housing allocations is not substantiated by the SA report 

or available evidence and has revealed a flawed approach to the assessment.   

 

6. The failures identified in the assessment carried out by JAM Consult Limited demonstrate 

that the findings cannot be considered credible, justified or robust and can only lead to the 

conclusion that the SA is not fit for purpose or legally compliant.  By failing to carry out 

any adequate appraisal of the sustainability of the proposals in the plan, the SA is in breach 

of s.19(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the Environmental 

Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, and the SEA Directive 

2001/42/EC. 
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7. These deficiencies can only be rectified by properly addressing the failures identified by 

JAM Consult Limited with an open mind (including being open to the need to propose 

modifications to the policies and proposals in the Plan as a consequence) and conducting 

further public consultation.  As envisaged by Weatherup J in Seaport Investment Ltd’s 

Application for Judicial Review [2008] Env LR 23, to meet the statutory requirements and 

be legally compliant, the continuing SEA process and consultation on the SA must be 

capable of exerting the appropriate influence on the contents of the draft plan:  

 

“The scheme of the Directive and the Regulations clearly envisages the parallel 

development of the environmental report and the draft plan with the former impacting 

on the development of the latter throughout the periods before, during and after the 

public consultation. In the period before public consultation the developing 

environmental report will influence the developing plan and there will be engagement 

with the consultation body on the contents of the report. Where the latter becomes largely 

settled, even though as a draft plan, before the development of the former, then the 

fulfilment of the scheme of the Directive and the Regulations may be placed in jeopardy. 

The later public consultation on the environmental report and draft plan may not be 

capable of exerting the appropriate influence on the contents of the draft plan." 

[…] 

 

Once again the environmental report and the draft plan operate together and the 

consultees consider each in the light of the other. This must occur at a stage that is 

sufficiently ‘early’ to avoid in effect a settled outcome having been reached and to enable 

the responses to be capable of influencing the final form. Further this must also be 

‘effective’ in that it does in the event actually influence the final form. While the scheme 

of the Directive and the Regulations does not demand simultaneous publication of the 

draft plan and the environmental report it clearly contemplates the opportunity for 

concurrent consultation on both documents."  (paras 47 – 49 in Seaport Investments) 
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3. Matter 2: a) Housing Provision 

 

Issue a) Housing Provision – is the overall strategy and provision for housing development 

effective and justified? 

 

Calculating the Housing Need 

 

2.1 The PPG specifically advises that the 2014-based household projections are used within 

the standard method to provide stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure 

that historic under-delivery and declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent 

with the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes 

(Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 2a-005-20190220).  The Council’s response to my initial 

questions, calculates the figure of 542 homes per annum needed on this basis, using the 

latest published affordability ratio.  Is this figure justified as the minimum number of 

homes needed in the Plan area on an annualised basis? 

 

2.2 What implications (direct and consequential) for the Plan would arise from the use of  a 

housing need figure derived using the 2014 based household projections? 

 

2.3 The Plan seeks to provide for a contingency above the minimum housing need 

requirement.  What is the overall provision for contingency (including the windfall 

allowance and contributions from Neighbourhood Plans) proposed and is it justified? 

 

Scale and location of growth 

 

2.4 Does Policy SCLP2.1 serve a clear purpose and would it be effective? 

 

Housing needs 

 

2.5 Does the Plan adequately address the needs of different groups in the community as set 

out in paragraph 61 of the Framework?  
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The supply of housing and housing trajectory 

 

2.6 Will there be a five year supply of deliverable housing sites on adoption of the Plan? 

 

2.7 Given historic levels of housing completions in the Plan area, are numbers of units to be 

built envisaged per annum realistic and achievable? 

 

2.8 Is the rate of delivery envisaged for the proposed allocations as set out in the trajectory 

realistic and justified? 

 

2.9 The housing trajectory assumes provision of 50 dwellings per annum by way of 

windfalls.  What is the justification for this figure and is it realistic for the duration of the 

plan period? 

 

1. Pegasus Group have submitted a Matter 2A Statement on behalf of Persimmon Homes 

(Suffolk) and Christchurch which Statement provides a response to Matter 2A: The 

Suffolk Coastal Spatial Strategy – Housing Provision, in particular questions 2.1 to 2.9 

(with the exception of 2.5 which is considered below). 

 

2.5 Does the Plan adequately address the needs of different groups in the community as set 

out in paragraph 61 of the Framework? 

 

Response 

 

1. The attached report on Elderly Accommodation Needs by Lichfields (March 2018) 

(Appendix 2) sets out the requirement for residential care/nursing homes and extra 

care/sheltered housing. The Report confirms that there is no strategy in place regarding 

specialist homes for the elderly and that the Council is therefore reliant upon speculative 

applications for care homes and specialist housing in order to meet needs until a strategy 

or policy is put in place.   
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2. The Plan confirms at paragraphs: 

 

5.41 The SHMA highlights that within the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area the population of 

those aged over 65 is projected to increase by 57.8% between 2014 and 2036. The East 

Suffolk Housing Strategy recognises that there are an increasing number of older people 

living in housing that is too large or is not suited to their mobility needs. It states that 

there is a need for more housing to be adapted to make it accessible and for more 

specialist housing for older people, including higher level support for people with severe 

mobility problems, chronic physical health conditions and dementia.  

 

 The development of new housing provides an opportunity to design-in such 

considerations. Provision of smaller, more suitable, accommodation may result in more 

of the existing larger properties becoming available.  

 

5.42 The SHMA includes an assessment of the needs for specialist accommodation (sheltered 

housing, enhanced sheltered housing and extra care housing) and identifies a need for a 

total of 1,287 units by 2036. The SHMA also identifies a need for a further 1,118 spaces 

in Registered Care (nursing and residential care homes) over the plan period.  

 

However traditional forms of provision may not always match modern demands and 

although the specialist housing market sector addresses a wide variety of needs it is 

considered that some of this need will be met through the provision of non-specialist 

housing, and therefore it is important that the mix of housing helps to address these 

needs. Provision for sheltered and extra care housing and registered care will be secured 

through larger residential allocations where feasible, as part of a mix of housing types. 

 

3. As indicated the Council confirm that there is a significant need for accommodation for 

the elderly but there are no proposed allocations to accommodate this acute need which 

is not consistent with paragraph 61 of the revised Framework nor the Guidance. 
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4. Local planning authorities should ensure that the policies in their Local Plan recognise 

the diverse types of housing needed in their area and, where appropriate, identify specific 

sites for all types of housing to meet their anticipated housing requirement. This could 

include sites for older people’s housing including accessible mainstream housing such 

as bungalows and step-free apartments, sheltered or extra care housing, retirement 

housing and residential care homes. Where local planning authorities do not consider it 

appropriate to allocate such sites, they should ensure that there are sufficiently robust 

criteria in place to set out when such homes will be permitted.  

 

This might be supplemented by setting appropriate targets for the number of these homes 

to be built. 

 

Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 12-006-20150320 

Revision date: 20 03 2015 

 

5. It is not considered that the wording contained within Policy SCLP5.8 Housing Mix 

 

sheltered and extra care housing will be supported where the scheme incorporates a mix 

of tenures and sizes to meet an identified need.   

 

responds to the identified need for accommodation for the elderly which amounts to  

 

The SHMA includes an assessment of the needs for specialist accommodation (sheltered 

housing, enhanced sheltered housing and extra care housing) and identifies a need for a 

total of 1,287 units by 2036. The SHMA also identifies a need for a further 1,118 spaces 

in Registered Care (nursing and residential care homes) over the plan period. 

 

6. The plan could be made sound by making site specific provision for the allocation of 

sites for the provision of care homes and extra care accommodation within the plan area 

such as the site at Yarmouth Road Melton.  
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4. Matter 2: The Suffolk Coastal Spatial Strategy 

 

C Distribution of Growth and the Settlement Hierarchy 

 

Issue: Whether the Plan sets out a clear strategy for the pattern of development consistent with 

national policy? 

 

2.17 Is the strategy for growth set out in Policy SCLP3.1 justified and would it be effective in 

delivering sustainable development? 

 

1. Policy SCLP3.2: Settlement Hierarchy of the Local Plan identifies Rendlesham as a 

Large Village. The supporting text for the policy, at Table 3.4, sets out that Large 

Villages will support employment, retail and housing development, in line with the 

proposed allocations and settlement boundaries. Paragraph 3.47 goes on to state that 

“Large Villages and Small Villages are, in principle, suitable places to accommodate 

new housing.” 

 

2. Despite the settlement hierarchy and supporting text supporting housing development in 

Large Villages, no new allocations are proposed in Rendlesham. In line with the 

commentary within the plan, Rendlesham is considered to be a sustainable location for 

growth. Development should be directed to such areas, with settlement boundaries being 

reviewed to accommodate residential led and/or mixed use development in order to 

address the district and local need for open market and affordable housing and other 

infrastructure identified. 

 

3. It is noted that there are sites in the plan which benefit from proposed allocations that are 

located within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. This is considered to be in conflict 

with the revised NPPF which states, at paragraph 172, that: 

 

“Great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty 

in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the 

highest status of protection in relation to these issues……..   
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The scale and extent of development within these designated areas should be limited. 

Planning permission should be refused for major development other than in exceptional 

circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated that the development is in the public 

interest…….” 

 

4. As a result of the clear direction set out in the revised NPPF it is considered that every 

effort should be made to address the district’s housing need without encroaching into 

protected areas unless substantial reasons exist for doing so. The wider site at Redwald 

Road is an example of a sustainable location, outside of the AONB designation, which 

provides an opportunity for growth. 

 

5. Policy issues relating to Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty were considered by the 

Court of Appeal R (CPRE Kent) v Dover District Council [2016] EWCA CIV 936.  In 

the Court of Appeal Judgement, Lord Justice Laws confirmed with regard to the 

Farthingloe proposals that  

 

“The scale of the proposed development is unprecedented in an AONB”. 

 

He also significantly confirmed that 

 

“A Local Planning Authority which is going to authorise a development which will inflict 

substantial harm on an AONB must surely give substantial reasons for doing so”.  

 

6. The following proposed allocations confirm the sites which are within the AONB or their 

setting: 

 

 SCLP 12.21 part in AONB – Ransomes, Nacton Heath – 30ha for emp.  Carried 

forward from the SAASP 2016 
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 SCLP 12.27 all in AONB/adj. Ramsar site – Land to rear of Rose Hill, 

Aldeburgh – 10 dwgs + care home.  Carried forward from SAASP 2016 

 SCLP 12.41 all in AONB – Bentwaters Park, Rendlesham – 390ha employment 

site 

 SCLP 12.51 all in AONB/adj. Ramsar site – Land to south of Eyke – 65 dwgs + 

school expansion – small village 

 SCLP 12.57 adj. AONB – Bridge Road, Levington – 20 dwgs – small village 

 SCLP 12.58 all AONB/heritage coast – Land north of Mill close, Orford – 10 

dwgs. Carried forward from SAASP 2016 

 SCLP 12.64 all AONB – Land opposite the Sorrel Horse, Shottisham – 10 dwgs 

+ car park.  Prominent site, school over capacity, countryside 

 

Total dwellings :  4 sites - 95 dwellings in AONB (does not include sites adjacent to 

Ramsar sites but not in AONB); 1 site adjacent – 20 dwellings 

 

Total employment: 2 sites - 420 ha. 
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5. Matter 3: Area Specific Strategies – Development Allocations 

 

Issue: Are the proposed Area Specific Strategies, allocations and policies justified, effective 

and consistent with national policy? 

 

General questions relevant to all proposed site allocations 

 

 Is each site allocation and its criteria justified and appropriate in all aspects, having regard 

to the likely impacts of the development and potential constraints? 

 

 Are there any significant factors that indicate any of the sites should not be allocated?  Is 

there a risk that site conditions, infrastructure or access requirements or constraints, might 

prevent development or adversely affect viability or delivery? 

 

Policy SCLP12.3: North Felixstowe Garden Neighbourhood 

 

3.4 What is the justification for the threshold of “up to 2000 dwellings” 

 

1. This representation is submitted essentially in support of allocation SCLP12.3: North 

Felixstowe Garden Neighbourhood, but confirms an objection to part of the policy r) for 

the reasons set out below, and we also respond to  

 

3.6 Would the policy be effective in achieving the provision of education facilities. 

 

2. As set out in the Local Plan documents, Felixstowe with Walton is the largest town in 

the district. As well as being a focus for residential development, the settlement also 

includes the Port of Felixstowe which is a strategic employment site of regional and 

national significance.   

 

Land Adjacent to Candlet Road Felixstowe 
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3. The site is located on the northern edge of Felixstowe, Suffolk and relates to an area of 

approximately 77 acres (31.04 hectares) of land to the north of the A154, Candlet Road 

(Appendix 5 – Site Boundary Plan). 

 

4. Allocation SCLP12.3 includes land which benefits from outline planning permission, 

granted on appeal in August 2017 under appeal reference APP/J3530/W/15/3138710. 

The permission is for the erection of 560 dwellings including a local community centre, 

a 60 bedroom extra care home and 50 assisted living units, 2 small business units and 

open space provision with associated infrastructure. This parcel of land (shown edged 

red on the site plan) is the subject of this representation.  

 

5. Policy SCLP12.3. The proposed allocation includes at r); 

 

r) Up to 2,000 dwellings (including 560 with outline planning permission, as shown on 

the Policies Map), providing a mix of dwelling types, sizes and tenures including housing 

to meet the specialised housing needs of older, younger and vulnerable people and self-

build plots, and provision of affordable housing. 

 

6. It is considered that this part of the policy – is unsound for the following reasons; 

 

a) It is considered (the subject of separate representations) that the Local Plan is not 

addressing full housing need in the area. Therefore it is not positively prepared or 

consistent with national planning policy and 

 

b) Section 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) confirms 

at paragraph 117 that; 

 

“Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in 

meeting the need for homes and other uses” 
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and at paragraph 123 that; 

 

“a) plans should contain policies to optimise the use of land in their area and meet 

as much of the identified need for housing as possible. This will be tested robustly 

at examination, and should include the use of minimum density standards for city 

and town centres and other locations that are well served by public transport. 

These standards should seek a significant uplift in the average density of residential 

development within these areas, unless it can be shown that there are strong 

reasons why this would be inappropriate;”. 

 

7. The attached Pegasus drawing – Proposed Feasibilty Layout: YOR.2258_044 – 670  

dwellings (Appendix 6) confirms that the site offers the opportunity to deliver 

significantly more homes than the consented 560 dwellings. 

 

8. Paragraph r) if policy SCLP12.3 if is to be considered sound the policy should make 

provision for ‘at least’ 2000 dwellings at this highly sustainable location.  

 

9. Similarly reference to the 560 consented dwellings it should also be expressed that this 

is a minimum figure for the individual site area. 

 

10. The revised NPPF makes it clear that densities should be significantly ‘uplifted’ unless 

there are strong reasons why this would be inappropriate. The plan would be considered 

unsound unless the dwelling numbers were expressed as minimums because would not 

then be positively prepared or consistent with national policy  

 

11. This representation is written essentially in support of allocation SCLP12.3, and 

specifically the land area which benefits from outline planning permission as set out 

above. However, SCLP12.3 r) – this part of the policy could be made sound by referring 

to the dwelling numbers in a less prescriptive way through the use of wording such as ‘at 

least’. 

  



 

Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Examination 
August 2019 

Richard Brown Planning Limited 
  
  17 

 

 

12. We would emphasise that the site is a highly sustainable and deliverable location for 

development.  It is evident that the site can be developed in a high quality, sensitive 

manner and capable of addressing the Council’s policy requirements.  

 

3.6 Would the policy be effective in achieving the provision of education facilities? 

 

Primary School Site Provisions  

 

13. The following is a brief summary of the principal provisions of the Section 106 dated 7 

October 2016 as it relates to the reservation of a primary school site.  As was stated at 

the public inquiry into the Candlet Road Appeal, the planning application does not make 

provision for a new primary school.  The County Council would have to obtain all 

relevant consents for the school.  

 

14. Suffolk County Council had previously indicated their intention to build a new primary 

school to serve planned housing growth within the Felixstowe area.  Whilst they made it 

clear that the Candlet Road site did not provide their preferred location for a new school, 

in the absence of having identified any suitable site that was available to them, via the 

Candlet Road appeal, the County Council secured the possibility of erecting a new school 

on the Candlet Road site.   

 

15. An agreement was therefore reached in principle with the County Council which was 

translated into the terms of the Section 106 Deed of Undertaking which the Inspector, 

appointed to determine the Candlet Road Appeal, considered acceptable.   

 

16. The terms of the Section 106 Obligation as they relate to the Primary School Site are as 

follows: 

 

(1) “Pre-school Site” means land of not less than 0.1 ha in area within the Primary 

School Site or in such location on the Site as agreed in writing by the County 

Council.   
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(2) “Primary School” means a new 210 place primary school with ancillary facilities 

providing state education for primary aged children including, for the avoidance of 

doubt, a local authority controlled school, academy or free school. 

 

(3) “Primary School Notice” means written notice given by the County Council to the 

Owners requiring the transfer of the Primary School Site, where the Primary School 

Site is to be located on the Site, to the County Council to be served no earlier than 

the first occupation of the One Hundredth (100th) dwelling and no later than five 

(5) years from the date of the first occupation of the One Hundredth (100th) 

dwelling.  

 

(4) “Primary School Site” means land of not less than 2.06 ha in area in such location 

on the Site as agreed in writing by the County Council. 

 

17. Paragraph 11 of the S106 requires the Owners to reserve the Primary School Site prior 

to the commencement of development.  As per the definition of Primary School Site, this 

is an area of land of not less than 2.06 ha in area in a location on the Site to be agreed in 

writing with the County Council.  It was envisaged that as the open space shown 

indicatively on the plans exceeded the policy required, part of the open space would be 

identified as the Primary School Site.  

 

18. The policy requirement is for the provision of 

 

(b) Provision of 630 primary school places and early years provision 

 

but where the site reserved within Candlet Road is a pre-school site of 0.1 hectares and a 

primary school site (210 places) of 2.06 hectares.  
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19. It is considered, therefore, that provision for 630 primary school places logistically can 

only be located on the land owned by the District Council.  For the policy to be considered 

sound, the location of the education facilities should be on the adjoining land within the 

ownership of the Council and also confirmed on the Proposals Map. 
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Policy SCLP12.63: Land east of Redwald Road Rendlesham 

 

3.87 Where is the evidence that the policy has been subject to Habitat Regulations Assessment 

screening? 

 

1. We have produced an HRA screening report prepared by Cotswold Wildlife Surveys 

(Ref. 2296-CWS-03 dated 12th March 2018 - Appendix 4) to determine whether our 

scheme would require Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat Regulations for 

potential impacts on Sandlings Special Protection Area for Birds (SPA), Deben Estuary 

SPA, and Alde-Ore SPA. 

 

2. East Suffolk Authority, Babergh District Council and Mid Suffolk District Council have 

prepared a Recreational Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy as a means by which 

sustainable housing growth can be delivered, whilst at the same time adequately 

protecting European wildlife sites from harm that could otherwise potentially occur 

because of increased recreation pressure: 

 

https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/s106/habitat-mitigation/ 

 

3. The Recreational Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy provides an evidence-based, co-

ordinated and consistent approach to delivering the requirements of the Appropriate 

Assessment of the Adopted Local Plan (2011–2031).  The Appropriate Assessment 

concludes that the Local Plan can be considered to be compliant with the Habitats 

Regulations 2010, provided that measures are secured to avoid and mitigate the impacts 

of increased recreation on the Special Protection Areas for birds. 

 

4. We have considered a range of potential impacts, and in each case have determined that 

there is unlikely to be any effect on the SPAs, or that an impact will not be material. In 

no circumstances will any of the impacts have a significant effect on the integrity of the 

SPAs.  
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5. We have also concluded that our scheme provides sufficient public open space and green 

areas to offset any impacts of increased recreation on the SPA, and thus in fact, no 

additional mitigation measures are required.   

 

6. The policy accompanying allocation SCLP12.63 sets out an estimate of 50 dwellings to 

be achieved on the site. The illustrative layout (Appendix 3) submitted alongside 

application DC/17/5380/OUT showed the entire site providing 290 units. The part of the 

site allocated as site SCLP12.63 accommodated 105 units on that illustrative layout 

whilst achieving a high quality of design and an acceptable level of open space. This is 

considered to be an appropriate level of development for this site and it is considered that 

the policy should reflect this. 

 

7. The revised NPPF supports the need to make efficient use of land Section 11 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (July 2019) confirms at paragraph 117 that; 

 

“Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the 

need for homes and other uses” 

 

and at paragraph 123 that; 

 

“a) plans should contain policies to optimise the use of land in their area and meet as 

much of the identified need for housing as possible. This will be tested robustly at 

examination, and should include the use of minimum density standards for city and town 

centres and other locations that are well served by public transport. These standards 

should seek a significant uplift in the average density of residential development within 

these areas, unless it can be shown that there are strong reasons why this would be 

inappropriate;”. 

 

8. It is considered that the increase in units to 105 on this allocation would be in accordance 

with national policy, subject to mitigation in the form of S106 or CIL payments relating 

to school provision or alternatively to safeguard land for a primary school. 
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6. Matter 4:  Policies 

 

Issue: Are the individual policies clear, justified and consistent with national policy and will 

they be effective? 

 

Policy SCLP5.8 Housing Mix 

 

4.4 The Framework in paragraph 61 states that the size, type and tenure of housing needed 

for different groups in the community should be assessed and be reflected in planning 

policies.  Has the size, type and tenure of properties needed for the Plan area been 

adequately assessed and would the policy be effective in meeting needs? 

 

4.7 Would the policy be effective in meeting the housing needs of older people? 

 

Response 

 

1. The attached report on Elderly Accommodation Needs by Lichfields (March 2018) 

(Appendix 2) sets out the requirement for residential care/nursing homes and extra 

care/sheltered housing. The Report confirms that there is no strategy in place regarding 

specialist homes for the elderly and that the Council is therefore reliant upon speculative 

applications for care homes and specialist housing in order to meet needs until a strategy 

or policy is put in place.   

 

2. The Plan confirms at paragraphs: 

 

5.41 The SHMA highlights that within the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area the population 

of those aged over 65 is projected to increase by 57.8% between 2014 and 2036. The 

East Suffolk Housing Strategy recognises that there are an increasing number of older 

people living in housing that is too large or is not suited to their mobility needs. It states 

that there is a need for more housing to be adapted to make it accessible and for more 

specialist housing for older people, including higher level support for people with 

severe mobility problems, chronic physical health conditions and dementia.  
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 The development of new housing provides an opportunity to design-in such 

considerations. Provision of smaller, more suitable, accommodation may result in more 

of the existing larger properties becoming available.  

 

5.42 The SHMA includes an assessment of the needs for specialist accommodation 

(sheltered housing, enhanced sheltered housing and extra care housing) and identifies 

a need for a total of 1,287 units by 2036. The SHMA also identifies a need for a further 

1,118 spaces in Registered Care (nursing and residential care homes) over the plan 

period.  

 

However traditional forms of provision may not always match modern demands and 

although the specialist housing market sector addresses a wide variety of needs it is 

considered that some of this need will be met through the provision of non-specialist 

housing, and therefore it is important that the mix of housing helps to address these 

needs. Provision for sheltered and extra care housing and registered care will be 

secured through larger residential allocations where feasible, as part of a mix of 

housing types. 

 

3. As indicated the Council confirm that there is a significant need for accommodation for 

the elderly but there are no proposed allocations to accommodate this acute need which 

is not consistent with paragraph 61 of the revised Framework nor the Guidance. 

 

4. Local planning authorities should ensure that the policies in their Local Plan recognise 

the diverse types of housing needed in their area and, where appropriate, identify specific 

sites for all types of housing to meet their anticipated housing requirement. This could 

include sites for older people’s housing including accessible mainstream housing such 

as bungalows and step-free apartments, sheltered or extra care housing, retirement 

housing and residential care homes. Where local planning authorities do not consider it 

appropriate to allocate such sites, they should ensure that there are sufficiently robust 

criteria in place to set out when such homes will be permitted.  
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This might be supplemented by setting appropriate targets for the number of these homes 

to be built. 

 

Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 12-006-20150320 

Revision date: 20 03 2015 

 

5. The plan could be made sound by making provision for the allocation of sites for the 

provision of care homes and extra care accommodation within the plan area such as the 

site at Yarmouth Road Melton.  

 

6. The wording contained within Policy SCLP5.8 Housing Mix 

 

sheltered and extra care housing will be supported where the scheme incorporates a mix 

of tenures and sizes to meet an identified need 

 

does not respond adequately to the identified need for accommodation for the elderly and 

is not consistent with national policy in this respect. 
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Policy SCLP10.4: Landscape Character 

 

4.33 Is the Policy consistent with national policy in respect of Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty and heritage coasts as set out in the Framework in paragraphs 172 and 173? 

 

Response 

 

1. It is noted that there are sites in the plan which benefit from proposed allocations are 

located within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. This is considered to be in conflict 

with National Policy. The revised NPPF states, at paragraph 172, that: 

 

“Great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty 

in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the 

highest status of protection in relation to these issues……..  

 

The scale and extent of development within these designated areas should be limited. 

Planning permission should be refused for major development other than in exceptional 

circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated that the development is in the public 

interest…….” 

 

2. As a result of the clear direction set out in the revised NPPF it is considered that every 

effort should be made to address the district’s housing need without encroaching into 

protected areas. The wider site at Redwald Road is an example of a sustainable location, 

outside of the AONB designation, which provides an opportunity for growth. 

 

3. Policy issues relating to Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty were considered by the 

Court of Appeal R (CPRE Kent) v Dover District Council [2016] EWCA CIV 936.  In 

the Court of Appeal Judgement, Lord Justice Laws confirmed with regard to the 

Farthingloe proposals that  
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“The scale of the proposed development is unprecedented in an AONB”. 

 

He also significantly confirmed that 

 

“A Local Planning Authority which is going to authorise a development which will inflict 

substantial harm on an AONB must surely give substantial reasons for doing so”.  
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1.0 Matter 1: Procedural/Legal Requirements 

Issue: Whether all Statutory and Regulatory requirements have 
been met? 

  
Sustainability Appraisal   

1.2  Is the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) adequate?  
1.2.1 No, the SA is not considered adequate as set out in our representations in relation to 

land to the north and east of Redwald Road, Rendlesham (site 451) February 2019 

and September 2018 on behalf of Christchurch Property Company Ltd. 

1.2.2 The SA fails to comply with the Regulations and guidance and is considered 

inadequate for the following reasons: 
• A different SA Framework has been used in the Site Allocations and Area Specific 

Policies (SAASP) SA 2016 and the Sustainability Appraisal of the Local Plan.  No 
explanation for the change is provided and a proper comparison of results can 

therefore not be made. 

• Effects have not been predicted or evaluated in sufficient detail or with links to 
appropriate evidence 

• Inadequate explanation of the selection and rejection of the alternatives, in 
particular the preferred allocations and unallocated sites 

• The findings of the consultation on the Scoping Report and Initial Site 
Assessments 2017 have not been included in the SA. The SA main report also 

fails to explain what consultation has been undertaken and how the responses 
have been taken into account.  It is not known how the responses have been 

taken into account in the development of the Local Plan or SA. 

• The assessment of cumulative impacts is considered inadequate 
• Mitigation measures have not been suitably identified within the SA. 
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1.3  Has the SA been undertaken on the basis of a consistent methodology 

and is the assessment robust?  

 Site Allocations and Area Specific Policies (SAASP) SA 2016 
1.3.1 A different SA Framework has been used in the SAASP SA 2016, which used 23 

sustainability objectives and the Sustainability Appraisal of the Local Plan, which 
uses 19 sustainability objectives.   

1.3.2 The assessment of sites in the SAASP uses a different assessment method to the 
assessment in the Interim SA and Final SA.  A proper comparison of results can 

therefore not be made.  No explanation for the change is provided. 

 Issues and Options SA 2017 
1.3.3 The Issues and Options SA report 2017 does not comply with the regulations and 

guidance on several fronts: 

• No Non-Technical Summary 

• The timescale for all the impacts is given as long term (20 years after adoption) 
and permanent unless not applicable. No explanation is given for this reasoning, 

which is not realistic and is replicated in later versions of the SA. 
• The results are not linked to any evidence to support the findings. 

• No conclusions are given for the results or explained within the report. 

Interim SA of First Draft Local Plan, July 2018 
1.3.4 The allocations that were carried forward from the SAASP were not reassessed in the 

Interim SA as it is stated: 

“These allocations are up-to-date and still relevant. They were subject to 
Sustainability Appraisal at various stages throughout the development of the Plans 
and the relevant Sustainability Appraisals.” Interim SA, page 144 

1.3.5 The carried forward sites were therefore not assessed against the revised SA 

framework at the time when the Preferred Strategy for the Local Plan was decided.  
The current allocations in the SAASP should have been reconsidered to ensure that 

they were still appropriate, to enable a meaningful comparison of alternatives and to 

ensure that the SA formed an integrated part of the development of the Plan.  A 
proper comparison between the previous SA for the SAASP and the Interim SA for 

the First Local Plan cannot be made as the SA framework has changed.  It can also 
not be shown how the SA has informed the development of the Local Plan. 
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1.3.6 The above error is further complicated in relation to land to the east of Rendlesham 

(SCLP12.58 First Draft LP) a preferred allocation identified in the SAASP and land to 

the north and east of Rendlesham (Site 451), the northern part of which has not been 

allocated.  Whilst it is understood that omission sites are not the subject for 

discussion at this hearing, the failure in the assessment methodology provides an 
important illustration of the fundamental failures in the process that have been made. 

1.3.7 The assessment of Site 451 in fact includes the allocated part of the site (SCLP12.58) 

but the whole site has been rejected as an allocation.  By assessing the site as a 

whole, the Council has inadvertently rejected the allocated part of the site.  The error 
in the assessment also means that the reasons why the northern part of the site is 

considered inappropriate have not been identified and therefore cannot be 
understood. Representations on these errors were made in September 2018 and 

February 2019. 

1.3.8 The reasons given for the rejection of the northern part of the site also fail to provide 

any explanation for the rejection of the site, and are completely inadequate: 

‘Part of the site is a preferred site carried forward from the existing SAASP 
Development Plan Document.’ p170 Interim SA, July 2018  

1.3.9 The above statement does not explain the reasons for not allocating the northern part 
of the site.  Whilst the results are not directly comparable, the differences between 

the scores are slight.  It is therefore completely illogical to conclude that only part of 

the site is considered sustainable, unless the results had shown an issue of 
significant difference between the two areas.  Such an issue has not been identified. 

1.3.10 Further information regarding the selection of sites was set out in Appendix I of the 

First Draft Local Plan, page 10, which was reviewed and considered inadequate as 

part of our representations (paras 2.4.18-2.4.19)  
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Final SA – Final Draft Local Plan, December 2018 
1.3.11 The Council’s response to our representations to the Interim SA are as follows: 

“The interim SA report provided initial appraisals of site and policy options. It 
was intended to help inform representations on the First Draft Local Plan. 
A revised and updated SA report has now been produced which address 
these points, including reassessment of the carried forward allocations, and 
an assessment of likely effects and cumulative impacts.” (emphasis added) 
Final SA, Appendix F p1452 

1.3.12 The SA should be used to inform the Plan, rather than the representations.  The Final 
SA Report has attempted to address some of the errors identified in the 

representations.  In particular, an assessment of the site to the east of Rendlesham 

(now site SCLP 12.63) has been provided.  

1.3.13 The eastern part of the site (4.3 ha) at Redwald Road forms part of an existing 

allocation for approximately 50 units in the SAASP 2017, which is set out as a 

preferred allocation in the First Draft Local Plan as policy SCLP12.58 and the Final 

Draft Local Plan as policy SCLP12.63.  An assessment of the eastern part of the site 

has now been assessed in Appendix B (page 617).  However, the land to the north 

of the site has not been assessed separately and instead, the site as a whole has still 

been assessed at Appendix D, p1269 (Site 451).  The decision has been taken not to 

allocate site 451, which still includes the allocated part of the site.  No reasons are 
provided.  The SA and supporting evidence provide no explanation for the omission 

of Site 451. 

1.3.14 All results are considered to be long term and permanent, which is unlikely and no 

reasons to justify this assumption are provided.  There is also no consideration of 
direct, indirect, cumulative, synergistic effects or the inter-relationship between 

factors as required by the regulations.  In addition, the assessment has failed to 
identify any mitigation measures. 

1.3.15 The potential for mitigation should have been considered in the assessment of the 

site allocations, in order to make an informed decision.  The mitigation measures 
have only been applied to the selected sites.  A proper comparison can therefore not 

be made of a site’s suitability. The assessment of land to the north and east of 
Redwald Road, Rendlesham has not used the information submitted to the Council in 

support of the Development Proposals, in particular the proposed mitigation 
measures, and therefore provides a misrepresentation of the proposals for the site. 

[see main representations by Richard Brown Planning Ltd, Planning Application 

DC/17/5380/OUT].  
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1.4  Has the SA taken into account reasonable alternatives and has sufficient 

reasoning been given for the rejection of alternatives?  

1.4.1 The SA has failed to provide an outline of the reasons the alternatives were selected, 

the reasons the rejected options were not taken forward and the reasons for selecting 
the preferred allocations in the light of the alternatives in accordance with the 

regulations and guidance [Regulation 12(2b), Schedule 2 (8), NPPG 018] 

1.4.2 The assessment of alternatives should consider all reasonable alternatives and 

provide an outline of the reasons for the selection and rejection of the options 
considered.  The options should all be considered in the same level of detail as the 

preferred option for the Local Plan. 

1.4.3 A revised assessment of the sites carried forward from the SAASP is included in the 

Final SA and is set out in Appendix B.  However, it is not clear within the SA, which 

sites from the preferred allocations in the Interim SA have been taken forward and 

which sites have been omitted. A list of the changes to the allocations since the First 

Draft Local Plan SA is not provided, or any reasons for the selection of SCLP12.63 or 

rejection of site 451, as required by the regulations and guidance. 

1.4.4 Furthermore, the allocations include sites which are within 1km of Designated 

European Sites and sites within the AONB, which should be given ‘great weight’ in 

decision making (NPPF 2018, para 172).  The scale and extent of development in 

such areas should be limited and planning permission should be refused for major 

development other than in exceptional circumstances, and where it can be 

demonstrated that the development is in the public interest. 

1.4.5 It is not known how such sites can be considered preferred allocations against a site 

without such constraints and without identifying any specific mitigation measures. 
Reference is made to the need to undertake ecological surveys, which implies the 

extent of the impact and the potential for mitigation is unknown. The results for Site 

451 do not take into account either potential or specific mitigation measures. 

1.4.6 The SA results provide an inconsistent and inadequate approach to the assessment. 

With the exception of Objective 8, which has been scored the same for several 

allocations, no major negative impacts have been identified for Site 451.  It is also 

likely that when mitigation is applied the results would become positive. In the 

absence of any explanation for the rejection of Site 451, other than part of the site 

was already allocated, the decision cannot be considered justified. 
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1.4.7 The SA states in the Non-technical summary (page 11): 

“Generally, the options selected in the Local Plan perform most positively 
against the Sustainability Appraisal Framework. However, there are 
occasionally other strategy considerations (including the strategic approach 
to growth) that have influenced the choice of final policy option.” 

1.4.8 No explanation is provided of the other strategy considerations that may have been 

taken into account in the selection of options.  The SA therefore does not 
demonstrate a transparent approach to decision making.  

1.4.9 The SA also does not link to the evidence available to understand the decisions 

made.  The SHELAA identifies the whole of site 451 as ‘potentially suitable’, which is 

considered both available and achievable and is listed in Appendix D – Alternative 

sites.  A comparison of the SHELAA results against the SA results (where applicable) 

shows the majority of the SHELAA assessment either equal to or more favourable 

than the SA results. It is not clear why the SA results differ. (see Appendix 2 of 

Representations, February 2019)  

1.4.10 The reason for the selection of SCLP12.63 is set out in the Final SA at p163, which 

states: 

“This allocation is carried forward from the Site Allocations and Area Specific 
Policies Development Plan Document (January 2017). This site has not been 
developed and continues to provide opportunities to new housing in a 
location with good access to services.” 

1.4.11 The reason for the rejection of the alternative option (Site 451) is also set out, which 

states: “Alternative option – See table of alternative site options” 

1.4.12 The table of alternative site options is provided at pp165-197.  The table sets out the 

reasons for the rejection of Rendlesham (Site 451) as before: 

 “Part of the site is a preferred site carried forward from existing Site Allocation 
and Area Specific Policies Development Plan Document.” 

 
1.4.13 There is simply no explanation for the rejection of Site 451 as an allocation either 

within the SA report or within the Appendices of results.  The failure to provide an 

outline of the reasons for the selection and rejection of alternatives is contrary to the 
regulations and guidance demonstrates both an inadequate audit trail of how 

decisions have been made and a lack of transparency in the results.  
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1.4.14 The Council’s Consultation Statement (A10) March 2019 provides the following 

explanation for not allocating the remainder of the site. 

“It is not appropriate to allocate the larger site area, or other sites within 
Rendlesham, due to infrastructure constraints, particularly around school 
provision and the transport network. For the same reason, it is not considered 
appropriate to increase the number of dwellings on the allocated land.”   
Page 886 

1.4.15 The SA does not provide this explanation either in the SA report or the assessment 

results.  The SA therefore does not show how it has informed the plan. The SA did 

not assess SCLP 12.58 in the Interim SA.  The commentary in the Final SA for SCLP 

12.63 states: 

• Transport – “There are some facilities in Rendlesham but the site is 6.5 
miles to nearest market town/major centre” [minor negative (-)] 

• Education Provision – “lies within walking distance of a primary school” 
[minor positive (+)] 

1.4.16 By way of contrast, Site 451 scores major positive (++) results for both education and 

transport.  Neither of the assessments for SCLP 12.63 and Site 451 has any 

commentary of the constraints of the infrastructure, the cumulative impacts or 
potential mitigation measures.  The reasons provided in the Consultation Statement 

therefore do not support the findings of the SA and appear to provide post-

rationalisation for decisions made. 

1.4.17 The review of the SA process has shown that the Council’s approach cannot be 

considered to be an appropriate strategy given the reasonable alternatives as the SA 
process has failed to comply with the necessary guidance and regulations at each 

stage.  In particular, the review has found that the selection of the preferred housing 
allocations is not substantiated by the SA report or available evidence and has 

revealed a flawed approach to the assessment.   

1.4.18 The failures identified in the assessment demonstrate that the findings cannot be 
considered credible, justified or robust and can only lead to the conclusion that the 

SA is not fit for purpose or legally compliant and that the Final Draft Local Plan can 
therefore not be considered sound. 
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1.4.19 In order to rectify the identified deficiencies, further work is needed, which will 
necessitate the return to an earlier stage of the process.  As envisaged by Weatherup 

J in Seaport Investment Ltd’s Application for Judicial Review [2008] Env LR 23, to 

meet the statutory requirements and be legally compliant, the continuing SEA 
process and consultation on the SA must be capable of exerting the appropriate 

influence on the contents of the draft plan (see Hearing Statement – Richard Brown 

Planning paras 6-7).  Such additional work will therefore need to assess all 

reasonable alternatives, using the available evidence, and carry out the appropriate 
consultation to inform the preferred approach to the Local Plan.   
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Executive Summary 
 
ES.1 This document has been prepared by Jam Consult Ltd on behalf of Christchurch 

Land & Estates Ltd with regards to land to the north and east of Redwald Road, 

Rendlesham (site 451) and relates to Suffolk Coastal District Council’s (SCDC) First 

Draft Local Plan, Interim Sustainability Appraisal, July 2018.  

ES.2 Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is mandatory for new or revised Development Plan 

Documents (DPDs), which includes the Local Plan under section 19(5) of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  When conducting an SA of DPDs an 

environmental assessment must also be conducted in accordance with the 

requirements of European Directive 2001/42/EC (The Strategic Environmental 

Assessment Directive), transposed into the UK legislation by the Environmental 

Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, Section 12.  

ES.3 The Council has previously consulted on the following SAs, which are also considered 
within these representations, as it is necessary to look at the SA process as a whole, 

given the iterative nature of the process: 

• Site Allocations and Area Specific Policies (SAASP) SA, 2016 

• SA Scoping Report, August 2017 

• Issues and Options Initial SA Site Assessments, August 2017 

• First Draft Local Plan Interim SA, July 2018   

ES.4 This report identifies the Regulations and Guidance that are applicable to the Local 
Plan preparation and Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process.  The document then sets 

out consideration of the SA process to date.  The report draws attention to flaws 

identified in the SA process, in particular, the assessment of the potential housing 
allocations.  

ES.5 The eastern part of the site (4.3 Ha) at Redwald Road forms part of an existing 
allocation for approximately 50 units in the SAASP 2017, which is set out in policy 

SSP13.  As this part of the site is an existing allocation in the SAASP it has not been 
reassessed in the SA.  Instead, the site as a whole has been assessed and the decision 

has been taken not to allocate site 451, which actually includes the allocated part of 

the site.  

ES.7 A comparison between the previous SA for the SAASP and the Interim SA for the First 

Local Plan cannot be made as the SA framework has changed. The last SA that can be 
considered in relation to both parts of the site is the SA of the SAASP November 2015, 

which gave identical scores to both the eastern part of the site and the whole site.  
Only the eastern portion of the site was taken forward as an allocation and assessed in  
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 the Submission and Main Modification SAs, which gave significantly improved scores.  
The reason for the change in results or exclusion of the northern part of the site is not 

known.  

ES.8 The Initial SA 2017 and Interim SA July 2018 each give very similar scores for site 451.  

Whilst some negative impacts are identified, similar negative impacts have been 

identified for the majority of the potential allocations.  No mitigation measures have 
been identified. 

ES.9 It is not clear why the SA has assessed the site as a whole given that part of the site is 
already allocated.  This confusion is further reflected in the commentary given for not 

allocating the remainder of the site.  

 ‘Part of the site is a preferred site carried forward from the existing SAASP 
Development Plan Document.’ p170 Interim SA, July 2018 

 The above statement does not explain the reasons for not allocating the site. 

ES.10  In summary the key failings of the Interim SA are as follows: 

• Changes to the SA Framework since the SAASP are not explained 

• Results of the compatibility assessment of the SA Objectives are not discussed, 
particularly the negative impacts identified 

• Assessment of sites allocated in the SAASP use a different assessment method to 
the assessment of allocations in the Interim SA.  A revised assessment of these 

sites has not been undertaken.  A proper comparison of results can therefore not 

be made. 

• Effects have not been predicted or evaluated in sufficient detail or with links to 

appropriate evidence 

• Inadequate explanation of the selection and rejection of the alternatives, in 

particular the preferred allocations and unallocated sites  

• The findings of the consultation on the Scoping Report and Initial Site 
Assessments 2017 have not been included in the SA.  It is not known how the 

responses have been taken into account in the development of the Local Plan or 
SA. 

• The assessment of cumulative impacts is completely inadequate 

• Mitigation measures have not been suitably identified within the SA 

• There are no conclusions within the SA report or explanation of future stages. 
  



Land to the North and East of Redwald Road, Rendlesham 
Suffolk Coastal District Council 
Interim Sustainability Appraisal, July 2018  
 

180912/158/RR_Interim SA   jam consult ltd 
 

iii 

 

ES.11 Paragraph 018 of the National Planning Practice Guidance sets out how the SA should 

assess alternatives and identify likely significant effects. The SA has failed to carry out 

the assessment according to the regulations and guidance above, particularly in 
respect of the following: 

• Lack of appropriate discussion on how the options were selected.  

• Inadequate prediction and evaluation of the effects of the preferred allocations 

and reasonable alternatives 

• Failure to link to the appropriate evidence to support the decisions taken 

• Failure to provide an outline of the reasons the alternatives were selected, the 

reasons the rejected options were not taken forward and the reasons for selecting 
the preferred allocations in the light of the alternatives 

• Failure to identify potential mitigation measures 

• Failure to provide conclusions on the overall sustainability of the different 
alternatives 

• Failure to show how the SA has informed the Local Plan. 
 
ES.12 The assessment of land to the north and east of Redwald Road, Rendlesham has 

not used the information submitted to the Council in support of the Development 
Proposals, in particular the proposed mitigation measures, and therefore provides a 

misrepresentation of the proposals for the site [see main representations by 

Richard Brown Planning Ltd, Planning Application DC/17/5380/OUT].  

ES.13 The eastern part of the site has not been assessed against the revised SA Framework 

and therefore provides a different assessment methodology to the other allocations.  

Given the change in national policy since the site was assessed in 2016 such as the 
assessment of housing need and the NPPF, as well as the need to provide a 

transparent approach to decision making, the current allocations in the SAASP should 
have been reconsidered to ensure that they are still appropriate and to enable a 

meaningful comparison of alternatives. 

ES.14 The review of the SA process has shown that SCDC’s approach cannot be considered 

to be an appropriate strategy given the reasonable alternatives as the SA process has 
failed to comply with the necessary guidance and regulations.  In particular, the review 

has found that the selection of the preferred housing allocations is not substantiated by 

the SA report and has revealed a flawed approach to the assessment. 
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ES.15 The failures identified in the assessment demonstrate that the findings cannot be 
considered credible, justified or robust and can only lead to the conclusion that the SA 

is not fit for purpose or legally compliant and that the First Draft Local Plan can 
therefore not be considered sound. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This document has been prepared by Jam Consult Ltd on behalf of 

Christchurch Land & Estates Ltd with regards to land to the north and east of 

Redwald Road, Rendlesham (site 451) and relates to Suffolk Coastal District 

Council’s (SCDC) First Draft Local Plan, Interim Sustainability Appraisal, July 

2018. 

1.2 The Council has previously consulted on the following SAs, which are also 

considered within these representations, as it is necessary to look at the SA 
process as a whole, given the iterative nature of the process: 

• Site Allocations and Area Specific Policies (SAASP) SA, 2016 

• SA Scoping Report, August 2017 

• Issues and Options Initial SA Site Assessments, August 2017 

• First Draft Local Plan Interim SA, July 2018. 

1.3 Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is mandatory for new or revised Development Plan 

Documents (DPDs), which includes the Local Plan under section 19(5) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  The appraisal should include an 

assessment of the economic, social and environmental sustainability of the plan. 

1.4 When conducting an SA of DPDs an environmental assessment must also be 

conducted in accordance with the requirements of European Directive 

2001/42/EC (The Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive), transposed into 

the UK legislation by the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 

Regulations 2004, Section 12.  

1.5 Sustainability Appraisals should be carried out in accordance with Government 

Guidance ‘National Planning Practice Guidance’ and the ‘National Planning Policy 
Framework, 20012 (updated 2018)’.  Sustainability Appraisal, as defined under the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, fully incorporates the requirements of the 

SEA directive.   
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1.6 Other documents and guidance that should be referred to include: 

• EC Guidance on the SEA Directive – Implementation of Directive 2001/42 on 
the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the 
environment, September 2003 

• The Planning Inspectorate - Local Development Frameworks: Examining 
Development Plan Documents – Learning form Experience, September 2009 

• Local Development Frameworks: Examining Development Plan Documents – 
Soundness Guidance, Planning Inspectorate, August 2009 and update 
February 2010 

• Principles of Plan Making, Chapter 6 The Role of Sustainability Appraisal, PAS 
April 2013. 

• RTPI Practice Advice Note, January 2018. 

 

2.0 The SA Process 

The NPPG [001] is clear on the purpose of the SA process: 
“This process is an opportunity to consider ways by which the plan can 
contribute to improvements in environmental, social and economic 
conditions, as well as a means of identifying and mitigating any potential 
adverse effects that the plan might otherwise have. By doing so, it can 
help make sure that the proposals in the plan are the most appropriate 
given the reasonable alternatives. It can be used to test the evidence 
underpinning the plan and help to demonstrate how the tests of 
soundness have been met. Sustainability appraisal should be applied as 
an iterative process informing the development of the Local Plan.” 
[emphasis added] 

 
2.1 Site Allocations and Area Specific Policies (SAASP), 2017 
2.1.1 The Site Allocations and Area Specific Policies (SAASP) Development Plan 

Document was adopted in 2017.  Policy SSP13 of the plan allocates land to 

the east of Redwald Road (c. 4.3 ha) for approximately 50 residential units.  
The site is described as ‘within close proximity of the centre of Rendlesham 

with good pedestrian connectivity using Spencer Road.’  The policy sets out 
the criteria that will be necessary for development and potential mitigation 

measures that may be required. 

2.1.2 The site was subject to SA in 2015 and 2016, which concluded that the site 
was a sustainable location capable of delivering a moderate quantum of 

development with good access to key services and facilities. 
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2.2 Scoping Report, August 2017 

2.2.1 The Scoping Report sets out the SA Framework (SAF) for the assessment of sites 
and policies within the SA.  The SA framework provides 19 Sustainability 

Objectives, opposed to the SA framework for the SAASP, which had 23 
Sustainability Objectives.  The change between the two frameworks is not 

explained. 

2.2.2 A compatibility assessment of the sustainability objectives has been undertaken, 

which identifies a number of areas of potential conflict.  However, the results of 

the assessment are not explained or how the areas of conflict with be addressed. 

 
2.3    Issues and Options SA Report, August 2017 
 

2.3.1 The SA is presented in draft form to help inform the Local Plan Issues and 
Options Consultation and provide an opportunity for feedback on the 

assumptions made around site constraints and opportunities.  

2.3.2 The SA report does not comply with the regulations and guidance on several 
fronts: 

• No Non-Technical Summary  

• The timescale for all the impacts is given as long term (20 years after 

adoption) and permanent unless not applicable.  No explanation is given for 
this reasoning, which is not realistic. 

• The results are not linked to any evidence to support the findings. 

• No conclusions are given for the results or explained within the report. 
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2.4    Interim SA Report - First Draft Local Plan, July 2018 
 

2.4.1 The interim SA states in the Non-technical summary (page i): 
 

“The outcome of the appraisal is to identify whether the option will have 
a positive or negative effect, on the objective and whether the effect is 
significant. This helped with comparison of alternative options and 
enabled the Council to understand which are the most sustainable 
options that could be included in the first draft Local Plan.” 

  

 Assessment Methodology 
2.4.2 The eastern part of the site (4.3 ha) at Redwald Road forms part of an existing 

allocation for approximately 50 units in the SAASP 2017, which is set out in policy 

SSP13.  As this part of the site is an existing allocation in the SAASP it has not 
been reassessed in the SA and is included as a preferred allocation in the First 

Draft Local Plan as policy SCLP12.58.  Instead, the site as a whole has been 

assessed and the decision has been taken not to allocate site 451, which actually 

includes the allocated part of the site.  

2.4.3 The reason for not assessing the current allocations is given at page 144 of the 
Interim SA: 
“In addition to the new sites allocations there are also a number of 
allocations that have been carried forward from the Felixstowe 
Peninsula Area Action Plan and the Site Allocations and Area Specific 
Policies. These allocations are up-to-date and still relevant. They were 
subject to Sustainability Appraisal at various stages throughout the 
development of the Plans and the relevant Sustainability Appraisals.” 
 

2.4.4 The eastern part of the site has not been assessed against the revised SA 
Framework and therefore provides a different assessment methodology to the 

other allocations.  Given the change in national policy since the site was 
assessed in 2016 such as the assessment of housing need and the NPPF, as 

well as the need to provide a transparent approach to decision making, the 

current allocations in the SAASP should have been reconsidered to ensure that 
they are still appropriate and to enable a meaningful comparison of 

alternatives. 

2.4.5 A comparison between the previous SA for the SAASP and the Interim SA for the 

First Local Plan cannot be made as the SA framework has changed. The last SA 
that can be considered in relation to both parts of the site is the SA of the SAASP 

November 2015, which gave identical scores to both the eastern part of the site 

and the whole site [See Appendix 2 for a summary of the results]. 
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2.4.6 Only the eastern portion of the site was taken forward as an allocation and 
assessed in the Submission and Main Modifications SAs of the SAASP, which 

gave significantly improved scores (e.g. major negative impacts were changed to 
major positive).  The reason for the change in results or exclusion of the northern 

part of the site is not known as an explanation for the selection and rejection of 

alternatives is not provided.  However, the summary of the main Modifications SA 
assessment for SSP13 (2017) concludes: 

 “A sustainable location capable of delivering a moderate quantum of 
development.  The site scores well in terms of access to key services and 
facilities.  The site may also offer the potential to facilitate implementation 
of an element of the Rendlesham Neighbourhood Plan.”    

 This conclusion is in contrast to the statement made for the site in 2015: 

 “This site was previously allocated for housing development within the 
Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (2001) but this does not mean that it should 
necessarily be reallocated.  The SA demonstrates that the development of 
the site could lead to several significant effects, in relation to education 
and the distance from a range of key services.  The lack of capacity could 
be mitigated through the provision of extra capacity and phasing.  The 
distance from key services is much harder to mitigate.  However, while 
Rendlesham is a key service centre, it does have more services than most 
other key service centres.” [See Appendix 2 for a summary of the results] 

2.4.7 No explanation is provided regarding the change in opinion that the site is actually 

a sustainable location and has good access to key services and facilities.  In fact, 
the site has not moved and is approximately 10 mins walk to the village centre 

and key facilities.  It is therefore an appropriate assumption, based on the 
evidence available, that the site can be considered a sustainable location with 

good access to facilities. 

2.4.8 The Initial SA 2017 and Interim SA July 2018 have assessed the whole site (451), 
and each give very similar scores for the assessment.  Whilst some likely negative 

impacts are identified, similar negative impacts have been identified for the 
majority of the potential allocations.  However, no mitigation measures have been 

identified, which could make the difference between a site being considered 

appropriate or not [see main representations by Richard Brown Planning Ltd, 

Planning Application DC/17/5380/OUT].  The Interim SA repeats the Initial SA 

and shows the timescale for all the impacts as long term (20 years after adoption) 

and permanent, unless not applicable. Once again, no explanation for such 
timescales are given, which are not realistic. 
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2.4.9 A comparison of the SA results for the Preferred Allocations and site 451 has been 
carried out by Jam, which shows that the site scores the same or better than the 

majority of the preferred allocations [See Appendix 3].  A summary of the 

preferred housing allocations which have worse scores than Site 451 is given 

below. 

Site reference No. 
of 
units 

Objectives with MAJOR 
negative scores (worse than 
site 451) 

SCDC Reasons 

1 SCLP12.3 
SHELAA 1092 

792 SO13 Biodiversity/Geodiversity 

 

Potential impact from increased 
recreational pressure on designated 
European site. The site is within 
13km of the Stour and Orwell 
Estuaries SPA and Ramsar Sites, 
Deben Estuary SPA and Ramsar 
Site, the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA, 
SAC, and Ramsar Site, The 
Sandlings SPA, and The Hamford 
Water SPA and Ramsar site. 
Protected BAP species within the 
site – Grasshopper Warbler. 
Habitats Regulations Assessment 
screening indicates likely significant 
effects on European sites and 
therefore an appropriate 
assessment will be required. 

2 SCLP12.47 
SHELAA 776 

41 SO13 Biodiversity/Geodiversity 

 

Within 1km of the Sandlings SPA 
and within 13km of the Deben SPA 
and Ramsar sites. Potential impact 
from increased recreational 
pressure on designated European 
sites. 

SO15 Landscapes/Townscapes Site in AONB. 

3 SCLP12.52 
SHELAA 15 

17 SO13 Biodiversity/Geodiversity 

 

Potential impact from increased 
recreational pressure on designated 
European site. The site is within 
1km of the Orwell Estuaty SPA and 
Ramsar Site. The site is within 
13km of the Stour Estuary SPA and 
Ramsar Site, The Hamford Water 
SPA and Ramsar Site, the Alde-Ore 
Estuary SPA, SAC, and Ramsar 
Site, The Deben Estuary SPA and 
Ramsar Site, and The Sandlings 
SPA.  

SO15 Landscapes/Townscapes The site has been scored 0 – no 
significant impact even the 
commentary states – ‘The site is 
immediately adjacent to the 
AONB.’ 
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Site reference No. 
of 
units 

Objectives with MAJOR 
negative scores (worse than 
site 451) 

SCDC Reasons 

4 SCLP12.60 
SHELAA – 387 

24 SO15 Landscapes/Townscapes Site in AONB 

5 SCLP12.62 
SHELAA 511 

117 SO13 Biodiversity/Geodiversity 

 

Potential impact from increased 
recreational pressure on 
designated European site. The 
site is within 1km of the Orwell 
Estuary which is a SPA and 
Ramsar Site. The site is within 
13km of The Stour Estuary SPA 
and Ramsar Site, The Alde-Ore 
Estuary SPA and Ramsar Site, 
and The Sandlings SPA. 

6 SCLP12.65 
SHELAA 554 

25 SO13 Biodiversity/Geodiversity 

 

Potential impact from increased 
recreational pressure on 
designated European site. The 
site is within 1km of the 
Minsmere-Walberswick Estuary 
which is a SPA, SAC, and Ramsar 
Site. The is also within 13km of 
The Sandlings which is a SPA, the 
Alde-Ore Estuary which is a SPA, 
SAC, and Ramsar Site, and The 
Southern North Sea which is a 
SAC. The Habitats Regulations 
Assessment Screening has 
identified a need for Appropriate 
Assessment to be undertaken as 
part of the production of the Local 
Plan. 

SO18 Transport & Access Leiston is the nearest town and 
employment centre and is 
4.5miles away. The nearest bus 
stop is more than 1mile away.The 
nearest train station Darsham 
Station and is 3miles away. It's 
unlikely that the poor access to 
facilities could be mitigated. 

2.4.10 The significant negative impacts of the six Preferred Allocations above include 
development within 1km of designated European Sites, sites within the AONB and 

poor access, which is contrary to the NPPF 2018, in particular paragraph 172. 

“172. Great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape 
and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to these 
issues. The conservation and enhancement of wildlife and cultural heritage are 
also important considerations in these areas, and should be given great weight 
in National Parks and the Broads. The scale and extent of development within 
these designated areas should be limited.”  
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2.4.11 It is not known how such sites can be considered preferred allocations against a 
site without such constraints and without identifying any proposed mitigation 

measures.  In the absence of any explanation for the rejection of site 451, the 
decision cannot be considered justified.  

2.4.12 The preferred housing allocations with the same negative impacts for the following 

Sustainability Objectives as Site 451 (not allocated), are listed below: 
• SO7 Air 

• SO8 Soil and Minerals 

• SO9 Waste 

• SO10 Climate Change 

• SO11 Flooding 

• SO13 Biodiversity/Geodiversity 

• SO15 Landscape/Townscapes 
 

 Site Reference No. of 
units 

Sustainability Objectives with 
Negative Score 

1 SCLP12.2 / SHELAA - 800 247 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13, SO15 
2 SCLP12.3 / SHELAA – 801 174 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13,  
3 SCLP12.3 / SHELAA – 802 114 SO7, SO8, SO10, SO11, SO13, SO15 
4 SCLP12.3 / SHELAA – 644 876 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13, SO15 
5 SCLP12.8 / SHELAA – 1091 72 SO7, SO9, SO10, SO13 
6 SCLP12.26 / SHELAA – 714 415 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13  
7 SCLP12.26 / SHELAA – 717 141 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13 
8 SCLP12.26 / SHELAA – 1012 300 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13 
9 SCLP12.39 / SHELAA – 493 58 SO7, SO9, SO10, SO13 
10 SCLP12.40 / SHELAA – 569 31 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13, SO15 
11 SCLP12.41 / SHELAA – 432 35 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13 
12 SCLP12.42 / SHELAA – 422 15 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13, SO15 
13 SCLP12.43 / SHELAA – 812 13 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13 
14 SCLP12.44 / SHELAA – 690 110 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13, SO15 
15 SCLP12.45 / SHELAA – 660 17 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13, SO15 
16 SCLP12.46 / SHELAA – 62 38 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10 
17 SCLP12.48 / SHELAA – 1119 42 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13, SO15 
18 SCLP12.50 / SHELAA – 544 23 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13, SO15 
19 SCLP12.51 / SHELAA – 856 9 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13 
20 SCLP12.54 / SHELAA – 465 20 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13 
21 SCLP12.55 / SHELAA – 764 25 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13, SO15 
22 SCLP12.56 / SHELAA – 1121 92 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13, SO15 
23 SCLP12.64 / SHELAA – 135 23 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13 
24 SCLP12.67/ SHELAA – 774 23 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO11, SO13 
25 SCLP12.67 / SHELAA – 775 9 SO7, SO8, SO9, SO10, SO13, SO15 
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 Assessment of Alternatives 
2.4.13 The SA states on Page X of the NTS: 

“Section 6 of the report details the reasons why some alternatives were 
selected above others and included in the Draft Local Plan. Generally, 
the options selected in the Local Plan perform most positively against 
the Sustainability Appraisal Framework. However, there are 
occasionally other strategy considerations (including the preferred 
strategic option for growth) that have influenced the choice of preferred 

 option.” [emphasis added] 

2.4.14 The assessment of alternatives should consider all alternatives not just ‘some’ 

alternatives and should give an outline of the reasons for the selection and 

rejection of the options considered, in accordance with the regulations and 

guidance. [NPPG para 018] 

2.4.15 It is not clear from the SA report why the site as a whole has been assessed rather 
than the northern part, given that the eastern part of the site is already allocated.  

This confusion is further reflected in the commentary for not allocating the 
remainder of the site.  

 ‘Part of the site is a preferred site carried forward from the existing SAASP 
Development Plan Document.’ p170 Interim SA, July 2018 

2.4.16 The above statement does not explain the reasons for not allocating the whole site. 

In fact, by rejecting the whole site, the assessment has also inadvertently rejected 
the part of the site, which is allocated in the SAASP. 

2.4.17 The SA also does not link to the evidence available to understand the decisions 
made.  The SHELAA identifies the whole site as ‘potentially suitable’, which is 

considered both available and achievable and is listed in Appendix J – Potential 

sites.  Jam has compared the SHELAA results against the SA results (where 
applicable) which shows the majority of the SHELAA assessment either equal to or 

more favourable than the SA results. It is not clear why the SA results differ [see 

Appendix 1]. 
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2.4.18 Further information is set out in the First Draft Local Plan - Appendix I, July 

2018 on the factors that were considered in the selection of sites (page 10) 

“Within locations identified as having greater potential or opportunities 
for growth, the following factors were considered on a site by site basis: 
• SHELAA conclusions – these were reviewed to identify any issues 

which may need to be mitigated; 
• Sustainability Appraisal conclusions – these were reviewed to 

identify whether there were any site specific issues; 
• Consultation responses from the 2017 Issues and Options 

consultation; 
• Feedback from one to one sessions with Parish and Town Councils; 
• Initial outputs from the Landscape Character Assessment and 

Settlement Sensitivity Assessment; 
• Other constraints to development which may affect, for example, 

the area of the site that could be developed; 
• Whether development of the site would be inconsistent with any 

other emerging policy in the Local Plan review.” 

2.4.19 With regard to the above considerations a review of the information in relation to 
Site 451 shows: 

• The SHELAA regards the site as potentially suitable, available and achievable 

and that any potential negative impacts can be mitigated 

• The SA does not provide any conclusions.  The results do not indicate why the 

site would not be suitable 

• The consultation responses from the 2017 Issues and Options or the feedback 

from the Parish and Town Councils are not referred to in the SA 

• The initial outputs from the Landscape Character Assessment and Settlement 

Sensitivity Assessment are not provided in the SA.  Rendlesham is not 

included in the Settlement Sensitivity Assessment  

• Any constraints to development have been identified and can be suitably 

mitigated [see main representations by Richard Brown Planning Ltd, 

Planning Application DC/17/5380/OUT] 

• The allocation of the site 451 would be consistent with the emerging policy in 

the Local Plan review, specifically Policy SCLP5.1 Housing Development in 

Large Villages, although the northern part of the site is currently outside the 
defined settlement boundary. 

2.4.20 The failure to provide an outline of the reasons for the selection and rejection of 
alternatives is contrary to the regulations and guidance and demonstrates both an 

inadequate audit trail of how decisions have been made and a lack of 
transparency in the results.  
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 Consultation 
2.4.21 The absence of any consideration of the consultation responses to the Scoping 

Report and Issues and Options adds further to the above failings, in particular 

responses from the statutory consultees.  The SA report fails to explain what 
consultation has been undertaken and how the responses have been taken into 

account, particularly from the Statutory Consultees - Historic England, Natural 
England, The Environment Agency, Highways England and the neighbouring 

authorities.   

  Assessment of Cumulative Impacts 
2.4.22 The Assessment of cumulative effects is set out in Section 7 of the Interim SA 

Report (pp184-188) and comprises a table of the cumulative impacts of the 

policies and site allocations against each sustainability objective.  There is very 
limited commentary on what the results in the table show or explanation of the 

likely positive or negative cumulative impacts.  Furthermore, for sites that have 
been carried forward from previously approved plans no scores are provided and 

instead it states, ‘allocation carried forward’. 

2.4.23 The assessment of cumulative impacts is completely inadequate and fails to 

explain to the reader the likely impacts that the Draft Local Plan may have on the 
area. 

 Mitigation Measures 
2.4.24 Schedule 2 (7) of the regulations sets out the information, which should be 

included within the SA report, including the requirements for mitigation measures.  

 “The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as possible 
offset any significant adverse effects on the environment of 
implementing the plan or programme.” 

 The mitigation measures are not set out within the SA Report, although the 

SHELAA identifies that the potential negative impacts can be mitigated. 
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2.4.25 The NPPG also makes it clear that Stage B of the SA process - Developing and 

Refining Alternatives and Assessing Effects, should include the consideration of 

mitigation measures: 

“Stage B: Developing and Refining Alternatives & Assessing Effects 
1. Test the Local Plan Objectives against the Sustainability Appraisal 

Framework 
2. Develop the Local Plan Options including Reasonable Alternatives 
3. Evaluate the likely effects of the Local Plan and Alternatives 
4. Consider ways of mitigating adverse effects and maximising 

beneficial effects 
5. Propose measures to monitor the significant effects of implementing 

the Local Plan” [NPPG 013] 
Stage B should also involve considering ways of mitigating any adverse 
effects, maximising beneficial effects and ways of monitoring likely 
significant effects.” [NPPG 017] 

2.4.26 Additional information on the development proposals has been submitted to the 
Council, which sets out further evidence in relation to the site and how potential 

effects can be mitigated, however this information is not referenced within the SA. 

[see main representations by Richard Brown Planning Ltd, Planning 

Application DC/17/5380/OUT] 
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3.0  Conclusions 

The National Planning Practice Guidance on SEA/SA is clear in Paragraph 001: 

“A sustainability appraisal is a systematic process that must be carried out 
during the preparation of a Local Plan.  Its role is to promote sustainable 
development by assessing the extent to which the emerging plan, when 
judged against reasonable alternatives, will help to achieve relevant 
environmental, economic and social objectives. 
This process is an opportunity to consider ways by which the plan can 
contribute to improvements in environmental, social and economic 
conditions, as well as a means of identifying and mitigating any potential 
adverse effects that the plan might otherwise have. By doing so, it can 
help make sure that the proposals in the plan are the most appropriate 
given the reasonable alternatives.  It can be used to test the evidence 
underpinning the plan and help to demonstrate how the tests of 
soundness have been met.  Sustainability appraisal should be applied as 
an iterative process informing the development of the Local Plan.” 

3.1.1 Under section 19(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is mandatory for new or revised Development Plan 

Documents (DPDs), which includes the Local Plan.  When conducting an SA of 
DPDs an environmental assessment must also be conducted in accordance with 

the requirements of European Directive 2001/42/EC (The Strategic 

Environmental Assessment Directive), transposed into the UK legislation by the 

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, 

Section 12.  

3.1.6 The eastern part of the site (4.3 Ha) at Redwald Road forms part of an existing 

allocation for approximately 50 units in the SAASP 2017, which is set out in policy 

SSP13.  As this part of the site is an existing allocation in the SAASP it has not 
been reassessed in the SA.  Instead, the site as a whole has been assessed and 

the decision has been taken not to allocate site 451, which actually includes the 
allocated part of the site.  

3.1.7 A comparison between the previous SA for the SAASP and the Interim SA for the 
First Local Plan cannot be made as the SA framework has changed. The last SA 

that can be considered in relation to both parts of the site is the SA of the SAASP 
November 2015, which gave identical scores to both the eastern part of the site 

and the whole site.  Only the eastern portion of the site was taken forward as an 

allocation and assessed in the Submission and Main Modification SAs, which 
gave significantly improved scores.  The reason for the change in results or 

exclusion of the northern part of the site is not known.  
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3.1.8 The Initial SA 2017 and Interim SA July 2018 each give very similar scores for site 
451.  Whilst some negative impacts are identified, similar negative impacts have 

been identified for the majority of the potential allocations.  No mitigation 
measures have been identified.  

3.1.9 It is not clear why the SA has assessed the site as a whole given that part of the 

site is already allocated.  This confusion is further reflected in the commentary 
given for not allocating the remainder of the site.  

 ‘Part of the site is a preferred site carried forward from the existing SAASP 
Development Plan Document.’ p170 Interim SA, July 2018 

 The above statement does not explain the reasons for not allocating the site. 

3.1.10  In summary the key failings of the Interim SA are as follows: 

• Changes to the SA Framework since the SAASP are not explained 

• Results of the compatibility assessment of the SA Objectives are not 

discussed, particularly the negative impacts identified 

• Assessment of sites allocated in the SAASP use a different assessment 

method to the assessment of allocations in the Interim SA.  A revised 
assessment of these sites has not been undertaken.  A proper comparison of 

results can therefore not be made. 

• Effects have not been predicted or evaluated in sufficient detail or with links 

to appropriate evidence 

• Inadequate explanation of the selection and rejection of the alternatives, in 
particular the preferred allocations and unallocated sites  

• The findings of the consultation on the Scoping Report and Initial Site 
Assessments 2017 have not been included in the SA.  It is not known how the 

responses have been taken into account in the development of the Local 

Plan or SA. 

• The assessment of cumulative impacts is completely inadequate 

• Mitigation measures have not been suitably identified within the SA 

• There are no conclusions within the SA report or explanation of future stages. 
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3.1.11 Paragraph 018 of the National Planning Practice Guidance sets out how the SA 

should assess alternatives and identify likely significant effects. The SA has failed 

to carry out the assessment according to the regulations and guidance above, 
particularly in respect of the following: 

• Lack of appropriate discussion on how the options were selected.  

• Inadequate prediction and evaluation of the effects of the preferred 

allocations and reasonable alternatives 

• Failure to link to the appropriate evidence to support the decisions taken 

• Failure to provide an outline of the reasons the alternatives were selected, the 

reasons the rejected options were not taken forward and the reasons for 
selecting the preferred allocations in the light of the alternatives 

• Failure to identify potential mitigation measures 

• Failure to provide conclusions on the overall sustainability of the different 
alternatives 

• Failure to show how the SA has informed the Local Plan. 
 
3.1.12 The assessment of land to the north and east of Redwald Road, Rendlesham 

has not used the information submitted to the Council in support of the 
Development Proposals, in particular the proposed mitigation measures, and 

therefore provides a misrepresentation of the proposals for the site [see main 

representations by Richard Brown Planning Ltd, Planning Application 

DC/17/5380/OUT].  

3.1.13 The eastern part of the site has not been assessed against the revised SA 
Framework and therefore provides a different assessment methodology to the 

other allocations.  Given the change in national policy since the site was assessed 
in 2016 such as the assessment of housing need and the NPPF, as well as the 

need to provide a transparent approach to decision making, the current 

allocations in the SAASP should have been reconsidered to ensure that they are 
still appropriate and to enable a meaningful comparison of alternatives. 

3.1.14 The review of the SA process has shown that SCDC’s approach cannot be 
considered to be an appropriate strategy given the reasonable alternatives as the 

SA process has failed to comply with the necessary guidance and regulations.  In 
particular, the review has found that the selection of the preferred housing 

allocations is not substantiated by the SA report and has revealed a flawed 
approach to the assessment. 
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3.1.15 The failures identified in the assessment demonstrate that the findings cannot be 

considered credible, justified or robust and can only lead to the conclusion that 
the SA is not fit for purpose or legally compliant and that the First Draft Local Plan 

can therefore not be considered sound. 
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Appendix 1: Comparison of SA Results – Interim SA July 2018, Issues & Options August 2017 and SHELAA July 2018 
 

Sustainability Objectives Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix F – Alternative Sites 

(Site 451) 

Issues & Options August 2017 
Initial SA site Appraisals 

(Site 451) 

SHELAA July 2018 
Suitability Assessment 

(Site 451) 

SHELAA 
Comments 

Population     

1 To reduce poverty and social exclusion 0 0   

Housing     

2 To meet the housing requirements of 
the whole community 

++ ++   

Health & Wellbeing     

3 To improve the health of the population 
overall and reduce health inequalities 

+ ++   

4 To improve the quality of where people 
live and work 

0 0   

Education     

5 To improve levels of education and 
skills in the population overall 

++ ++   

Water     

6 To conserve and enhance water quality 
and resources 

0 0   

Air     

7 To maintain and where possible 
improve air quality 

- -   

Material Assets (including Soil)     

8 To conserve and enhance soil and 
mineral resources 

-- -- amber Within 250m of minerals 
facility 

9 To promote the sustainable 
management of waste 

- -   
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Sustainability Objectives Interim SA July 2018 

Appendix F – Alternative Sites 
(Site 451) 

Issues & Options August 2017 
Initial SA site Appraisals 

(Site 451) 

SHELAA July 2018 
Suitability Assessment 

(Site 451) 

 
SHELAA 

Comments 

Climate Change     

10 To reduce emissions of greenhouse 
gases from energy consumption 

- -   

11 To reduce vulnerability to climatic 
events and flooding 

- - amber Risk of surface water can 
be mitigated 

The Coast and Estuaries     

12 To safeguard the integrity of the coast 
and estuaries 

0 - green No issues identified 

13 To conserve and enhance biodiversity 
and geodiversity 

- 0 amber Can be mitigated 

Cultural Heritage     

14 To conserve and where appropriate 
enhance areas and assets of historical 
and archaeological importance 

- - amber Can be mitigated 

15 To conserve and enhance the quality 
and local distinctiveness of landscapes 
and townscapes 

- - green Hedgerow survey: poor 
Trees on all boundaries 

16 To achieve sustainable levels of 
prosperity and growth throughout the 
plan area 

0 0   

17 To maintain and enhance the vitality 
and viability of town and retail centres 

+ +   

18 To encourage patterns of movement, 
promote sustainable travel of transport 
and ensure good access to services 

++ ++ green amber Access good 
Transport issues can be 
mitigated 

19 To ensure that the digital infrastructure 
available meets the needs of current 
and future generations 

0 0   
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Appendix 2: Comparison of SA Results – SAASP Main Modifications, SASSP Full Assessment 2016 and SASSP 2015 
 

Sustainability Objectives SAASP SA Addendum 
Main Modifications - 

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA April 2016 
Appendix 3 –  

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 4 –  

Preferred Options 
Site 350 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 5 – 

Alternative Options 
Site 350b (site 451) 

1 To improve the health of the 
population overall 

++ ++ -- -- 

2 To maintain and improve levels of 
education and skills in the 
population overall 

- - -- -- 

3 To reduce crime and anti-social 
activity 

0 0 0 0 

4 To reduce poverty and social 
exclusion 

0 0 0 0 

5 To improve access to key 
services for all sectors of the 
population 

+ + 0 0 

6 To offer everybody the 
opportunity for rewarding and 
satisfying employment 

+ + + + 

7 To meet the housing requirements 
of the whole community 

++ ++ + + 

8 To improve the quality of where 
people live and to encourage 
community participation 

+ + + + 

9 To maintain and where possible 
improve water quality 

0 0 0 0 

10 To maintain and where possible 
improve air quality 

+ - - 0 

11 To conserve soil resources and 
quality 

- - 0 - 
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Sustainability Objectives SAASP SA Addendum 
Main Modifications - 

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA April 2016 
Appendix 3 –  

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 4 –  

Preferred Options 
Site 350 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 5 – 

Alternative Options 
Site 350b (site 451) 

12 To use water and mineral 
resources efficiently, and reuse 
and recycle where possible 

0 0 0 0 

13 To reduce waste - - - - 

14 To reduce the effects of traffic on 
the environment 

++ ++ -- -- 

15 To reduce emissions of 
greenhouse gases from energy 
consumption 

- - + + 

16 To reduce vulnerability to flooding 0 0 0 0 

17 To conserve and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity 

0 0 0 0 

18 To conserve and where 
appropriate enhance areas of 
historical and archaeological 
importance 

0 0 0 0 

19 To conserve and enhance the 
quality and local distinctiveness 
of landscapes and townscapes 

0 0 0 0 

20 To achieve sustainable levels of 
prosperity and economic growth 
throughout the plan area 

0 0 0 0 

21 To revitalise town centres + + 0 0 

22 To encourage efficient patterns of 
movement in support of 
economic growth 

++ ++ -- -- 
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Sustainability Objectives SAASP SA Addendum 
Main Modifications - 

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA April 2016 
Appendix 3 –  

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 4 –  

Preferred Options 
Site 350 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 5 – 

Alternative Options 
Site 350b (site 451) 

23 To encourage and accommodate 
both indigenous and inward 
investment 

0/+ 0/+ 0 0 

 Council’s Conclusions A sustainable location capable of delivering a moderate 
quantum of development. The site scores well in terms of 
access to key services and facilities.  The site may also 
offer the potential to facilitate implementation of an 
element of the Rendlesham Neighbourhood Plan. 

(No mitigation measures were identified but instead it is 
marked N/A.) 

This site was previously 
allocated for housing 
development within the 
Suffolk Coastal Local Plan 
(2001), but this 
does not mean that it 
should necessarily be 
reallocated. The SA 
demonstrates that the 
development of the site 
could lead to several 
significant effects, in 
relation to education and 
the distance from a range 
of key services. The lack of 
capacity could be 
mitigated through the 
provision of extra capacity 
and phasing. The distance 
from key services is much 
harder to mitigate. 
However, while 
Rendlesham is a key 
service centre, it does 
have more services than 
most other key service 
centres. 

The SA demonstrates that 
the development of the site 
could lead to several 
significant effects, in 
relation to education and 
the distance from a range 
of key services. The lack of 
capacity could be 
mitigated through the 
provision of extra capacity 
and phasing. The distance 
from key services is much 
harder to mitigate. 
However, while 
Rendlesham is a key 
service centre, it does 
have more services than 
most other key service 
centres. 
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Appendix 2: Comparison of SA Results – Comparison of Preferred Allocations and Land to the north and east of Redwald Road, 
Rendlesham (Site 451 – previously 350b) 

Sustainability 
Objectives 

Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix E – Preferred Site Allocations 

 
App. F  
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Population   

1 To reduce 
poverty and 
social 
exclusion 

                                 0 

Housing   

2 To meet the 
housing 
requirement
s of the 
whole 
community 

                                 ++ 

Health & 
Wellbeing 

  

3 To improve 
the health of 
the 
population 
overall and 
reduce 
health 
inequalities 

                                 + 

4 To improve 
the quality 
of where 
people live 
and work 

                                 0 
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Sustainability 
Objectives 

Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix E – Preferred Site Allocations 
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Education   

5 To improve 
levels of 
education 
and skills in 
the 
population 
overall 

                                 ++ 

Water   

6 To conserve 
and 
enhance 
water quality 
and 
resources 

                                 0 

Air   

7 To maintain 
and where 
possible 
improve air 
quality 

                              ?   - 

Material Assets 
(including Soil) 

  

8 To conserve 
and 
enhance soil 
and mineral 
resources 

                     ?    ?        -- 
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Sustainability 
Objectives 

Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix E – Preferred Site Allocations 
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9 To promote 
the 
sustainable 
management 
of waste 

  ?                               - 

Climate Change   

10 To reduce 
emissions of 
greenhouse 
gases from 
energy 
consumption 

                                 - 

11 To reduce 
vulnerability 
to climatic 
events and 
flooding 

                          ?       - 

The Coast and 
Estuaries 

  

12 To 
safeguard 
the integrity 
of the coast 
and 
estuaries 

          ?                       0 
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Sustainability 
Objectives 

Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix E – Preferred Site Allocations 
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13 To conserve 
and enhance 
biodiversity 
and 
geodiversity 

          ?        ?  ?             - 

Cultural Heritage   

14 To conserve 
and where 
appropriate 
enhance 
areas and 
assets of 
historical 
and 
archaeologic
al 
importance 

            ?      ? ? ?             - 

15 To conserve 
and enhance 
the quality 
and local 
distinctivene
ss of 
landscapes 
and 
townscapes 

     ?       ?    ?    ?     ?         
- 
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Sustainability 
Objectives 

Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix E – Preferred Site Allocations 
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sustainable 
levels of 
prosperity 
and growth 
throughout 
the plan area 

                                 0 

17 To maintain 
and enhance 
the vitality 
and viability 
of town and 
retail centres 
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Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix E – Preferred Site Allocations 
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that the 
digital 
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e available 
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needs of 
current and 
future 
generations 
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APPENDIX 1: Comparison of SA Results – Final SA Dec 2018 for sites SCLP 12.63 East of Redwald Road and Site 451 Land to the 
North and East of Redwald Road, Rendlesham 
 

Sustainability Objectives Final SA Dec 2018 
Appendix B Allocated Sites  

(SCLP 12.63) 

Final SA Dec 2018 
Appendix D Alternative Sites  

(Site 451) 

SA 
Comments 

Population    

1 To reduce poverty and social exclusion 0 0  

Housing    

2 To meet the housing requirements of 
the whole community 

++ ++  

Health & Wellbeing    

3 To improve the health of the 
population overall and reduce health 
inequalities 

+ +  

4 To improve the quality of where people 
live and work 

0 0  

Education    

5 To improve levels of education and 
skills in the population overall 

+ ++ Rendlesham Primary School within 1 mile.  It is not 
known why the score is less positive for SCLP 12.63 

Water    

6 To conserve and enhance water quality 
and resources 

+ 0 Development would be expected to accord with 
current standards, which promote the efficient use of 
water.  The policy requires a site-specific FRA and 
evidence that there is adequate Water Recycling 
Centre capacity or that capacity can be made 
available.   

This assumption could be applied to both sites. 
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Sustainability Objectives Final SA Dec 2018 
Appendix B Allocated Sites  

(SCLP 12.63) 

Final SA Dec 2018 
Appendix D Alternative Sites  

(Site 451) 

SA 
Comments 

Air    

7 To maintain and where possible 
improve air quality 

- - Common across district 

Material Assets (including Soil)    

8 To conserve and enhance soil and 
mineral resources 

- -- Site is greenfield land and would result in loss of 
grade 2 agricultural land.  The majority of 
allocations score a major negative effect for this 
objective.  

9 To promote the sustainable 
management of waste 

- - Common across district 

Climate Change and Flooding     

10 To reduce emissions of greenhouse 
gases from energy consumption 

- - Common across district 

11 To reduce vulnerability to climatic 
events and flooding 

+ - Site requires a site-specific FRA and evidence that 
there is adequate Water recycling Centre capacity 
or that capacity can be made available. 

This assumption could be applied to both sites. 

The Coast and Estuaries    

12 To safeguard the integrity of the coast 
and estuaries 

- 0 Potential impact on estuary SPAs from increased 
recreational pressure (medium/long term) 

No mitigation measures identified 

Biodiversity    

13 To conserve and enhance biodiversity 
and geodiversity 

- 0 Potential impact on protected sites from increased 
recreational pressure (medium/long term) 

No mitigation measures identified 
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Sustainability Objectives Final SA Dec 2018 
Appendix B Allocated Sites  

(SCLP 12.63) 

Final SA Dec 2018 
Appendix D Alternative Sites  

(Site 451) 

SA 
Comments 

Cultural Heritage    

14 To conserve and where appropriate 
enhance areas and assets of historical 
and archaeological importance 

0 - Cropmarks and soilmarks of boundary ditches and 
trackways of probable medieval to post medieval 
date. 

An archaeological assessment is required for 
SCLP 12.63 and mitigation is possible 

15 To conserve and enhance the quality 
and local distinctiveness of 
landscapes and townscapes 

+ - LVIA required along with retention of trees along 
B1069. 
Site 451 was scored negatively for being 
adjacent to AONB, which also applies to SCLP 
12.63.  Mitigation  is possible. 

16 To achieve sustainable levels of 
prosperity and growth throughout the 
plan area 

0 0  

17 To maintain and enhance the vitality 
and viability of town and retail centres 

0 + The development of entire site is likely to have a 
positive impact upon the viability of the town, 
which is within walking distance. 

18 To encourage patterns of movement, 
promote sustainable travel of transport 
and ensure good access to services 

- ++ There are some facilities in Rendlesham but the site 
is 6.5 miles to nearest market town. 

There is a bus stop outside the site, which is 3 
miles from Campsea Ashe train station.  The SA 
makes no mention of the adjacent 390 ha 
employment allocation SCLP 12.41 at 
Rendelsham (Bentwaters Park)  

19 To ensure that the digital infrastructure 
available meets the needs of current 
and future generations 

0 0  

 
No reasons are given for the selection of SCLP 12.63 or the rejection of Site 451.   
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APPENDIX 2: Comparison of Results – Final SA Dec 2018, Interim SA July 2018, Issues & Options August 2017 & SHELAA July 
2018 for Site 451 – Land to the North and East of Redwald Road, Rendlesham 
 

Sustainability Objectives 
Final SA Dec 2018 

Appendix D  
 Alternative Sites  

(Site 451) 

Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix F  

 Alternative Sites 
 (Site 451) 

Issues & Options  
August 2017 

Initial Site Appraisals 
(Site 451) 

SHELAA July 2018 
Suitability Assessment 

(Site 451) 

SHELAA 
Comments 

Population      

1 To reduce poverty and 
social exclusion 

0 0 0   

Housing      

2 To meet the housing 
requirements of the whole 
community 

++ ++ ++   

Health & Wellbeing      

3 To improve the health of 
the population overall and 
reduce health inequalities 

+ + ++   

4 To improve the quality of 
where people live and work 

0 0 0   

Education      

5 To improve levels of 
education and skills in the 
population overall 

++ ++ ++   

Water      

6 To conserve and enhance 
water quality and resources 

0 0 0   

Air      

7 To maintain and where 
possible improve air quality 

- - -   
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Sustainability Objectives Final SA Dec 2018 

Appendix D  
 Alternative Sites  

(Site 451) 

Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix F  

 Alternative Sites 
(Site 451) 

Issues & Options August 
2017 

Initial Site Appraisals 
(Site 451) 

SHELAA July 2018 
Suitability Assessment 

(Site 451) 

 
SHELAA 

Comments 

Material Assets (including Soil)      

8 To conserve and enhance 
soil and mineral resources 

-- -- -- amber Within 250m of minerals 
facility 

9 To promote the sustainable 
management of waste 

- - -   

Climate Change      

10 To reduce emissions of 
greenhouse gases from 
energy consumption 

- - -   

11 To reduce vulnerability to 
climatic events and 
flooding 

- - - amber Risk of surface water can 
be mitigated 

The Coast and Estuaries      

12 To safeguard the integrity 
of the coast and estuaries 

0 0 - green No issues identified 

13 To conserve and enhance 
biodiversity and 
geodiversity 

- - 0 amber Can be mitigated 

Cultural Heritage      

14 To conserve and where 
appropriate enhance areas 
and assets of historical and 
archaeological importance 

- - - amber Can be mitigated 

15 To conserve and enhance 
the quality and local 
distinctiveness of 
landscapes and 
townscapes 

- - - green Hedgerow survey: poor 
Trees on all boundaries 
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Sustainability Objectives Final SA Dec 2018 
Appendix D  

 Alternative Sites  
(Site 451) 

Interim SA July 2018 
Appendix F  

 Alternative Sites 
(Site 451) 

Issues & Options August 
2017 

Initial Site Appraisals 
(Site 451) 

SHELAA July 2018 
Suitability Assessment 

(Site 451) 

 
SHELAA 

Comments 

16 To achieve sustainable 
levels of prosperity and 
growth throughout the plan 
area 

0 0 0   

17 To maintain and enhance 
the vitality and viability of 
town and retail centres 

+ + +   

18 To encourage patterns of 
movement, promote 
sustainable travel of 
transport and ensure good 
access to services 

++ ++ ++ green amber Access good 
Transport issues can be 
mitigated 

19 To ensure that the digital 
infrastructure available 
meets the needs of current 
and future generations 

0 0 0   

 
All results are considered to be long term and permanent, which is unlikely, no reasons are provided. 
No consideration of direct, indirect, cumulative, synergistic effects or inter-relationship between factors. 
No mitigation measures are identified. 
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APPENDIX 3: Comparison of SA Results – SAASP Main Modifications, SAASP Full Assessment 2016 and SAASP 2015 
 

Sustainability Objectives SAASP SA Addendum 
Main Modifications - 

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA April 2016 
Appendix 3 –  

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 4 –  

Preferred Options 
Site 350 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 5 – 

Alternative Options 
Site 350b (site 451) 

1 To improve the health of the population overall ++ ++ -- -- 

2 To maintain and improve levels of education and skills 
in the population overall 

- - -- -- 

3 To reduce crime and anti-social activity 
 

0 0 0 0 

4 To reduce poverty and social exclusion 
 

0 0 0 0 

5 To improve access to key services for all sectors of the 
population 

+ + 0 0 

6 To offer everybody the opportunity for rewarding and 
satisfying employment 

+ + + + 

7 To meet the housing requirements of the whole 
community 

++ ++ + + 

8 To improve the quality of where people live and to 
encourage community participation 

+ + + + 

9 To maintain and where possible improve water quality 
 

0 0 0 0 

10 To maintain and where possible improve air quality 
 

+ - - 0 

11 To conserve soil resources and quality 
 

- - 0 - 

12 To use water and mineral resources efficiently, and 
reuse and recycle where possible 

0 0 0 0 

13 To reduce waste 
 

- - - - 
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Sustainability Objectives SAASP SA Addendum 
Main Modifications - 

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA April 2016 
Appendix 3 –  

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 4 –  

Preferred Options 
Site 350 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 5 – 

Alternative Options 
Site 350b (site 451) 

14 To reduce the effects of traffic on the environment 
 

++ ++ -- -- 

15 To reduce emissions of greenhouse gases from energy 
consumption 

- - + + 

16 To reduce vulnerability to flooding 
 

0 0 0 0 

17 To conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity 
 

0 0 0 0 

18 To conserve and where appropriate enhance areas of 
historical and archaeological importance 

0 0 0 0 

19 To conserve and enhance the quality and local 
distinctiveness of landscapes and townscapes 

0 0 0 0 

20 To achieve sustainable levels of prosperity and 
economic growth throughout the plan area 

0 0 0 0 

21 To revitalise town centres 
 

+ + 0 0 

22 To encourage efficient patterns of movement in 
support of economic growth 

++ ++ -- -- 

23 To encourage and accommodate both indigenous and 
inward investment 

0/+ 0/+ 0 0 
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Sustainability Objectives SAASP SA Addendum 
Main Modifications - 

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA April 2016 
Appendix 3 –  

Full Assessment 
SSP13 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 4 –  

Preferred Options 
Site 350 

SAASP SA Nov 2015 
Appendix 5 – 

Alternative Options 
Site 350b (site 451) 

 Council’s Conclusions A sustainable location capable of delivering a moderate 
quantum of development. The site scores well in terms of 
access to key services and facilities.  The site may also 
offer the potential to facilitate implementation of an 
element of the Rendlesham Neighbourhood Plan. 

(No mitigation measures were identified but instead it is 
marked N/A.) 

This site was previously 
allocated for housing 
development within the 
Suffolk Coastal Local Plan 
(2001), but this 
does not mean that it 
should necessarily be 
reallocated. The SA 
demonstrates that the 
development of the site 
could lead to several 
significant effects, in 
relation to education and 
the distance from a range 
of key services. The lack of 
capacity could be 
mitigated through the 
provision of extra capacity 
and phasing. The distance 
from key services is much 
harder to mitigate. 
However, while 
Rendlesham is a key 
service centre, it does 
have more services than 
most other key service 
centres. 

The SA demonstrates that 
the development of the site 
could lead to several 
significant effects, in 
relation to education and 
the distance from a range 
of key services. The lack of 
capacity could be 
mitigated through the 
provision of extra capacity 
and phasing. The distance 
from key services is much 
harder to mitigate. 
However, while 
Rendlesham is a key 
service centre, it does 
have more services than 
most other key service 
centres. 

 
 









































 

Habitat Regulations Assessment for 
proposed development on  

Land off Redwald Road,  
Rendlesham, Suffolk 

 

 

 

Cotswold Wildlife Surveys 
 

March 2018 

 

Planning Reference No. DC/17/5380/OUT 

 



Land off Redwald Road, Rendlesham – Habitat Regulations Assessment                   2296-CWS-03 
 

Cotswold Wildlife Surveys 
2 

CONTENTS 

 
Page 

SUMMARY .................................................................................................................... 3 

1. INTRODUCTION ...................................................................................................... 7 

1.1 Background .............................................................................................................. 7 

1.2 Site Description and Project Proposal ..................................................................... 9 

1.3 Proposed works ..................................................................................................... 10 

2. CITATION FEATURES AND CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES ........................................ 11 

2.1 Sandlings SPA ......................................................................................................... 11 

2.2 Deben Estuary SPA ................................................................................................ 12 

2.3 Alde-Ore SPA/SAC/Ramsar .................................................................................... 15 

3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS ............................................................................................ 19 

3.1 Predicting the increased number of visitors to the SPAs ...................................... 20 

3.2 Disturbance to birds .............................................................................................. 22 
3.2.1 Recreational use of the Sandlings SPA ................................................................................... 25 
3.2.2 Recreational use of the Deben Estuary .................................................................................. 26 
3.2.3 Effects of an increase in recreational disturbance on Avocets .............................................. 27 
3.2.4 Effects of an increase in recreational disturbance on Brent Geese ....................................... 30 
3.2.5 Impacts of increased recreation on Narrow-mouthed Whorl Snail ....................................... 32 
3.2.6 Recreational use of the Alde-Ore Estuary .............................................................................. 32 

3.3 Effects of increased air pollution on the SPAs ....................................................... 33 

3.4 Loss, fragmentation and/or damage ..................................................................... 33 

3.5 Bird mortality arising from domestic pets ............................................................. 34 

3.6 Bird mortality arising from traffic .......................................................................... 34 

4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ............................................................ 35 

5. REFERENCES ......................................................................................................... 38 

 
 

 

Cotswold Wildlife Surveys Ltd (CWS) has prepared this report in accordance with the instructions of Richard 

Brown Planning, on behalf of Christchurch Property Company Ltd (“the Client”), by email dated 19th February 

2018 and under the terms of appointment for CWS.  This report is confidential and non-assignable by the Client 

and CWS shall not be responsible for any use of the report or its contents for any purpose other than that for 

which it was prepared and provided.  Should the Client require to pass copies of the report to other parties for 

information, the whole of the report should be so copied, but no professional liability or warranty shall be 

extended to other parties by CWS in this connection without the explicit written agreement thereto by CWS.  

The report may be assigned by the Client by way of absolute legal assignment to a purchaser of all or part of the 

site to which the report refers (“The Site”) without the consent of CWS being required and such assignment shall 

be effective upon written notice thereof being given to CWS.  No further assignment shall be permitted.  In the 

event of the Client entering into a legal joint venture to develop The Site, the report can be regarded as having 

been issued by CWS jointly in favour of the Client and the joint venture partner, and in respect of the report 

CWS would owe the joint venture partner the same duty of care that we owed to the Client when we were 

instructed to prepare the report subject to all the matters contained or referred to in the report.   
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SUMMARY 
 

On Land off Redwald Road in Rendlesham, Suffolk, planning permission is being sought for a 
residential development of up to 290 dwellings, car parking, open space, including the 
provision of allotments, with associated infrastructure and access (Plan 1). 
 

 
 

Plan 1 Location plan showing application site 

 

A Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) has been carried out to assess the potential impacts 

of the proposed scheme on the Sandlings Special Protection Area for Birds (SPA), Deben 

Estuary SPA, and Alde-Ore SPA.   

 

The application site lies 1.6 km from the closest edge of the Sandlings SPA, 5.26 km from the 

nearest part of the Deben Estuary SPA, and 4.47 km from Alde-Ore SPA (Plan 2 overleaf). 

 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, SI 2017/1012 (the “Habitats 

Regulations 2017”) consolidate and update the Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations 2010 (the “Habitats Regulations 2010”).  
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Plan 2 Application site in relation to SPAs 

 

The Habitats Regulations 2017 consolidate all the various amendments made to the Habitats 

Regulations 2010 and also introduce a small number of minor amendments designed to take 

account of changes to other related legislation, such as amendments to Town and Country 

Planning legislation, rectify previous omissions, or improve the clarity of drafting. 

 

The Habitats Regulations 2010 were the principal means by which Council Directive 

92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats of wild fauna and flora (the “Habitats 

Directive”) is transposed in England and Wales and the adjacent territorial seas. They also 

transposed elements of the EU Wild Birds Directive in England and Wales. The objective of 

the Habitats Directive is to protect biodiversity through the conservation of natural habitats 

and species of wild fauna and flora. The Directive lays down rules for the protection, 

management and exploitation of such habitats and species. 

 

These are known as the network of Natura 2000 Sites or "European Sites".  The UK 

Government Guidance on HRA from the Department of Communities and Local Government 

(DCLG), August 2006 states that areas designated as globally important wetlands under the 

Ramsar Convention (1971) should also be given the same level of protection as SAC and SPA 

designations in the HRA process.  

 

In producing this report, the necessary information has been provided to enable the 

competent authority, Suffolk Coastal District Council, to determine whether an Appropriate 

Assessment should be completed in respect of the proposed development of the Land off 

Redwald Road. 
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In concluding its determinations, it is anticipated that the Council will consult with Natural 

England. 

 

The HRA has been made following relevant guidance from the UK Government, including: 

❑ A test in respect of the likely impacts upon a Natura 2000 site of a project or plan, 

either alone or in combination with other projects or plans, and consideration of 

whether these impacts are likely to be significant; 

❑ An assessment of the impacts of a plan or project against the conservation objectives 

of a European Site, in order to identify whether there are likely to be any adverse 

effects on site integrity and site features; 

❑ When significant negative effects are identified, an assessment of alternative 

solutions to avoid any potential damaging effects to the integrity of the Natura 2000 

site; and  

❑ Where adverse impacts remain, an assessment of compensatory measures if it is 

deemed that the project or plan should proceed. 

    

Documents which have been referenced include Suffolk Coastal (and Waveney) District 

Council’s (SCDC) Core Strategy and Development Management Policies Development Plan 

Document (November 2011, updated June 2013), SCDC Recreational Avoidance and 

Mitigation Strategy (in preparation), and Rendlesham Neighbourhood Plan 2014-2027.   

 

The HRA for the Land off Redwald Road has considered a range of potential impacts, and in 

each case has determined that there is unlikely to be any effect on the SPAs, or that an 

impact will not be material.  In no circumstances will any of the impacts have a significant 

effect on the integrity of the SPAs. 

 

A key element to ensure the effects on the SPA are minimised is noted in SCDC’s Core Strategy 

Appropriate Assessment, a document which provides in-depth methodology for mitigating 

the effects that increased visitors may have on European sites.  

 

The mitigation measures appropriate for Rendlesham, which will be implemented through 

Policy SP17 – Green Space in the SCDC Core Strategy, are to ensure that communities have 

well-managed access to green space within settlements and in the countryside and coastal 

areas, in order to benefit health, community cohesion and greater understanding of the 

environment, without detriment to wildlife and landscape character.   

 

Where adequate green space is not provided as part of a development, developer 

contributions will be sought to fund the creation of appropriate green space and/ or 

management and improvement of access to green space.  In particular, the Council will work 

on green infrastructure opportunities with partners in strategic housing growth areas in order 

to suitably complement development proposals.  
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Developer contributions will be secured by means of conditions, legal agreements and/or 

through the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) (once a charging schedule has been 

adopted). 

 

On the Land off Redwald Road, the main block of woodland, known as Ash Covert, which lies 

between the two areas of proposed housing, will be enhanced through a programme of 

coppicing, whereby clearings will be made to allow the regeneration of ground flora.  

Additional native woodland wildflowers will be planted, along with native shrubs where 

appropriate.   

 

The clearings will be linked by a wheelchair accessible path, the whole forming a woodland 

walk providing informal recreation for the new residents. 

 

The woodland at the northeast corner of the site will be left undisturbed, as this has a good 

woodland flora and a variety of other wildlife. 

 

At the western end of the site there will be a large area of public open space set out as 

parkland, whilst another area of open space will buffer a pond containing a small breeding 

population of Great Crested Newts Triturus cristatus.  Buffers of public open space will also 

be created around the boundaries of the development. 

 

Footpaths and cycleways will be provided across the public open spaces and through the 

residential areas, thereby creating a network of new access routes where currently there are 

none, as the land is private and used for arable and Pheasant shooting. 

 

Given the above, it is considered the scheme will provide sufficient on-site recreational 

opportunities for the majority of local residents, and thus the impact of the development on 

the Special Protection Areas, including the cumulative effects of the allocated sites in the 

Rendlesham area, will be negligible. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Background 

 

The UK is bound by the terms of the EC Habitats Directive (and EC Birds Directive and the 

Ramsar Convention).   

 

The aim of the Habitats Directive is to conserve natural habitats and wild species across 

Europe by establishing a network of sites known as Natura 2000 sites (for the purpose of this 

report, and as defined under the 2017 Habitats Regulations, these are referred to as European 

site(s)). 

 

Under Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, an Appropriate Assessment is required where a 

plan or project is likely to have a significant effect upon a European site, either individually or 

in combination with other projects. 

 

“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” Article 6(3). 

 

This Article has been interpreted as meaning that any project is to be subject to an 

Appropriate Assessment if it cannot be proven, beyond reasonable scientific doubt, that there 

is no significant effect on that site (a precautionary approach), either alone or in combination 

with other plans or projects. 

 

Further to this, Article 6(4) states that where an Appropriate Assessment has been carried out 

and results in a negative assessment, (in other words, any proposed avoidance or mitigation 

measures anticipated are unable to reduce the potential impact so it is no longer significant), 

or if uncertainty remains over the significant effect, consent will only be granted if there are 

no alternative solutions, and there are imperative reasons of over-riding public interest 

(IROPI), for the development and compensatory measures have been secured. 

 

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 necessary to ensure that the overall coherence of 

Natura 2000 is protected.  It shall inform the Commission of the compensatory measures 

adopted Article 6(4). 
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A Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) is a recognised step by step process which helps 

determine likely significant effect and (where appropriate) assess adverse impacts on the 

integrity of a European site. The HRA also examines alternative solutions, and provides 

justification for IROPI. 

 

European guidance describes a four stage process to HRA which is summarised in Table 1 

below. 

 

Stage 1 Screening The process to identify the likely impacts of a project 

upon a European site, either alone or in combination 

with other plans and projects, and consider whether 

the impacts are likely to be significant. 

Stage 2 Appropriate 

assessment 

 

The consideration of the impacts on the integrity of the 

European site, either alone or in combination with 

other plans and projects, with regard to the site’s 

structure and function and its conservation objectives. 

Where there are adverse impacts, an assessment of 

mitigation options is carried out to determine adverse 

effect 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. 

Stage 3 Assessment of 

alternative solutions 

 

Examining alternative ways of achieving the objectives 

of the project to establish whether there are solutions 

that would avoid or have a lesser effect on European 

sites. 

Stage 4 IROPI This is the assessment where no alternative solution 

exists and where adverse impacts remain. The process 

to assess whether the development is necessary for 

IROPI and, if so, the potential compensatory measures 

needed to maintain the overall coherence of the site or 

integrity of the European site network. 

 

Table 1: Four stage process to the HRA 
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1.2 Site Description and Project Proposal 

 

The site is large in extent and comprises two arable fields under continuous cultivation that 

are divided by a block of mainly broadleaved semi-natural woodland. 

 

At the time of the 2017 visit, the field to the north contained a crop of Rapeseed Brassica 

napus, whilst the southern field had been set with Wheat Triticum spp. 

 

The woodland comprised a mix of mature and semi-mature trees, including Sweet Chestnut 

Castanea sativa, Sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, Pedunculate Oak Quercus robur, Ash 

Fraxinus excelsior, Beech Fagus sylvatica, Silver Birch Betula pendula, Elder Sambucus nigra, 

and Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna. 

 

The woodland ground layer was dominated by Cow Parsley Anthriscus sylvestris and stands 

of Common Nettle Urtica dioica, with Wood Avens Geum urbanum, Red Campion Silene 

dioica, Primrose Primula vulgaris, Garlic Mustard Alliaria petiolata, Lesser Celandine 

Ranunculus ficaria, Common Cleavers Galium aparine, Wood Dock Rumex sanguinea, False 

Brome Brachypodium sylvaticum and Bramble Rubus fruticosus also noted. 

 

Strips of poor semi-improved grassland (neutral) were present around the field margins and 

woodland edge, along with pockets of scattered scrub and tall ruderal vegetation. 

 

The grassland comprised False Oatgrass Arrhenatherum elatius, Creeping Fescue Festuca 

rubra, meadow-grasses Poa spp., Cocksfoot Dactylis glomerata and Yorkshire Fog Holcus 

lanatus.  

 

Forbs present amongst the sward included White Clover Trifolium repens, Black Medick 

Medicago lupulina, Dandelion Taraxacum Section vulgaria, Ribwort Plantain Plantago 

lanceolata, Fat Hen Chenopodium Album, Cut-leaved Cranes-bill Geranium dissectum, 

Silverweed Potentilla anserine, Scented Mayweed Matricaria chamomilla and Corn Poppy 

Papaver rhoeus. 

 

The pockets of scattered scrub were comprised entirely of Bramble, whilst the tall ruderal 

vegetation consisted of Common Nettle, Creeping Thistle Cirsium arvense, Broadleaved Dock 

Rumex obtusifolius, Hogweed Heracleum sphondylium and Rosebay Willowherb Chamerion 

angustifolium.  

 

Strips of mixed plantation woodland ran along the western site perimeter, whilst sections of 

hedge with trees lined the eastern perimeter. 
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The plantation woodland included Hawthorn, Wild Cherry Prunus avium, Blackthorn P. 

spinosa, Ash, Goat Willow Salix caprea, White Willow S. alba, Field Maple Acer campestre, 

Pedunculate Oak, Dogwood Cornus sanguineum, Silver Birch and Scot’s Pine Pinus sylvestris. 

 

The hedges with trees were dominated by Hawthorn and Blackthorn with Dog Rose Rosa 

canina and Bramble also noted, whist trees included Ash, Elder, Aspen Populus tremula and 

Pedunculate Oak. 

 

The pond in the southern tip of the site contained Broadleaved Pondweed Potamogeton 

natans whilst marginal vegetation included Reedmace Typha latifolia, Soft Rush Juncus 

effuses and Water Mint Mentha aquatica. 

 

The Ordnance Survey Grid Reference is TM 34632 53924 centred on the middle of the site. 

 

1.3 Proposed works 
 
The site (Plan 3) is to be developed for residential use, including up to 290 dwellings, car 
parking, open space, Including the provision of allotments, with associated infrastructure and 
access. 
 

 
 

Plan 3 Application site boundary – red line 
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2. CITATION FEATURES AND CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES 

 

2.1 Sandlings SPA 
 
The Sandlings SPA, which covers an area of 3,391.80 ha, lies near the Suffolk Coast between 

the Deben Estuary and Leiston.  In the 19th century, the area was dominated by heathland 

developed on glacial sandy soils. During the 20th century, large areas of heath were planted 

with blocks of commercial conifer forest and others were converted to arable agriculture. 

Lack of traditional management has resulted in the remnant areas of heath being subject to 

successional changes, with the consequent spread of bracken, shrubs and trees, although 

recent conservation management work is resulting in their restoration. The heaths support 

both acid grassland and heather-dominated plant communities, with dependant invertebrate 

and bird communities of conservation value. Woodlark Lullula arborea and Nightjar 

Caprimulgus europaeus have also adapted to breeding in the large conifer forest blocks, using 

areas that have recently been felled and recent plantation, as well as areas managed as open 

ground.  

 

The site qualifies under article 4.1 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) as it is used regularly by 1% 

or more of the Great Britain populations of the following species listed in Annex I in any 

season: 

 

Annex 1 species Count and Season Period % of GB population 

Nightjar Caprimulgus 

europaeus  

109 males - breeding Count as a 1992 3.2% GB 

Woodlark Lullula 

arborea  

154 pairs - breeding Count as at 1997 10.3% GB 

 

Natural England (NE) suggest that as part of a risk-based approach to forward planning and 

decision-making, development plans and proposals are accompanied by an additional and 

robust assessment of the likely impacts arising from the proposals on breeding Nightjar and 

Woodlark. This should ideally cover the potential direct, indirect and cumulative impacts 

which may include, but may not be limited to, the following: 

 

❑ Disturbance to breeding birds from people, their pets, noise, traffic and/or artificial 

lighting;  

❑ Loss, fragmentation and/or damage to breeding and/or feeding habitat;  

❑ Bird mortality arising from domestic pets and/or predatory mammals and birds;  

❑ Bird mortality arising from road traffic and/or wind turbines;  

❑ Pollution and/or nutrient enrichment of breeding habitats.  
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Natural England is of the view that taking such an approach represents good planning 

practice.  It will assist Authorities in limiting the number of plans and projects which would 

need to be re-considered as part of the review of consents process required by the 2010 

Regulations. It will also assist Authorities to fulfil their statutory duty to conserve biodiversity, 

as it is already critical to consider the impact of development on Nightjar and Woodlark owing 

to their inclusion as Priority Species within the UK Biodiversity Action Plan.  

 

Both species therefore already represent a material consideration when considering planning 

applications. 

 

Conservation objectives 

 

With regard to the SPA and the individual species and/or assemblage of species for which the 

site has been classified (the ‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change, 

the conservation objectives are to: 

 

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or 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.  

 

2.2 Deben Estuary SPA 
 

The Deben Estuary is located on the coast of Suffolk in East Anglia.  It extends southeast for 

over 12.0 km from the town of Woodbridge to the North Sea just north of Felixstowe.  It is 

relatively narrow and sheltered and has limited amounts of freshwater input.  

 

The mouth of the estuary is the narrowest point and this is protected by the presence of 

shifting sandbanks, whilst intertidal areas are constrained by sea walls. 

 

There are extensive areas of saltmarsh and intertidal mud-flats, these occupying most of the 

site and representing the most complete range of saltmarsh community types in Suffolk.  

There are also a range of swamp communities that fringe the estuary and occasionally form 

larger stands.  In general, these are dominated by Common Reed Phragmites australis. 
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A large number of birds occur within the estuary, including Avocet Recurvivostra avocetta, 

Redshank Tringa tetanus, Dark-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicula bernicula, Shelduck 

Tadorna tadorna and Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa, with the numbers of Wigeon Anas 

penelope, Pintail Anas acuta and Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola at significant levels in some 

years.   

 

The estuary also supports many other species including high numbers of Dunlin Calidris 

alpina, Curlew Numenius arquata and Mute Swan Cygnus olor. 

 

The Deben Estuary qualifies as an SPA by supporting 95 (5 year peak mean 1991/2 – 1995/6) 

of Avocet which represents 7.5% of the wintering population in Great Britain.  This species is 

listed on Annex I of the Birds Directive.   

 

The integrity of the site is dependent on the following conservation objective: 

 

To maintain, in favourable condition, the habitats for the populations of Avocet, with 

particular reference to: 

 

(i) Intertidal mudflat communities; and 

(ii) Saltmarsh communities. 

 

Disturbance and water quality are identified as key factors affecting the integrity of the SPA 

(Table 4). 

 

Qualifying Feature Key Environmental conditions to support 
site integrity 

Nationally important site for the wintering 
population of Avocets 

 

1) Lack of disturbance during winter months 
(October to March) 

2) Quality of water within the estuary 

 
Table 4 Deben Estuary SPA Site Analysis 

 
The Deben Estuary is also designated as a Ramsar site for its over-wintering population of 

Dark-bellied Brent Geese.  The site supports 1953 individuals (5 year peak mean 1998/9 – 

2002/3), representing an average of 1.9% of the UK wintering population.  

 

In addition, it is designated for its population of Narrow-mouth Whorl Snail Vertigo angustior.  

Martlesham Creek (in the west of the Deben Estuary) is one of only fourteen sites in the UK 

where this species occurs. 
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Disturbance, feeding habitats and hydrological conditions are identified as key factors 

affecting the integrity of the Ramsar site (Table 5). 

 

Qualifying Feature Key Environmental conditions to support 
site integrity 

Internationally important site for wintering 
populations of Dark-bellied Brent Geese  

1) Lack of disturbance during winter months 
(October to March) 

2) Maintenance of feeding habitats 

Supports a population of the nationally rare 
mollusc Narrow-mouth Whorl Snail 

 

1) Maintenance of hydrological conditions 

2) Maintenance of grazing pressure 

3) Lack of physical disturbance 

 

Table 5 Deben Estuary Ramsar Site Analysis 
 

As the Deben Estuary is large it is divided into 'units' for monitoring and units may vary in 

interest feature(s) and management from other units on the site. 

 

The outcome of monitoring is the judgement of a unit's condition into one of a number of 

categories, such as "favourable", "unfavourable recovering", "unfavourable no change", 

"unfavourable declining" or "destroyed".  Favourable or unfavourable recovering conditions 

mean that its' habitats and species are being conserved.   

 

If a unit is found to be in an unfavourable condition, this means there is a current lack of 

appropriate management, or that there are damaging impacts (which may be outside of the 

control of the owner) which need to be addressed. 

 

Of the 22 units within the Deben Estuary, 16 are considered to be "unfavourable declining", 

primarily due to coastal squeeze (erosion of saltmarsh due to rising sea levels).  In at least one 

case, this has led to the loss of a high tide roost site.  It should be noted that Natural England 

does not measure human disturbance on birds for the purposes of condition assessment, and 

therefore would not necessarily identify or record harm to bird populations from human 

disturbance. 

 

Under Regulation 33(2)(a) of The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 2017, 
Natural England has a duty to advise other relevant authorities as to the conservation 
objectives for the European site.  The conservation objectives for Deben Estuary European 
marine site interest features are provided below. 
 
The conservation objective for the internationally important populations of the regularly 
occurring Annex 1 bird species 
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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: 

❑ Intertidal mudflat communities 

❑ Saltmarsh communities 

 

The conservation objective for the internationally important populations of the regularly 
occurring migratory bird species 

 

Subject to natural change, maintain in favourable condition the habitats for the 

internationally important populations of regularly occurring migratory bird species, under 

the Birds Directive, in particular: 

❑ Intertidal mudflat communities 

❑ Saltmarsh communities 

 

2.3 Alde-Ore SPA/SAC/Ramsar 

 

The Alde-Ore SPA qualifies under Article 4.1 of the ‘Birds’ Directive (79/409/EEC) by 

supporting populations of European importance of the following species listed on Annex I of 

the Directive: 

 

 
Species common 

name 
Species Latin name Site presence 

During the 

breeding 

season 

Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta 
104 pairs representing at least 17.6% of the 

population (5 year mean 1990-94) 

Little Tern Sterna albifrons 
48 pairs representing at least 2.0% of the 

population (5 count mean 1992-94, 1996-98) 

Marsh Harrier Circus aeruginosus 
3 pairs representing at least 1.9% of the 

breeding population (5 year mean 1993-97) 

Sandwich Tern Sterna sandvicensis 
169 pairs representing at least 1.2% of the 

breeding population (5 year mean 1991-95) 

Lesser Black-

backed Gull 
Larus fuscus 

21,700 pairs representing at least 17.5% of the 

breeding western 

Europe/Mediterranean/Western African 

population (count as at 1998) 

Over winter 

Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta 

766  individuals representing at least 60.3% of 

the wintering population (5 year mean 1991/2 

– 1995/6) 

Redshank Tringa totanus 

1,919  individuals representing at least 1.3% of 

the wintering population of the eastern 

Atlantic (5 year mean 1991/2 – 1995/6) 

 

Assemblage qualification: A seabird assemblage of international importance. 



Land off Redwald Road, Rendlesham – Habitat Regulations Assessment                   2296-CWS-03 
 

Cotswold Wildlife Surveys 
16 

The area qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by regularly supporting at 

least 20,000 seabirds. 

 

During the breeding season, the area regularly supports 59,118 individual seabirds (Count 

period ongoing) including: Herring Gull Larus argentatus, Black-headed Gull L. ridibundus, 

Lesser Black-backed Gull L. fuscus, Little Tern Sterna albifrons, Sandwich Tern S. sandvicensis. 

 

Assemblage qualification: A wetland of international importance. 

 

The area qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by regularly supporting at 

least 20,000 waterfowl. 

 

Over winter, the area regularly supports 24,962 individual waterfowl (5 year peak mean 

1991/2-1995/6) including: Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica, Dunlin Calidris alpina 

alpina, Lapwing Vanellus vanellus, Shoveler Anas clypeata, Teal A. crecca, Wigeon A. 

penelope, Shelduck Tadorna tadorna, White-fronted Goose Anser albifrons 

albifrons, Redshank Tringa totanus, Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta. 

 

The conservation objectives for the Alde-Ore SPA as listed by Natural England are to: 

 

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that 

the site contributes to achieve 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 condition assessments of the (relevant) component parts of Alde-Ore SPA are as follows 

(Natural England, 2016): 

 

Alde-Ore Estuary SSSI: 51.68% favourable, 34.58% unfavourable recovering, 13.74% 

unfavourable - no change.  

 

(Condition ratings for SSSIs are: favourable, unfavourable recovering, unfavourable no 

change, unfavourable declining, part destroyed or destroyed.) 

 

The extensive inter-tidal mudflats of the site provide important waterfowl feeding areas, 

particularly within the upper Alde Estuary, and the area from Snape to North Weir Point. The 

shingle beaches around Orford Ness provide breeding areas for Little and Sandwich Terns.  
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Saltmarsh around Havergate Island, Orford Ness and the Butley and Alde/Ore rivers are 

important for nesting Marsh Harrier, Avocet and Lesser Black-backed Gull. 

 

The Qualifying Features for the SAC are as follows:  

 

H1130. Estuaries.  

H1140. Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide; Intertidal mudflats and 

sandflats.  

H1330. Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae) 

 

The conservation objectives for the Alde-Ore Estuaries SAC as listed by Natural England are 

to: 

 

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 qualifying natural habitats  

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

and  

❑ The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats rely.  

 

The Ramsar features are as follows:  

 

Ramsar criterion 2. The site supports a number of nationally-scarce plant species and British 

Red Data Book invertebrates. 

 

Ramsar criterion 3. The site supports a notable assemblage of breeding and wintering wetland 

birds. 

Ramsar criterion 6. Species/populations occurring at levels of international importance.  

 

Qualifying species/populations (as identified at designation): Species regularly supported 

during the breeding season: Lesser Black-backed Gull (W Europe/Mediterranean/W Africa) 

5,790 apparently occupied nests, representing an average of 3.9% of the breeding population 

(Seabird 2000 Census).   

 

Species with peak counts in winter: Avocet (Europe/Northwest Africa) 1,187 individuals, 

representing an average of 1.6% of the population (5 year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3); 

Redshank 2368 individuals, representing an average of 2% of the GB population (5 year peak 

mean 1998/9- 2002/3).  
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Contemporary data and information on waterbird trends at this site and their regional (sub-

national) and national contexts can be found in the Wetland Bird Survey report, which is 

updated annually (Ref. www.bto.org/survey/webs/webs-alerts-index.htm). 
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3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
 

A great number of recreational visitors are attracted to the Suffolk coast area, contributing to 

bird disturbance (e.g. human and dog disturbance to Little Terns, Nightjar and Woodlark).  

This in turn is considered to lead to increased corvid predation as birds are flushed.  The 

downward trends for these species are a concern. Trampling of heathland habitat and 

vegetated shingle (and Dune) habitat is also an issue.  

 

Private aircraft (helicopters and planes, paramotorists) and MOD aircraft (helicopters and 

planes) regularly fly low over the site leading to disturbance of SPA features.   

 

Whilst wildfowling/shooting activities on site are fully assessed, the impact of disturbance 

from unregulated shooting activity adjacent to the SPAs is not fully understood. 

 

Air pollution can impact on vegetation diversity.  Modelled aerial deposits of nitrogen exceed 

the threshold limit above which the diversity of heathland vegetation begins to be altered 

and adversely impacted. Many land use practices contribute to this problem, including land 

spreading, outdoor pigs, high nutrient inputs on fields, etc. 

 

Inappropriate surface and ground water quality may impact on habitats supporting some SPA 

birds.  The estuary water is nutrient rich with high pollutant levels.  Eutrophication is having 

an influence on reed.   

 

Increased flood events could lead to habitat change/loss of diversity.  Nutrient run off from 

outdoor pig farming could exacerbate the issue locally.  Ground water pollution on light lands 

from land use practices such as treatment plants, land spreading, outdoor pigs, high nutrient 

inputs on fields, etc, may be an issue locally. There is a lack of groundwater monitoring in 

place. 

 

Many of these land use issues are not applicable to the proposed residential development off 

Redwald Road, so the potential impacts which have been considered include: 

 

❑ Disturbance to breeding birds from people, their pets, noise, traffic and/or artificial 

lighting;  

❑ Loss, fragmentation and/or damage to breeding and/or feeding habitat;  

❑ Bird mortality arising from domestic pets and/or predatory mammals and birds;  

❑ Bird mortality arising from road traffic; and  

❑ Pollution and/or nutrient enrichment of breeding habitats.  
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3.1 Predicting the increased number of visitors to the SPAs 
 

Predicting the anticipated increases in the number of visitors to the SPAs resulting from an 

increase in population is not straightforward.  Indeed, the Suffolk Coastal District Council 

(SCDC) Core Strategy Appropriate Assessment (AA) uses two different visitor surveys and 

extrapolates from the results to consider how the proposed housing might translate into 

increased visitor numbers to European sites.  

 

One study was carried out in 2004 by the East of England Tourist Board within the Suffolk 

Coasts and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  The SCDC Core Strategy AA 

calculated that the combined population increases would result in an increase in visitors to 

the AONB to be approximately 2.83%.  It concluded that it would be reasonable to assume 

that the increase in visitors to European Sites within the AONB would be within the range of 

2 to 5%. 

 

The SCDC Core Strategy also considers a visitor study commissioned by the Suffolk Wildlife 

Trust and Forestry Commission in the South Sandlings (Cruikshanks et al., 2011).  This included 

the Deben Estuary SPA and Ramsar Site.  

 

Based on the findings of the Sandlings Visitor Survey, the SCDC Core Strategy Appropriate 

Assessment calculated a potential increase in visitors of 8.8 %.  Due to the number of 

assumptions needed to derive this figure, it cannot be considered precise.  However, the SCDC 

Core Strategy Appropriate Assessment concluded that it would be reasonable to predict that 

the increase in number of visitors to European Sites in the Sandlings area could be in the range 

of 6-12% as a result of the increase in population. 

 

A third visitor survey has also been completed in 2011 in the Waldringfield area by the 

campaign group ‘No Adastral New Town’, although the survey does not provide data on which 

a prediction in change in visitor numbers can be made.  

 

However, the findings of the survey are broadly comparable with the results of the Sandlings 

Visitor Survey, except in the following cases: 

 

❑ The proportion of dog walkers was lower by the Deben; 

❑ The proportion of visitors visiting the Deben in the winter was lower; and 

❑ The distances travelled to the Deben were higher (although this was calculated 

differently as the mean rather than the median figure used in the Sandlings survey and 

is therefore not strictly comparable). 
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A number of additional studies have been reviewed to inform the estimates of the distances 

people are likely to walk from their place of residence for amenity purposes and the distances 

they are likely to drive to visit a recreational area. 

 

An extensive study on the distances people are likely to walk to natural areas was undertaken 

on the Dorset Heaths in 2005.  These studies found that the average distance walked on 

heaths by walkers with or without dogs, was 2.2 km. 

   

Of the people who walked to the site, 75% had walked less than 500 m to reach the heath, 

and 89% had walked less than 1.0 km.   

The same study found that half the people who arrived at the site by car came from up to 3.7 

km away and most who arrived by car had come from up to 8.0 km away.  These figures are 

generally consistent with the findings of the South Sandlings Visitor Survey. 

 

Natural England also completed a national visitor survey in 2010/2011, which gives a national 

picture of visitor use of the countryside, urban greenspaces and the sea coast.  

 

The findings included: 

 

❑ Just over half of visits to the natural environment were taken to the countryside (53%), 

while 37% were to green spaces within towns and cities. In total, 11% of visits were 

taken in coastal locations of which seven per cent were taken to a green space in a 

seaside town and four per cent to another coastal location; 

❑ While parks in towns and cities continued to be the most visited location, representing 

22% of all visits (558 million visits), these visits decreased from the levels recorded in 

2009/10 when 24% of all visits were taken to this type of location (679 million visits). 

Forests and woodlands received 13 per cent of all visits, an increased share from 11% 

in 2010; 

❑ Two-thirds of visits (66%) were taken within two miles (3.2 km) of the respondents 

home (or other start point e.g. their workplace or holiday accommodation) 

highlighting the importance of accessible green space that is close to home; 

❑ Visits to coastal areas were more likely to be taken by car, while the majority of 

countryside visits were taken on foot by people living locally in rural or urban fringe 

areas; 

❑ The average visit to the natural environment lasted for just under 2 hours (1 hour 58 

minutes). This finding is not significantly different from that found in a 2009/10 survey; 

❑ Around half of all visits (51%) involved walking with a dog; 

❑ The average group size was 2.4 people; 

❑ The largest proportion of visits involved walking (63%). A car or van was used in 30% 

of visits and public transport was used for only 2% of visits; 
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❑ The vast majority of visits involving a journey of less than one mile were taken on foot 

(92%) while 79% of visits where the journey was 5 miles or more featured a car or van 

as the main mode of transport used. Urban locations were most likely to have been 

visited on foot (67%). Seaside resorts or towns and other coastal areas were the type 

of place most likely to involve travelling by car (40% and 45% respectively); 

❑ 82% of all journeys to a greenspace were under 8 km.  

 

The report shows reasonable consistency with local surveys, whereby most people travelled 

by foot to their greenspace, and most journeys were under a mile (1.6 km).  

 

This is considered likely to reflect the routine use of convenient local greenspace by most 

people most of the time, with occasional visits at greater distance. Most people travelled less 

than 8.0 km to a greenspace, consistent with the South Sandlings visitor survey, and Dorset 

studies (below).  

 

A study of visitors to heaths and the sea coast in Dorset in 2008 (Liley et al) unsurprisingly 

found that the closer their home location is to a greenspace, the more likely they are to visit 

it.  All greenspace types, except coastal, showed a rapid decline in the proportion of 

respondents who visit them as the distance increases to around 5.0 km.  

 

There was a negative relationship between the mean number of visits per respondent to a 

particular greenspace and the distance from that greenspace to their home postcode, with a 

steeper decline in the number of visits within the first 3.0 km and then a plateau thereafter. 

This was observed across all of the greenspace types.  

 

3.2 Disturbance to birds 
 

With up to 290 new dwellings, the proposed development could potentially house 600 or 

more residents and potentially up to 580 or more cars.  Not all householders will be from 

outside the district, and some may already live in other properties in Rendlesham village or 

surrounding communities. 

 

However, it is anticipated that the majority of the residents will be new to the area, although 

what proportion is unknown.  

 

The majority of people are likely to work in nearby towns and villages to the west, north and 

south, so the number of vehicle movements affecting breeding bird areas will be little 

changed to that which already exists. 

 

Significant increases in the numbers of visitors to areas of public open space can have the 

potential to damage sensitive habitats and disturb wildlife.   
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Furthermore, invasive species could be introduced accidentally which subsequently overrun 

vulnerable native biological assemblages. 

 

This is unlikely to occur as a result of the proposed development, as there is network of 

footpaths on the doorstep, and it is expected that the majority of residents will use these 

rather than drive several kilometres to the conifer woods and heathlands in the Sandlings SPA 

where Nightjar and Woodlark nest, or to the estuaries with their associated wildfowl and 

wader populations.     

 

The number of households with pets is also unknown, but irrespective of this, given the 

distance to the nearest Nightjar and Woodlark breeding area, there will be no impact from 

cats or dogs, even if they wander freely around the neighbourhood.   

 

It is anticipated that some residents with dogs will drive east to the coastal area, but this 

proportion is likely to be small, and overall the effect will be negligible when compared to the 

large number of visitors already using the area, and indeed encouraged to do so. 

 

This distance (1.6 km to the edge of Sandlings and approximately 5 km to the estuarine SPAs) 

also means that noise and artificial lighting will have little effect, especially as the application 

site lies on the opposite of Bentwaters airfield to the designated sites.  

 

Given the above, it is considered that there will be no significant effect from amenity and 

recreational interests on the integrity of the Sandlings SPA, arising from an increase in 

population associated with the proposed development. 

        

In terms of the estuarine and coastal SPAs, disturbance can cause birds to spend energy flying 

away and to lose feeding time while re-locating to different feeding areas.  If disturbance in 

one area causes more birds to congregate in another, less disturbed area, then the increased 

bird densities in the new area may intensify competition for food.   

 

If the high bird densities last long enough, prey may become depleted, further reducing birds’ 

energy.  Over time, this can impact on a bird’s survival rate.  

 

The implication of recreational disturbance to ducks, waders and other estuarine birds, has 

been the focus of a range of studies.  These have revealed that: 

 

❑ In large populations of shorebirds, numerous minor disturbances may have a greater 

impact than fewer larger disturbances, e.g. bait diggers;  

❑ Birds are affected more by people with dogs than by people alone, with birds flushing 

more readily, more frequently, at greater distances and for longer.  Dogs resemble 

predators and may range quickly across a wide area if not on a lead; 
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❑ Different types of recreational activities cause different types of impacts.  For example, 

a three year study of wetland birds at the Stour and Orwell SPA, found that bait digging 

caused disturbance of the largest proportion of birds in the study area.  However 

walkers and dogs were the most regular source of disturbance, along with cyclists and 

joggers to a lesser extent.  Walkers (with or without dogs) and yachts caused equal 

amounts of disturbance.  Sailing vessels and power craft caused roughly equal 

amounts of disturbance. Gun shots caused the largest mean response but were 

infrequent; 

❑ Some species are more prone to disturbance than others.  For instance, of six wetland 

bird species studied at the Stour and Orwell SPA, Redshank were most easily disturbed, 

then Dunlin, Shelduck, Oystercatchers Haematopus ostralegus, Wigeon and finally 

Curlew.  On average, about 40% of Redshank were displaced by a given disturbance 

event, compared with about 20% of Curlew.   A study of birds at Mont Saint Michel bay 

in France also showed that Dunlins, Oystercatchers and Knots Calidris canutus reacted 

to recreational disturbance more than Curlew and Grey Plover; 

❑ When feeding conditions are hardest (in winter, at the highest tides), disturbance is 

most likely to impact birds.  A study of Oystercatchers in France showed that the birds 

could be disturbed up to 1.0–1.5 times per hour before their fitness was reduced in 

winters with good feeding conditions, but only up to 0.2–0.5 times per hour when 

feeding conditions were poor.  A study of Oystercatchers in the Exe Estuary in Devon 

led to similar findings; 

❑ Birds’ sensitivity to disturbance could be related to the habitats of the species.  

Ravenscroft (2005) postulated that Redshank is more easily disturbed than Curlew 

because “Redshank are upper and mid-shore feeders whereas Curlew tend to feed at 

low tide along the tideline”. The French researchers postulated that Curlew and Grey 

Plover are less affected by localised disturbance as they have a more varied diet and 

feed in smaller groups dispersed over the tidal flat and salt marsh; 

❑ The most easily disturbed species are not necessarily those that will suffer the greatest 

impacts.  In some cases, the most easily disturbed birds simply move to other feeding 

sites, whilst others may remain and suffer greater impacts on their population. Some 

of these principles may be used in planning management strategies to deal with 

disturbance associated with increases in the numbers enjoyed and undertaking 

recreational around the European site. 

 

The 2011 SCDC Core Strategy Appropriate Assessment completed a survey of site managers 

of the European Sites considered by the Appropriate Assessment to obtain their views on the 

impacts caused by visitors.  The survey results were based on just five responses and therefore 

are not considered to be comprehensive.  However, they do provide an additional insight into 

the existing baseline conditions.  

 

The following findings are considered relevant to the Land off Redwald Road HRA: 
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❑ “All respondents highlighted disturbance to birds and other species as being the main 

impact of visitors.  Dogs in particular were reported as the biggest source of 

disturbance, especially dogs off leads which were rarely under control.  Visitors were 

also reported to destroy interpretation signs, cut fences, leave litter and leave gates 

open so that livestock escape. Visitors, or at least some of them, were believed to 

ignore signs requesting certain behaviours such as dog control or remaining on paths.  

On one estuarine site, disturbance to birds from boats was thought to be the biggest 

problem; 

❑ Three out of the four respondents who filled in the survey form reported that they 

thought that a 1% increase in visitors to their sites would cause harm to SPA features. 

The fourth respondent thought that a 10% increase would cause harm; 

❑ All the site managers who filled in the survey form agreed that additional money could 

help to reduce or remove the impact of additional visitors, for example by moving or 

upgrading footpaths, providing additional wardening, moving or upgrading car parks, 

providing leaflets and signage, etc. Three of the respondents, unprompted by the 

design of the survey form, suggested that alternative recreation facilities should be 

provided close to new developments, with new Country Parks being mentioned twice; 

❑ One site manager thought that the emphasis on recreation such as dog walking, was 

not appropriate for his site and that traditional coastal recreation such as wildfowling, 

fishing and clay pigeon shooting were normally not considered during studies of 

recreational harm to wildlife sites.” 

 

3.2.1 Recreational use of the Sandlings SPA 
 
As noted in Section 3.1, the SCDC Core Strategy referred to a visitor study commissioned by 

the Suffolk Wildlife Trust and Forestry Commission in the South Sandlings.  

 

The key findings considered relevant to this HRA are: 

 

❑ 53% of total visitors entered the study area at just three points; the forest opposite 

Sutton Heath Estate (housing associated with MoD Woodbridge including some open 

market housing), Sutton Heath car park, and Iken; 

❑ Visitors were not spread out evenly across the study area; there were 'hotspots' of 

visitors at Sutton Heath and in Rendlesham Forest at Tangham visitor centre; there 

were also spots of activity concentrated at the Rendlesham Forest runway car park and 

by the B1084, and in the north of Tunstall Forest at Tunstall Heath and Blaxhall 

Common.  Heaths were used disproportionately more by visitors compared to 

equivalent areas of forestry plantation; 

❑ In the study area there were 16 formal car parks providing a total of 261 spaces, and 

106 locations used for informal parking providing 256 parking spaces.  The density of 

visitors within the sites was closely related to the location of car parks; the visitor 
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hotspots were close to the bigger and formal car parks; other spots of activity were 

close to small and/or informal car parks; 

❑ 19% of visitors in summer and 6% of visitors in winter were tourists; 

❑ 63% of visitors had dogs with them; the proportion being slightly higher in the winter 

than in summer; 

❑ Dog walking was undertaken by 52.8% of people interviewed; walking, exercise, family 

outings and cycling were undertaken by the majority of other visitors; 

❑ 80% of all visitors arrived by car, and 17% of all visitors walked across the road from 

the Sutton Heath Estate into the adjacent forest; 

❑ Half of all visitors who arrived on foot lived within 420 m of the access point, and half 

of all visitors who arrive by car lived less than 8.0 km away. Over 75% of dog walkers 

lived within 10 km of the access point; 

❑ The number of houses within 5.0 km of a site had a positive relationship with the 

number of visitors entering; the more houses there were, the more visitors there were; 

❑ 64% of visitors used the sites at least weekly, and over half of these visited daily; 

❑ Over half the visitors also said that they would visit coastal and estuary sites in the 

area. 

 
3.2.2 Recreational use of the Deben Estuary 
 

The exact numbers of people currently visiting the Deben Estuary is not known.  However, an 

indication of the existing visitor pressure was established by Environ UK in 2012 for a large 

scale development at Adastral Park in Martlesham Heath.  Here they considered the car 

parking facilities and footpaths in proximity to their application site. 

 

Using this study as a baseline, the car parks in Woodbridge are the ones most likely to be used 

by visitors from the proposed new residential development off Redwald Road. 

 

These car parks are separated from the SPA by a railway, although the Deben Estuary is still 

accessible via designated crossings.  The presence of car parking at Woodbridge is considered 

unlikely to result in a significant effect to the SPA/Ramsar site, as this area is already densely 

populated and the key designated features of the estuary are not present in this location. 

 

A private car park is also present at Martlesham Church, although it can also be used by the 

public.  This is a relatively small site and has a capacity of up to 30 cars.  It lies approximately 

13.8 km by road from the Redwald Road site. 

 

The use of footpaths along the Deben Estuary from these car parks is limited by the losses of 

various sections due to erosion and the presence of creeks which block progress.  However, 

there is a route along the estuary from Martlesham to the north of Woodbridge. 
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3.2.3 Effects of an increase in recreational disturbance on Avocets 
 

From study of British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) Wetland Bird Survey (WeBS) data and 

conversations with the local bird recorder for the area, Environ UK discovered that the main 

feeding areas for Avocets are in the south and east of the Deben Estuary, south of Martlesham 

Creek (Plan 4 overleaf). 

 

The closest feeding area lies approximately 11.0 km from the proposed development along 

the nearest footpath.  The roost sites are also concentrated in the south of the estuary with 

the nearest located approximately 14.0 km from the proposed development along the 

nearest footpath, albeit on the opposite side of the estuary.  

 

The five year average core WeBS count for the 3.0 km section from Waldringfield to 

Martlesham is two individual Avocets, whereas the average low tide count in this area is one 

individual.  The five year average core WeBS count for the 3.0 km section from Waldringfield 

to Kirton Creek is 15 and the average low tide count is 14. 

 

Walkers:  Avocets feed in shallow brackish water and mudflats and roost in loose colonies.  

The Avocets along the Deben Estuary feed out on the mudflats away from footpaths or areas 

where people and their dogs could access – the mudflats along this estuary are particularly 

difficult to navigate.  

 

The nearest roosting area for this species is to the west of Shottisham Creek approximately 

14.0 km from the Land off Redwald Road on the opposite side of the estuary along roads and 

footpaths.  Although the distance, along with the poor state of the path, is likely to preclude 

the majority of walkers, it is evident that people are currently accessing the saltmarsh in this 

area.   

 

It cannot therefore be concluded that there would be no impact on the birds roosting here as 

a result of increased visitor pressure, and thus a ‘precautionary principle’ should be applied, 

whereby an adverse effect is likely. 

 

Mountain biking: It is reported that mountain bikes are occasionally ridden along the estuary 

footpaths.  This activity is likely to be similar in impact to dog walkers, although they are able 

to travel longer distances.   

 

Mountain bikers would primarily stick to the paths as it would be difficult to venture off onto 

the sand.  However, this impact on the birds cannot be ruled out, particularly around Hemley, 

where Avocets roost, and therefore the ‘precautionary principle’ again applies. 
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Plan 4 Locations of Avocet feeding and roosting areas (Environ UK, 2012) 
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Water sports:  The activity that is likely to cause the most disturbance to Avocets is that 

caused by river traffic, especially small craft which move closer to the water’s edge.  There 

are two clubs in Woodbridge; Deben Sailing Club and Woodbridge Cruising Club.  The former 

tends to operate along the estuary around Woodbridge, whilst boats from the latter explore 

the whole estuary and the sea beyond.  In addition, there is Waldringfield Sailing Club, 

although this is currently near to maximum capacity with the vast majority of the moorings 

already occupied.   

 

No significant increase in the number of boats associated with the sailing clubs is expected, 

whilst motor boats are actively discouraged from using the estuary and no increase is 

anticipated.  Boats are not normally kept on the moorings during the winter due to the risk of 

damage from the weather and erosion.  

 

Small craft such as kayaks are increasing along the Deben, and these boats can be easily 

carried by car.  Car parking along the estuary is limited and it is unlikely that the car park 

belonging to Waldringfield Sailing Club for example, would be used due to barrier restrictions.  

Small craft are potentially highly disturbing to feeding and roosting Avocets, as they can 

venture near to the edge of the mudflats which are favoured by feeding birds, and are also 

able to gain access to otherwise inaccessible stretches of estuary where other activities are 

limited. 

 

Although the majority of kayaking is undertaken in the summer, even a small increase in small 

craft could result in disruption to feeding patterns.  A study by Triplet et al. in 2003, found 

that on days with frequent disturbance, Avocets in the Traicts du Croisic in France roost but 

then go to their feeding areas at night after the disturbances have finished. 

 

Therefore, an increase in the number of small craft along the estuary could result in a very 

limited effect on this species. 

 

Effects of Bait-diggers on SPA/Ramsar:  A three year study of wetland birds at the Stour and 

Orwell SPA found that bait digging caused disturbance of the largest proportion of birds in 

the study area.  There is currently little bait digging within the Deben Estuary, since the 

mudflats in this area are difficult to access and therefore the increased population at 

Yarmouth Road is unlikely to result in an increase in this activity. 

 

Wildfowling:  Wildfowling along the Deben is overseen by the Anglian Wildfowling Association 

(AWA).  Numbers of people shooting on the Deben and the number of birds shot are 

monitored by Natural England. The AWA conforms to a strict shooting management plan, and 

although it is possible that an increase in population would result in an increase in AWA 

members, it would not result in an increase in the number of birds being shot. 
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3.2.4 Effects of an increase in recreational disturbance on Brent Geese 
 
From a review of the BTO WeBS data and conversations with the local bird recorder, Environ 

UK found that the Brent Geese within the Deben Estuary primarily feed and roost on the 

intertidal sub-features on the east side of the Deben from Waldringfield south towards 

Felixstowe (approximately 11.0 km from the Redwald Road development at the nearest point 

west of Sutton – Plan 5).  

 

They also graze the fields around the estuary, especially at high tide and also later in the 

winter when most of the intertidal food supplies have been eaten. This grazing is 

concentrated on the fields beside the lower reaches of the estuary, but they do periodically 

feed all the way up to Woodbridge, depending on which field is being managed most 

appropriately.  

 

Walkers with and without dogs:  From reviewing the spatial and temporal data on the 

distribution of the Brent Geese within the SPA and environs, it is extrapolated that the primary 

disturbance from an increase in walkers with and without dogs will be on the birds feeding 

on the saltmarshes and the nearby fields at high tide and late winter. 

 

The distance between walkers and Brent Geese is a key factor in determining the degree of 

disturbance.  Indeed, this species can take flight at distances of over 100 m, although 

observation of Brent Geese along the Exe Estuary found that flocks frequently feed on an 

adjacent golf course as near as 7.0 m from a main road used regularly by cars and pedestrians.   

Birds have also been found to habituate to frequent disturbance, although there is evidence 

to suggest that apparent habituation to more disruptive events is actually the result of 

reduced bird numbers. 

 

Dogs are predators and therefore more likely to disturb Brent Geese when encountered, 

compared to walkers on their own.  The data search suggests that geese graze the fields 

adjacent to the dog walking paths near Woodbridge less regularly than the fields further 

south, and therefore it is likely that flocks of Brent Geese may be periodically chased by dogs 

at high tide and late winter.  

 

In conclusion, it is probable that the increase in dog walkers could periodically disturb the 

Brent Geese within the fields and saltmarsh at high tide and late winter.  It is considered that 

the impact will be limited.   

 

Although a significant impact on the integrity of the Ramsar site is unlikely, the evidence of 

effects on this species is considered to be limited.  Irrespective of this we will apply a 

precautionary principle. 
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Plan 5 Locations of Brent Goose feeding and roosting areas (Environ UK, 2012) 
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Mountain Biking: This activity is likely to be similar in impact to dog walkers and although 

mountain bikes would be less abundant than dog walkers there is still expected to be a limited 

effect as a result of an increase in their numbers. 

 

Water sports:  At certain times of the year, Brent Geese feed on mud flats and on Eel Grass 

Zostera spp. which is present in the brackish water.  The Deben contains less Eel Grass than 

other estuaries and therefore Brent Geese are less likely to feed on the water.  Therefore no 

significant impacts on this species are anticipated as a result of a potential slight increase in 

small craft associated with an increase in local population at Redwald Road. 

 

3.2.5 Impacts of increased recreation on Narrow-mouthed Whorl Snail 
 

A small population of Narrow-mouthed Whorl Snail is present at Martlesham Creek, 

approximately 13.0 km from the proposed development site.  This species is generally found 

in permanently wet grassland or amongst moss in damp hollows in sand dunes. 

 

The effects of an increase in trampling on this species as a result of dog walkers can be 

extrapolated by considering other sites where trampling occurs.  For example, at Whitford 

Burrows on the Gower Peninsular in South Wales, this species is locally abundant and occurs 

alongside grazing ponies.  At the Blythe Estuary in Northumberland, where a large population 

is present, dog walkers are frequent.  

 

It is therefore concluded that no effects are anticipated for this species as a result of an 

increase in visitor pressure. 

 

3.2.6 Recreational use of the Alde-Ore Estuary 
 

Within the northern section of the Alde-Ore SPA three formal car parks are found within or 

just outside the SPA boundary (10.0-14.0 km by road). There is limited access for walking 

along the northern shore of the Alde, with only small sections of footpath available.  

 

A much longer route, the ‘Sailors’ Path’, is almost wholly outside of the SPA. Boat use is much 

greater in the lower reaches of the Ore (Alde) near Orford approximately 11.0 km away by 

road, and thus well outside of the 8 km driving distance which is typically used as the 

minimum distance to potentially have an impact.  

 

There is no baseline information available for visitor numbers to the Alde-Ore SPA.  Figures 

for recreational use are also not available, but main activities are likely to be walking, dog 

walking and boating. 
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3.3 Effects of increased air pollution on the SPAs 

 

An increase in the volume of traffic, especially where the flow becomes congested, can result 

in a localised increase in air pollution from vehicle emissions.  Exhaust gases include nitrogen 

dioxide (NO₂) and particulate matter (PM10).   

 

In addition there are similar gases produced by the treatment of waste water, and an increase 

in population, such as that associated with a new residential area, will inevitably lead to a rise 

in the amount of waste water requiring treating.  However, emissions produced by treatment 

processes are generally negligible. 

 

Once in the atmosphere, the gases react with rainwater to create a dilute acidic solution.  In 

sufficient concentration, the acid can adversely affect sensitive plants, in particular fragile 

communities such as those associated with fen, mere and bog. 

 

The proposed development off Redwald Road includes the provision of up to 290 houses.  As 

such there is a potential to generate an increase in the volume of polluting gases over and 

above those already produced in Rendlesham, although this increase is relatively minor when 

compared to the density of the existing population. 

 

It is not envisaged at this time that there will be any new waste water treatment plant on site, 

and if any additional capacity is required, it is more likely to be achieved through the existing 

sewer network. 

 

Atmospheric gases will therefore largely be restricted to vehicle emissions.  However, the 

strongest effects on plant communities are only observed in the first 50-100 m away from 

roads, and this is consistent with the nitrogen dioxide pollution profile, which decreases to 

background levels at a distance of 100-125 m (Bignal et al, 2008).  Thus only those habitats 

within 125 m of a major road are considered to be at risk from increased air pollution at 

sufficient levels, to alter the composition of vulnerable plant communities. 

 

Given that the application site lies on the northern edge of Rendlesham, and it is likely that 

the majority of vehicle movements will be northeast or southwest along the A1152, it is 

considered that the potential impacts of increased air pollution will have no significant effect 

on the integrity of the SPA habitats.  

 

3.4 Loss, fragmentation and/or damage 
 

The proposed development site lies approximately 1.6 km from the closest edge of breeding 

bird habitat in Sandlings SPA, 5.26 km from the nearest part of the Deben Estuary SPA, and 

4.47 km from Alde-Ore SPA.  
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There is no direct or indirect connectivity between the designated sites and the application 

site, and they are separated by intervening land use, which includes Bentwaters airfield, 

residential areas (local villages), main and local roads, and arable farmland under continuous, 

intensive cultivation. 

   

Furthermore, the proposal does not include any infrastructure which will cause physical 

damage to the designated sites.   

 

As such, there will be no direct or significant effect upon the integrity of the designated sites 

arising from the proposed residential development.   

 

3.5 Bird mortality arising from domestic pets 
 

As stated above, there will be an increase in the number of pet animals associated with the 

proposed development.  The majority will be cats and dogs, with the former typically causing 

the most impact on wildlife, due to their predatory nature and their habit of wandering at 

night. 

 

However, given that the nearest SPA bird breeding areas lie in excess of 1.6 km or more to 

the southeast, beyond Bentwaters airfield and main and local roads, it is unlikely that cats 

from the new development will be encountered so far from home.   

 

Dogs are usually walked by their owners, and with the network of footpaths being so close, 

along with public open space in the development, it is anticipated that this will be the focus 

of dog exercising. 

 

As such, there will be little or no impact of pets on the designated sites.  

 

3.6 Bird mortality arising from traffic 
 

The increase in traffic affecting the designated sites is considered to be negligible for the 

reasons stated above and overleaf. 
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 

This report details the results of a Habitat Regulations Assessment of potential impacts arising 

from the development of the Land off Redwald Road in Rendlesham on the Sandlings Special 

Protection Area for birds (SPA), Deben Estuary SPA, and Alde-Ore Estuary SPA.  

 

A range of very limited impacts have been identified, all associated with disturbance caused 

by an increase in recreational pressure resulting from an increase in population. 

 

For Avocets (SPA qualifying feature) the impact arises from an increase in small craft on the 

Deben Estuary, whilst for the Dark-bellied Brent Geese (Ramsar qualifying feature) there are 

likely to be adverse effects caused by walkers (with or without dogs) and possibly by mountain 

biking. 

 

Despite these impacts, it should be noted that the increase in population associated the 

proposed Redwald Road development is not considered to have a significant effect on the 

integrity of the protected sites, as the main feeding and roosting areas for Avocets and Brent 

Geese along the Deben Estuary lie to the south and west, whilst the key breeding areas for 

Nightjar and Woodlark lie southeast (Rendlesham Forest) and east (Tunstall Forest), beyond 

Bentwaters airfield, and surrounding arable farmland. 

 

Indeed, allocated land around Rendlesham has been assessed by Suffolk Coastal District 

Council as follows: 

 

Land west of Garden Square Rendlesham – 5.05 ha of land at this location for residential 

development (50 units).  The allocation is approximately 3.0 km walk by footpath to the 

nearest part of Sandlings SPA, at Friday Street. That is beyond the distance that many 

walkers/dog walkers would regularly walk.  Informal open space for dog walkers is also 

proposed.  

 

Land rear of 3-33 Suffolk Drive, Rendlesham – 5.93 ha of land at this location for residential 

development (100 units).  The allocation is beyond 1.5 km walk by footpath to the nearest 

part of Sandlings SPA, at Friday Street.  That is beyond the distance that many walkers/dog 

walkers would regularly walk.  New open space to form an extension to the adjacent 

recreation ground is also proposed.  

 

Land west of Redwald Road, Rendlesham – 4.3 ha of land at this location for residential 

development (50 units).  The allocation is beyond 1.5 km walk by footpath to the nearest part 

of Sandlings SPA, at Friday Street.  That is beyond the distance that many walkers/dog walkers 

would regularly walk. 
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Bentwaters Park, Rendlesham – land of approximately 390 ha for employment use.  

Employment land is generally of less impact to European sites than residential land.  Sandlings 

SPA is adjacent and other European sites are in the vicinity. Detailed assessment of the recent 

masterplan permission (planning application ref C/10/3239) has demonstrated no likely 

significant effect on any European site. It is not impossible that further proposals might come 

forward which would require a project level HRA, but in principle the continued use within 

the constraints of the masterplan would have no impact on any European site. 

 

The mitigation measures appropriate for Rendlesham, which will be implemented through 

Policy SP17 – Green Space in the SCDC Core Strategy, are to ensure that communities have 

well-managed access to green space within settlements and in the countryside and coastal 

areas, in order to benefit health, community cohesion and greater understanding of the 

environment, without detriment to wildlife and landscape character.   

 

Where adequate green space is not provided as part of a development, developer 

contributions will be sought to fund the creation of appropriate green space and/ or 

management and improvement of access to green space.  In particular, the Council will work 

on green infrastructure opportunities with partners in strategic housing growth areas in order 

to suitably complement development proposals.  

 

Developer contributions will be secured by means of conditions, legal agreements and/or 

through the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) (once a charging schedule has been 

adopted). 

 

On the Land off Redwald Road, the main block of woodland, known as Ash Covert, which lies 

between the two areas of proposed housing, will be enhanced through a programme of 

coppicing, whereby clearings will be made to allow the regeneration of ground flora.  

Additional native woodland wildflowers will be planted, along with native shrubs where 

appropriate.   

 

The clearings will be linked by a wheelchair accessible path, the whole forming a woodland 

walk providing informal recreation for the new residents. 

 

The woodland at the northeast corner of the site will be left undisturbed, as this has a good 

woodland flora and a variety of other wildlife. 

 

At the western end of the site there will be a large area of public open space set out as 

parkland, whilst another area of open space will buffer a pond containing a small breeding 

population of Great Crested Newts.  Buffers of public open space will also be created around 

the boundaries of the development. 
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Footpaths and cycleways will be provided across the public open spaces and through the 

residential areas, thereby creating a network of new access routes where currently there are 

none, as the land is private and used for arable and Pheasant shooting. 

 

Given the above, it is considered the scheme will provide sufficient on-site recreational 

opportunities for the majority of local residents, and thus the impact of the development on 

the Special Protection Areas, including the cumulative effects of the allocated sites in the 

Rendlesham area, will be negligible. 
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