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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Background to Habitats Regulations Assessment 

 
The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994, normally referred to as the 
„Habitats Regulations,‟ transpose the requirements of the European Habitats Directive 19921 
into UK law.   The EC Habitats Directive and UK Habitats Regulations afford protection to 
plants, animals and habitats that are rare or vulnerable in a European context.    
 
Earlier European legislation, known as the Birds Directive 19792, protects rare and vulnerable 
birds and their habitats and includes the requirement for all Member States to classify „Special 
Protection Areas‟ (SPA) for birds.   This involves each State identifying the most suitable areas 

of land, water and sea for the protection of rare and vulnerable species listed in the Directive, 
and areas which are important for migratory species, such as large assemblages of waterfowl.  
 
The Habitats Directive increased the protection afforded to plants, habitats and animals other 
than birds, through stricter protection of species and by the creation of „Special Areas of 
Conservation‟ (SAC).   This required each State, working in bio-geographical regions, to 
designate the best areas for habitats and species listed in annexes to the Directive.   Article 
6(1) and (2) of the Habitats Directive impose duties on Member States to establish ecological 
conservation management measures for these areas, to avoid deterioration of their natural 
habitats and the habitats of species, and to avoid significant disturbance of the species in the 
areas.   
 
Importantly, by virtue of Article 7 of the Habitats Directive, the procedures relating to the 
protection of SAC equally apply to SPA.   Article 7 of the Habitats Directive supersedes the 
previous requirements of the first sentence of Article 4(4) of the Birds Directive.  
 
It should be noted that SPAs and SACs include European Marine Sites, which are designated 
sites below Highest Astronomical Tide.   In addition, European Offshore Marine Sites (EOMS) 

are also part of the suite of internationally protected sites.   Although outside the direct 
jurisdiction of local planning authorities, there is the potential for indirect effects upon 
European Offshore Marine Sites as a result of plans or projects under local planning authority 
control.    
 
The UK is also a contracting party to the Ramsar Convention3.  This is a global convention to 
protect wetlands of international importance, especially those wetlands utilised as waterfowl 
habitat.   In order to ensure compliance with the requirements of the Convention, the UK 
Government expects all competent authorities to treat listed Ramsar sites as if they are part of 
the suite of designated European sites, as a matter of policy4.   Most Ramsar sites are also a 
SPA or SAC, but the Ramsar features and boundary lines may vary from those for which the 
site is designated as a SPA or SAC.  Collectively proposed and classified SPA, SAC and 
EOMS are referred to in this assessment as European sites. 

                                                
1
 Council Directive on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora of 21

st
 May 1992 

(92/43/EEC) 
2
 Council Directive on the conservation of wild birds of 2

nd
 April 1979 (70/409/EEC) 

3
  Convention on wetlands of international importance especially as waterfowl habitat, Ramsar, Iran, 

2/2/71 as amended by the Paris protocol of 3/12/92 and the Regina amendments adopted at the 
extraordinary conference of contracting parties at Regina, Saskatchewan, Canada 28/5 – 3/6/87, most 
commonly referred to as the „Ramsar Convention.‟ 
4
 Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, 2005, Planning Policy Statement 9, Biodiversity and Geological 

Conservation, paragraph 6. 
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Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive, and Regulations 48 and 85A - 85E of the Habitats 
Regulations, impose duties on all public bodies to follow strict regulatory procedures in order to 
protect the European sites from the effects of plans or projects.    
 
Until recently, the assessment of the potential effects of a spatial or land use plan upon 
European sites was not considered a requirement of the Habitats Directive.   A judgment of the 
European Court of Justice5 required the UK to extend the requirements of Article 6(3) and (4) 
of the Directive to include the assessment of the potential effects of spatial and land use plans 
on European sites.   The Habitats Regulations have been amended accordingly6. 
 
It should be noted that a Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Full Sail Ahead 
Regeneration Area Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG), a Habitats Regulations 
Assessment of the Core Strategy and a Habitats Regulations Assessment of the application 
for outline planning permission on the former power station site within the Full Sail Ahead 
Regeneration Area were all commissioned by Poole Borough Council at the same time, and 
the authors of this Record are also the authors of the other two Habitats Regulations 
Assessment Records.   As all three assessments were undertaken and the same time, there 
are numerous linkages between the documents.   It is necessary however, to include as much 
information in each of the documents to ensure that they each form a robust Record without 
reliance upon the other Records.   It is for this reason that some key sections inevitably appear 
in more than one of the three Records. 

1.2 Outline of the process of assessing projects under the Habitats Regulations 

The Habitats Regulations Assessment procedure is outlined in Figure 1 below, which 
illustrates the method of assessment in accordance with Regulation 85B.  The site(s) affected 
could be in or outside the relevant plan area. Depending on the outcome of the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment, the LPA may need to amend the plan to eliminate or reduce 
potentially damaging effects on the European site. If adverse effects on the integrity of sites 
cannot be ruled out, the plan can only be adopted in accordance with Regulations 85C to 85E, 
where there are no alternative solutions that would have a lesser effect and there are 
imperative reasons of overriding public interest sufficient to justify adopting the plan despite its 
effects on the European site(s).   
 
The Government is likely to expect that a plan will only need to proceed by way of these later 
tests in the most exceptional circumstances because a LPA should, where necessary, adapt 
the plan as a result of the Habitats Regulations Assessment, to ensure that it will not adversely 
affect the integrity of any European site.  The considerations of Regulations 85C to 85E are 
not applicable in this case.   
 
It will be seen that the key stages are screening, scoping, the „Appropriate Assessment‟, 
introducing mitigation measures, consultation and recording the assessment. 
  
This Habitats Regulations Assessment has taken account of published guidance and good 
practice, Department for Communities and Local Government, 2006, Planning for the 
Protection of European Sites: Appropriate Assessment under The Conservation (Natural 
Habitats &c) (Amendment) (England and Wales) Regulations 2006: Guidance for Regional 
Spatial Strategies and Local Development Documents; Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 
(ODPM), Circular 6/2005, Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs Circular 1/2005, 
Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory obligations and their impact within the 

                                                
5
 ECJ case C-6/04, Commission of the European Communities v United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland, 20
th
 October 2005. 

6
 The addition of Part IVA (Regulations 85A-85E) to the Habitats Regulations in 2007, under the title 

“Appropriate Assessments for Land Use Plans in England and Wales”. 
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planning system; and Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, 2007, The Appropriate 
Assessment of Spatial Plans in England: A guide to why, when and how to do it. 
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FIGURE 1 
OUTLINE OF THE PROCEDURE FOR HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT  
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This is the record of the assessment of the Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Area Supplementary 
Planning Guidance (SPG), in terms of its potential implications for the European sites within 
and around the Borough of Poole.  It has been undertaken by Footprint Ecology and David 
Tyldesley and Associates on behalf of the Council.   The purpose of the assessment is to 
consider any negative effects that the plan may have upon any European site, in accordance 
with the tests set out in the Habitats Regulations. 
 
Because the Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Area Supplementary Planning Guidance is 
adopted and this assessment has been undertaken retrospectively, the SPG will not be 
amended in accordance with the recommendations of this assessment.   However, to 
ensure that the recommendations are implemented, and the SPG remains in accordance 
with the Regulations, the recommendations will be taken forward as part of Core 
Strategy Policy.   The Core Strategy submission document has not yet been prepared, 
and this assessment will therefore inform the emerging Core Strategy.   

 

1.3 Previous Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Regeneration Initiative 
SPG 

  
In 2005 an assessment of the implications of the Poole Bridge Regeneration Initiative on 
European and Ramsar wildlife sites was made.   This was undertaken by Terrence O‟Rourke 
on behalf of Poole Borough Council.   This assessment was based upon the master plan for 
the regeneration area, set out within the Poole Regeneration Initiative Supplementary Planning 
Guidance, which was adopted by Poole Borough Council in December 2004, and had 
subsequent amendments in 2005.   A copy of that original assessment can be obtained from 
Poole Borough Council. 
 
The assessment concluded that the regeneration initiative was likely to have a significant 
effect upon Poole Harbour Special Protection Area and Ramsar site.   An Appropriate 
Assessment was therefore undertaken to determine whether it could be demonstrated that the 
regeneration initiative would not have an adverse effect on the integrity of Poole Harbour SPA 
and Ramsar site.   The Appropriate Assessment could not demonstrate that the regeneration 
initiative would not have an adverse effect, and a number of outstanding issues were of 
considerable concern, including disturbance via noise, lighting, human presence, pets, 
proximity of buildings, boating and other recreational activities, and changes to the ecological 
functioning of the SPA/Ramsar from hydrological changes, contamination and habitat loss.    
 
The Appropriate Assessment then considered what measures could be put in place that may 
reduce the effects to a level that would prevent the site features being adversely affected.   A 
number of measures were considered and for each issue highlighted, agreed measures were 
set out which it was concluded would serve to prevent an adverse effect.   With such 
measures applied to the regeneration initiative, it was concluded that an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the site could be prevented.    The outcome of the assessment therefore was that 
the regeneration initiative, when considered together with all proposed mitigation measures, 
would not have an adverse effect on the Poole Harbour SPA and Ramsar site. 
 
Since 2005 the regeneration initiative has progressed with a number of planning applications 
gaining planning permission, including some residential development and also the Secretary of 
State for Transport‟s determination of the Borough Council‟s submission for the new bridge, 
which now has full consent in the form of a Transport and Works Act Order.   The Borough 
Council now refers to the initiative as the Poole Bridge „Full Sail Ahead‟ Regeneration Initiative, 
to represent the aspirations of the regeneration projects, and also to link with the new bridge, 
known as „Twin Sails‟ Bridge because it incorporates a diagonal road split into its operational 
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design, which when open and lifted to allow vessels to pass through the bridge, creates a 
silhouette of two boat sails. 
 
It has been necessary to reconsider impacts of the Poole Bridge Full Sail Ahead Regeneration 
Initiative on European and Ramsar wildlife sites, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Habitats Regulations and national planning guidance, following the implementation of 
increased residential development densities on recently approved planning permissions within 
the regeneration area.   It is anticipated that increased densities will similarly be reflected 
throughout the regeneration area, on the remaining sites where planning permission has not 
yet been applied for, or has not yet been granted.    
 
The Poole Bridge „Full Sail Ahead‟ Regeneration Initiative has therefore changed since it was 
assessed under the provisions of the Habitats Regulations for its affects on European and 
Ramsar sites.   With an updated initiative, as a result of increased housing densities, it could 
not be assumed that the initiative will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of Poole 
Harbour SPA and Ramsar site.   The Habitats Regulations Assessment therefore required 
revisiting to assess the impact of the changes to the initiative.    
 
The following Habitats Regulations Assessment incorporates all relevant 
recommendations from the original assessment and therefore fully replaces the original 
assessment undertaken in 2005. 

 

1.4 Reassessment of the updated Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Initiative SPG 

 
Principally, it is the changes to housing densities and a considerable increase in overall 
housing numbers that has triggered the re-assessment.   However, there are other issues that 
also need to be taken into account.   Primarily, in light of recent research with regard to 
recreational impacts on heathland European wildlife sites, it is considered that the assessment 
must investigate whether the masterplan SPG will have any negative effect on the Dorset 
Heathands SPA/SAC/Ramsar site.   The Dorset Heathlands are a number of fragmented 
heaths of varying sizes, and span through a number of local authorities within Dorset.   Most 
have public access following the implementation of the Countryside and Rights Of Way Act 
2000, with the heaths making a major contribution to the overall open greens paces available 
in the sub region.   Given the high human population associated with the conurbations of Poole 
and Bournemouth many of the sites suffer from considerable recreational pressure, and this is 
having a significant effect on the interest features of the designated sites.   Recently, concern 
over the recreational pressure being placed upon the heaths has prompted a number of 
research commissions, both into the patterns of visitor behaviour, and the impacts of 
recreational pressure on the ecological functioning of the sites (Liley et al., 2006b; Underhill-

Day, 2005).    
 
In order to fully meet the step by step tests of the Habitats Regulations, it is necessary to re-
check whether the Poole Bridge „Full Sail Ahead‟ Regeneration Initiative will still have a 
significant effect on Poole Harbour SPA and Ramsar site, and also Dorset Heathlands SPA, 
SAC and Ramsar site.   This requires a reassessment of the initiative as a whole, taking both 
the original development densities and the additional housing together.   The assessment 
proceeds to the Appropriate Assessment stage if there is still a likelihood of a significant effect 
on the European and Ramsar sites.   Again the Appropriate Assessment stage will consider 
the revised plan as a whole, taking both the original development densities and the additional 
housing together. 
 
The reasons why it is necessary to reconsider the plan as a whole, rather than simply 
assessing the additional housing, are apparent when the European Court of Justice‟s 
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Judgment for Case C – 6/047 where clarification over the application of the Habitats 
Regulations to land use plans was given to the UK Government, and in particular the Advocate 
General‟s opinion in that case.   Importantly, the opinion refers to the implementation of parts 
of the plan assessed as having no adverse effect, which could then in turn result in other parts 
of the plan having an adverse effect, because individual elements within the plan may dictate 
the course of other individual elements.   A new development allocation in location X will then 
make a new road close by in location Y a transport priority, which in turn will then require the 
upgrading of road Z that leads up to new road Y etc. 
 
Whilst a re-assessment of the plan as a whole will be undertaken, it should be noted that a 
considerable amount of material was collected and assessed for the original Habitats 
Regulations Assessment.   Where this material is still applicable, and can be directly applied to 
this revised assessment it may be taken from the original assessment report to prevent 
redoing existing work.   Where this has been done it will be indicated and fully referenced.   
However, it has been necessary to produce an entirely new stand alone document, which 
represents the entire Record of the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the SPG together with 
its revisions.   This ensures that the reassessment is a thorough and complete Record of the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment process. 
  

                                                
7
 ECJ case C-6/04, Commission of the European Communities v United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland, 20
th
 October 2005. 

 



 12 

1.5 Information on the ‘plan’ being re-assessed 

 
The amended development densities for the Regeneration area, produced by Poole Borough 
Council in 2007 are set out in a table and annotated map at Annex 1 of this Record.   The 
documents assessed are therefore the original SPG plan, plus the information set out within 
Annex 1.   The plan is the Poole Bridge Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Initiative Masterplan 
SPG 2005, taken together with the additional revisions to housing numbers in 2007, as set out 
in Annex 1.   The Borough Council currently does not intend to republish an amended SPG 
with the new housing numbers. 
 
For the purposes of the Habitats Regulations Assessment, this re-assessment takes the „plan‟ 
being assessed to be the master plan plus the additional 2007 housing number amendments. 
 
The SPG explains that structural changes to the economy over the last 30 years have 
significantly changed the make up of the town in terms of its industry and businesses.   The 
heart of the town, around the bay and harbour is a mix of previously used land and an 
incongruous mix of industry, business and housing, much of which is suffering from an 
inadequate or degraded building fabric.   Transport infrastructure is in need of improvement to 
serve the central area and reduce traffic congestion.   The central area of Poole has therefore 
been earmarked for considerable and carefully planned regeneration.   The SPG sets out the 
detail of the regeneration programme, providing guidance to the public, landowners and 
developers about how the area is to be regenerated and what types of development are 
planned for which areas.   Map 1 below illustrates the main areas that form the focus of the 
regeneration work within the Poole Bridge Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Initiative area. 
 

1.6 The original Habitats Regulations Assessment check for likely significant 
effects 

 
The original check for the likelihood of significant effects raised the following issues as likely to 
have a significant effect on Poole Harbour SPA and Ramsar site due to the close proximity of 
Poole Harbour to the regeneration area: 
 

 Noise 

 Visual disturbance 

 Lighting 

 Loss of habitat 

 Contamination 

 Changes to hydrology 

 Pets 

 Increased boating activity 

 Building density and proximity 

 Recreational activities 
 

1.7 Amendments to the SPG made in 2007, incorporating new housing densities 
and an increase in overall housing figures  

 
The changes to the plan, made by Poole Borough Council in 2007 and included at Annex 1, 
are an increase in housing density and overall housing numbers, and these changes are 
applicable to most areas within the regeneration area that have been allocated for housing.   
Some residential development within the regeneration area has already been given 
permission, and a number of those developments have commenced, or are now complete.   
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There are no further significant amendments or changes to the original Poole Regeneration 
Initiative SPG in terms of the non residential allocations, and any main infrastructure, although 
it should be noted that the additional housing may include some additional minor road 
infrastructure. 
 
Map 1 provides a plan of the Poole Bridge Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Initiative area, with 
each residential development plot indicating the original densities and number of houses to be 
built (which were assessed in 2005), and the new housing densities and numbers (which will 
be assessed in this revised Habitats Regulations Assessment.   All areas without such 
information on the plan are allocated for non-residential development, and the proposals have 
not changed since the original master plan set out in the Poole Bridge Regeneration Initiative 
SPG. 
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2. European sites potentially affected 
 
(See Boxes 1 and 2 Figure 1) 
The following information is sourced from the ecological and local knowledge of the Project 
Team, previous and current work with Natural England and also from official information on the 
Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) website, and the Ramsar Site Information 
Service website. 
 
All official citations and site descriptions for European sites and Ramsar sites can be found on 
the following web sites: 
 
Natura 2000 European sites 
 
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/page-4 
 
Ramsar wetland sites 
 
http://www.wetlands.org/RSDB/default.htm 
 

 
The original Habitats Regulations Assessment provided a thorough overview of Poole Harbour 
SPA and Ramsar site, including a summary of how each individual feature may be affected, 
thus providing very useful background information. 
 
The original Habitats Regulations Assessment did not consider any potential effects on other 
European or Ramsar sites.   Since the publication of the original Habitats Regulations 
Assessment in 2005, considerable work has been undertaken both within the Region and also 
across the wider extent of heathland habitat throughout southern England, to consider the 
potential impact of additional people living in close proximity to European heathland sites.   
There is now a considerable evidence base indicating that people visiting the heaths for 
recreation is likely to have a negative effect on the heaths and their designated interest 
features, which are essentially ground and scrub nesting birds.   Increases in residential 
development lead to an increase in the number of people within an area, who may choose to 
undertake recreation on the nearby heaths. 
 
Dorset Heathlands SPA, SAC and Ramsar site is close to the Regeneration Initiative area, and 
the initiative includes a considerable number of new dwellings.   It is therefore necessary to 
consider the effects of the plan on the Dorset Heathlands SPA, SAC and Ramsar site in 
addition to Poole Harbour SPA/Ramsar site. 

 

2.1 Poole Harbour SPA 

 
Under Article 4.1 of the of the Birds Directive, Poole Harbour qualifies by supporting 
populations of rare or vulnerable species listed in Annex I (Article 4.1) or regularly occurring 
migratory species (Article 4.2).   Under Article 4.1, Poole Harbour is of European importance 
for breeding common tern Sterna hirundo, and Mediterranean gull Larus melanocephalus, 
passage aquatic warbler Acrocephalus paludicola and little egret Egretta garzetta, and 
wintering avocet Recurvirostra avosetta and little egret (JNCC 2001).  Under Article 4.2, the 
Harbour also supports internationally important wintering populations of the Icelandic 
population of black-tailed godwit Limosa limosa and the North-western European population of 
wintering shelduck Tadorna tadorna. It is also a wetland of international importance by 
regularly supporting at least 20,000 waterfowl. These include six wader species, four species 

http://www.jncc.gov.uk/page-4
http://www.wetlands.org/RSDB/default.htm
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of duck, dark-bellied brent goose Branta bernicla bernicla, red-breasted merganser Mergus 
serrator and cormorant Phalacrocorax carbo as well as lesser numbers of other species.   
 
The conservation objectives for Poole Harbour include the maintenance in favourable 
condition of the shallow inshore waters, intertidal sediment communities, saltmarsh and 
reedbed for the internationally important populations of regularly occurring Annex I and 
migratory bird species and the internationally important assemblage of waterfowl.   
 
There is a considerable amount of data on the birds of Poole Harbour.  Work funded by BP 
Ltd. and conducted by the RSPB in the mid 1980s provides useful context (Collins, 1985; 
1986).   The Harbour is surveyed annually as part of the national Wetland Bird Survey 
(WeBS).  These data have been collated and analysed to provide comparative assessments of 
the important bird species within Poole Harbour (Pickess & Underhill-day, 2002; Pickess, 
2007).   Dedicated surveys of roost sites within the Harbour were conducted by Morrison 
(2004), and detailed mapping and surveying of the invertebrates that are the main prey of the 
key bird species was conducted by CEH (Thomas et al., 2004), the latter work to provide a 
baseline against which future verification of favourable condition could be established.  A 
condition assessment of the Harbour was conducted by Footprint Ecology in 2006 (Underhill-
Day, 2006).   
 
The bird data is summarised in the condition assessment Underhill-Day (2006), which shows 
that populations of those bird species for which the harbour was classified as an SPA are 
mostly stable or increasing.   Breeding numbers of common terns and Mediterranean gulls 
have been rising and the wintering populations of black-tailed godwits and avocets have also 
been increasing. Shelduck numbers have declined but at a lower rate than those nationally. 
The size of the overall assemblage of wintering waterfowl has declined, but wader numbers 
excluding lapwings (which have fallen considerably) have risen and wildfowl numbers show no 
clear trend. Some wader roosts are threatened by saltmarsh erosion and disturbance from 
people and boats.   The fact that overall wader numbers are rising can mask impacts that 
prevent numbers increasing to their full potential within the protected site. 
 
 

2.2 Poole Harbour Ramsar site 

 
The Harbour is also designated as a Ramsar site, and qualifies under a range of criteria as 
follows: 
 
Ramsar criterion 1 

The site is the best and largest example of a bar-built estuary with lagoon characteristics (a 
natural harbour) in Britain. 
 
Ramsar criterion 2 

The site supports two species of nationally rare plant and one nationally rare alga. There are at 
least three British Red data book invertebrate species. 
 
Ramsar criterion 3 

The site includes examples of natural habitat types of community interest - Mediterranean and 
thermo Atlantic halophilous scrub, in this case dominated by Suaeda vera, as well as 
calcareous fens with Cladium mariscus. Transitions from saltmarsh through to peatland mires 

are of exceptional conservation importance as few such examples remain in Britain. The site 
supports nationally important populations of breeding waterfowl including Common tern, 
Sterna hirundo and Mediterranean gull Larus melanocephalus. Over winter the site also 
supports a nationally important population of Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta.  
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Ramsar criterion 5 
Assemblages of international importance:  
Species with peak counts in winter: 

 24,709 waterfowl (5 year peak mean 1998/99-2002/2003) 
 
Ramsar criterion 6  

a) Species/populations occurring at levels of international importance. Qualifying Species / 
populations (as identified at listing): 
 
Species with peak counts in winter: 

 Common shelduck , Tadorna tadorna, NW Europe – 2,120 individuals, representing an 

average of 2.7% of the GB population (5 year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3) 

 Black-tailed godwit , Limosa limosa islandica, Iceland/W Europe – 1,724 individuals, 

representing an average of 4.9% of the population (5 year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3) 
 

b) Species/populations identified subsequent to listing for possible future consideration under 
criterion 6. 
 
Species with peak counts in winter: 

 Avocet , Recurvirostra avosetta, Europe/Northwest Africa 1,260 individuals, 

representing an average of 1.7% of the population (5 year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3) 
 
 

2.3 Dorset Heaths SPA 

 
The Dorset Heaths were classified as a Special Protection Area in October 1998 pursuant to 
Article 43(1) of the Wild Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC). This is a composite 
site of 8,168.8 ha and includes 40 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) in whole or in 

part. 
 
The SPA qualified for classification under Article 4.1 of the Birds Directive, as it is used 
regularly by 1% or more of the Great Britain population of the species shown in Table 1.  
 
Table 1. Estimated populations of Annex I species used for SPA designation 
 

Annex I species Est. Pop %GB Survey Date 

Dartford warbler Sylvia undata 418-606 pairs 26.1% 1991/92 & 1994 
Nightjar Caprimulgus europeaus 436+ pairs 12.8% 1991/92 
Woodlark Lullula arborea 41-56 pairs 6.8% 1991/92 & 1994 
Hen harrier Circus cyaneus 20, wintering 2.7% 1991/92 
Merlin Falco columbarius 15, wintering 1.2% 1991/92 

 
The conservation objectives for the SPA are to maintain, in favourable condition, the habitats 
for the populations of Annex 1 bird species (nightjar, woodlark, Dartford warble, hen harrier 
and merlin) of European importance, with particular reference to their lowland heathland 
habitat. 
 
The populations of the Annex I breeding species are monitored approximately every 10 years, 
as part of the national monitoring for each species.  National surveys of nightjars took place in 
1992 (Morris et al., 1994) and 2004 (Conway et al., 2007).  The 2004 survey results for Dorset 

are summarised in (Lake, 2004).  The most recent survey of woodlarks and Dartford warblers 
took place in 2006, the results of which are as yet unpublished.  Previous surveys for woodlark 
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were undertaken in 1996 (Wotton & Gillings, 2000) and for Dartford warbler in 1994 (Gibbons 
& Wotton, 1996).  
 
 

2.4 Dorset Heathlands SAC 

 
Some 5,730.7 ha of the Dorset Heaths, including all or part of 37 SSSIs were also designated 
as a Special Area of Conservation in April 2005 under the EC Directive 92/43/EEC on the 
Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora (“The Habitats Directive”). 
The Annex I habitats and species which were the primary reason for this designation are: 

 European dry heaths 

 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix 

 Depressions on peat substrates with Rhychosporion 

 Southern damselfly Coenagrion mercuriale 
 
Other habitats and species present as a qualifying feature but not a primary reason for 
selection were: 

 Molinea meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey silt-laden soils 

 Calcareous fens with Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion davallianae 

 Alkaline fens 

 Old acidophilous oak woods with Quercus robur on sandy plains 

 Great crested newt Triturus cristatus 

 
 

2.5 Dorset Heathlands Ramsar site 

 
In addition to the SPA and SAC designations, about 6,730 ha of the Dorset heathlands were 
also designated a Ramsar site in October 1998, under criteria 1, 2 and 3 of the guidelines 
adopted under resolution VII.II of the Ramsar Convention8.   Those criteria are as follows: 
 
Under Ramsar Criterion 1 

Contains particularly good examples of: 
  

 north Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix  

 acid mire with Rhynchosporion. 
 
 
Under Ramsar Criterion 2 
Supports 1 nationally rare and 13 nationally scarce wetland plants and at least 28 nationally 
rare wetland invertebrate species 
 
Under Ramsar Criterion 3 

Has a high species richness and high ecological diversity of wetland types and transitions. 
 
The heaths have been the focus of many detailed, long term ecological studies, largely led by 
the local ITE / CEH research station, which for many years was located locally at Furzebrook, 

                                                
8
 Convention on wetlands of international importance especially as waterfowl habitat, Ramsar, Iran, 

2/2/71 as amended by the Paris protocol of 3/12/92 and the Regina amendments adopted at the 
extraordinary conference of contracting parties at Regina, Saskatchewan, Canada 28/5 – 3/6/87, most 
commonly referred to as the „Ramsar Convention.‟ 
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in Purbeck.   Of particular note are the successive heathland surveys that have documented 
the changes in extent, fragmentation and area of different heathland habitats within Dorset 
(Rose et al., 2000; Webb, 1990).     

 
 

2.6 The New Forest SPA/SAC/Ramsar site 

 
The New Forest is classified as a Special Protection Area and designated as a Special Area of 
Conservation.   It is also listed as a Ramsar site.   The proposed numbers of new houses to be 
accommodated within the Borough of Poole up to 2026 is set out within the emerging Poole 
Core Strategy, as directed by the emerging South West Regional Spatial Strategy.   The 
Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Core Strategy, highlighted that the volume of new 
houses proposed for the Borough could contribute to significant effects upon the New Forest 
European site in terms of additional recreational pressure, in-combination with other local 
authorities within the sub-region. 
 
The New Forest National Park Authority is responsible for overseeing planning and 
management within the New Forest.  The National Park Authority has commissioned work 
which will identify the current levels of impacts and likely change as a result of new 
development.  This work will document necessary measures to reduce any impact.   It is 
currently too early to determine whether, in-combination with other visitors within the sub-
region, visitor pressure from Poole Borough is likely to contribute to a significant effect on the 
New Forest.   On a precautionary basis, is has been recommended within the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment of the Core Strategy that the Core Strategy should commit Poole 
Borough Council to working with the New Forest National Park Authority and other relevant 
local authorities in the sub-region to assess the effects and how any such effects may be 
avoided. 
 
A report to the National Park by Footprint Ecology has emphasized the nature and extent of 
recreational impacts arising from south east Dorset.  At this late stage Natural England have 
advised that these issues should be best considered through the Joint Heathlands DPD. 
 
Because a significant percentage of the new housing will be developed within the Full Sail 
Ahead Regeneration Area, this potential effect and recommendation for the inclusion of the 
above commitment within the Core Strategy is also applicable to this assessment of the SPD.    

2.7 Issues that influence the Baseline Conditions of the European sites 

External factors that may impact on a European site, other than plans and projects subject to 
assessment, should be considered as part of the overall Habitats Regulations Assessment.   A 
site suffering from external influences may be closer to the threshold whereby the ecological 
integrity of the site is affected than the site would be without the pressure of those external 
factors.   Therefore, when a plan or project is assessed under the provisions of the Habitats 
Regulations, the potential for an adverse effect as a result of the plan or project may be more 
likely when the site in question is in sub-optimal condition, i.e. the baseline is closer to the 
threshold of change that may adversely affect site integrity. 
 
With this in mind, it is important for the purposes of this Habitats Regulations Assessment to 
understand what external pressures may be already affecting the European sites being 
assessed. 

2.7.1 Elements Influencing Poole Harbour 

Boat traffic 
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Poole Harbour is a major resource for commercial and recreational boating.  Boat traffic within 
the Harbour includes commercial craft associated with the docks, international ferries, cruise 
ships, MOD training craft, a fishing fleet and a range of recreational craft including yachts, wind 
surfers, motor boats, jet skis and parasurfers.    
 
Boat traffic can generate wash, disturbing sediments and causing erosion.  Boats and the 
people on them can also disturb waterfowl.  The levels and distribution of boat traffic within the 
Harbour are therefore importance factors, and difficult to monitor and control due to the range 
of craft and types of activity. 
 
Recreational pressures along shoreline 

Shorelines typically represent thin strips of land popular with people for a range of activities, 
such as sun bathing, dog walking, and fishing.  Due to the linear nature and narrow width of 
most shorelines, the density of people can often be very high (Liley & Sutherland, 2007) and 
this can result in disturbance to birds using the beach and associated habitats.  Within Poole 
Harbour there is recreational access to many areas, with the northern shore and sites such as 
Baiter and Ham Park being particularly busy. 
 
Dredging and port maintenance 
Channel deepening and maintenance of shipping routes necessitates dredging, which 
removes sediment from the bed of the Harbour.  Dredged material has been used to recharge 
beaches within Poole Bay.   
 
Dredging results in additional boat activity and consequent disturbance.  In addition the 
physical disturbance of the sea bed can result in the direct destruction of benthic invertebrate 
communities, increased sediment mobilisation and potential release of pollutants within the 
sediments.   
 
Development pressure  
New buildings and structures along the shoreline, such as jetties and marinas, have the 
potential to disrupt sight lines of feeding birds, disrupt flight lines and will bring additional 
people to the shoreline.  Structures below the mean high water mark also have the potential to 
disrupt sediment movements.  Strategic guidance regarding jetties etc within the Harbour are 
provided by Donnelly et al. (2003). 

2.7.2 Elements Influencing the Dorset Heathlands 

Urban Pressures 

The heaths situated close to built development in South East Dorset face particular risks to 
their integrity, given their frequent use and damage by people.  The conurbation has been built 
on the formerly extensive tracts of heath north of the Poole Bay coastline (Webb & Haskins, 
1980), and the remaining heathland fragments provide communities with relatively easy 
access to open countryside for regular activities such as dog walking.  This recreational use, 
particularly when the levels of use are very high, can place particular pressures on the sites 
themselves, with problems such as increased erosion, trampling and disturbance to birds (see 
Liley et al., 2006b; Underhill-Day, 2005 for reviews) 
 
Recent research has demonstrated links between adverse effects on the heathland and the 
proximity of built development, for example heathland sites surrounded by more housing have 
a higher incidence of fires (Kirby & Tantrum, 1999) and a lower density of some key bird 
species (Liley & Clarke, 2003; Liley et al., 2006a; Mallord, 2005).  The diverse effects that 

people and urban living have on the heaths have become known as „urban pressures‟ and are 
now well understood and documented (Liley et al., 2006b).  
 
Waste and minerals 
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Adjacent to the heaths is the largest onshore oilfield in Western Europe, nationally important 
ball clay reserves and large sand and gravel workings.  The oil and ball clay occur within 
particularly sensitive locations.   
 
Sand and gravel extraction is mainly centred within Purbeck, along the gravel-capped ridge 
between the Frome and the Piddle.  Old planning permissions for this extraction often conflict 
with more recent designations.   
 
Waste is a related issue, with several old sand and gravel pits filled with domestic waste.  
There are current landfill sites adjacent to Canford Heath and Upton Heath.  Leachate from 
unlined older sites at Duck Hill and Holt Heath has damaged nearby wetlands (Nicholson, 
1997).  Extant sites, where occurring alongside heaths, attract scavengers such as corvids and 
foxes that would otherwise occur at low densities on the heaths.   
 
Both mineral extraction and waste sites can generate high levels of vehicle traffic and often 
dust and noise, all of which can impact adjacent heathland sites (e.g. Pickess, 2004) 
 
Air quality 

Inputs of atmospheric nitrogen are a source of essential nutrients, which commonly limits 
growth in temperate ecosystems. This fertiliser effect results in increased plant growth and an 
increased demand for other plant nutrients. The gradual increase and enrichment of 
ecosystems is termed eutrophication. 
 
In heathland communities, changes in the species composition have occurred as a result of 
increased nutrient availability. In the Netherlands this has resulted in a dramatic decrease in 
species diversity, because many (rare) species, characteristic of the Calluna or Erica Sp. 
dominated heathlands, have disappeared, to be replaced by the grasses Molinia caerulea and 
Deschampsia flexuosa. More than 35% of former Dutch heathland is estimated to have 

changed into grassland (Bobbink, Hornung & Roelofs, 1998). Both increased Nitrogen 
deposition (largely in the form of NH3 from intensive stock units) and heather beetle damage 
(Brunsting, 1982) have been implicated. Calluna decline has also occurred in a number of 

Breckland heaths in East Anglia (Marrs, 1992).  
 
Water issues 

New housing places demands on water levels, with abstraction potentially removing water 
from sites.  Run-off, diffuse pollution and discharge can alter the chemistry of water within 
heathland systems and can result in pollutants entering the system.   
 
All new abstractions and discharges must be consented by the Environment Agency and all 
existing consents are being reviewed, so control mechanisms are in place.  
 
Management issues on some sites (tree / scrub removal and grazing) 

Heathland habitats are usually transitional, in that they tend to change over time, typically 
reverting to wooded habitats.  Management such as tree / scrub clearance, grazing, heather 
foraging and controlled burning is usually necessary to maintain the range of habitats and a 
range of habitat structure within sites.  Such management can be costly and implementation is 
not always straight forward.  There can be public opposition to some management, particularly 
where the management results in landscape change, large areas of tree clearance or grazing.  
Such opposition typically occurs on sites with a high public profile, high levels of access, with 
residential areas in very close proximity or where there is a lack of understanding of the need 
for management.   
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2.7.3 Issues Influencing the New Forest 

Recreational Pressure 

Various studies highlight the high levels or recreational use currently taking place within the 
New Forest (Gallagher, Graham & Colas, 2007; Tourism South East Research Services & 
Geoff Broom Associates, 2005; University of Portsmouth, 1996).  Total visitor volumes within 
the New Forest are estimated at over 13 million visitor days (Tourism South East Research 
Services et al., 2005).  This total includes holidaymakers staying within the National Park (12% 
of visitor days), day trips from home by New Forest residents (14% of visitor days) and people 
living outside the Park and visiting for the day from home (64% of day visits).   
  

2.8 The Influence of Climate Change 

There is now a government policy requirement to take into account the effect of development 
upon biodiversity and its capacity to adapt to likely changes in the climate9.   Bearing in mind 
this general duty and considering the influence of climate change upon the functioning of 
European sites, there are two main elements to the consideration of climate change with 
specific regard to this assessment.   Firstly, the influence climate change may have upon the 
behaviour of the interest features, and secondly the influence it may have upon people using 
the European sites. 
 
Over the coming years, as the effects of climatic changes become more apparent, it is 
possible that the way in which the interest features utilise Poole Harbour, the Dorset 
Heathlands and the New Forest may change.   Habitats may become more or less suitable, 
and migratory or seasonal patterns of behaviour may begin to vary.   There is also the 
possibility that some species may stop using sites completely or new species that are 
important, rare or vulnerable in a European context may begin to use the sites.   These will of 
course have important implications for the reasons for site designations. 
 
In terms of people behaviour, it is likely that the effects of climate change will result in 
increased pressure on Poole Harbour, the Dorset Heathlands and the New Forest as warmer 
days, and longer periods of warmer weather annually, encourage more residents and visitors 
to undertake recreational activities such as boating, jet skiing and dog walking, in the harbour 
area, on the heaths and within the forest. 
 
The changes in behaviour of both the interest features and people may also cause further 
impacts, particularly if they result in increased recreational pressure at times when the interest 
features may be most vulnerable. 
 

                                                
9
 The Department for Communities and Local Government, 2007, Planning Policy Statement Planning 

and Climate Change. Supplement to Planning Policy Statement 1, paragraph 24. 
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3. Taking Account of Regional Issues - Habitats Regulations 
Assessment of the South West Regional Spatial Strategy 

A comprehensive Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the South West RSS was 
undertaken in February 2007.   Following the screening of the draft RSS, a number of key 
issues were identified that were taken forward to more detailed assessment in the „Appropriate 
Assessment‟ stage.   It was concluded that it was not possible to ascertain that there would not 
be an adverse effect on site integrity, and more detailed assessment was therefore undertaken 
with regard to a number of key issues.   It is important for local level assessments to carefully 
check the assessments made at a regional level.   The high strategic level of RSS documents 
often makes it difficult to undertake detailed Habitats Regulations Assessments for elements 
that are so general and wide ranging.   It is common for regional assessment to state that a 
local level consideration of an issue would be more appropriate, once greater detail has been 
added, such as more specific locations and phasing, for example.   The following issues were 
considered at the Appropriate Assessment Stage of the Habitats Regulations Assessment of 
the Draft South West RSS, and under each issue the direction given to local level plans is set 
out.   Much of this is relevant to the Local Development Framework for the Borough of Poole 
and must therefore be considered as part of this Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Core 
Strategy for Poole Borough. 

3.1 Water Abstraction 

The conclusions relevant to the sites that may be affected by development within the Borough 
of Poole are that, for the Dorset Heathlands SPA/SAC/Ramsar, Poole Harbour SPA/Ramsar 
and the New Forest SPA/SAC/Ramsar it was not possible to conclude that no adverse effects 
on integrity will occur.   The assessment goes on to conclude that sufficient safeguards are 
available with both lower level plan making and the other regulatory mechanisms such as 
Catchment Area Management Plans coordinated by the Environment Agency.   The 
assessment advises that further detailed assessment should be undertaken at the local or 
catchment level to ensure strong safeguards are in place. 

3.2 Water Quality 

Similar conclusions have been drawn by the HRA of the RSS with regard to water quality.   
The assessment stated that it was not possible to conclude that no adverse effects would 
occur with regard to both Dorset Heathlands and Poole Harbour (the New Forest is not 
included in the list of sites where it is not possible to conclude that no adverse effects will 
occur).   Furthermore, the potential for pollution effects on Poole Harbour as a result of Port 
activities are noted within the HRA of the RSS as a potential effect that could not be ruled out 
at the regional level and therefore necessitates consideration at the local level.   The Core 
Strategy must take note of the proposal, within the regional HRA, for an amendment to 
regional policy to include a requirement to protect the integrity of European sites that could be 
adversely affected by pollution associated with port development and port activities. 

3.3 Tourism, Recreation and Urban Effects 

The regional HRA states that it is not possible to conclude, at the regional level, that there 
would not be any adverse effect on Poole Harbour or the New Forest as a result of tourism, 
recreation and urban effects, and concludes that for the Dorset Heathlands, there is a greater 
likelihood of adverse effects occurring. 
  
The regional HRA recommends changes to the policy wording of the RSS to make it clear that 
local plans must address any potentially adverse effects as a result of increased tourism, 
recreation and urbanisation.   The HRA suggests a number of mitigation measures that could 
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be taken forward at a local level, including the provision of alternative recreation spaces, and 
the development of management plans for sensitive sites. 
 
For the heathlands the regional HRA identifies a greater chance of an adverse effect, and 
proposes a mitigation measure in the form of a joint Development Plan Document to guide 
local authorities in the achievement of development requirements for the area whilst ensuring 
that the integrity of the Dorset Heathlands is not adversely affected.   It is suggested within the 
regional HRA that the DPD will propose mitigation measures in the form of the provision of 
alternative recreational greenspace, a focus on the use of land adjacent to development sites 
to accommodate local recreational needs, and consideration of the most appropriate 
management of sensitive heathland sites to reduce disturbance and harm, including access 
management.   This mitigation is also necessary to mitigate for the effects of direct habitats 
loss through trampling. 

3.4 Air Quality 

The regional HRA advises that Poole Harbour and the New Forest are within 200m of strategic 
road networks or road networks flagged for improvement, but states that it is a site that has not 
been identified as being vulnerable to pollution. 
 
The Dorset Heathlands are highlighted within the regional HRA as being of greater likelihood 
to encounter adverse effects from air pollution, and are within 200m metres of strategic road 
networks or road networks flagged for improvement. 
 
The regional HRA therefore recommends that the RSS amend policy wording to specifically 
include reference to the need to avoid/reduce the impacts of air quality on European sites, 
explaining that local development documents must take this requirement into account in plans 
and the determination of projects. 

3.5 Physical Habitat Loss and Damage 

The regional RSS includes Poole Harbour and the New Forest as sites for which effects from 
physical loss and damage cannot be ruled out, and the Dorset Heathlands as a site where 
effects are likely as a result of physical loss and damage. 
 
Regional HRA proposals of relevance to Poole Harbour are the recommendation that the RSS 
guides port development in the context of European site protection, the requirement to set out 
within the RSS the need to ensure that any development does not result in coastal squeeze or 
hydrological changes that may affect European sites, and importantly that Local Development 
Documents are checked to ensure that climate change adaptation is not compromised by any 
policy proposal.   This is particularly relevant to the Poole Local Development Framework 
documents. 
 
For the Dorset Heathlands the RSS covers the potential for physical loss and damage under 
the proposed Heathland DPD mitigation measure. 
 
The regional HRA advises that renewable energy proposals within local plans can only be 
considered where specific details are provided regarding their location and design. 
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4. Re-check for the likelihood of significant effect 
 

4.1 Defining Likely Significant Effects 

English Nature, a founding body of Natural England, defined a significant effect as “any effect 
that may reasonably be predicted…that may affect the conservation objectives of the features 
for which the site was designated, but excluding trivial or inconsequential effects” in its 

guidance for staff10, written prior to amalgamation into Natural England. 
 
The term “likelihood” is equally important in the application of the check for a likelihood of 

significant effects.   Critically, the check is for likelihood of effects rather than a certainty of 
effects11.    
 
It is important to note here that scale or significance of an actual effect is not necessarily, and 
quite often not proportional to the scale of potential damage.   The European Commission 
provides the following example in its guidance12, stating that “a loss of a hundred square 
metres of habitat may be significant in relation to a small rare orchid sites, while a similar loss 
in a large steppic site may be insignificant.”    

 
A large scale effect can be the result of seemingly very insignificant development where no 
direct habitat loss actually occurs.   For example, a slight variation in water quality as a result 
of additional run off from a minor road some distance away from a European site may result in 
an adverse effect on a chalk stream where the interest features are reliant upon good water 
quality and particular water chemistry.   A review of previous decisions by authoritative 
decision makers13 demonstrates that in many cases even the loss of less than 1% of a 
European site has been considered significant, and also likely to have an adverse effect on 
integrity of some of the sites. 
 
Decisions on whether there is a likely significant effect are therefore made with regard to 
ecological implications, rather than simply considering the scale of direct damage. 
 

4.2 Conclusions Regarding Likelihood of Significant Effect 

Considering the elements of the plan being assessed, the interest features of sites potentially 
affected, and the original Habitats Regulations Assessment, the following conclusions are 
drawn. 
 
The original check for a likely significant effect concluded that the masterplan SPG was likely 
to have a significant effect on the sites assessed.   The likelihood of significant effect was 
applicable to both the Poole Harbour SPA and the Poole Harbour Ramsar site. 
 
The original check listed the following potential effects on SPA features: 

 Noise disturbance to waterfowl 

 Visual disturbance to waterfowl 

 Light disturbance to waterfowl 

 Direct loss of supporting habitat 

                                                
10

 English Nature, 1999, Habitats Regulations Guidance Note 3: The determination of likely significant 
effect under The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994. English Nature publication. 
11

 EC, 2000, Managing Natura 2000 sites.  Section 4.4.2.  
12

 EC, 2000, Managing Natura 2000 sites.  Section 4.4.1 
13

 Hoskin, R. & Tyldesley, D. 2006, How the scale of internationally designated nature conservation sites 
in Britain has been considered in decision making: A review of authoritative decisions. English Nature 
Research Report No. 704. 
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 Hydraulic changes affecting habitat quality and potentially leading to habitat loss 

 Reduction in water quality by contamination, which may enter the food chain of interest 
feature birds 

 Pet predation on interest feature birds 

 Disturbance as a result of increased boating activity  

 Risk of bird strike on new structures built. 
 
It is clear that the 2007 amendments to the plan do not include any element that would help to 
avoid or reduce the original effects.   The amendments are clearly likely to give greater 
intensity to the original effects, and possibly add further potential effects to the list.   In 
addition, recent research indicated that there is a likelihood of significant effects on an 
additional site to those previously assessed, in terms of the heathland designations within and 
close to the Borough of Poole.   It is therefore not considered necessary to embark upon a 
detailed recheck of the plan for likelihood of significant effect, in terms of assessments of each 
individual element of the plan.   The original assessment found a likely significant effect, the 
sources of impact have increased, and new research suggests impacts on sites in the wider 
area.   The conclusion therefore is that there is still a likelihood of significant effects. 
 

4.3 Revised List of Likely Significant Effects on Poole Harbour SPA/Ramsar site 

With the addition of 1,916 houses to the plan, the additional housing will only serve to amplify 
a number of the effects, particularly the disturbance caused by human presence.   A greater 
number of houses increases the number of people likely to live in the regeneration area, and 
therefore increases the number of people either visiting the SPA/ Ramsar area, or taking part 
in potentially disturbing activities such as boating.   An increased number of pets are likely with 
an increased number of residents. 
 
In reviewing the material from the original check for a likely significant effect, and with 
consideration of further documents and survey material a number of additional potential effects 
have been highlighted. 
 
Information considered when undertaking the re-check for likely significant effect: 
 

 Terrance O‟Rourke, February 2005. Poole Bridge Regeneration Initiative Appropriate 
Assessment. (The original Habitats Regulations Assessment) 

 Draft Appropriate Assessment for Poole Gateway (Planning Applications 
05/17054/021/F & 06/17054/022/F). 

 Bird data for Poole Harbour (principal sources being Collins, 1986; Durell et al., 2006; 
principal sources being Morrison, 2004; Pickess et al., 2002; Pickess, 2007; Thomas et 
al., 2004; Underhill-Day, 2006) 

 Information on urban impacts to heathlands, as summarised by Liley et al. (2006b) 

 
Final list of potential effects:  

 
Disturbance / access Issues 

 Disturbance to waterfowl during construction from noise, plant etc  

 Disturbance to waterfowl as a result of increased numbers of people and their pets in 
the vicinity of Poole Harbour SPA.  

 Disturbance as a result of increased boating activity, including boats queuing up to the 
new bridge.  

 Disturbance to birds at new mooring locations.  

 Light disturbance to waterfowl, both during construction and after development 
completions, and also night time lighting. 
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 Proximity to heathland sites resulting in range of urban effects such as increased fly 
tipping, trampling, fires etc.  

 
Impacts regarding water quality, dredging and sediments 

 Habitat change as a result of current modification, which arises from dredging.  

 Reduction in water or sediment quality by contamination, which may enter the food 
chain of interest feature birds  

 Water pollution during construction  

 Sediment setting on feeding sites as a result of increased dredging, during and after 
construction.  

 Increased water pollution from development run-off  

 Increased risk of oil/fuel spillage from vehicles   

 Direct loss of interest feature species through dredging, or indirect loss through 
removal of key supporting species.  

 
Other impacts 

 Direct loss of supporting habitat  

 Pet predation on interest feature birds 

 Changes in fox density (associated with housing) leading to increased predation 

 Risk of bird strike on new structures built and potential for impact to flight lines.  
 

4.4 Likely Significant Effects on Dorset Heathlands SPA/SAC/Ramsar 

In addition to the effects upon Poole Harbour, it is now clear that significant effects on the 
Dorset Heathlands SPA/SAC/Ramsar site are also likely. 
 

 Increased levels of access to heathland sites resulting in disturbance to Annex 1 bird 
species. 

 Proximity to heathland sites resulting in range of urban effects such as increased fly 
tipping, trampling, fires etc.  

 
In conclusion it is considered that, given the list of potential effects set out above, it is likely 
that the Poole Bridge Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Initiative Masterplan SPG, along with its 
revised and additional housing numbers, is likely to have a significant effect on Poole Harbour 
SPA and Ramsar site, and Dorset Heathlands SPA/SAC/Ramsar site.   It is considered that 
there is a likelihood of a range of significant effects of the SPG alone, and therefore it is not 
necessary to consider any in-combination effects at this stage in the assessment. 
 
In light of this conclusion, and in the absence of any obvious measures that could be 
implemented to completely avoid any significant effect whilst still enabling the plan to proceed, 
it was deemed necessary to undertake an Appropriate Assessment of the implications of the 
plan on Poole Harbour SPA and Ramsar site, and Dorset Heathlands SPA/SAC/Ramsar site, 
in light of the site‟s conservation objectives.   Because it has been determined that there is a 
likely significant effect from the plan alone, it is not necessary to undertake an in-combination 
assessment with other plans or projects for likelihood of significant effects. 
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5. Appropriate Assessment 
 
Regulation 48(1) of the Habitats Regulations requires that, where a likely significant effect has 
been identified, it is necessary to undertake an Appropriate Assessment to determine the 
potential implications of the plan or project, in light of the conservation objectives for the site 
potentially affected. 
 
An Appropriate Assessment takes forward the initial conclusions of the check for likelihood of 
significant effects, and examines the potential effects listed in the previous section in greater 
detail, considering which aspects of the plan will be potentially damaging, which features of the 
European or Ramsar site will be affected, and how this will affect the achievement of the site‟s 
conservation objectives.   In considering the potential effects, the appropriate assessment 
should take into account how the feature will be affected, to what extent, for what time period 
and how frequently. 
 
The following sections take each potential effect forward to a more detailed level of 
assessment.   Where potential adverse effects are identified, a number of mitigation measures 
are proposed to reduce those effects to a minimal and acceptable level in terms of the 
requirements of the Habitats Regulations.   Proposed mitigation measures appear in boxes at 
the end of each assessment section. 

5.1 Disturbance Impacts 

5.1.1 Overview 

Human disturbance of birds has become a key issue for both conservationists and researchers 
in recent years.  Disturbance can be defined as any human activity that influences a bird‟s 
behaviour or survival.  There are a wide variety of studies which describe disturbance effects 
(for reviews see Hill et al., 1997 ; Nisbet, 2000; Woodfield & Langston, 2004).  The range of 

studies is potentially bewildering, demonstrating a range of different impacts, in different 
circumstances, to different species.  There is still contention about the applicability of the 
methods of study and the impacts on bird populations (Gill, 2007).  
 
Most studies of disturbance demonstrate behavioural effects, such as birds changing their 
feeding behaviour (e.g. Burger, 1991; Fitzpatrick & Bouchez, 1998; Thomas, Kvitek & Bretz, 
2003; Verhulst, Oosterbeek & Ens, 2001) or taking flight (e.g. Blumstein, 2003; Blumstein et 
al., 2003 ; e.g. Burger, 1998; Fernandez-Juricic, Jimenez & Lucas, 2001; Fernandez-Juricic et 
al., 2005; Stalmaster & Kaiser, 1997; Webb & Blumstein, 2005).  Other studies have focused 
on physiological impacts, such as demonstrating changes in the levels of stress hormones 
(Remage-Healey & Romero, 2000; Tempel & Gutierrez, 2003; Walker, Dee Boersma & 
Wingfield) or monitoring changes in heart rate (Nimon, Schroter & Oxenham, 1996; 
Weimerskirch et al., 2002).  While behavioural and physiological studies show an impact of 
disturbance, it is usually difficult to understand whether the disturbance does actually have an 
impact on the population size of the species in question.  For example, the fact that a bird 
takes flight when a person approaches is to be expected and a short flight in unlikely to have a 
major impact on the individual in question, let alone the population as a whole.   
 
Certain impacts of disturbance are perhaps more likely to have a population impact.  Direct 
mortality resulting from disturbance has been shown in a few circumstances (Liley, 1999; 
Yasue & Dearden, 2006) and many (but not all) studies have shown a reduction in breeding 
success where disturbance is greater (e.g. Arroyo & Razin, 2006; Bolduc & Guillemette, 2003; 
Murison, 2002; Ruhlen et al., 2003).  There are also many examples of otherwise suitable 
habitat being unused as a result of disturbance (Gill, 1996; Kaiser et al., 2006; Liley et al., 
2006a; Liley et al., 2007).  Very few studies have actually placed disturbance impacts in a 



 29 

population context, showing the actual impact of disturbance on population size (Liley et al., 
2007; Mallord et al., 2007; Stillman et al., 2007; West et al., 2002).   
 
Black-tailed godwits are one of the key species associated with Holes Bay, and the species 
has been the subject of intensive colour ringing studies, which have enabled various 
researchers to monitor the choice of sites within the UK and also to follow individuals during 
the breeding season in Iceland (see Gill, Hatton & Potts, 2002; Gunnarsson et al., 2006).  
There has also been detailed work on disturbance impacts to this species, conducted in East 
Anglia, where data on the numbers of birds and prey abundance were collected from many 
different sites (with different degrees of human disturbance) at different times during the winter 
(Gill, Norris & Sutherland, 2001; Gill, Sutherland & Norris, 1998).  The study used different 
analyses at a variety of spatial scales (from small areas of mud to whole estuaries) to test for 
disturbance affects.  There was no evidence that depletion rates were different when 
comparing disturbed and undisturbed areas, despite some evidence that counts of birds were 
lower in some more disturbed areas (for example adjacent to marinas).  The detailed analyses 
of prey abundance imply that the birds had fed in these areas to the same extent as they had 
in other areas. 
 
Within Poole Harbour, black-tailed godwits (and various other wader species) have been the 
subject of detailed work modelling the impacts of environmental change such as sea-level rise 
(Durell et al., 2006).  While this work does not directly address disturbance, it does highlight 
the importance of non-estuarine habitats (such as wet grassland fields) for the godwits.  Black-
tailed godwits and curlew both had the lowest prey biomass densities (within Poole Harbour) of 
the species studied and were the most likely to be affected by reductions in their food supply, 
lower temperatures and loss of terrestrial habitats.  Small reductions in prey abundance could 
therefore have particular impacts for these species.   

5.1.2 Disturbance to waterfowl during construction. 

Studies have shown disturbance effects for a wide range of activities besides simply people 
and dogs, for example aircraft (see Drewitt, 1999), traffic (see Reijnen, Foppen & Veenbaas, 
1997 for a review) and chainsaws (Delaney et al., 1999; Tempel et al., 2003).  Some types of 
disturbance are clearly likely to invoke different responses.  In very general terms, both 
distance from the source of disturbance and the scale of the disturbance (noise level, group 
size) will both influence the response (Beale & Monaghan, 2004b; Delaney et al., 1999).  
Studies that have compared different types of disturbance usually show a weaker behavioural 
response to vehicles than people on foot (Pease, Rose & Butler, 2005; Rees, Bruce & White, 
2005) and to people without dogs rather than people with dogs (Lord et al., 2001).   
 
The construction work will involve machinery, loud noise, large plant and the presence of 
construction workers.  Pneumatic drilling and concrete breaking in particular are likely to 
involve sudden loud noise.  Monitoring on other estuaries during major construction work has 
shown a reduction in bird densities of species such as curlew and redshank on mudflats 
adjacent to the construction work (Burton, Rehfisch & Clark, 2002a).  There is clearly the 
potential for disturbance to affect birds using Poole Harbour.    
 
Many authors define a definitive distance beyond which disturbance is assumed to have no 
effect and this is then used to determine set-back distances or similar (Fernandez-Juricic et al., 
2001; Fernandez-Juricic, Vaca & Schroeder, 2004; Fernandez-Juricic et al., 2005; Rodgers & 
Smith, 1995, , 1997; Stalmaster et al., 1997).  This approach is used in the original Appropriate 
Assessment (Terence O‟Rourke 2005), where noise levels of 70dB are believed to have a 
disturbance effect to birds within 250m.  It is inappropriate to set such distances as responses 
to disturbance vary between species (Blumstein et al., 2005) and between individuals of the 
same species (Beale & Monaghan, 2004a).  Particular circumstances, such as habitat, flock 
size, cold weather or variations in food availability will influence birds‟ abilities to respond to 
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disturbance and hence the scale of the impact (Rees et al., 2005; Stillman et al., 2001).  Birds 
can also modify their behaviour to compensate for disturbance, for example by feeding for 
longer time periods (Urfi, Goss-Custard & Lev. Dit Durell, 1996).  Birds can also become 
habituated (Baudains & Lloyd, 2007; Nisbet, 2000; Walker, Dee Boersma & Wingfield, 2006) to 
particular disturbance events or types of disturbance, and this habituation can develop over 
short time periods (e.g. Rees et al., 2005).  The frequency of the disturbance event will 
determine the extent to which birds can become habituated, and therefore the distance at 
which they respond.  It is therefore impossible to set a standard distance and noise level.   
 
 
  



 31 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Month

M
e

a
n

 (
1

9
9

8
 -

 2
0

0
5

)

MarFebJanDecNovOctSep

10000

8000

6000

4000

2000

0

Redshank

Brent goose

Shelduck

Wigeon

Pintail

Little egret

Oystercatcher

Avocet

Black-tailed godwit

Curlew

Species

 
Figure 1: Total numbers (within Poole Harbour) of key species by month for the winter period.  
Data are 7 year means (1998 – 2005) from Poole Harbour WeBS, taken from Pickess (2006).   

  

Proposed mitigation to reduce construction disturbance to waterfowl to prevent an 
adverse effect is as follows: 
 
1) Most construction work, especially that directly adjacent to the Harbour shore, involving 
loud noises or large lifting plant, should take place between late March and late July.  Such 
scheduling will ensure that major works take place when the numbers of birds in the area are 
at their lowest.  Numbers of birds build steadily through the winter (Figure 1) and it is the 
mid-winter period, when numbers of birds are highest and cold weather may occur, that birds 
are likely to be most stressed and more likely to be affected by disturbance.  The area 
around the regeneration area is not important for breeding waterfowl.  Should work take 
place during the winter, construction work should be halted during any extended periods of 
exceptionally cold weather (below freezing).   
 
2) Construction work should be screened from the harbour.  Ideally temporary earth banks or 
similar would be used to create both visual screening and reduce noise.   
 
3) Works in particular areas should not be erratic, allowing birds to habituate to noise and 
works at particular locations. 
 
4) Construction personnel should remain within the works area, and when outside vehicles 
should not be allowed on the shoreline adjacent to the power station site or any other areas 
with mudflats where birds could be feeding.  No dogs should be brought on site. 
 
5) Reductions to noise levels can be achieved through the sensitive location of equipment 
and enclosures and through plant maintenance, following the British Standard for „Noise 
control on construction and open sites‟ (BS5528).  When detailed plans are available, an in-
depth assessment must be undertaken by a noise specialist prior to construction. 

 



 32 

5.1.3 Disturbance to waterfowl as a result of increased numbers of people and their pets 
in the vicinity of Poole Harbour SPA. 

 
Much of the development within the Regeneration Area flanks Poole Harbour SPA.  It is likely 
that residents in the new housing would be attracted to the harbour shore, either directly 
adjacent to their houses (where the housing abuts the shoreline) or alternatively to one of the 
green spaces nearby which provide access to the harbour side.  There is evidence that 
sustained disturbance associated with footpaths, roads and built structures reduces local 
habitat quality for water birds and the carrying capacity of estuaries (Burton et al., 2002b). 
 
There are three open space sites that provide access to the Harbour front.  Upton Country 
Park is to the west of the Borough and is a large site containing a mix of habitats, including 
mature woodland and gardens.  The shoreline here is quite wooded and there are viewing 
facilities (a bird hide) over-looking Holes Bay.  Poole Park merges with Baiter and Whitecliff 
Park and contains formal gardens, a lake and has a tarmac path running along the shoreline.  
Ham Park contains beach huts, a children‟s play area and the rest of the area is largely mown 
grass.  A tarmac path runs along the shore.  In addition there is a path running along the 
shoreline around Holes Bay and also from Lilliput round to Sandbanks. These areas are 
highlighted in yellow on Map 2.   
 
These areas provide opportunities for informal recreation.  The shoreline paths are popular 
with families, dog walkers, cyclists, joggers, walkers and fishermen.  There is currently no 
information on levels of recreational use of the harbour frontage, but these areas are currently 
very well used.  The only pieces of work looking specifically at Poole Harbour and access / 
disturbance involve work on bait diggers (Dyrynda & Lewis, 1994; Morrisson, 2006) and work 
at Studland (Liley, Pickess & Underhill-day, 2006d).  It is therefore not possible to give any 
figures for current levels of use, nor to estimate the change in use that may occur in the future 
as a result of development associated with the Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Area. 
 
There are existing concerns about recreational disturbance to the northern shoreline and its 
impacts upon the SPA (Underhill-Day, 2006).  There is the potential for disturbance to result in 
birds avoiding using certain feeding areas and birds being repeatedly flushed, resulting in 
increased energy expenditure.  Such effects can have population consequences (see Stillman 
& Goss-Custard, 2002; Stillman et al., 2001; Stillman et al., 2007; West et al., 2002).  A 
number of roost sites exist along the northern shore line (Morrison, 2004), and for 
approximately half of these disturbance has currently been identified as an issue.   
 
The key species of concern would be the range of waders including black-tailed godwit, 
curlew, redshank, dunlin, oystercatcher and avocet.  For these species Holes Bay is an 
important feeding area, particularly in cold weather.  Holes Bay has various water inputs, 
including from a water treatment plant, which tend to mean the water is warmer and the Bay is 
often the last area to freeze over.  It is therefore disproportionately used in cold weather, and it 
is during cold weather that species such as avocet are present.  Brent goose, shelduck, and 
wigeon are other species present along the northern shore for which disturbance affects may 
occur.  Brent geese are often present in the area around Baiter.   
 
Given the high levels of existing use, the areas around Baiter, Poole Park and Ham Common 
hold relatively few birds, but there are occasionally notable counts, especially of gulls and 
oystercatchers (Natural England, unpublished correspondence.).  Studies of depletion rates on 
other estuaries (for example see Gill et al., 2001; Gill et al., 1998) have shown that while birds 

may apparently avoid highly disturbed sites, the level of prey depletion is not significantly 
different from other less disturbed areas.  Birds can compensate for disturbance by increasing 
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their foraging rate (Urfi et al., 1996) or utilising disturbed areas at times when disturbance 

levels are low, for example at night (Burton & Armitage, 2005).   
 



 34 

 



 35 

 
 
It is therefore important to understand how the northern shore is used by birds and how 
disturbance impacts this use.  With such an understanding, and a knowledge of how visitor 
numbers might change, it would then be possible to be confident of the scale of any impacts to 
Poole Harbour SPA as a result of the changes outlined in the Core Strategy.  There is also 
uncertainty as a result of climate change, as this may change the distribution of the birds and 
the species present within Poole Harbour (Norris, Atkinson & Gill, 2004; Rehfisch et al., 2005), 

the distribution and availability of soft sediments (birds may be pushed closer to the shoreline 
by coastal squeeze) and the timing and levels of recreational access. 
 
Given such uncertainty and a lack of baseline data development in the Regeneration Area 
needs to be conducted with some caution and awareness of the impacts of increased visitor 
pressure to adjacent sites.  Baiter, Whitecliff Park and Ham Park will be easily accessibly by 
foot, bicycle or car and are obvious local locations for people living in the Regeneration Area to 
visit for recreational activity.  It is important that levels of access along the entire shoreline do 
not steadily rise such that all areas of shoreline have high access levels.  Activities where 
people and dogs are on the mud flats are likely to have the greatest impact.   
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5.1.4 Increased levels of access to heathland sites resulting in disturbance to Annex 1 
bird species 

 
Existing visitor data from the Hamworthy area shows that people from the area do visit nearby 
heathland sites (Map 3).  The principal sites likely to be visited by residents of the new 
development would be Ham Common SSSI, Upton Heath SSSI and Canford Heath SSSI 
which are reasonably close (Map 2).  These sites are easily accessible by road and have good 
access facilities, such as convenient parking.  The travel distance and actual distance to the 
three heathland sites is summarised in Table 2.   
 
All three of the sites in Table 2 would attract people for regular dog walks and people wanting 
to visit reasonably large sites with a wild feel and plenty of space.  Ham Common has a beach 
and may therefore be attractive to families or those with children.  We therefore focus on these 
sites as the locations most likely to see a particular increase in visitor numbers.   
 

 
In order to reduce the effects of people and pets in the vicinity of Poole Harbour, we 
recommend the following: 

 
1. Carefully planned and improved zoning for different activities, working with the Harbour 

Commissioners and Poole Harbour Steering Group to focus on the currently unregulated 
activities, such as bait digging, fishing and dog walking all along the northern shore of the 
harbour.  These activities should be controlled or zoned so that there are quiet areas of 
the shoreline.   

 
2. Dogs prevented from roaming on mud flats at Poole Park and Ham Common.   
 
3. Detailed monitoring of the different activities (see above), established in such a way as to 

inform the zoning and ensure that it is effective.   
 
4. Dog walking zoned and some screening put in place to provide quiet feeding areas at 

Baiter and in parts along the shoreline path round to Sandbanks and around Holes Bay. 
 
5. Public access at key locations should be controlled or stopped.  The following locations: 

Blue Lagoon mouth (breakers and adjacent saltmarsh), parts of Holes Bay and the shore 
towards Sandbanks (Whitley Lake, Morrisson roost 93) are important areas for birds 
where disturbance currently has an impact.  Through screening, interpretation, footpath 
design and modifications to the seawall it would be possible to keep people away from 
these locations. 

 
6. Where new housing is adjacent to the harbour, for example at the power station site, 

some kind of barrier should be incorporated into the design of the site to ensure people 
cannot access the shoreline, or cause disturbance to any birds present.  
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Table 2: Distance to the three nearest heathland sites and details of access facilities at each site.  
Access point data taken from (Liley et al., 2006b).  Distances taken from the nearest part of the 
regen area to the nearest part of the SSSI. 
 

Heathland SSSI Linear distance to 
nearest edge of site 
(SSSI boundary) 

Number of 
access points  

Number of parking 
spaces 

Ham Common SSSI 1.50 km 9 152 
Upton Heath SSSI 2.79 km 17 61 
Canford Heath 
SSSI 

3.52 km 24 22 

 
We do not consider there to be any additional pressures resulting from the new development 
at Holton Heath, Arne, the Rempstone Heaths or Studland, despite all these sites also lying 
within 5km of the power station site (we use 5km as this provides a useful and widely accepted 
distance that describes the catchment that most regular visitors seem to live within, see 
Burley, 2007; Clarke et al., 2006; Liley et al., 2006b; Liley, Jackson & Underhill-Day, 2006c for 
clarification and discussion).  Holton Heath has limited access facilities and much of the area 
has no access due to land being contaminated with asbestos.  Arne, the Rempstone Heaths 
and Studland are also within 5km, but are on the other side of the harbour.  These sites would 
therefore require a considerable journey (perhaps also including the ferry) and would therefore 
be likely to be visited only for occasional trips.  Arne is an RSPB reserve and has a single main 
car-park from which visitors follow set marked routes.  Dogs are not encouraged.  The 
Rempstone Heaths are small, isolated sites with very limited access (virtually no parking) and 
are rarely visited.  The Studland Peninsula, with its network of dunes, woodland, heathland 
and beach is a popular destination.  With over 1000 car-park spaces available, and with a wide 
range of visitor facilities including a café and gift shop the area attracts hundreds of thousands 
of visitors each year, many of them tourists, and the area has permanent wardens, site staff, 
beach patrols etc.  Most visitors to the site remain on the beach.  Studland would be reached 
by ferry, which would deter regular visits as the queues for the Ferry can often be long.  
Occasional visits would be of little consequence, given the number of existing visitors and 
scale of access management measures in place.   
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We therefore focus on Ham Common, Upton Heath and Canford Heath.  Using the 
model outlined in Liley (2006b), applied to each access point on these three heaths, 
we calculated an estimate of the total number of visitors that currently use the site 
and then the numbers of visitors that might be expected to use the site were the 
power station development to take place.  These estimates are summarised in Table 
3 and highlight particular increases at Ham Common. 
 
Table 3: Predictions of visitor numbers currently visiting Ham Common, Upton Heath 
and Canford Heath before and after the power station development.  The predictions 
are calculated using model C5 (see Liley et al., 2006b for full details), with the numbers 
expressed as visitors per 16 hours in August.   
 
 

Heathland SSSI Predicted current number of 
visitors 

Predicted number of visitors 
post development 

% change  

Ham Common SSSI 387 428 10.5 
Upton Heath SSSI 1025 1040 1.5 
Canford Heath SSSI 1399 1412 0.9 

 
 
 
The predictions in Table 3 have been derived using postcode data and the equations 
have been developed using data collected from a sample of access points onto 
heaths.  The estimates represent values that might be expected from typical sites.  
These predictions must therefore be considered in the context of the sites themselves 
and their charater.  Ham Common is certainly atypical when compared to other 
heathland sites, as it is adjacent to a beach and has a viewpoint by the carpark, both 
features likely to result in higher than average visitor numbers.  The site also has a 
large holiday park (static caravans) to the north.  The static caravans do not have 
postcodes and therefore the number of people staying in them and visiting the site is 
not included in our predictions.  The predictions are however useful in confirming that 
the proximity of the regeneration area in relation to Ham Common, and the size of the 
development, is likely to result in a clear increase in visitors to the site.   
 
Ham Common does not support woodlarks, but does hold small numbers of both 
nightjars and Dartford warblers.  Four Dartford warbler territories were recorded on 
the site in the 2006 national survey (Natural England, unpublished data), and at least 
one pair of nightjars were holding territory in the area during 2007 (Liley, 2007).   
 
The impacts relating to increased access include increased levels of disturbance to 
the breeding Annex 1 bird species and increased fire incidence.  Most heathland fires 
are related to human activity, from barbeques to arson (Kirby et al., 1999; Liley et al., 
2006b).  There is already a high incidence of fires at Ham Common (D. Liley, pers. 
obs.). 
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In order to reduce the effects of increased numbers of people and people and 
dogs visiting the heaths we recommend the following: 

 
The Interim Planning Framework (IPF) and the subsequent DPD will provide a 
strategic approach to avoiding and mitigating the impacts of urban impacts to 
heathlands.  In order to avoid or mitigate the impacts of the proposed development on 
visitor numbers to Ham Common and other heathland sites the following would be 
required, either within the IPF or within the planning applications for the different parts 
of the regeneration area: 
 

1) Creation of alternative green space in the area to the north-west of Poole 
conurbation, providing a large green-space site with good parking and a range 
of routes.  This site should be of a suitable size and design to attract people 
from the development location.   

2) Increase and improvements to the green space within the regeneration area.  
There is the potential to increase the green space provision in the power 
station area particularly.  The recreation ground to the west of the power 
station provides a small area which is already currently well used by local 
residents for informal recreation (children were observed playing here and at 
least three different dog walkers were using the area during a site visit in 
September 2007).  There is also an area of rough ground to the west of the 
allotments and a path, along the top of the saltmarsh, providing access to the 
housing on Woodlands Avenue.  These areas should be improved with 
landscaping and planting to provide an area for informal recreation.  The 
changes should take into account the need for screening and preventing 
access onto the saltmarsh (see section 4.1.3).  This would provide just over 
2ha of additional land adjacent to the development site.    

3) Wardening presence on the Ham Common, with the aim of preventing fires, 
barbeques etc and ensuring dog owners keep their dogs on leads during the 
period from April to the end of August.  The warden should be present during 
times of high fire risk, i.e. prolonged dry spells, and these may occur in both 
the summer and the winter.  Resources for wardening will need to be 
maintained indefinitely and the DPD should provide a mechanism for this. 

4) Access to car-parks prevented adjacent to Ham Common prevented at night, 
through security gates.  This will result in a reduction in the number of people 
visiting the area at night for barbeques, parties etc. 

5) Visitor monitoring conducted at Ham Common, with the aim of determining the 
levels of use of the site, routes and numbers of visitors coming from Rockley 
Park Caravan Site.  This should be used by Natural England and Poole 
Borough Council to inform discussion with Rockley Park with the aim of 
reducing visitor pressure.  Possible mechanisms include buffer zones, 
reduction in the number caravans, repositioning caravans, interpretation and 
modification of parking facilities. 
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5.1.5 Proximity of the development sites to heathland SPA / SAC, resulting in 
range of urban effects such as increased fly tipping, trampling, fires  etc.  

The range of urban impacts to heathlands are reviewed by Liley et al. (2006b).  

These effects are largely associated with an increase in people in the vicinity of 
heathland sites, and include increased incidence of fires, fly-tipping, trampling, dog-
fouling, increased numbers of cats and introduced plant species.  We consider the 
impact of pets and the disturbance to Annex I heathland birds in separate sections, 
but here consider these other, fairly generic impacts.  Where detailed studies have 
been conducted there is clear evidence that the incidence of some of these urban 
effects is directly related to the amount of housing surrounding the sites (Kirby et al., 

1999).   
 
The principal sites likely to be affected are Ham Common, Upton Heath and Canford 
Heath.  Ham Common is the closest site and likely to receive the greatest increase in 
visitor numbers (see above).   
 
Mitigation for these impacts will be the same as for the disturbance effects, and is 
therefore covered in the previous mitigation box.  If access to the car-parks at Ham 
Common is prevented at night this will prevent anti-social behaviour and fly-tipping at 
these locations.  Wardening should ensure that there is no increase in the number of 
dogs off-leads.  Work at Rockley Park would also reduce visitor pressure from the 
caravan site, potentially meaning no net change in pressure..   

5.1.6 Disturbance as a result of increased boating activity, including boats 
queuing up to the new bridge and at new mooring locations  

Various studies have shown that boats can cause disturbance to a variety of species 
(Bright et al., 2003; Bright, Waas & Innes, 2004; Burger, 1998, , 2003; Galicia & 
Baldassarre, 1997; Hume, 1976; Keller, 1989; Kenow et al., 2003; Mikola et al., 

1994).  The different types of boat / activity will have differing levels of impact.  Those 
that create large wash or generate loud noise are perhaps likely to have the greatest 
impact. 
 
The development will result in a net increase in people living close to the harbour, 
and some of these people may undertake recreational boating activities such as 
canoeing, sailing, use of motor boats, jet skis, windsurfing or water skiing.  There is a 
public slipway within the Regeneration Area, within the RNLI / Sunseeker area, and 
there are additional public slipways at Ham Common and Baiter.  There are 
numerous private marinas.   
 
Whilst the presence of existing, or newly built and completed slipways are not 
considered as part of the assessment as additional sources of impacts, their 
presence now alters the baseline from which additional impacts can be considered.   
New slipways such as the one adjacent to the RNLI building contribute to the levels of 
disturbance in general, providing additional locations for people to launch their craft 
and potentially increasing the range of locations and areas accessible within the 
harbour.  Such changes bring the disturbance levels potentially closer to any 
threshold at which it is determined that the SPA and Ramsar site are suffering from 
adverse effects on their site integrity.   It is also necessary to consider that, again 
whilst existing or newly built and completed slipways are not development that can be 
directly included as part of this assessment, their presence enables numerous access 
points around the bay for the additional residents to utilise for recreational boating or 
other water activities. 
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Boats will queue to pass through the new bridge and new mooring locations are 
proposed.  The new moorings are northeast of the bridge and will not change the 
overall footprint of mooring in this area.  However the subsequent density of boats 
and corresponding density of human presence will increase.   
 
The Full Sail Ahead environmental statement argues that the peak season for boating 
activity is the summer and that there will therefore be small effects of disturbance as 
most birds are present in the winter.  No evidence on boating activity within Poole 
Harbour is presented to support this argument.  Numbers of boat activity can in fact 
still be high during the winter (Liley et al., 2006d), and furthermore black-tailed godwit 

and curlew numbers start to build in the harbour from July / August.  Climate change 
may well result in milder winters and patterns of recreational activity in the harbour 
may well change in the future.  Climate change results in additional complications as 
the distribution of the birds and the species present within Poole Harbour may also 
change (Norris et al., 2004; Rehfisch et al., 2005) and the distribution and availability 

of soft sediments could also be affected (birds may be pushed closer to the shoreline 
by coastal squeeze).   The wider implications of climate change for the European 
sites within and close to the Borough of Poole have been considered within the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Poole Core Strategy.   There is a need to 
consider the implications of climate change on the natural environment as well as the 
built environment, communities and the local economy, and the Habitats Regulations 
Assessment of the Poole Core Strategy makes recommendations for policies to 
reflect this need and make the facilitation of the adaptation of the natural environment 
to climate change a requirement of sustainable development within the Borough. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
In order to reduce the effects of boating disturbance we recommend the following: 

 
There is certainly no evidence that additional disturbance from boat use will not occur, and the 
impacts may well relate to the wider areas of the harbour than simply those areas directly 
adjacent to the Regeneration Area. In taking a precautionary approach, and in order to be 
confident that there will be no increase in disturbance as a result of an increase in boat traffic 
and recreational boating activity, the following are recommended: 
 
1. Carefully planned and improved zoning for different activities, working with the Harbour 

Commissioners, Poole Harbour Steering Group, marinas and user groups to ensure that 
jet skiing, canoeing, windsurfing, sailing and motor boating all take place in areas where 
disturbance effects are least likely and that speed limits are controlled. 

2. Detailed monitoring of the different activities (see above) is established in such a way as 
to inform the zoning and ensure that it is effective.   

3. Resources are allocated to enforcing speed limits and control of boating activities (such as 
jet skis), especially around key locations for the birds, including parts of Poole Bay.   

4. Landing / launching of small craft (windsurfers, canoes etc) is carefully controlled and 
limited to specific locations only. 

5. If necessary (as a result of the monitoring above) limits set on the number of berths in 
different marinas. 

6. No dedicated personal boat storage facilities to be incorporated into the design of  any of 
the developments associated with the regeneration area.   
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5.2 Dredging and contaminants  

 
There are a number of ways in which the development and occupation of up to 4,809 
dwellings and the construction and operation of the `Twin Sails‟ bridge could 
physically impact the interest features of the Poole Harbour SPA: 
 

1. Run off from the development sites and bridge during construction carrying 
pollutants into the Back Water Channel and Holes Bay (BWC/HB) 

2. Run off from the development sites and bridge after completion carrying 
pollutants into BWC/HB 

3. Run off from the development sites and bridge during or after construction 
carrying fresh water (with or without nutrients) into BWC/HB 

4. Accidental spillages from vehicles or storage facilities 
5. Direct destruction of benthic invertebrate communities through dredging 
6. Sediment mobilisation during bridge construction and dredging operations 
7. Sediment mobilisation during the re-siting of moorings and the provision of 

additional moorings 
8. Secondary sediment mobilisation by channel scouring as a result of bridge 

construction or dredging 
9. Changes in the hydraulic footprint of Holes Bay as a result of the construction 

of the bridge and associated dredging operations leading to habitat loss  
  

Effects of sediment disturbance could operate in a number of ways: 

 Direct destruction of benthic invertebrate communities through 
dredging 

 Differential settling out of disturbed sediment could alter the existing 
sediment composition and effect the distribution and species 
composition of the in-faunal communities  

 Released sediment could increase turbidity in the water column 

 Released sediment could smother areas of existing sub-tidal and 
inter-tidal substrates 

 Mobilised sediments could release toxic pollutants into the water 
column 

 Mobilised sediments could release toxic pollutants onto sub-tidal and 
inter-tidal substrates 

 Mobilised sediments could release nutrients in to the water column  
 
Contaminants in the water column and estuarine sediments may be damaging to the 
qualifying features of the Poole Harbour SPA, as they could affect bird species or 
communities directly, or indirectly, by impacting on the abundances or distribution of 
the species which make up their food. 
 
There are two main pathways for such impacts.  Direct effects include poisoning from 
ingestion of toxins via water or substrate, or contamination with substances that 
damage plumage or affect buoyancy. Indirect effects include changes in the density 
and distribution of prey species or contamination of prey resulting in the risk of bio-
accumulation. The latter happens when individual prey species ingest toxins in sub-
lethal amounts, but their predators, by feeding on many individuals concentrate the 
toxins in their own tissues. This can result in reduced fecundity or fitness and in 
extreme cases, death. 

5.2.1 Standards 

Under the Dangerous Substances Directive, environmental quality standards (EQSs) 
have been set for toxic substances in marine, estuarine and fresh waters ((List 1 
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substances) and member states are required to set their own standards for a range of 
metals in water (List II substances), implemented in the UK through the Surface 
Waters (Dangerous Substances) (Classification ) Regulations 1997 and 1998. 
 
For sediments, there are no EQSs, so other guidance criteria are generally used. 
There are guideline action levels for dredged material published by The Centre for 
Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (CEFAS), that although not 
statutory, can help in the decision making process on the disposal of dredgings at 
sea, and Canadian sediment quality guidelines, that use threshold effect levels 
(TELs) and probable effect levels (PELs) as indicators of in situ sediment quality. 

Below TEL levels, adverse effects rarely occur, between TEL and PEL levels adverse 
effects occasionally occur, and above PEL levels adverse effects frequently occur. 
Both these measures give published guideline levels for a range of metals, 
organotins, and PCBs, and the Canadian guidelines also give levels for a range of 
PAHs (Royal Haskoning, 2004). 

5.2.2 Contaminants of water and sediments 

The concentrations of contaminants in sediments may be influenced by bio-
accumulation processes, particularly by infaunal polychaetes, and in the presence of 
sediments, toxicity can be increased by changes in temperature and salinity, and 
possibly also by depressed oxygen tension and pH (Emu Ltd., 2003). 
 
A detailed assessment of the water and sediment quality of Poole Harbour together 
with an attempt to identify those areas within the Harbour where conditions might 
result in effects on the species or habitat for which the site was designated, was 
produced in 2003 (Langston et al., 2003). The reviewers carried out an extensive 

search of both published and unpublished sources, reviewed and summarised these 
and assessed the evidence for likely impact. A further review of published and 
unpublished material was produced for Natural England in 2006 (Underhill-Day, 
2006). This section draws on this MBA report and the subsequent review for 
information on Holes Bay, but supplements this with later material where appropriate. 
 
The contaminants which might affect the interest features of the SPA include: 
 

 Metals, including copper (Cu), zinc (Zn), lead (Pb), cadmium (Cd), 
manganese (Mn), iron (Fe), nickel (Ni), mercury (Hg), vanadium (V),b Boron 
(B), arsenic (As), selenium (Se), aluminium (Al) and chromium (Cr) 

 TBT (tributyltin), an antifouling compound used on boats but banned for use 
on smaller vessels from 1987 

 Hydrocarbons, mostly derived from crude oils or processed products such as 
petrol, diesel, propylene, acetylene, benzene, toluene, naphthalene and 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). 

 Pesticides, herbicides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) and endocrine disruption compounds 

 
Non-toxic contamination from: 

 Nitrogen and phosphorus enrichment (eutrophication) 

 Turbidity 

 Chlorophyll a and micro algae (indicators of nutrient enrichment) 

 Macro algae (indicator of nutrient enrichment) 

5.2.3 Metals 

Data collected in the 1970s suggested high levels of Cu, Ni and Zn and abnormally 
high levels of Cd and PB in Holes Bay. These were mostly derived from former 
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chemical industries based in Poole. These sources have now closed and any further 
significant inputs are now likely to be only from sewage treatment works (SWTs). 
Thus there is now a residue of toxic metals in the sediments of Holes Bay (Cd, Cr, 
Cu, Pb, Hg and Zn-Appendix 1) and with the highest loadings associated with the 
finer sediments. These results should be treated with caution as they are now nearly 
30 years old, and most exceed probable effect levels (PEL) guidelines by a relatively 
small margin. 
 
More recent analysis by EA in 1996 & 1997 of dredgings from the lower part of Holes 
Bay and the Wareham Channel showed that the metal concentrations were within 
accepted guidelines. However, bioaccumulations of metals in a ragworm (Nereis 
diversicolor) and the clam (Scrobicularia  plana) showed increased Ag, Cd, Hg, Cr, 
Ni, Pb and Sn in Holes Bay compared to the relatively unpolluted Devon Avon. Nereis 
diversicolo  may be a vector for the transference of metals to waterbirds and fish, 

particularly in parts of Holes Bay where it may be the only, or dominant infaunal 
species. 
 
Another  study (Emu Ltd., 2003) reported that aluminium (Al) had increased 
significantly in Holes Bay during 1991-2002 but could not ascribe any reason for this. 
The report also noted that if Al were to be used in the STW discharging into Holes 
Bay, as it is a flocculent, it may end up in the sludge rather than in discharge waters. 
Little is known about the toxicity of Al to sediment fauna. 
 
Emu Ltd. (2003) also reported heavy metal concentrations in tissue levels for a 
sample of cockles from Holes Bay, but found that the levels of Cd, Pb, Zn and Hg 
were within international standards and the range of historic values for UK estuaries. 
They also found that while metal concentration from sediment samples taken from 
Holes Bay were generally below PEL, that these were exceeded for Zn. 
 
As part of the invertebrate fauna sampling carried out by in 2002 (Thomas et al., 

2004), 46 samples from areas throughout the harbour were sent to the Environment 
Agency for sediment sampling. The results (Witt pers comm.), showed that levels of 

As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Hg and Pb were well below CEFAS levels, with the exception of one 
sample off Keysworth Point. All the samples also fell below the PEL levels for heavy 
metals except for two Pb samples, one from Keysworth Point and the other from 
Holes Bay. All the higher samples of heavy metals recorded in these sediment 
samples were from the Wareham Channel and Holes Bay. 
 
A recent study (Bowles et al., 1993) showed significantly reduced concentrations of 
Fe and As and significantly increased concentrations of Al between 1991 and 2002 in 
the sediments of the north-eastern parts of Holes Bay. Bowles & English (1993) also 
collected a sample of cockles for tissue analysis and to act as a base line for future 
studies. They found no association between metal contaminant levels and 
invertebrate fauna. Metal contaminants can bio-accumulate to attain toxic levels 
higher up the food chain, and can have lethal or sub-lethal effects on aquatic larvae 
and juveniles of some invertebrates. Some metals, notably Cd, Pb and Hg may have 
endocrine disrupting effects, and Se can affect reproduction and embryo 
development. The report notes that “The extent of ecological impact due to metal 
contamination in Poole Harbour is largely unknown, but is probably restricted to parts 
of Holes Bay”. 
 
The latest assessment by Smith et al (Smith et al., 2006) investigated the risks 

associated with the exposure of waterbirds to chemical contaminants through toxic 
affects. This was done using a screening assessment of the ragworm Nereis 
diversicolo,r  which found that all of the compounds which could present a risk to 
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birds were metals or semi metals : Zn, Pb, Hg, Se, Fe, As and Cr. Four were rejected 
from further modelling, Arsenic was considered to be borderline in term of risk, while 
the data for Zn, Fe and Cr was considered to be too uncertain, or endpoints were 
considered inappropriate. 
 
However, the results of probalistic modelling suggested that Pb and Hg 
concentrations within prey posed a significant toxic risk to wading birds, based on 
ecologically relevant endpoints.  
  

5.2.4 TBT (tributyltin) 

The use of tributyltin has been banned on small boats in the UK since 1987, and a 
recent EC Directive (2002/62) prohibited the application or re-application to all ships 
of tribulyltin compounds in antifouling systems from Jan 1st 2003. These compounds 
can cause sex changes in female molluscs, so that they no longer breed, and 
populations decline or die out. Before 1987, the mollusc populations of Poole Harbour 
were considered to be particularly at risk, due to the large numbers of small vessels 
and the restricted tidal flushing regime. Following the banning of these compounds, 
tests showed a marked reduction in contamination, but at a reducing rate, and it is 
possible that TBT is still being released from sediments. The highest mean 
concentrations of TBTs from periods both before and after the ban have been 
recorded in the northern parts of the Harbour in areas of greatest boating activity. 
 
Sediment-bound TBT and its product DBT, are slower to breakdown than 
concentrations in the water column. Sediment dwelling molluscs appear to 
accumulate the highest concentrations and breakdown rates in such accumulations 
are close to those in the sediments themselves. It is now more than ten years since 
analysis of sediment-linked concentrations of TBT were systematically measured or 
mollusc populations were sampled. In the meantime, there is concern at the 
perturbation or dredging of sediments in or around boatyards where TBT 
concentrations could be highest. Such activities could re-mobilise toxic TBT 
reservoirs and damage populations of deposit feeders and infauna. In Holes Bay, 
particularly, elevated levels of Cu may also contribute to sediment toxicity. Dredged 
samples from Holes Bay have been noted as being toxic in bioassays of lugworms 
Arenicola marina, the amphipod Corophium volutator and the copepod Tisbe 
battagliai. 

5.2.5 Hydrocarbons 

Oil pollution carries with it a direct risk to birds, from plumage damage and 
subsequent ingestion whilst preening. Oil and its associated hydrocarbons can cause 
mortality to shellfish and other benthic invertebrates, can kill eggs and the planktonic 
larval stages of fish and invertebrates in surface waters and can damage saltmarsh 
vegetation and cover intertidal sand and mudflats. Hydrocarbons becoming 
incorporated into sediments (particularly the finer material) may cause changes in 
fecundity, feeding, grooming and behaviour by infauna. The use of dispersants may 
pose additional threats to fauna and flora. Apart from oil spills from shipping, sources 
could also include road run off, diffuse discharges from industrial sites, and 
atmospheric inputs of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). 
PAHs are of particular concern as the lower molecular weight compounds are toxic to 
marine organisms and metabolites of the higher molecular weight PAHs are 
carcinogenic. 
 
There is no environmental quality standard (EQS) for hydrocarbon oils in estuarine 
waters, and the EQS for shellfish waters is difficult to quantify. No general data exists 
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on hydrocarbons for the rivers or estuarine waters of the Poole Harbour SPA, and 
there are no data for the wider harbour. There is only limited general data on PAHs in 
water or discharges in Poole Harbour, although a national survey in the late 1990‟s, 
which included Poole Harbour, reported relatively low concentrations of PAHs in the 
Harbour waters outside Holes Bay (Law et al 1997). However, concentrations of 
PAHs are generally highest in sediments and lowest in the water column. In Holes 
Bay, concentrations of PAHs were at moderate levels and below the EU maximum 
thresholds (although above those of the equivalent USA criteria), and might 
contribute to sub-lethal biological effects. 
 
In the sediments, concentrations of PAHs are classed as moderate for the Harbour 
with levels in Holes Bay elevated to the extent that they may make a contribution to 
the threat of harmful effects on benthic organisms, including fish  

5.2.6 Pesticides, herbicides, PCBs, VOCs and other compounds 

Organochlorines are highly toxic, stable and long lasting compounds, dissolving 
readily in body fats and concentrating up food chains. They could pose a particular 
risk for high level predators such as waterbirds. They are also endocrine disrupting 
substances. A number of these compounds tend to breakdown into dieldrin, a 
pesticide also in its own right, which is highly toxic to fish and other aquatic animals. 
As organochlorines were progressively withdrawn, they were replaced as a general 
insecticide by organophosphates, seen as less toxic but able to act as a neurotoxin 
and known to have lethal and sub-lethal effects on fish at very low concentrations.  
 
The organochlorine polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are among the most persistent 
of toxic contaminants, particularly in sediments. They can cause endocrine disruption, 
deformities, eggshell thinning in birds, and, concentrating up the food chain, impaired 
reproductive success in mammals and fish. They are also carcinogenic. Other 
industrial compounds include chloroform, carbon tetrachloride, the chlorinated 
ethylenes and trichloroethane. These substances can affect the growth of marine 
invertebrates particularly during the larval stage. The s-triazine family of herbicides 
(simazine and atrazine) are toxic but not accumulated by organisms. They are very 
widespread and derive mainly from agricultural use and run-off. 

5.2.7 Toxic Substances in Holes Bay 

In general concentrations of contaminants decline closer to the sea as water 
movements and mixing increases and the distance from point sources of pollution 
increases. Conversely, the highest levels of contamination tend to be in areas close 
to the sources where low energy hydraulic conditions operate, often in subsidiary 
bays and inlets without substantial freshwater flushing from rivers. Holes Bay fulfils all 
these criteria, with a history of industrial and sewage works discharges and restricted 
flushing characteristics with  no major rivers and low energy tidal systems through a 
narrow entrance. 
 
A further complication is that the effects of contaminants in combination are possibly 
more toxic than the individual substances, though isolation and the degree of toxicity 
will vary according to the particular cocktail of substances derived from both historical 
sources and current inputs at a particular point. In addition, concentrations of 
contaminants may increase by one or more orders of magnitude in local “hot spots” 
which may not be picked up by the sampling methods used. 
  
Sequential abstractions (Langston et al., 2003) found that the metal loading in the 

sediments has potential for remobilisation. In other words, disturbance of 
contaminated sediments could release toxins into the wider environment of the 
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Harbour.  However, leachate analysis (Gifford, 2004) suggests that heavy metals 
tend to bind strongly to the substrates within the proposed dredging area in Holes 
bay. 
 
Biodiversity is low in Holes Bay compared to the rest of the Harbour. Howard & 
Moore (1988) found the lowest diversity of communities and species, and Harris 
(1983) concluded that the diversity and density of organisms was impoverished in the 
Bay. Dyrynda (1983) took the view that this impoverishment was due to restricted 
flushing characteristics combined with eutrophication from discharges. 
 
The collection of data on concentrations of toxic substances in the waters and 
sediments of Poole Harbour has been sporadic and fragmentary in the past. The 
main potential problems in the Harbour derive from residues incorporated in 
sediments derived from former industries, most of which discharged into Holes Bay, 
and from the main sewage outfall for Poole which also discharges there. Since the 
closure of these industries and the improvement of the sewage treatment works 
(STW), contaminant levels appear to have declined, (except for Al), helped by the 
banning of antifouling paints (in 1987) and the progressive withdrawal of other 
compounds (e.g. organochlorine pesticides). It is not known though, whether toxic 
substances, previously incorporated in sediments are affecting the biota, but it is clear 
that Holes Bay is the most polluted part of the Harbour for virtually all toxins for which 
there is information. Many of the published studies on the species richness, 
abundance and distribution of invertebrates in Poole Harbour are now out of date 
(Dyrynda, 1983, , 1987; Howard et al., 1988; Institute of Offshore Engineering, 1986).  

5.2.8 Non toxic substances in Holes Bay. 

The main contaminants which are not directly toxic to biota in Holes Bay are nutrients 
mostly derived from agricultural run-off and particularly from the sewage works. The 
determination of nutrient levels in estuaries is difficult and there are no standards for 
nutrient concentrations in estuarine waters in the UK. The result of high inputs is 
eutrophication which can facilitate micro algal blooms and macro algal mats. When 
these die off, bacterial activity can cause oxygen depletion with lethal and sub-lethal 
effects on fish and invertebrates. Some micro algae can produce toxins causing 
death in shellfish and other invertebrates. Macro algae mats can cover intertidal flats 
and can cause oxygen depletion, anoxia in surface sediments and during 
decomposition, high levels of ammonia. The latter may be toxic to sediment dwelling 
invertebrates and those that use the water in the boundary layer between the 
sediment and the water column for feeding and respiration. This includes molluscs, 
crustacean and most annelids. At higher levels of temperature and pH and lower 
levels of oxygen, ammonia can be toxic to marine organisms, particularly the early life 
stages of invertebrates. 
 
A report by the Environment Agency (2006) found that: 
 

 Data collected 1997-2000 suggested that the Harbour and particularly Holes 
Bay is eutrophic or in danger of becoming eutrophic 

 Highest nutrient levels in the Harbour are in Wareham Channel and Holes Bay 

 Nutrient removal at Poole STW would reduce summer nutrient levels in Holes 
Bay by 62% and by 50% on average annually 

 The area of Holes Bay covered by macro algal mats has increased 
significantly since 1995 

 Shellfish mortalities 1995/97 were linked to macro-algal growth and micro-
algal toxins  
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Given the difficulties of direct nutrient measurement, it is usual to also measure other 
variables including chlorophyll-a (a measure of primary production) dissolved oxygen 
(DO) and turbidity. Recent data for suspended solids (a measurement of turbidity) in 
the Harbour shows that levels are low in comparison to other estuaries (Mitchell & 
Cole, 1998), and declined between 1991/99 although there has been some increase 
during 2000/02. 
 
A number of micro-algal bloom forming algae and diatom species have been noted in 
Poole Harbour, and blooms have been recorded, particularly in 1995 and1996. 
Potentially toxic algae have also been recorded, and there have been incidences of 
shellfish poisoning, notably in 2000. The macro-alga Ulva and Enteromorpha ssp 

were recorded throughout the harbour in the late 1980‟s (Dyrynda, 1987) and were 
reported to be causing low diversity invertebrate communities in Holes Bay and Blue 
Lagoon (Howard et al., 1988).  

 
A study by Jones (2003) looked at the algal mats in Holes Bay in 2002. He found that 
the main species was Ulva lactuca (sea lettuce), and that mat coverage rose from 5% 
of the intertidal flats area in June to 73% in July and a maximum of 91% in August. 
There was then a decline to 83% in September, 17% in October and 4% in 
November. 
 
He found that the mat coverage and nitrogen and phosphate levels in the sediments 
were significantly positively correlated, but that coverage was significantly negatively 
correlated with both invertebrate species richness and abundance. The abundance of 
both the ragworm Nereis diversicolor and polchaete worms was negatively correlated 

with mat cover but there was no correlation with numbers of bivalves. Dyrynda (2005) 
considered that algal mats pose the threat of mass mortalities of invertebrates, 
smothered by live or decaying seaweed or asphyxiated by low dissolved oxygen 
levels associated with high rates of decay of organic matter. In a later summary (Pinn 
& Jones, 2005) the authors considered that the algal blooms could impact on the 
important wildfowl populations of the area. 

5.2.9 Sediment granulometry 

Granulometry of the sediments in estuaries is of concern, as the proportion of fine to 
coarse particles is an important determinant of the invertebrate communities 
associated with different sediment types, and highest abundances of invertebrates 
have been found in areas of finer sediments (Smith et al., 2006). This suggests that 

an increase in the proportion of coarse particles in the Harbour sediments could be 
detrimental to invertebrate populations and the birds which feed on them. Slight 
coarsening of the sediments in Holes Bay was reported by Emu Ltd (2003) during 
1991-2002.  

5.2.10 Conclusions 

The studies reviewed above suggest: 
 

 That the physical character of Holes Bay makes it particularly vulnerable to 
further contamination, with shallow waters, restricted flushing capabilities and 
a legacy of contaminated sediments 

 

 That variability due to sedimentary characteristics (grain size), sampling 
methods, physical conditions and other factors, mean that results of analyses 
of contaminants have wide margins of error and that the precautionary 
principle should be paramount when considering possible contaminant effects 
on the ornithological features of the SPA  
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 That the level of contaminants were historically high in Holes Bay, but more 
recent sampling has shown declines in all contaminants except Al. 

 

 That former high levels of contaminants combined with the necessarily 
approximate results of sampling and the presence of „hot spots‟, results in the 
possibility that any disturbance to the sediments (eg dredging) will result in 
the release of toxins.  

 

 That the highest levels of metals and some other contaminants are found in 
the N-E corner of the Bay with progressively lower concentrations towards the 
southern areas. 

 

 That levels of tributyltin are highest where moorings are established, likely to 
include the area around Cobbs Quay and the south-eastern corner of the 
Bay. 

 

 That there is still concern at high levels of Pb, Hg and Se all of which could 
pose threats to wading birds, but the levels of some other compounds are still 
uncertain, as are their effects on biota. 

 
 

 That any increase in nutrients released into Holes Bay could encourage mats 
of macro algae which can harm invertebrate communities upon which bird 
feed. 

 

 That the release of sediments, particularly coarse sediment can change 
invertebrate habitat leading to a lower biomass and changes in species 
composition 

 

5.2.11 Adverse effects and Mitigation 

Run off from the development sites and bridge during construction carrying 
pollutants into the Backwater Channel and Holes Bay 
 
The industrial history of the area includes timber yards, a power station, ship building, 
engineering works, a tile manufacturer, an oil depot and a foundry, some of which 
have closed down recently with others still operating. There was also a chemical plant 
and electroplating works with a long history of discharges into Holes Bay. 
 
With a number of these former industries located within the regeneration area, it 
would be expected that ground contamination has taken place, and this was 
confirmed by site investigations carried out as part of the ES for the New Bridge 
(Gifford, 2004). These found concentrations of heavy metals and organic 
contaminants in the top 5m of soils with copper, lead, zinc, vanadium, PAH and 
sulphates on both sides of the Backwater Channel and groundwater contamination 
above appropriate thresholds for sulphate, vanadium, selenium and boron.. On the 
power station sites, earlier site investigation had found some metal and hydrocarbon 
contamination as well as PCBs. 
 
It is clear from these limited investigations and from the former industrial uses to 
which much of the regeneration area has been put, that there is a clear risk of an 
adverse effect on the integrity of the Ramsar/SPA resulting from redevelopment of 
these sites and from the construction of the bridge. Such effects could arise from the 
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storage or disposal of contaminated soil or other material in a way that allows 
contaminated water or dust to reach the SPA.  
 
It will therefore be necessary to impose strict conditions on the excavation, storage 
and disposal of all potentially contaminated material to remove the possibility of 
pollutants reaching the SPA (See the Habitats Regulations Assessment for the Power 
Station Site). 
 
Run off from the development sites and bridge after completion carrying pollutants 
into BWC/HB 
Once the developments and bridge have been completed, there will be a possibility of 
run off into the SPA via surface drainage carrying particulates, hydrocarbons, 
pesticides and herbicides. Processed oil products including petrol, diesel, and a 
range of petrochemicals can be included in road and open space run off and could be 
a direct threat to waterfowl feeding from the water surface.   PAHs are of particular 
concern as they can be toxic to marine organisms or carcinogenic.   They may be 
persistent in sediments particularly where tidal action is restricted and they are known 
to occur already in Holes Bay at higher concentrations than anywhere else in the 
Harbour.   It was suggested that non-polar and semi-polar organics including total 
hydrocarbons and PAHs could contribute to biological sub-lethal effects in Holes Bay 
(Langston et al., 2003) based on bio-assays carried out by CEFAS in 1993. 

 
Given these concerns, any further inputs of hydrocarbons into Holes Bay could 
increase the risk of both direct damage and indirect effects through bioaccumulation 
of toxins and affect the interest features of the Ramsar/SPA interest. 
 
This possibility will be avoided if all drainage from roads, walkways, buildings and 
other surfaces both within the development sites and from the bridge are directed 
away from the SPA and surface water is treated before disposal. 
 
Run off from the development sites and bridge during or after construction 
carrying fresh water (with or without nutrients) into BWC/HB 

If freshwater run off levels from the development area increase this may result in 
lowering of salinity levels, at least locally. This could affect the invertebrate 
assemblages both in the water column and in the substrates. A local change in 
salinities due to freshwater inputs was reported as being a factor in the 
disappearance of mud shrimps Corophium volutator preferred food of redshank 
Tringa totanus (Emu Ltd., 2003). 

 
The effect of freshwater inputs is unlikely, by itself to be significant, but where the run 
off includes pollutants (or nutrients) as above, then in-combination effect could be 
significant.   Poole Harbour was designated as a Sensitive Area (Eutrophic) and 
Polluted Waters (Eutrophic) under the Urban Wastewater and Nitrate Directives 
respectively in 2002.   This reinforces the desirability of diverting all surface water 
from new developments and the bridge away from the SPA. 
  
Accidental spillages from vehicles or storage facilities 

The construction of a new bridge and new developments around the edge of the SPA 
increase the likelihood of accidents resulting in spillages of contaminants into the 
SPA.   Apart from incorporating the best road and urban design into the regeneration 
initiative, including appropriate parking and speed limits, and incorporating best 
practice into construction procedures and building design (such as bunding around 
fuel storage, effective waste disposal and adequate drainage to accommodate one-
off events, prevention of spillages during bridge maintenance and painting), little can 
be done to wholly remove the risk of accidents.   However, given the sensitivity of the 
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SPA and its proximity to the regeneration initiative sites, a carefully designed 
contingency plan needs to be put in place and regularly reviewed and rehearsed. 
 
Direct destruction of benthic invertebrate communities through dredging 

This cannot be avoided and given the limited footprint for the dredging operation is 
not significant. 
 
Sediment mobilisation during bridge construction and dredging operations 

 

 Differential settling out of disturbed sediment could alter the existing 
sediment composition and effect the distribution and species 
composition of the in-faunal communities  

 Released sediment could increase turbidity in the water column 

 Released sediment could smother areas of existing sub-tidal and 
inter-tidal substrates 

 
Studies of sediment granulometry in Holes Bay have noted an increase in coarse 
sediments which may have caused changes in the benthic invertebrate fauna.  
 
The release of sediments from the dredging operation should be minimised by the 
use of appropriate equipment and the timing of the dredging operation to avoid 
sediments washing into the most northerly parts of Holes Bay. This will also minimise 
the increase in turbidity and reduce smothering effects. This can be achieved by 
avoiding dredging operations on rising tides and in strong Northerly winds. These 
precautions should result in no significant adverse effect on the European interest 

 

 Mobilised sediments could release toxic pollutants into the water 
column 

 Mobilised sediments could release toxic pollutants onto sub-tidal and 
inter-tidal substrates 

 
Historically, high levels of Cd and Zn were recorded at the mouth of Holes Bay in the 
70s and 80s, and within Holes Bay high levels of Cu, Zn, Cd and Mn were also 
recorded.   A review of EA records from the Harbour (excluding Holes Bay) between 
1990 and 2003 showed that As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Fe and Hg were all below the EQS , 
although in all these, the highest levels were recorded at Poole Bridge, presumably 
reflecting levels in Holes Bay. Ni and Pb were also below EQS at all sites, but Zn was 
at a higher level at Poole Bridge and could be a potential threat to sensitive species 
(Langston et al., 2003). The ES for the New Bridge also reported surface water 

analysis from samples taken in 2003 in the Back Water Channel and just inside Holes 
Bay, and compared these with samples taken by EA from 1995. For Cd, Pb, Hg, Cu, 
Ni and Zn recorded levels were within the EQS limits, but exceeded these for 
tributyltin at nearly all locations in a second survey (Gifford, 2004).  Langston et al 
(Langston et al., 2003) also noted no significant levels of pesticides or herbicides in 
samples from Poole Harbour and that there was no information on hydrocarbons, 
PAH concentrations or those of other toxins in Harbour waters. 
 
A survey using grab samples down to 0.2 m within the proposed dredging area by 
EGSi, undertaken in 2002, is reported in Gifford (2004). This found enhanced levels 
of arsenic and lead just above PEL and levels of Hg, orders of magnitude over PEL.  
Analysis carried out by Gifford from boreholes and vibrocores within the proposed 
dredging area show levels of Cu, Ni, Pb, Zn, Cd and Mg all within an order of 
magnitude above PEL. Most of the PAHs analysed were above PEL levels with 
naphthalene and phenanthrene orders of magnitude above PEL. There were no 
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samples containing PCBs above the TEL levels and little contamination by DRO, TPH 
total phenol or organotin compounds. 
 
Most heavy metal contamination found by Gifford (2004) was in the top 0.5 metres 
and all PAH samples with levels above PEL levels were either along the line of the 
proposed new bridge or in the Backwater Channel downstream of the new bridge. 
 
In view of: 

 The uncertainties of sampling which might miss „hot spots‟ 

 The recorded high levels of Hg which has an affinity for particulate 
matter, is known to occur in hot spots, particularly in Holes Bay, and 
poses a significant risk to wading birds if present in their prey. 
(Langston et al., 2003), Smith et al 2006)  

 The high levels of contamination by heavy metals within 0.5 metres of 
the surface 

 The particular concerns about PAHs in the aquatic environment due to 
their toxicity to marine organisms and persistency in sediments, 
particularly where tidal action is restricted 

  The localised incidence of higher levels of PAHs 
 
It seems clear that without mitigation the dredging operations might have a significant 
adverse effect on the European interest.   
 
Mitigation will be by the minimisation of the release of the most contaminated 
sediments into Holes Bay. This should be achieved by restricting the dredging of the 
top 0.5 m of sediment to periods of slack water or ebb tides. In this way any 
contaminated sediment released by the dredging operation will be carried into the 
ship channel of the Harbour where they will more easily disperse and any 
contaminants diluted. A specialised back-hoe dredging grab with visor screen should 
be used which minimises the release of sediments. No dredging of this surface layer 
should be carried out in strong winds or choppy conditions. 
   
Any dredging taking place around the new bridge location in areas shown to have 
PAH levels above PEL should only take place at slack water or on an ebb tide and 
use a back-hoe dredging grab with visor screen. Advice should be taken from an 
experienced environmental marine consultant on minimising the release of 
contaminated sediments at this location. This should include advice on the suitability 
of sediment curtains. 
 
The water analysis carried out as part of the Bridge ES should be repeated 
immediately following the dredging operation for the Bridge supports and after the 
proposed channel dredging, and levels compared with the base line levels set by the 
ES and the EQS permitted limits. 
 
Sediment mobilisation during the re-siting of moorings and the provision of 
additional moorings 

If areas are to be dredged for moorings, these should be grab sampled and the 
samples tested for contaminants, particularly TBTs. If these or other contaminants 
are found at elevated levels (above PEL), appropriate measures will need to be taken 
to prevent damage to the European site. This should include prevention of 
contaminants washing into the higher reaches of Holes Bay on rising tides, no 
dredging in strong winds or choppy conditions and if elevated levels of PAH or TBT 
are found, the use of a back-hoe dredging grab with visor screen. The physical 
removal of existing swinging moorings and their replacement with fixed moorings 
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without dredging will not have a significant adverse effect on the European site 
through the release of sediments. 

 
Secondary sediment mobilisation by channel scouring as a result of bridge 
construction or dredging 

 
The main concern here is the release of the high concentration of PAH found in the 
surface layers of the Backwater Channel downstream of the bridge by scour, during 
and following construction of the bridge supports. Modelling by HR Wallingford 
predicts increased water velocities and scour in the backwater channel both during 
and after construction although the extent of this is difficult to quantify. 

 
It is proposed to put placed stone around the base of the coffer dams to prevent 
scour. However scour is predicted to occur downstream of the bridge supports also, 
and this should be avoided or mitigated by placing stone of appropriate size 
downstream of the bridge to prevent such scour occurring, or by dredging the 
affected area before scour occurs, with any dredging taking place only at slack water 
or on an ebb tide and using a back-hoe dredging grab with visor screen and possibly 
sediment curtains. 

 
Changes in the hydraulic footprint of Holes Bay as a result of the construction 
of the bridge and associated dredging operations leading to habitat loss 
 
Modelling by HR Wallingford found that there was no predicted discernable change in 
the phase of the tide in Holes Bay due to the scheme and that greater changes in 
tidal levels during construction resulted in a predicted maximum increase of 3cm 
during construction with lateral encroachment increasing by 60cms. These changes 
will not be significant. 
(Note: We have not seen the Hydrodynamics and Morphology Technical Annex No 3 
which details the modelling). 

 
 

5.2.12 Twin Sails Bridge Development 

 
A number of issues raised in relation to pollution and contamination are linked to the 
new „Twin Sails‟ bridge development.   Whilst this Habitats Regulations Assessment 
has been undertaken on the plan covering the regeneration area within which the 
new bridge lies, and indeed forms a major part of the regeneration initiative, the 
bridge already has the benefit of approval via the Secretary of State.   This is an 
inevitable result of the retrospective situation of this assessment, and cannot be 
avoided.   In order to ensure that the concerns raised with regard to pollution and 
contamination within this assessment are adequately resolved, it is recommended 
that, Poole Borough Council, as promoter of the bridge development and applicant for 
this Secretary of State approved project, carefully checks the mitigation proposed and 
progresses the outstanding issues with contractors.   A report to record that these 
outstanding issues have been pursued would be beneficial to ensuring the 
completeness and transparency of this assessment. 
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Summary of mitigation measures necessary to ensure no adverse effects to 
Poole Harbour from pollution / contamination: 

 
1. Strict conditions imposed on the excavation, storage and disposal of all 

potentially contaminated material  
2. All drainage from roads, walkways, buildings and other surfaces both within 

the development sites and from the bridge are directed away from the SPA 
and surface water is treated before disposal. 

3. Best practice is incorporated into construction procedures and building 
design (such as bunding around fuel storage, effective waste disposal and 
adequate drainage to accommodate one-off events, prevention of spillages 
during bridge maintenance and painting).  

4. A carefully designed contingency plan for accidents / spills etc during and 
post construction is to be put in place and regularly reviewed and 
rehearsed. 

5. Dredging of the top 0.5 m of sediment is restricted to periods of slack water 
or ebb tides. In this way any contaminated sediment released by the 
dredging operation will be carried into the ship channel of the Harbour 
where they will more easily disperse and any contaminants diluted. A 
specialised back-hoe dredging grab with visor screen should be used 
which minimises the release of sediments during dredging operations. No 
dredging of this surface layer should be carried out in strong winds or 
choppy conditions. 

6. Any dredging taking place around the new bridge location in areas shown 
to have PAH levels above PEL should only take place at slack water or on 
an ebb tide and use  a back-hoe dredging grab with visor screen and, if 
suitable, sediment curtains. Specialist advice should be taken on the 
precautions necessary to minimise sediment release. 

7. The water analysis carried out as part of the Bridge ES should be repeated 
immediately following the dredging operation for the Bridge supports and 
after the proposed channel dredging, and levels compared with the base 
line levels set by the ES and the EQS permitted limits. 

8. Areas to be dredged for moorings should be grab sampled and the samples 
tested for contaminants, particularly TBTs. If these or other contaminants 
are found at elevated levels (above PEL), appropriate measures will need to 
be taken to prevent damage to the European site. This should include 
prevention of contaminants washing into the higher reaches of Holes Bay on 
rising tides, no dredging in strong winds or choppy conditions and if elevated 
levels of PAH or TBT are found, the use of a back-hoe dredging grab with 
visor screen. The physical removal of existing swinging and replacement 
with fixed moorings without dredging will not have a significant adverse 
effect on the European site through the release of sediments. 

9. Stone should be placed at the base of the coffer dams and downstream of 
the bridge supports to prevent scour.  For the downstream areas an 
alternative would be to dredge the affected area before scour occurs, with 
any dredging taking place only at slack water or on an ebb tide and using 
sediment screens. 

 



 56 

5.3 Other Impacts  

5.3.1 Direct loss of supporting habitat 

There is potential for the loss of supporting habitat from material dumping, vehicular 
access and the design requirements of the proposals, as identified in the original 
(2005) Appropriate Assessment.  Two areas are of concern: 
 
1)  Construction activities could intrude onto the saltmarsh on the northern shore 

of the power station site, reducing vegetation cover.  This area may also be 
damaged by storage or through vehicles accessing the site.  

2)  The construction of the basin entrance and the extension of the sea wall on 
the RNLI site will remove potential habitat for the sponge Suberites massa.   

 
In the original Appropriate Assessment (2005) it was suggested that the loss of 
habitat for the sponge would be outweighed by the gains elsewhere at the basin 
entrance and the new bridge supports, and that overall there would be a net gain in 
suitable habitat for this species.  There is however no evidence provided to show that 
this might be the case.  Little is known about the sponge, such as which substrates 
are suitable for it, and how quickly it can colonise new sites.    
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.3.2 Risk of bird strike or affects to flight lines into Holes Bay, resulting from 
the new structures built  

Certain built structures can result in large numbers of avian fatalities through 
collisions (see Crawford & Engstrom, 2001; Erickson et al., 2001; Jaroslow, 1979).  
Most fatalities typically occur on cloudy nights and involve migrating passerines 
(Jaroslow, 1979).  Tall structures also provide perches for peregrine falcons, which 
may result in waders avoiding the adjacent areas or keeping well away from such 
structures when in flight. 
 
Little is known about the flight paths of birds moving in and out of Holes Bay.  Given 
the narrow nature of the Backwater Channel and the obstructions such as the current 
bridge it is unlikely that waders, ducks and geese fly along the channel, but rather 
probably fly in and out of the bay from a height.  The main wader roost in Poole 
Harbour is on Brownsea Island, and this is where most black-tailed godwit will roost 

 
In order to be certain that no loss of supporting habitat would occur we recommend 
the following: 
 

1) Plant and machinery must be confined to the power station site and prevented from 
accessing any areas below the high water mark.  Secure fencing should be 
established to prevent access by personnel and machinery.  Guidance should be 
given to all construction personnel that there is to be no access to intertidal areas.   

2) No anti-fouling compounds are to be used on any hard surfaces within the 
Blackwater Channel.  

3) Further survey work for the sponge Suberites massa is required to confirm its 

distribution within the channel, the area of hard surface currently colonised and the 
distance to the new areas of hard surface.  If necessary currently colonised areas 
should be left undisturbed.   
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at high tide.  The power station area and some of the adjacent sites are in line with 
Brownsea Island and the main part of Holes Bay.  It is therefore likely that birds will fly 
over the power station area.   
 
The mudflats to the north of the power station are crossed by power lines and there is 
a pylon adjacent to Cobbs Key.  Birds dropping into the area do therefore already 
have to negotiate certain obstacles.  It is not known to what extent any changes to the 
built environment might alter the accessibility of Holes Bay.  Tall buildings adjacent to 
the shoreline could push birds towards the powerlines or cause the general area to 
be avoided.  For a building to have such an impact it would need to be considerably 
higher than the powerlines and other surrounding buildings.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

5.3.3 Pet and fox predation  

Information on predation by cats and dogs on birds roosting on intertidal areas is 
lacking and no formal studies exist. There are a number of examples of dogs 
disturbing roosting birds in Poole Harbour, but none of the roosts affected are in 
Holes Bay (Morrison, 2004). However none of these records involve predation by 
dogs. Unless a bird is injured or weak so that it is unable to fly, it is unlikely that dogs 
could catch waterfowl on intertidal areas. This situation is only likely to arise in very 
hard weather when birds may be weakened through lack of food, but has not, as far 
as the authors are aware, been recorded in the UK. The effect of predation by dogs is 
therefore thought to be negligible. 
 
Cats have been recorded on intertidal areas at night (pers. obs.) but it is not known 
whether this behaviour is common or widespread and it cannot be quantified. It is 
possible that one or more cats may come to specialise in hunting in this way if the 
rewards were sufficient i.e. if birds regularly used an area for roosting and could be 
easily caught. The saltmarsh area adjoining the power station site is used 
occasionally as a roost by curlew and redshank (Morrison 2004) and these birds 
would be vulnerable to predation by cats. The presence of the moat will deter most 
cats but the length of the moat is insufficient to prevent one or more determined cats 
from accessing the saltmarsh around the moat ends. This possibility would represent 
a potential adverse effect to the SPA interest, and could be mitigated by extending 
the length of the moat.    
 

 
In order to reduce the likelihood of bird strike we recommend the following: 

 
1) No buildings adjacent to the harbour side higher than the storey heights set out in 

Volume 2, Poole Bridge Regeneration Initiative Planning and Urban Design Guidance 
for the Central Area of Poole, Supplementary Planning Guidance (adopted December 
2004) should be permitted without further detailed monitoring of birds flight paths in and 
out of the bay, especially in relation to existing buildings and pylons.  Any proposals 
that exceed the height parameters in the above mentioned SPG will need to be 
assessed by Natural England to advise on whether further detailed monitoring of birds 
is required. 

2) There should be no towers, masts or large aerials on top of new or existing buildings 
within the Regeneration Area.  

3) All structures, lighting and street furniture adjacent to the harbour side should eliminate 
cables, chains or wires that might present a hazard to flying birds.     
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Development of further residential units in the centre of Poole (Area K) will also bring 
in additional cats within reach of the SPA. There are wader roosts on the Dolphin 
Haven breakwater (oystercatcher, turnstone, dunlin), on the Baiter S-W jetty 
(turnstone and occasionally dunlin) and on the Baiter recreation ground 
(oystercatcher). It is not thought likely that cat predation will be a problem on the man 
made structures or the recreation ground, as the waders gather either in open areas 
where there is no cover for cats or at the waters edge where cats would have 
considerable difficulty approaching close to the birds. The effects are considered to 
be insignificant. 
 
Generally, recorded densities of foxes are higher in urban than in rural situations, and 
therefore new developments have the potential to increase fox populations with 
implications for levels of predation on birds. Urban fox populations in Poole are 
particularly high. Locally, densities of urban family fox groups (a dog fox with one or 
two vixens and cubs) can be as high as 5 km², although mean densities in a number 
of cities ranged from 0.19 km² Wolverhampton, to 2.0 km² (Poole). In Poole there 
were significant areas with densities higher than 3.0 family groups/km². Generally, 
foxes were more common in residential areas, and most common in residential 
suburbs consisting of privately owned, low density housing (Harris & Rayner 1986).  
In a study of rural foxes in the New Forest a density of 0.8 km² family groups has 
been recorded in Corbet & Harris (1991). This is between 27% and 40% of the 
densities recorded in Poole.  
 
The high density of residential units proposed within the Poole regeneration area will 
militate against an increase in foxes, as most development will be in flats or houses 
without large gardens and open spaces are likely to be heavily used by people and 
dogs. Therefore the threat from an increased numbers of foxes to birds within the 
SPA site is therefore not considered to be significant. 
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6. Consideration of whether there will be an adverse 
effect on site integrity 
 

6.1 Requirements for Determining Adverse Effect on Site Integrity 

 
Following the undertaking of an Appropriate Assessment it is necessary for the 
competent authority to take the findings of the Appropriate Assessment and apply the 
integrity test, i.e. can it be ascertained that the development would not have an 
adverse effect on the integrity of the European/Ramsar sites?   The following 
information and recommendations are therefore provided, in light of the Appropriate 
Assessment, to enable Poole Borough Council as the competent authority and author 
of the plan to apply this important test in the Habitats Regulations Assessment.   
Where the integrity test cannot be met, further strict and very specific tests can be 
considered as part of the Habitats Regulations Assessment in terms of considering 
imperative reasons of overriding public interest, but only after having ascertained that 
there are no alternative solutions. 
 
At this stage, the integrity test, must now ascertain that the Full Sail Ahead 
Regeneration Initiative SPG and 2007 amendments, in light of the findings of the 
Appropriate Assessment and any mitigation measures proposed, will not have an 
adverse effect on the integrity of the site in order to allow the plan to proceed having 
met the requirements of the Habitats Regulations. 
 
The outcomes of the Appropriate Assessment clearly demonstrate that, without the 
application of mitigation measures, it cannot be certain that the Full Sail Ahead 
Regeneration Initiative SPG and 2007 amendments will not have an adverse effect 
on the integrity of Poole Harbour SPA/Ramsar site and Dorset Heathlands 
SPA/SAC/Ramsar site.   The Appropriate Assessment has proposed the suite of 
mitigation measures that must be taken forward.   Without the full complement of 
mitigation measures proposed, it is advised that it cannot be ascertained that the plan 
will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of the European and Ramsar sites. 
 

6.2 In-combination Considerations 

 
The Habitats Regulations require the potential effects of plans and projects to be 
checked to ensure that they would not be likely to be significant, either alone or in 
combination with other plans and projects. 
 
The above assessment of the potential effects of the Full Sail Ahead Regeneration 
Initiative SPG and 2007 amendments indicates that the plan would be likely to have a 
significant effect alone and the effects are taken forward to appropriate assessment 
alone and the requirement to consider effects in-combination is therefore not 
applicable.  However, whilst it can be ascertained that the „Full Sail Ahead‟ 
Regeneration Area SPG will not adversely affect the integrity of the European sites 
with the application of the full suite of mitigation measures, there will be residual 
effects of the plan, which are not likely to be significant themselves, but in 
combination with other plans and projects the possibility of a significant effect cannot 
be ruled out on the basis of objective information. 
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Consequently, plans and projects that may affect Poole Harbour SPA/Ramsar site 
may need to be combined with the residual effects of the Full Sail Ahead 
Regeneration Initiative SPG and 2007 amendments.   Any such plans or projects are 
likely to come from within Poole Borough or Purbeck District, because proposals 
outside these areas would not be likely to affect the European site.  The local 
planning authorities will need to take account of this when considering plans and 
projects in the future. 
 
Impacts on the Dorset Heathlands SPA/SAC/Ramsar could occur in-combination with 
other plans and projects because the heathlands extend into the administrative areas 
of other local planning authorities, and because residential development in 
neighbouring areas may result in increased visitors to the heaths within Poole 
Borough and additional visits to heaths outside the Borough may be generated by 
new development within it.   However, the potential effects are intended to be 
eliminated by the provisions of the Interim Planning Framework, which is a combined 
authority initiative to prevent adverse effects arising through the planning system 
upon the integrity of the Dorset Heathlands across their South Dorset range.   In-
combination effects are therefore eliminated through the adoption and implementation 
of the Interim Planning Framework. 
 
Bournemouth Airport, which could be a focus for economic development within the 
sub-region, is adjacent to European heathland sites and there is potentially an effect 
from increased recreational pressure resulting from an increase in the number of 
people working in the area.  The airport development may therefore require a 
separate, detailed assessment.  Careful design measures within the new 
development to control and manage access from the development site to European 
heathland will be necessary.  Measures within the IPF and DPD will provide means of 
mitigating any increase in access levels, but the Habitats Regulations Assessment of 
the airport development should take into account the findings and recommendations 
of this assessment, and primarily the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Poole 
Core Strategy. 
 
Issues with regard to the New Forest are similar to the Dorset Heaths, in that the in-
combination effects of cumulative development across a wide geographic area can 
only be tackled strategically.  On-going work by Footprint Ecology, commissioned by 
the New Forest National Park Authority will provide greater detail on the level of 
impacts and likely levels of change as a result of new development outside the 
National Park.   This work is likely to provide recommendations for access 
management and possible alternative green space provision.   A commitment to 
working with the New Forest National Park Authority and other relevant local 
authorities in the sub-region to assess the effects and how any such effects may be 
avoided is included as a recommendation in the following section of this assessment 
Record. 
  

6.3 The iterative process of assessment 

The Habitats Regulations Assessment has been an iterative process of assessment 
and discussion between the consultants, Poole Borough Council and Natural 
England.   Annex 1 provides details of the key stages in the assessment process to 

date. 
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7. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

7.1 Implementation of recommendations via the emerging Poole Core 
Strategy 

 
The Habitats Regulations Assessment of a plan is normally undertaken as the plan 
progresses, informing its final and adopted form with recommendations for policy and 
wording amendments.   In the case of the Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Initiative 
SPG and 2007 amendments, the plan is already in place and there are no plans 
within the Local Development Scheme to amend or update the already adopted SPG.   
The considerable list of recommendations need to be referenced in LDF policy, in 
order to be confident that they will be required of developers and included within 
planning permissions as each new development comes forward within the 
regeneration area.   The following recommendations are therefore proposed as policy 
wording and supporting text to be included within the emerging Core Strategy.   The 
recommendations set out below exactly replicate those set out within the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment of the Core Strategy.   The recommendations therefore 
incorporate all mitigation measures proposed as part of the Core Strategy Habitats 
Regulations Assessment and as part of this Habitats Regulations Assessment of the 
Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Initiative SPG and 2007 amendments.   The list has 
been checked against the recommendations made in the original 2005 Habitats 
Regulations Assessment, to ensure that all original recommendations have been 
incorporated where still considered appropriate. 
 
The recommendations will inform the final Submission draft of the Core 
Strategy.   It will however be necessary for a final Habitats Regulations 
Assessment check of the Submission document to be undertaken, to ensure 
that all recommendations have been adequately incorporated and it can be 
confirmed that, with the adoption of all recommended measures within the Core 
Strategy, the Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Initiative SPG and 2007 amendments 
will not have an adverse effect upon the integrity of any European site, in 
accordance with the Habitats Regulations. 

 

7.2 Recommendations with Regard to Poole Harbour SPA/Ramsar Site 

 
It is recommended that, in order to include the recommended measures for the 
protection of Poole Harbour SPA and Ramsar site within the Core Strategy and 
therefore enable the Council eventually to conclude that the Strategy will not have an 
adverse effect upon the integrity of Poole Harbour SPA and Ramsar Site, new 
policies for the Harbour need to be added to the Strategy.  The recommendations of 
the Habitats Regulations Assessments of the „Full Sail Ahead‟ Regeneration Area 
and the redevelopment of the power station will also need to be adopted.   
 
Holes Bay, and the wider Poole Harbour is within area promoted for economic 
regeneration and growth, as well as the prime location for much of the required high 
density housing to meet local, regional and national demand.   As a result of the types 
of development and regeneration proposed, there is the potential for increased 
activity around the Harbour, in terms of informal recreation and dog walking, water 
sports and boating, all of which could have detrimental effects upon internationally 
important wildlife within the Harbour.   There is a need to ensure carefully controlled 
and planned access to the Harbour shoreline in order to prevent additional 
disturbance to sensitive wildlife.   Monitoring and control of unregulated activities 
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within the Harbour is also needed.   To the extent that they relate to spatial planning 
issues, these measures should be included in the Core Strategy.  Other measures 
should be incorporated into the European Marine Site Management Scheme for the 
Poole Harbour SPA, prepared under the provisions of Regulation 34 of the Habitats 
Regulations.  In this way the mitigation measures necessary to ascertain that the 
development flowing from the implementation of the Core Strategy will not adversely 
affect the integrity of the SPA and Ramsar site will be delivered through statutory 
plans and schemes. 
 
Furthermore, if all of these measures are secured through the LDF and the European 
Marine Site Management Scheme, the effects of the proposed developments would 
not be likely to have a significant effect on the SPA or Ramsar site.  
 
Whilst the Core Strategy is a strategic and overarching document for the Poole LDF, 
more site specific and development control specific policy in relation to the 
regeneration of the Holes Bay area has already been produced with the Full Sail 
Ahead SPD.   Whilst this document has been the subject of a retrospective Habitats 
Regulations Assessment, updating an original assessment of lower development 
densities, the SPD itself is not likely to be formally updated as part of the LDF.   The 
opportunity to ensure measures are in place to prevent adverse effects upon the 
integrity of Poole Harbour SPA/Ramsar in terms of policy wording and developer 
requirements must therefore be incorporated in the Core Strategy.   Specific 
reference to the findings and recommendations of the Habitats Regulations 
Assessment of the „Full Sail Ahead‟ Regeneration Area SPD is therefore necessary, 
along with the requirement to implement the mitigation measures set out within this 
assessment. 
 
7.2.1 Suggested text and policy wording – Poole Harbour 

Two new policies should to be added to the Core Strategy Submission document with 
accompanying text as suggested below. 
 
Proposed text 
The ‘Full Sail Ahead’ Regeneration area, and wider developments in the vicinity of 
Holes Bay and the Harbour have the potential to adversely affect Poole Harbour 
Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar site, which is specifically designated for 
its important bird assemblages and associated habitats.   The Council recognises the 
importance of protecting and enhancing these important wildlife features, whilst 
ensuring the sustainable regeneration of the Harbour and ‘Full Sail Ahead’ area 
around Holes Bay, for the benefit of local communities, visitors, and the local and 
regional economy.    
 

Policy XX 
(a) 
The Council will determine applications for development within the ‘Full Sail 
Ahead’ Regeneration zones and wider Holes Bay area in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the ‘Full Sail 
Ahead’ Regeneration Area SPD, including the imposition of conditions on 
planning permissions controlling construction works where appropriate and 
the provision of other mitigation measures through section 106 planning 
obligations.   
(b) 
Developer contributions will be required, in addition to those that may be 
required by the Dorset Heathlands Interim Planning Framework (and 
subsequent DPD (see policy AA).  The developer contributions will protect the 
Poole Harbour SPA/Ramsar site through the strategic provision of mitigation 
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measures to reduce effects on the habitats and species by controlling and 
managing development and access including contributions to the 
implementation of the Poole Harbour SPA European Marine Site Management 
Scheme  
 
Policy XY 
Planning permission for additional slipways and other infrastructure works that 
could increase the recreational activity likely to have a significant effect on the 
Poole Harbour SPA / Ramsar site will not be permitted.     
 
Measures that should be included in the Poole Harbour SPA European Site 
Management Scheme 
Measures that should be included in the Poole Harbour SPA European Site 
Management Scheme include: 
 

1. Carefully planned and improved zoning for currently unregulated activities, 
such as bait digging, fishing and dog walking and improved zoning and 
management of jet skiing, canoeing, windsurfing, sailing and motor boating to 
concentrate these activities in areas where disturbance effects are least likely 
and that speed limits are controlled. 

 
2. Detailed monitoring of the different activities above, established in such a way 

as to inform the required zoning and ensure its effectiveness.   
 

3. The enforcement of speed limits and control of boating activities (such as jet 
skis), especially around key locations for the birds.   

 
4. Control over the landing / launching of small craft (windsurfers, canoes etc), 

including restricting such activities to specific locations only.    
 

5. Restrictions to prevent dogs from roaming on mud flats at Poole Park and 
Ham Common. 

 
6. Footpaths relocated back from the shore at the most sensitive locations such 

as Baiter, with some screening put in place to separate walkers from the 
shore and provide quiet feeding areas at Baiter and in parts along the 
shoreline path round to Sandbanks and around Holes Bay.   Dog walking 
zoned and a ‘dogs on leads’ policy for selected sensitive path lengths where 
dog walking is still allowed. 

 
7. Access at the following key locations that are important areas for the 

SPA/Ramsar site birds and where disturbance currently has an impact to be 
controlled, managed and where deemed necessary prohibited: Blue Lagoon 
mouth (breakers and adjacent saltmarsh), parts of Holes Bay and the shore 
towards Sandbanks (Whitley Lake, Morrisson roost 93).  Management may 
include screening, interpretation, footpath design and modifications to the 
seawall to keep people away from sensitive locations.  

 
8. If necessary (as a result of the monitoring above) setting limits on the number 

of berths in different marinas. 
 

9. No provision made for personal boat storage in any of the developments 
associated with the regeneration area. 
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10. Further survey work for the sponge Suberites massa to confirm its distribution 
within the channel, the area of hard surface currently colonised and the 
distance to the new areas of hard surface.  If necessary currently colonised 
areas to be left undisturbed.   

 
With reference to policy XX above, the following matters are considered to be too 
detailed to incorporate into the text of the Core Strategy.  However, for the sake of 
clarity and completeness, the measures that should be considered in conditions on 
the grant of a planning permission, or any other form of consent, licence or 
authorisation, and where appropriate in a section 106 planning obligation are as 

follows. 
 

1. Most construction work, especially that directly adjacent to the Harbour shore, 
involving loud noises or large lifting plant, should take place between late 
March and late July.  Should work take place during the winter, construction 
work should be halted during any extended periods of exceptionally cold 
weather (below freezing)). 

 

Such scheduling will ensure that major works take place when the numbers of 
birds in the area are at their lowest.  Numbers of birds build steadily through 
the winter (Figure 1) and it is the mid-winter period, when numbers of birds 
are highest and cold weather may occur, that birds are likely to be most 
stressed and more likely to be affected by disturbance.  The area around the 
regeneration area is not important for breeding waterfowl.   

 
2. Construction work should be screened from the harbour.  Ideally temporary 

earth banks or similar would be used to create both visual screening and 
reduce noise.   

 
3. Works in particular areas should not be erratic, allowing birds to habituate to 

noise and works at particular locations. 
 

4. Construction personnel should remain within the works area, and when 
outside vehicles personnel should not be allowed on the shoreline adjacent to 
the power station site or any other areas with mudflats where birds could be 
feeding.  No dogs should be brought on site, other than police or guard dogs. 

 
5. Reductions to noise levels can be achieved through the sensitive location of 

equipment and enclosures and through plant maintenance, following the 
British Standard for ‘Noise control on construction and open sites’ (BS5528).  
When detailed plans are available, an in-depth assessment must be 
undertaken by a noise specialist prior to construction. 

 
6. Where new housing is adjacent to the harbour, for example at the power 

station site, some kind of barriers should be incorporated into the design of 
the site to ensure people cannot access the shoreline, or cause disturbance to 
any birds present. 

 
7. Strict conditions imposed on the excavation, storage and disposal of all 

potentially contaminated material. 
 

8. All drainage from roads, walkways, buildings and other surfaces both within 
the development sites and from the bridge are directed away from the SPA 
and surface water is treated before disposal. 
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9. Best practice is incorporated into construction procedures and building design 
(such as bunding around fuel storage, effective waste disposal and adequate 
drainage to accommodate one-off events, prevention of spillages during 
bridge maintenance and painting).  

 
10. A carefully designed contingency plan for accidents / spills etc during and post 

construction is to be put in place and regularly reviewed and rehearsed. 
 

11. Dredging of the top 0.5 m of sediment is restricted to periods of slack water or 
ebb tides. In this way any contaminated sediment released by the dredging 
operation will be carried into the ship channel of the Harbour where they will 
more easily disperse and any contaminants diluted. No dredging of this 
surface layer should be carried out in strong winds or choppy conditions. 

 
12. Any dredging taking place around the new bridge location in areas shown to 

have PAH levels above PEL should only take place at slack water or on an 
ebb tide and use sediment screens. 

 
13. The water analysis carried out as part of the Bridge ES should be repeated 

immediately following the dredging operation for the Bridge supports and after 
the proposed channel dredging, and levels compared with the base line levels 
set by the ES and the EQS permitted limits. 

 
14. Areas to be dredged for moorings should be grab sampled and the samples 

tested for contaminants, particularly TBTs. If these or other contaminants are 
found at elevated levels (above PEL), appropriate measures will need to be 
taken to prevent damage to the European site. This should include prevention 
of contaminants washing into the higher reaches of Holes Bay on rising tides, 
no dredging in strong winds or choppy conditions and if elevated levels of 
PAH or TBT are found, the use of sediment screens. 

 

The physical removal of existing swinging and replacement with fixed 
moorings without dredging will not have a significant adverse effect on the 
European site through the release of sediments. 

 
15. Stone is placed at the base of the coffer dams and downstream of the bridge 

supports to prevent scour.  For the downstream areas an alternative would be 
to dredge the affected area before scour occurs, with any dredging taking 
place only at slack water or on an ebb tide and using sediment screens. 

 
16. Plant and machinery must be confined to the power station site and prevented 

from accessing any areas below the high water mark.  Secure fencing should 
be established to prevent access by personnel and machinery.  Guidance 
should be given to all construction personnel that there is to be no access to 
intertidal areas. 

 
17. No anti-fouling compounds are to be used on any hard surfaces within the 

Backwater Channel.  
 

18. No new tall (i.e. taller than existing buildings in the area) buildings adjacent to 
the harbour side should be permitted without further detail monitoring of birds 
flight paths in and out of the bay, especially in relation to existing buildings 
and pylons.   
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Buildings that are at the height of existing buildings or pylons should not pose 
a problem. 

 
19. There should be no towers, masts or large aerials on top of new or existing 

buildings within the Regeneration Area.  
 

20. All structures, lighting and street furniture adjacent to the harbour side should 
eliminate cables, chains or wires that might present a hazard to flying birds.     

 

7.3 Recommendations with regard to Dorset Heathlands 
SPA/SAC/Ramsar Site 

 
It is recommended that, in order to include the recommended measures for the 
protection of the Dorset Heathlands SPA, SAC and Ramsar site within the Core 
Strategy and therefore be able to conclude that the Strategy will not have an adverse 
effect upon the integrity of the Dorset Heathlands SPA, SAC and Ramsar site, a new 
policy for the heathlands needs to be added to the Core Strategy and a number of 
recommendations also need to be taken forward into the joint Heathlands DPD. 
 

7.3.1 Suggested text and policy wording – Dorset Heathlands SPA/SAC/Ramsar 
Site 

Two new policies should to be added to the Core Strategy Submission document with 
accompanying text as suggested below. 
 
Proposed text 
The Interim Planning Framework (IPF), which will be subsequently replaced by a joint 
Heathlands DPD, makes strategic access management and green space provision 
across south-east Dorset to avoid adverse effects arising from additional residential 
development around the Dorset Heathlands SPA / SAC / Ramsar site.    
 
This will need to include the creation of a large-scale additional green space, in the 
area to the north-west of Poole conurbation, which will have good parking and a 
range of routes, in order to replicate, and therefore compete with, the attractiveness 
of the heaths for recreation.  This site should be of a suitable size and design to 
attract people from the development location.  At least 30ha will be necessary to 
provide a range of routes and accommodate a typical dog-walk of c.2.5km, and will 
be identified as a site allocation for additional green space. 
 
Provision will be made for improved warden cover of the designated heathlands and 
access management measures will be implemented through developer contributions.  
The Council will reassess all existing green spaces within the Borough in order to 
realise their full potential as alternative natural green spaces.   This will inform the use 
of developer contributions to the IPF, and subsequent DPD. 

 
Policy AA 
Planning permission for residential development that would lead to an increase 
in the number of dwellings within 400m of the Dorset Heathlands SPA / SAC / 
Ramsar site will not be permitted.  For residential development between 400m 
and 5km of the boundary of the Dorset Heathlands SPA / SAC / Ramsar site the 
Council will require developer contributions in accordance with the Heathlands 
Interim Planning Framework, and subsequently the Heathlands DPD.  The 
developer contributions will protect the Heathlands SPA / SAC / Ramsar site 
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through the strategic provision of green space and access and management 
measures to avoid adverse effects on the habitats and species.   
 

Policy AB 
Provision will be made in all Development Plan Documents to ensure that 
adequate and appropriate green space will be provided and to facilitate other 
measures to meet the requirements of the Interim Planning Framework. 
 

With reference to policies AA and AB above, the following matters are considered to 
be too detailed to incorporate into the text of the Core Strategy.  However, for the 
sake of clarity and completeness, the measures that should be considered for funding 
by developer contributions, in line with the Heathlands IPF, will include. 
 

1. A warden presence on the sites listed in Table X, with the aim of preventing 
fires, barbeques, etc and ensuring dog owners keep their dogs on leads, will 
be in place during the period from April to the end of August each year from 
200X.  The warden should additionally be present during times of high fire 
risk, i.e. prolonged dry spells, and these may occur in both the summer and 
the winter.   Levels of warden cover to meet this requirement will be agreed 
between Poole Borough Council and Natural England. 

 
2. Access to car-parks adjacent to Ham Common will be prevented at night, 

through the use of security gates.  This will result in a reduction in the number 
of people visiting the area at night for barbeques, parties etc.   The resource 
requirements for this measure will need to be determined by Poole Borough 
Council. 

 
3. Detailed visitor monitoring will be undertaken at Rockley Park, to determine 

routes taken by visitors and the volume of people using the adjacent heath 
that originate from the caravan park.   The results will then be used to inform 
access management, possible caravan park reconfiguration, possible caravan 
unit reduction and/or changes to the provision of car park facilities.   Measures 
should ensure that visitor pressure remains at a level that does not adversely 
affect the heath. 

 

 

7.3 Recommendations for the development of a construction code 
applicable to all Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Area Development. 
 
In the consideration of development proposals within the regeneration area, Poole 
Borough Council will be considering the recommendations set out within this 
assessment, in terms of the policies recommended above for inclusion within the 
Core Strategy, and also the need to apply the conditions or obligations also 
recommended within this section above.   Poole Borough Council, having been 
involved in the development of this assessment, proposed that a „Construction Code‟ 
is developed by the Council, in partnership with Natural England, to enable the 
requirements for development within the regeneration area to be prescribed in greater 
detail.   It is suggested that a general code should be developed, which can then be 
adapted for each specific development proposal, and adherence to the code can be a 
condition or S106 planning obligation, depending upon its content, as part of the 
planning permission. 
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7.4 Recommendations with regard to the New Forest SPA/SAC/Ramsar 
Site 

 
Increases in the number of houses within the Full Sail Ahead Regeneration Area may 
result in an increase in recreational pressure to the New Forest SPA/SAC/Ramsar, 
with people making day trips to the New Forest area.  The New Forest National Park 
Authority is responsible for overseeing planning and management within the New 
Forest.  The National Park Authority has commissioned work which will identify the 
current levels of impacts and likely change as a result of new development.  This 
work will document necessary measures to reduce any impact.   It is currently too 
early to determine whether, in-combination with other visitors within the sub-region, 
visitor pressure from Poole Borough is likely to contribute to a significant effect on the 
New Forest.   On a precautionary basis, the Poole Core Strategy should commit 
Poole Borough Council to working with the New Forest National Park Authority and 
other relevant local authorities in the sub-region to assess the effects and how any 
such effects may be avoided. 
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Annex 1 – Iterative process of consultations and comments during the 
development of the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Full Sail 
Ahead Regeneration Initiative SPG and 2007 amendments. 

 
 
19th September 2007 
Assessment team undertook site visits of key development areas and European sites, 
guided by Sam Fox-Adams of Poole borough Council and joined by Nick Squirrell 
from Natural England. 
 
20th September 2007 
Assessment team met with Mike Garrity and Sam fox-Adams from Poole Borough 
Council and Nick Squirrell from Natural England, to discuss the scope of the 
assessment and issues already identified. 
 
25th October 2007 
Assessment sent to Poole Borough Council, along with a query as to whether the 
document could be sent to Natural England. 
 
14th November 2007 
Poole Borough Council confirmed that the draft assessment could be sent to Natural 
England for comment.   Current draft therefore sent to Natural England. 
 
19th November 2007 
Poole Borough Council provided the assessment team with a letter setting out all 
comments and concerns with regard to the assessment to date. 
 
Construction Code – PBC are very positive about the production of a construction 
code, in partnership with Natural England, which will be applicable to all regeneration 
area developments.   This recommendation has been added to section 7. 
 
Confirm status of previous assessment – sentence added accordingly. 
 
Clarify status of 2007 amendments – references to the amendments as „official‟ 
updates to the SPG have been removed. 
 
SPG introductory information – The information source recommended by PBC to 
update this section could not be located.   PBC could ensure this section is set out to 
their satisfaction for the final assessment Record at Submission draft of the core 
Strategy where mitigation measures will need to be checked and a final assessment 
recorded. 
 
10th January 2007 
Revised draft of the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the full Sail Ahead 
Regeneration SPG sent to Poole Borough Council to inform final drafting of the 
Submission document. 
 
Natural England were unable to comment on the draft version of this Record in time 
for the completion date of 19th January.   Natural England will be consulted upon this 
final version by Poole Borough Council in due course.   Those comments will be 
helpful to Poole Borough Council in the finalisation of their Core Strategy Submission 
draft, and the final check of that Submission draft to ensure compliance with the 
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Habitats Regulations with the inclusion of all recommendations proposed within this 
Record. 
 


