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1 Relevant background and introduction 
 

1.1 Relevant background 

1.1.1 Northumberland National Park Authority (NNPA) is preparing a new Local Plan for the 

Northumberland National Park. Once adopted, the Local Plan will be the foundation upon 

which planning decisions within the National Park are made. 

1.1.2 The first step in the plan making process was the drafting of an Issues Paper. As its name 

suggests this document identified key issues. The Issues Paper is closely linked to the 

Northumberland National Park Management Plan and it highlights which of the strategic aims 

and objectives are most relevant to delivering the spatial aspects of the Management Plan 

through the land-use planning system. The Issues Paper identified a ‘vision and strategic 

priorities’ for the park and then set out broad policy themes and key issues. 

1.1.3 This Issues Paper has informed the development of the current Preferred Options Draft Plan 

which is scheduled to go out for public consultation from the end of July to mid-September. 

The Preferred Options paper will, in turn, inform the production of the Publication Draft of 

the Local Plan in due course. 

1.1.4 The Preferred Options Draft Plan is comprised of four main sections. Section 1 provides an 

‘Introduction’; Section 2 sets out a ‘Spatial Portrait’ for the national plan; Section 3 contains 

the ‘Vision, Strategic Priorities and Spatial Objectives’ and Section 4 then details the 32 

preferred plan policies which are listed below. 

Preferred Plan Policies 

Sustainable Development Replacement Dwellings 

General Development Principles A Sustainable Local Economy 

Major Development Home-based Businesses and Live/Work Units 

Settlement Hierarchy Accessibility and Connectivity 

Conversion of Buildings Outside Settlements Farming and Rural land-based Enterprises 

Community Facilities Wildlife, Biodiversity & Green Infrastructure 

Local Green Space Landscape, Tranquillity and Dark Skies 

New and Improved Infrastructure Trees, Woodlands and Forests 

Provision of Green Infrastructure Flood Risk 

Providing and range and choice of Housing Renewable and low-carbon Energy provision 

Residential Extensions Historic Environment and Cultural Heritage 

Affordable Housing Conserving Heritage Assets 

Rural Exceptions Sites Sustainable Tourism & Recreational Development 

Rural Workers’ Housing Quarrying 

Principal Residence Housing Minerals Safeguarding Policy 

Gypsy and Traveller Housing Waste Management 

 

1.2 Habitats Regulations of land use plans generally 

1.2.1 NNPA is a competent authority under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 

20171 (as amended), commonly referred to as the Habitats Regulations. In accordance with 

Regulation 105 of those regulations, NNPA must make an assessment of their final Land Use 

                                                           
1 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 SI No 1012 
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Plans as a matter of law prior to adoption. This assessment is generally referred to as a 

‘Habitats Regulations Assessment’ or ‘HRA’ and the regulations set out a clearly defined step-

wise process which must be followed. 

1.2.2 Under the regulations, HRA is required in respect of both ‘plans’ and ‘projects’. Where a 

project is subject to assessment, there is generally sufficient detailed project specific 

information against which to make a comprehensive assessment. A plan based assessment is 

different; in most cases a plan is a strategic level document setting out broad intentions and 

often lacking the project specific details which may not be developed until after the plan has 

been published. Indeed, it is the plan itself which frequently steers the detail of the projects 

which it envisages. As such the HRA of a ‘plan’ is recognised to require a different approach 

to that of a ‘project’. 

1.2.3 In the case of the EC v UK2 the European Court of Justice (the ECJ) required the UK Government 

to secure the assessment of Britain’s land use plans under the provisions of the Habitats 

Directive.  In that judgment the Advocate General, and the Court itself, recognised that 

although they considered Britain’s land use plans could potentially have significant effects on 

European sites, despite the subsequent need for planning permission at ‘project’ level stage, 

the assessment of plans had to be tailored to the stage in plan making. 

1.2.4 The Advocate General’s opinion3 which informed the judgment of the court acknowledged 

the difficulties associated with an assessment of a plan. In paragraph 49 of her opinion 

Advocate General Kokott stated that adverse effects: 

‘...must be assessed at every relevant stage of the procedure to the extent possible 

on the basis of the precision of the plan. This assessment is to be updated with 

increasing specificity in subsequent stages of the procedure.’ 

Consistently, in the UK High Court case of Feeney4 the judge said: 

‘Each appropriate assessment must be commensurate to the relative precision of the 

plans at any particular stage and no more.  There does have to be an appropriate 

assessment at the Core Strategy stage, but such an assessment cannot do more than 

the level of detail of the strategy at that stage permits.’ 

1.2.5 In undertaking preliminary screening assessments of the kind that are the subject of this 

report, it is therefore important to get the balance right. Too severe an approach whereby a 

full regulation 105 assessment is undertaken at this stage may be excessive. It is important, 

even adopting a precautionary approach, not to assign a ‘likely significant effect’ to policies 

and proposals that could not, realistically, have such an effect, because of their general nature.  

It is important to apply the precautionary principle in the ‘likely significant effect test’ in the 

Regulations, but the European Commission in its own guidance on the application of the test5, 

accepts that policies in a plan that are no more than general policy statements or which 

                                                           
2 Case C-6/04: Commission of the European Communities v United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
judgment of the Court 20 October 2005. 
3 Opinion of advocate general Kokott, 9th June 2005, Case C-6/04. Commission of the European Communities v United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
4 Sean Feeney v Oxford City Council and the Secretary of State CLG para 92 of the judgment dated 24 October 2011 Case 
No CO/3797/2011, Neutral Citation [2011] EWHC 2699 Admin 
5 European Commission, 2000, Managing Natura 2000 Sites: The provisions of Article 6 of the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC 

section 4.3.2 at http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/management/docs/art6/provision_of_art6_en.pdf   

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/management/docs/art6/provision_of_art6_en.pdf
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express the general political will of an authority cannot be likely to have a significant effect on 

a site. 

1.2.6 Too lenient a view however can be equally problematic. For example, in respect of proposed 

mitigation measures, the intention to simply rely on a general European ‘site protection policy’ 

in the eventual plan would not form a compliant basis for the HRA. Reliance on a general 

European site safeguard policy as the ‘mitigation measure’ in the HRA of a plan is insufficient 

to resolve any tensions or conflicts in the plan between site protection and policies or 

proposals which could significantly affect European sites.  In the EC v UK, the ECJ found that it 

was the requirement to determine planning applications in accordance with the development 

plan (unless material considerations indicate otherwise) that made Britain’s land use plans 

capable of significantly affecting European sites.  Consequently, policies or proposals which 

could have a high potential for significant adverse effects on European sites should be 

removed from the plan, or policy-specific, or proposal-specific, mitigation measures must be 

introduced to the plan.  This is in preference to a general protection policy which merely 

creates an internal conflict between plan policies, rather than avoiding the potentially 

significant effects.  Any tension in the plan must be resolved in favour of protecting the 

European sites from harm which may be caused by the effects of the policies or proposals in 

the plan. 

1.2.7 Consequently, a general policy cannot form a mitigation measure in order for the Park 

Authority to ascertain no adverse effects on the integrity of any European sites where it might 

conflict with another policy. A safeguard condition or policy qualifying a particular proposal in 

the plan would however be permissible, because it would refer to specific details of future 

particular development6.  There is nothing wrong in adopting something in principle which 

may not happen in the future if the condition or qualification is not satisfied7.  But this 

principle cannot be stretched so far that the condition or qualification is merely a general 

policy aspiring to protect all European sites from all and any effects of the plan. 

1.2.8 The inherent problems with an intention to rely on a general policy as appropriate mitigation 

in the HRA of the Deposit plan is what underpins the need to consider the requirements of 

the Habitats Regulations at all stages of a plan making process. Where possible, the 

elimination of the potential for adverse effects at early plan making stages can be particularly 

important to the overall assessment.  This can be done by removing any policies or proposals 

that may have such an effect or by introducing case-specific measures to mitigate them. 

1.3 Scope of this assessment 

1.3.1 This report is a shadow assessment exercise, having regard to the requirements of the 

Habitats Regulations, to inform the production of the Draft Publication of the Local Plan. It is 

not a full assessment under Regulation 105, as such an assessment is not required as a 

matter of law until before the Plan is formally adopted. The formal HRA will therefore be 

undertaken in respect of the Draft Publication of the Local Plan. Having said that, this HRA 

exercise is important as it can identify potential risks to European sites which can influence 

the ongoing iterative approach to plan development. Where potential concerns are identified 

early, the likelihood of the formal HRA exercise identifying unforeseen problems is greatly 

reduced. 

                                                           
6 Feeney paragraphs 88, 90 and 92. See also Cairngorms Campaign [2012] CSOH 153 (para 139)  
7 Feeney paragraph 96. See also Cairngorms Campaign [2012] CSOH 153 (para 138) 
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1.4 The Defra guidance on competent authority co-ordination 

1.4.1 An important, but frequently overlooked, provision within the Habitats Regulations can be 

found at regulation 67 which reads as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.4.2 In light of the significance of this provision for minimising duplication of assessment effort and 

increasing efficiency, in England Defra issued guidance on regulation 65 under the provisions 

of 67(3); competent authorities are obliged to have regard to this guidance under the 

provisions of regulation 67(4).  

1.4.3 It is recognised that, strictly speaking, the provisions of regulation 67 do not apply as a matter 

of law to the assessment requirements for this Preferred Options Document, as it does not 

meet either of the three scenarios in regulation 67(1). However it is generally accepted8 that 

paragraphs 5-7 of the Defra guidance should be applied widely as a matter of good practice. 

Paragraph 4 of the guidance refers to two situations where competent authorities might ‘co-

ordinate’ their assessment requirements. The first scenario is of relevance to the current HRA 

as it states that ΨǿƘŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴ ǊŜƭation to the appropriate 

assessment requirements for a plan or project, competent authorities should adopt the parts 

of the earlier assessment that are robust and have not become outdated by further 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎΩΦ 

1.4.4 Having introduced the concept of ‘adopting’ earlier decisions in order to ‘simplify the 

assessment process and reduce its time and costs for both the applicant and the competent 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘΩ9, paragraphs 5-7 then provide specific further guidance on how and when 

a competent authority might adopt the reasoning or conclusions from an earlier assessment; 

they read as follows: 

5. The Regulations transposing the Habitats Directive enable competent authorities 

to adopt the reasoning or conclusions of another competent authority as to whether 

a plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a European site, or will 

adversely affect the integrity of a European site. They also provide that a competent 

authority is not required to assess any implications of a plan or project that would be 

ƳƻǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴǘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩΦ 

6. Competent authorities should adopt the reasoning, conclusion or assessment of 

another competent authority in relation to the appropriate assessment requirements 

                                                           
8 Refer section C.12 of The Habitats Regulations Assessment Handbook 
9 Refer para 2 of the Defra guidance 

Co-ordination where more than one competent authority involved 

67. (1)  This regulation applies where a plan or projectτ  
(a) is undertaken by more than one competent authority;  
(b) requires the consent, permission or other authorisation of more than one 

competent authority; or  
(c) is undertaken by one or more competent authorities and requires the 

consent, permission or other authorisation of one or more other competent 
authorities.  

(2)  Nothing in regulation 63(1) or 65(2) requires a competent authority to assess any 
implications of a plan or project which would be more appropriately assessed under that 
provision by another competent authority.  
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for a plan or project, if they can. This can happen when all or part of the appropriate 

assessment requirements have already been met by another competent authority. It 

could also happen if one competent authority is completing all or part of the 

appropriate assessment requirements on behalf of others. Competent authorities 

remain responsible for ensuring their decisions are consistent with the Habitats 

Directive, so must be satisfied:  

¶ No additional material information has emerged, such as new environmental 

evidence or changes or developments to the plan or project, that means the 

reasoning, conclusion or assessment they are adopting has become out of date  

¶ The analysis underpinning the reasoning, conclusion or assessment they are 

adopting is sufficiently rigorous and robust. This condition can be assumed to be 

met for a plan or project involving the consideration of technical matters if the 

reasoning, conclusion or assessment was undertaken or made by a competent 

authority with the necessary technical expertise.  

ΨтΦ 5ǳŜ to these conditions there may be cases where it is not appropriate to adopt 

the reasoning, conclusions or assessment of another competent authority, or it is 

only appropriate to adopt some elements of an earlier assessment. In addition, even 

where the conditions are met, a competent authority may need to undertake 

additional work to supplement the assessment they have adopted in order to meet 

ǘƘŜ Ŧǳƭƭ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦΩ 

1.4.5 The application and implications of the Defra guidance has been considered in detail within 

Part C12 of the HRA Handbook which refers to a ‘common sense’ approach at C.12.3 and 

states that: 

ΨLƴ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ΨŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƻǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴǘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜΩΣ ōŜcause only one authority has a 

decision to take... However, the principles set out in the Defra statutory guidance, 

about adopting the reasoning and conclusions of another authority may be 

ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΦ  Ψ9ŀǊƭƛŜǊ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ 

a separate plan or project could be separated by short, or relatively long, periods of 

time.  The point is that the earlier decision is made before the later competent 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŜƳōŀǊƪǎ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩ 

In the context of this assessment it is appropriate for NNPA to ‘adopt’ the reasoning, 

conclusion or assessment of relevant earlier (or ‘previous’) HRA findings if they can. 

9ŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ΨǇƭŀƴΩ assessments 

1.4.6 The currently adopted Local Plan (then referred to as the Core Strategy) was itself subject to 

HRA in 200810, as a result where this Preferred Options Document refers to or reiterates the 

Local Plan policies or proposals they are not re-assessed within this record because that would 

generate unnecessary duplication. Where appropriate, this assessment ‘adopts’ some of the 

underlying reasoning from the earlier HRA of the Current Local Plan where.  

                                                           
10 Local development Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies Final Appropriate Assessment May 
2008. 
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¶ No material information has emerged which would render the reasoning ‘out of 

date’, and 

¶ The analysis underpinning the reasoning is sufficiently rigorous and robust 

1.4.7 In addition, NNPA produced a Management Plan in December 2015. This document was 

subject to assessment under the Habitats Regulations in 201511. This HRA work is relatively 

recent and it is reasonable to assume that there will be many elements of the ‘reasoning’ 

contained within this earlier assessment which would apply equally to this HRA. Where 

appropriate therefore, this assessment ‘adopts’ some of the underlying reasoning from the 

earlier HRA of the Northumberland National Park Management Plan where.  

¶ No material information has emerged which would render the reasoning ‘out of 

date’, and 

¶ The analysis underpinning the reasoning is sufficiently rigorous and robust 

  

                                                           
11 Habitats Regulations Assessment – Likely Significant Effects Screening Record of the Northumberland 
National Park Authority’s Management Plan (2016-21). December 2015. 
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2 Approach and background information 

2.1 The HRA approach 

2.1.1 The HRA for the Local Plan will follow the guidance set out in The Habitats Regulations 

Assessment Handbook12 (hereafter referred to as ‘The HRA Handbook’). Current subscribers 

to the Handbook include Natural England and the Planning Inspectorate and the ‘Practical 

Guidance for the Assessment of Plans under the Regulations’ contained in Part F is considered 

to represent best practice as it is accepted by both these bodies as appropriate for their own 

staff to follow. 

2.1.2 The process and method of assessment is summarised in the following two diagrams which 

are taken from the HRA Handbook.  

 

Figure 1.1: Outline of the four stage approach to the assessment of plans under the Habitats Regulations 

                                                           
12 Tyldesley, D., and Chapman, C., (2013) The Habitats Regulations Assessment Handbook, May 2015 edition 
UK: DTA Publications Ltd. 

http://www.dtapublications.co.uk/
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2.1.3 Figure 1.2 below shows how the HRA process is integrated into the plan making process.  

 

Figure 1.2: The relationship of steps in the HRA with a typical plan making process 

2.1.4 This diagrammatic representation helpfully illustrates a step wise methodological approach to 

plan based HRA. The approach taken to this shadow HRA therefore reflects the ‘boxes’ in 

this figure 1.2 in view of further detailed guidance contained in Part F of the HRA Handbook. 

Preliminary SEA / SA 

/ HRA outcomes 

 

Checking the plan’s emerging strategy and objectives and 

analysis of options  

Scan for and select the European sites to be considered in the 

assess 

Gathering the 

evidence base and 

initial preparations 

/ engagement 

 

Generating and 

testing options 

 

Selecting relevant 

European sites 

Gathering evidence 

Testing strategy 

and options 

Preliminary 

screening for 

effects 

Engaging the 

statutory body & 

other stakeholders 

as necessary 

 

Testing further 

options 

 

Improving the plan 

 

Early consultations 

 

Responding to SEA / 

SA / HRA  

Undertake an appropriate assessment in view of conservation objectives 

Publish Draft / 

Proposed Plan 

Plan making body 

gives effect to the plan 

Apply mitigation measures until there is no adverse effect on site integrity 

Modify HRA record in light of consultation and representations and any amendments to the plan 

and complete and publish final / revised HRA record with clear conclusions 

 

Consult statutory body (& other stakeholders 

and the public if appropriate) on draft HRA 

See F.8 or F.11 

Amend plan in light of 

comments and any 

‘examination’ 

PLAN PROCESS STEPS IN THE HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

Decide whether plan is exempt or can be excluded or eliminated from assessment  

Gathering information on European sites required for assessment  

Preliminary screening of the first full draft plan  

Prepare a draft record of the HRA  

If significant effects likely If significant effects unlikely  

Screen any amendments for likelihood of significant effects and carry out appropriate 

assessment if required, re-consult statutory body if necessary on amendments 
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2.2 Box 1: Decide if the plan is exempt, or can be excluded or eliminated from 

assessment 

2.2.1 Box 1 refers the reader to section F.3 in the HRA Handbook. The Local Plan being developed 

by NNPA is neither exempt (directly connected with or necessary to the management of a 

European site), excluded (not a ‘plan’ for the purpose of the Habitats Regulations) or 

eliminated (it is a ‘plan’ but cannot have any conceivable effect upon any European site) from 

assessment. As such, the Local Plan will be subject to assessment in accordance with 

regulation 105. 

 

2.3 Box 2: Scanning and site selection 

2.3.1 It is next appropriate to identify the sites which should be subject to assessment when the 

final Draft Consultation plan is produced. In this regard the preliminary screening informal 

HRA work for the earlier Issues and Options Paper, and that undertaken for the existing Local 

Plan, and that of the National Park Management Plan, identified the European sites potentially 

at risk from the implementation of those plans. It follows that, with reference to the Defra 

guidance on competent authority co-ordination (see 1.4 above), as the Preferred Options 

Draft Plan is concerned with the same plan making area the ‘reasoning’ for the selection of 

sites potentially affected can reasonably be ‘adopted’ for the purpose of this preliminary 

screening exercise.  

2.3.2 Seven sites were initially identified for preliminary screening. In summary therefore, in 

adopting the reasoning of earlier HRA effort, the European sites which should be considered 

as part of the ongoing HRA for the emerging Local Plan are those listed in table 1 of the 2008 

HRA of the current Local Plan and replicated at table 4.1 of the 2015 HRA for the Management 

Plan and table 2.1 of the preliminary HRA work for the Issues Paper which has been 

reproduced as table 2.1 below.  

2.3.3 By way of clarification, as noted in para 3.3 of the HRA for the current Local Plan ‘There are no 

{t!ǎ ƛƴ ƻǊ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀǊƪ .ƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ. 
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Table 2.1: European site potentially at risk from impacts which might arise from the Local Plan 

 

2.3.4 Having identified the sites which are relevant to this assessment from earlier HRA work, 

section F.4.2 of the HRA Handbook includes a scanning and site selection list which sets out 

the potential effect mechanisms through which any given ‘plan’ might exert a likely significant 

effect upon a European site. This process is helpful as it identifies potential effect mechanisms 

and also serves as a back-up in respect of the identification of any further sites not already 

included in table 2.1. The scanning and site selection table is completed below: 
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 CHECKLIST 

SELECTING SITES THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN THE APPRAISAL 

Criteria Sites to check Sites selected for consideration 

 

1. All plans (terrestrial, 

coastal and marine) 

 

Sites within the plan area 

 

 

Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 
Harbottle Moors SAC 
River Tweed SAC 
 

 

2. Plans that could affect 

the aquatic environment 

 

 

Sites upstream or downstream of the plan area in 

the case of river or estuary sites 

River Tweed SAC 
River Eden SAC 
 

 

Open water, peatland, fen, marsh and other 

wetland sites with relevant hydrological links to 

land within the plan area, irrespective of distance 

from the plan area 

Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 
 

 

3. Plans that could affect 

the marine environment 

 

Sites that could be affected by changes in water 

quality, currents or flows; or effects on the inter-

tidal or sub-tidal areas or the sea bed, or marine 

species 

1.1 None 

 

4. Plans that could affect 

the coast 

 

Sites in the same coastal ‘cell’, or part of the 

same coastal ecosystem, or where there are 

interrelationships with or between different 

physical coastal processes 

None 

 

5. Plans that could affect 

mobile species 

 

Sites which have significant ecological links with 

land, water or the sea in the plan area, for 

example, land in the plan area may be used by 

migratory birds, which also use an SPA, outside 

the plan area, at different times of the year 

River Tweed SAC 
River Eden SAC 
 

 

6. Plans that could 

increase recreational 

pressure on European 

sites potentially 

vulnerable to such 

pressure 

 

 

Such European sites in the plan area 

 

Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 
Harbottle Moors SAC 
 

Such European sites within a reasonable travel 

distance of the plan area boundaries that may be 

affected by local recreational or other visitor 

pressure from within the plan area  

North Pennine Moors SAC/SPA 
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 CHECKLIST 

SELECTING SITES THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN THE APPRAISAL 

Criteria Sites to check Sites selected for consideration 

Such European sites within a longer travel 

distance of the plan area, which are major 

(regional or national) visitor attractions such as 

European sites  which are National Nature 

Reserves where public visiting is promoted, sites 

in National Parks, coastal sites and sites in other 

major tourist or visitor destinations. 

None 

 

 

 

 

7. Plans that would 

increase the amount of 

development 

Sites in the plan area or beyond that are used for, 

or could be affected by, water abstraction 

irrespective of distance from the plan area 

Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 
River Tweed SAC 
River Eden SAC 
 

Sites used for, or could be affected by, discharge 

of effluent from waste water treatment works or 

other waste management streams serving the 

plan area, irrespective of distance from the plan 

area 

River Tweed SAC 
River Eden SAC 
 

Sites that could be affected by the provision of 

new or extended transport or other 

infrastructure 

None 

Sites that could be affected by increased 

deposition of air pollutants arising from the 

proposals, including emissions from significant 

increases in traffic 

Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 
Harbottle Moors SAC 
 

8. Plans for linear 

developments or 

infrastructure 

Sites within a specified distance from the centre 

line of the proposed route (or alternative routes), 

the distance may be varied for differing types of 

site / qualifying features and in the absence of 

established good practice standards, distance(s) 

to be agreed by the statutory nature conservation 

body  

1.2 None 

9. Plans that introduce 

new activities or new 

uses into the marine, 

coastal or terrestrial 

environment 

Sites considered to have qualifying features 

potentially vulnerable or sensitive to the effects 

of the new activities proposed by the plan 

1.3 None 

10. Plans that could 

change the nature, area, 

extent, intensity, 

density, timing or scale 

of existing activities or 

uses 

Sites considered to have qualifying features 

potentially vulnerable or sensitive to the effects 

of the changes to existing activities proposed by 

the plan  

1.4 None 
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 CHECKLIST 

SELECTING SITES THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN THE APPRAISAL 

Criteria Sites to check Sites selected for consideration 

11. Plans that could 

change the quantity, 

quality, timing, 

treatment or mitigation 

of emissions or 

discharges to air, water 

or soil 

Sites considered to have qualifying features 

potentially vulnerable or sensitive to the changes 

in emissions or discharges that could arise as a 

result of the plan (over and above those already 

identified). 

1.5 None 

12. Plans that could 

change the quantity, 

volume, timing, rate, or 

other characteristics of 

biological resources 

harvested, extracted or 

consumed 

Sites whose qualifying features include the 

biological resources which the plan may affect, or 

whose qualifying features depend  on the 

biological resources which the plan may affect, 

for example as prey species or supporting habitat 

or which may be disturbed by the harvesting, 

extraction or consumption 

1.6 None 

13. Plans that could 

change the quantity, 

volume, timing, rate, or 

other characteristics of 

physical resources 

extracted or consumed 

Sites whose qualifying features rely  on the non-

biological resources which the plan may affect, 

for example, as habitat or a physical environment 

on which habitat may develop or which may be 

disturbed by the extraction or consumption 

1.7 None 

14. Plans which could 

introduce or increase, or 

alter the timing, nature 

or location of 

disturbance to species 

Sites whose qualifying features are considered to 

be potentially vulnerable or sensitive to 

disturbance, for example as a result of noise, 

activity or movement, or the presence of 

disturbing features that could be brought about 

by the plan. 

1.8 None 

15. Plans which could 

introduce or increase or 

change the timing, 

nature or location of 

light or noise pollution 

Sites whose qualifying features are considered to 

be potentially vulnerable to the effects of 

changes in light or noise that could be brought 

about by the plan. 

None 

16. Plans which could 

introduce or increase a 

potential cause of 

mortality of species 

Sites whose qualifying features are considered to 

be potentially vulnerable to the source of new or 

increased mortality that could be brought about 

by the plan  

None 

 

2.3.5  The results from the scanning and site selection process can be summarised as follows: 

Table 2.2: Summary of findings from site scanning and selection 

Potential effect 
mechanism 

Sites for screening Comments 

Proximity effects Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 

Proximity effects only arise where 
development is adjacent (or in very 
close proximity) to a site boundary. 
Given the low scale of development 
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Harbottle Moors SAC 
River Tweed SAC 

provided for these are considered to be 
highly unlikely to occur but will be 
subject to preliminary screening.  

Hydrology River Tweed SAC 
River Eden SAC 
Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 
 

Again, such effects will only occur 
where development has a direct impact 
on hydrological regimes. Given the low 
scale of development provided for 
these are considered to be highly 
unlikely to occur. Effects associated 
with water supply and treatment are 
considered separately. 

Recreational pressure Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 
Harbottle Moors SAC 

North Pennine Moors 
SAC/SPA/Ramsar 

Whilst the potential for recreational 
pressure effects has been recognised, 
the low scale of development provided 
for means these are considered unlikely 
to occur unless development is in very 
close proximity to a site which has 
already been identified as being ‘at 
capacity’. 

Water abstraction Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 
River Tweed SAC 
River Eden SAC 

Whilst the potential for such effects has 
been recognised, the low scale of 
development provided for means these 
are considered unlikely to occur but will 
be subject to preliminary screening  

Discharge of 
wastewater 

River Tweed SAC 
River Eden SAC 

Air pollution effects Roman Walls Loughs SAC 
Border Mires, Kielder-Butterburn SAC 
North Pennines Dales Meadows SAC 
Simonside Hills SAC 
Harbottle Moors SAC 

Given the low scale of development 
provided for these are considered to be 
highly unlikely to occur but will be 
subject to preliminary screening. 

 

2.3.6 It is therefore the case that six potential effects mechanisms have been identified and the 

approach taken to the HRA will focus on these effect mechanisms in view of the comments 

referred to above. 

 

2.4 Box 3: Gathering information on European sites 

2.4.1 With reference to the sites identified above, the HRA Handbook recognises at F.3.1 that: 

Ψ/ƻƭƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩ Χ concurrently with the early 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻƴ 

European sites are borne in mind during the early stages of plan formulation.  Even if 

no formal assessment is possible at the early stages, or in respect of general 

ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ΨōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜΩ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ǎǘŜŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ 

as may be necessaryΦΩ 

2.4.2 This section 2.4 seeks to pull together some relevant information on the sites identified which 

might be useful to steer the development of the plan. The conservation objectives are 

fundamental to the assessment that is required under the Habitats Regulations and they 
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follow a standard format. With reference to the qualifying features listed in table 2.2 above, 

the conservation objectives for the five non riverine sites are as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.4.3 With reference to the qualifying features listed in table 2.1 above, the conservation objectives 

for the two riverine sites (which have species qualifying features as well as habitat features) 

are as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.4.4 Natural England recently published Site Improvement Plans (SIPs) for all European sites. These 

plans were progressed as part of the Improvement Programme of England’s Natura 2000 Sites 

(IPENS). Each SIP consists of three parts: A summary table setting out the priority issues and 

measures for the site; a more detailed actions table detailing who needs to do what, when 

and how much it might cost and a set of tables providing contextual information. 

2.4.5 An awareness of the key issues which are currently regarded as presenting the greatest 

threats to a European site provides important contextual information to inform an assessment 

under the Habitats Regulations as it gives an indication of the sorts of activities which are 

already presenting a risk to the site. Table 2.3 below provides a summary of the sites, their 

qualifying features and the issues (given in priority order) identified in the SIPs for each of the 

European sites identified in table 2.2 above.

Conservation objectives for non-riverine SACs identified in table 2.2 

With regard to the SAC and the natural habitats and/or species for which the site has been 

designated (the ‘Qualifying Features’), and subject to natural change; 

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the 

site contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by 

maintaining or restoring;  

ü The extent and distribution of the qualifying natural habitats 

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

ü The supporting processes on which the qualifying natural habitats rely 

Conservation objectives for the two riverine SACs identified in table 2.2 

With regard to the SAC and the natural habitats and/or species for which the site has been 

designated (the ‘Qualifying Features’), and subject to natural change; 

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the 

site contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by 

maintaining or restoring;  

ü The extent and distribution of the qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying 

species 

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

ü The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species 

ü The supporting processes on which the qualifying natural habitats and the habitats of 

qualifying species rely 

ü The populations of the qualifying species, and 

ü The distribution of the qualifying species within the site 
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Table 2.3: Table summarising the main issues identified in the Site Improvement Plans for each of the sites identified in table 2.1 
SAC Qualifying features Key Issues identified in Site Improvement Plan (in 

priority order) 

Roman Walls 
Loughs 

¶ Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or 
Hydrocharition-type vegetation 

1. Water pollution 
2. Invasive species 
3. Feature location/extent/condition unknown 

Border Mires 
Kieder-Butterburn 

¶ Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix; Wet 
heathland with cross-leaved heather 

¶ European dry heaths  

¶ Blanket bogs*  

¶ Transition mires and quaking bogs; Very wet mires often 
identified by an unstable `quaking` surface  

¶ Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion); Hard-
water springs depositing lime* 

1. Hydrological changes 
2. Forestry and woodland management 
3. Change in land management 
4. Air pollution: impact of atmospheric nitrogen 

deposition 
5. Species decline 

North Pennines 
Dales Meadows 

¶ Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden 
soils (Molinion caeruleae); Purple moor-grass meadows  

¶ Mountain hay meadows 

1. Fertiliser use 
2. Change in land management 
3. Air pollution: impact of atmospheric nitrogen 

deposition 
4. Change in land management (duplicated in SIP) 
5. Inappropriate cutting / mowing 
6. Changes in species distributions 
7. Inappropriate CSS/ESA prescription 
8. Drainage 
9. Overgrazing 
10. Undergrazing 
11. Hydrological changes 
12. Inappropriate weed control 
13. Invasive species 
14. Direct impact from third party 

Simonside Hills ¶ European dry heaths 

¶ Blanket bogs* 

1. Change in land management 
2. Managed rotational burning 
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3. Invasive species 
4. Wildfire / arson 
5. Public access / Disturbance 
6. Air pollution: impact of atmospheric nitrogen 

deposition 

Harbottle Moors ¶ European dry heaths 
 

1. Wildfire / arson 
2. Invasive species 
3. Air pollution: impact of atmospheric nitrogen 

deposition 

River Tweed ¶ Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion 
fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 

¶ Petromyzon marinus; Sea lamprey  

¶  Lampetra planeri; Brook lamprey  

¶  Lampetra fluviatilis; River lamprey  

¶  Salmo salar; Atlantic salmon  

¶  Lutra lutra; Otter 

1. Water Pollution 
2. Invasive species 
3. Physical modification 
4. Water abstraction 

River Eden ¶ Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with vegetation 
of the Littorelletea uniflorae and/or of the Isoëto-
Nanojuncetea;  

¶ Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion 
fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation;  

¶ Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior*  

¶ Austropotamobius pallipes; White-clawed (or Atlantic stream) 
crayfish  

¶  Petromyzon marinus; Sea lamprey  

¶  Lampetra planeri; Brook lamprey  

¶  Lampetra fluviatilis; River lamprey  

¶  Salmo salar; Atlantic salmon  

¶  Cottus gobio; Bullhead  

¶  Lutra lutra; Otter 

1. Water pollution 
2. Agricultural management practices 
3. Physical modification 
4. Invasive species 
5. Changes in species distribution 
6. Forestry and woodland management 
7. Hydrological changes 
8. Disease  
9. Air pollution: impact of atmospheric nitrogen 

deposition 
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2.4.6 In addition to the information available in the Site Improvement Plans, Natural England has 

also published ‘supplementary advice’ in respect of the Simonside Hills SAC. This advice is 

intended to be read together with the site’s conservation objectives and presents attributes 

which are ecological characteristics of the qualifying features within the site. The listed 

attributes are those that best describe the site’s ecological integrity and which, if safeguarded, 

will enable achievement of the conservation objectives. 

 

3 Box 4: Checking the plans emerging strategy and objectives 

3.1 Checking the introductory chapters 

3.1.1 Having identified the sites which might potentially be affected by aspects of the emerging 

Local Plan, the box 4 in figure 2.1 above refers to a ‘check’ to be undertaken of the emerging 

strategy and objectives with reference to guidance contained in section F.5 of the HRA 

Handbook. 

3.1.2 F.5 of the HRA Handbook states: 

Ψ5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΣ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ 

objectives may have differing effects on European sites.  These should be checked, 

even if this is only possible in a very broad analysis of the effects, so that option 

selection is adequately informed and conflicts with European site conservation 

objectives are avoided at the earliest stages of plan preparation.  Even if options are 

too broadly defined to enable the potential effects on European sites to be properly 

understood, a broad analysis of the potential implications for different options may 

at least alert the plan-making body to the potential for there to be problems later in 

ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΦΩ 

3.1.3 F.5 goes on to confirm that the output of this ‘checking’ step might be a short statement to 

inform the plan making process ‘by giving a broad indication of the likely implications of the 

strategy and objectives of the plan for European sites and a broad brush comparison of the 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ.  

3.1.4 Chapter 1 of the Preferred Options Draft Plan provides background and contextual 

information. Chapter 2 provides a ‘Spatial Portrait’ which includes relevant information about 

the national park and refers to current planning challenges. Both chapters have been subject 

to screening and will have no conceivable effect upon any European site and are screened out 

of further assessment: 

Table 3.1: Screening chapters 1 & 2 of the Plan 

Element of the Plan Assessment and reasoning Screening conclusion 

Chapter 1: Introduction Administrative text Screened out 

Chapter 2: Spatial Portrait Background/Context Screened out 
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3.2 Screening the vision, strategic priorities and objectives 

3.2.1 Chapter 3 of the LDP sets out the Plan’s vision, strategic priorities and objectives. Sections 

F.6.2.2 and F.6.2.3 of the HRA Handbook refer to a plan-maker’s vision and objectives in the 

following terms: 

Ψ{ƻƳŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ΨǾƛǎƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ-making body would wish to see the 

state of the subject area or topic of the plan at some point in the future.  Whilst not 

entirely excludinƎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 

ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ŀ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǎƛǘŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ΨǾƛǎƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ΨŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 

ǎŎǊŜŜƴŜŘ ƻǳǘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ  9ǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ƻŦ 

a potential effect, it is likely that the plan will contain a more specific policy or 

proposal that would be the better target for assessmentΧ 

¢ƘŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ Ǝƻŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  

As discussed above, it is possible that the goals and objectives are the drivers for the 

possibility of a significant effect on a European site, but in most cases, it will be 

subsequent, more detailed policies or proposals that would have such implications, 

rather than the general goals or objectives.  In most cases the general goals and 

objectives will be screened out, either because they will have no effect at all, or 

because they are general statements which are too vague to have a significant effect 

on a particular site.  Even if they are the driver of the potential effect, it is likely that 

the plan will contain a more specific policy or proposal that would be the better 

target for assessment.Ω 

3.2.2 The vision and objective for the Northumberland National Park set out general, high level, 

aims and aspirations. Even though these aspirations may be drivers for change provided for 

in later policies, it is the policies themselves which are the focus of the assessment under 

HRA. The vision and objectives are therefore screened as follows: 

Table 3.2: Screening the Plan’s vision, strategic priorities and objectives 

Element of the Plan Assessment and reasoning Screening conclusion 

Vision A general aspiration Screened out 

Aim 1 – A Welcoming Park General overall aim Screened out 

Aim 2 – A Distinctive Place General overall aim Screened out 

Aim 3 – A Living Working Landscape for 

Now and the Future 

General overall aim Screened out 

Aim 4 – Thriving Communities General overall aim Screened out 

Aim 5 – A Valued Asset General overall aim Screened out 

Priority 1 – To support sustainable 

development and land management… 

General statement of 

priorities 

Screened out 

Priority 2 – To support sustainable use of 

ecosystem products and services… 

General statement of 

priorities 

Screened out 
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Priority 3 – To support and encourage 

sustainable economic growth to allow 

our local communities to thrive 

Possibly a driver of potential 

effects but implications 

more clearly assessed under 

related plan policies 

Screened out 

Priority 4 – To support the provision of a 

range of housing… 

General statement of 

priorities 

Screened out 

Priority 5 – To support the retention and 

enhancement of community facilities, 

infrastructure and rural services… 

General statement of 

priorities 

Screened out 

Objective 1 – Support locally sustainable 

development… 

General statement of 

objectives 

Screened out 

Objective 2 – Support development that 

will maintain existing services, 

infrastructure and community facilities or 

develop new ones for the benefit of local 

communities. 

General statement of 

objectives 

Screened out 

Objective 3 – Support sustainable land 

management that conserves and 

enhances… 

General statement of 

objectives 

Screened out 

Objective 4 – Support the sustainable use 

of ecosystem services and natural capital. 

General statement of 

objectives 

Screened out 

Objective 5 – Encourage development 

that will support a growing, sustainable, 

diverse and resilient local economy, to 

help make the National Park a more 

attractive option for young adults and 

people of working age to live and work 

in. 

Possibly a driver of potential 

effects but implications 

more clearly assessed under 

related plan policies 

Screened out 

Objective 6 – Use the planning system to 

help to deliver the statutory National 

Park purposes… 

General statement of 

objectives 

Screened out 

Objective 7 – Encourage development in 

locations with the best access to existing 

services and facilities 

General statement of 

objectives 

Screened out 

Objective 8 – Support innovative, high 

quality and more sustainable building 

design that complements the distinctive 

nature of the park. 

General statement of 

objectives 

Screened out 

Objective 9 – Ensure the landscape of the 

National Park continues to be responsive 

to change while at the same time 

conserving and enhancing its character 

General statement of 

objectives 

Screened out 
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4 Box 5: Screening the Plan Policies 

4.1 The screening categories 

4.1.1 The LDP Document then continues in chapter 4 to set out 32 detailed policies. In accordance 

with the approach adopted for this assessment (refer 2.1 above) a list of ‘screening 

categories’ have been used to provide a rigorous and transparent approach to the screening 

process. These categories are taken from Part F of the HRA Handbook and are as follows: 

A. General statement of policy / general aspiration (screened out).  
B. Policy listing general criteria for testing the acceptability / sustainability of proposals 

(screened out).  
C. Proposal referred to but not proposed by the plan (screened out).  
D. Environmental protection / site safeguarding policy (screened out). 
E. Policies or proposals which steer change in such a way as to protect European sites from 

adverse effects (screened out). 
F. Policy that cannot lead to development or other change (screened out). 
G. Policy or proposal that could not have any conceivable effect on a site (screened out). 
H. Policy or proposal the (actual or theoretical) effects of which cannot undermine the 

conservation objectives (either alone or in combination with other aspects of this or 
other plans or projects) (screened out). 

I. Policy or proposal with a likely significant effect on a site alone (screened in) 
J. Policy or proposal with an effect on a site but not likely to be significant alone, so need 

to check for likely significant effects in combination  
K. Policy or proposal not likely to have a significant effect either alone or in combination 

(screened out after the in combination test).  
L. Policy or proposal likely to have a significant effect in combination (screened in after the 

in combination test).  
 

4.1.2 Policy 4 ‘Settlement hierarchy’ is screened separately below. The remaining 31 policies 

were all screened out as having no likely significant effect (either alone or in combination 

with other plans and projects) against these categories. Detailed policy based conclusions 

are provided in Appendix 1 with the results being summarised in table 3.3 below.  

Table 3.3: summary of screening of policies (except policy 4) 

Screening category Policies 

A: General statement of policy 1, 2, 32 

B: Policy listing general criteria for testing 
acceptability/sustainability of proposals 

5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 
20, 21, 23, 25, 26, 29, 30, 31 

D: Environmental safeguarding policy 22, 24, 27 & 28 

G: Policy with no conceivable effect 7 

H: Policy cannot undermine conservation 
objectives 

3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20, 21, 23, 25, 26, 29, 30, 31 

 

4.1.3 Many of the policies are screened against both categories B and H. This is perfectly acceptable 

and recognises that they include general criteria against which proposals are tested and, in 

the absence of location specific detail, effects which might undermine the conservation 

objectives can be excluded through reliance on wider policy protection afforded by policy 22. 
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5 Screening policy 4 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 With reference back to the potential effect mechanisms identified in table 2.2 and the 

comments provided (summarised below for ease of reference), and given the absence of 

spatially specific detail in respect of the other policies, the only policy within the plan for which 

there is a credible evidence of a real risk that requires more detailed consideration is that 

relating to housing. 

Table 4.1: Table summarising of findings captured in table 2.2 

Potential effect 
mechanism 

Comments 

Proximity effects Proximity effects only arise where development is adjacent (or in very close 
proximity) to a site boundary. Given the low scale of development provided 
for these are considered to be highly unlikely to occur but will be subject to 
preliminary screening.  

Hydrology Again, such effects will only occur where development has a direct impact on 
hydrological regimes. Given the low scale of development provided for these 
are considered to be highly unlikely to occur. Effects associated with water 
supply and treatment are considered separately. 

Recreational pressure Whilst the potential for recreational pressure effects has been recognised, the 
low scale of development provided for means these are considered unlikely to 
occur unless development is in very close proximity to a site which has already 
been identified as being ‘at capacity’. 

Water abstraction Details from the Northumbrian Water WRMP will be relevant to an 
assessment of potential risks from abstraction and disposal of treated 
wastewater. 
 

Discharge of 
wastewater 

Air pollution effects Given the low scale of development provided for these are considered to be 
highly unlikely to occur but will be subject to preliminary screening. 

 

5.1.2 In screening policy 4 the information contained in para 2.20 of the Plan is important. It states 

(with added emphasis though underline): 

 
ΨThe most appropriate approach to positively planning for development in the 

National Park will differ from that taken in areas with a larger, more certain, 

demand. Demand in the Park is generally small in scale and unpredictable, therefore 

it is considered unsuitable for the Local Plan to allocate land for specific uses. 

Consequently, rather than planning ahead for a specific quantum of development, 

the emerging Local Plan will need to incorporate sufficient flexibility to facilitate 

ΨǿƛƴŘŦŀƭƭΩ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ opportunity as and when needs arise, while protecting other 

public interests such as landscape character, neighbouring amenity, public safety and 

ecological valueΦΩ  

5.1.3 The Local Plan approach is different to that taken for areas with larger more certain housing 

demand, which reflect the specific planning requirements and ‘challenges’ facing the National 

Plan as captured in chapter 2. The lack of any specific allocations or a defined quantum of 

development means that a proportionate approach needs to be taken to the assessment of 

potential effects upon European sites. Taking each effect mechanism in turn: 
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5.2 Proximity of Development 

5.2.1 In the absence of specified allocation sites it is not possible to accurately consider the risks 

associated from proximity effects. However, policy 4 does identify ‘Local Centres’ which will 

be ΨǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩ as well as ‘smaller villages and hamlets’. It is reasonable to 

assess ‘proximity’ effects in view of the location of these areas relative to the European sites 

identified in table 2.1. 

5.2.2 Of relevance to an assessment of the potential for proximity effects, the HRA undertaken for 

the current Management Plan included a table which lists the proximity of settlements within 

the National Park to the SACs within the park boundary. That table (4.2 in the management 

plan HRA document) is copied below as table 4.2 within this HRA. 

Table 4.2 Proximity of settlements in NNP to SACs (taken from HRA of Management Plan) 

5.2.3 Policy 4 identifies specific ‘Local centres’ and ‘smaller villages and hamlets’. Those which are 

within 2km of a European site are listed in table 4.2. Table 4.3 below lists each of the identified 

development locations with corresponding conclusions in terms of the potential for proximity 

effects. Each site has been checked to identify any sites which might not have been correctly 

identified in the table 4.2 extracted from the earlier HRA work for the Management Plan. 

Table 4.3 screening for proximity effects  

Development location 
from policy 4 

SACs within 
2km? 

Likely significant effect from proximity? 

Ψ[ƻŎŀƭ /ŜƴǘǊŜǎΩ 

Alwinton 0.5km from 
Harbottle 
moors 

Harbottle Moors lies in an elevated position relative to 
Alwinton itself. At its closest point the village is 400 m 
from the SAC boundary but the Coquet River separates 
the SAC from the village. The direction of flow is away 
from the SAC and, as such, there is no conceivable risk 
from proximity effects which can be ruled out. There will 
be no likely significant effect. 
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Elsdon None There are no SACs within 2km of the village. As such 
proximity effects are completely ruled out. There will be 
no likely significant effect. 

Falstone 2km from 
Border 
Mires/Kielder 
Butterburn 

Falstone is 1.8km from the SAC boundary. The SAC is 
separated from the village by woodland and is in an 
elevated position such that proximity effects can be 
completely ruled out. There will be no likely significant 
effect. 

Greenhaugh <0.5km from 
North 
Pennine 
Dales Hay 
Meadow 

Greenhaugh is located some 200m from the SAC 
boundary and the Greenhaugh Burn provides a potential 
route for hydrological connectivity in respect of surface 
water run-off. However the protection to the SAC 
provided in policy 22 can be relied upon to ensure that 
any risk to the SAC will be avoided thorough 
development proposals having to demonstrate 
compliance with this policy. It is reasonable to assume 
that project specific measures concerning surface water 
contamination can be relied upon to protect the SAC. In 
view of policy 22, potential development proposals in 
Greenhaugh cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives. There will be no likely significant effect. 

Harbottle <0.5km from 
Harbottle 
Moors 

Harbottle Moors lies in an elevated position relative to 
Harbottle itself. At its closest point the village is 175 m 
from the SAC boundary. However the likely scale of 
development, and the elevated position of the SAC is 
such that proximity related effects are inconceivable. 
There will be no likely significant effect. 

Holystone None There are no SACs within 2km of the village. As such 
proximity effects are completely ruled out. There will be 
no likely significant effect. 

Lanehead 1km from 
North 
Pennine 
Dales Hay 
Meadow 

Lanehead is approximately 980m from the SAC 
boundary. Given the distance from the SAC there is no 
conceivable risk from proximity effects which can be 
ruled out. There will be no likely significant effect. 

Stannersburn 1.5km from 
Border 
Mires/Kielder 
Butterburn 

Stannersburn is 1.3km from the SAC boundary. The SAC 
is separated from the village by woodland and is in an 
elevated position such that proximity effects can be 
completely ruled out. There will be no likely significant 
effect. 

Smaller villages and hamlets 

Charlton None There are no SACs within 2km of the village. As such 
proximity effects are completely ruled out. There will be 
no likely significant effect. 

Ingram <0.5km from 
River Tweed  

Ingram lies within 100m of the SAC boundary providing a 
potential route for connectivity in respect of surface 
water run-off. However the protection to the SAC 
provided in policy 22 can be relied upon to ensure that 
any risk to the SAC will be avoided thorough 
development proposals having to demonstrate 
compliance with this policy. It is reasonable to assume 
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that project specific measures concerning surface water 
contamination can be relied upon to protect the SAC. In 
view of policy 22, and the low levels of development 
anticipated, potential development proposals in Ingram 
cannot undermine the conservation objectives. There 
will be no likely significant effect 

Kirknewton <0.5km from 
River Tweed  

Ingram lies within 350m of the SAC boundary, However 
there is a road and fields separating the village and the 
SAC with no obvious route for hydrological connectivity. 
In view of policy 22, and the low levels of development 
anticipated, potential development proposals in 
Kirknewton cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives. There will be no likely significant effect 

Rochester None There are no SACs within 2km of the village. As such 
proximity effects are completely ruled out. There will be 
no likely significant effect. 

Stonehaugh None There are no SACs within 2km of the village. As such 
proximity effects are completely ruled out. There will be 
no likely significant effect. 

 

5.2.4 It is therefore concluded, with reference to the reasoning provided in table 4.3 that there will 

be no likely significant effects from policy 4 as a result of proximity effects. Effects can be 

screened out under category G ‘no conceivable effect’ or category H ‘effects cannot 

undermine the conservation objectives’. 

 

5.3 Hydrology 

5.3.1 This impact refers to effects upon the hydrological regime supporting a designated site. 

Surface water contamination risks are considered separately under ‘proximity’ and ‘disposal 

of wastewater’ .The nature and scale of the development provided for within policy 4 is not 

such as would have any conceivable effect on the hydrological regimes of any of the European 

sites identified in table 2.1. Likely significant effects are ruled out under category G; there is 

no conceivable effect. There will be no likely significant effect as a result of hydrology. 

 

5.4 Recreational pressure 

5.4.1 In the absence of a specified quantum of development an assessment of associated increases 

in recreational pressure is limited in its extent. Having said that, it is relevant to note that the 

National Park has the lowest population density in England at 2 persons per square 

kilometre13. Furthermore, a review of the Site Improvement Plans for the sites in question 

reveals that ‘public access/disturbance’ is only identified as a threat for one site (Simonside 

Hills SAC). Where access/disturbance concerns have not been identified within the SIP it is 

reasonable to assume that there is capacity for those site to absorb additional low levels of 

recreational pressure. With the exception of Simonside Hills SAC therefore, likely significant 

                                                           
13 Refer para 2.1 in Preferred Options Draft Plan 
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effects from recreational pressure for all sites within the park boundary can be ruled out on 

the basis of there being no conceivable risk.  

5.4.2 Considering Simonside Hills SAC, the SIP refers to the need for footpath improvements which 

are required to reduce impacts associated with popular walking routes, in particular those 

across the Beacon summit. However, it is noteworthy that the SIP is dated 2014 and the later 

2016 Supplementary advice document refers to the ΨǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ǊƻǳǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ IǳƳōƭŜ [ŀǿ ǘƻ 

Darden Pike and the honey pot of the SimonsidŜ wƛŘƎŜǿŀƭƪΩ. Importantly, the supplementary 

advice continues, in respect of the Simonside Ridgewalk to note that Ψ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ 

significantly improved by diverting the path from damaged areas and surfacing with flags and 

stone pitching. It would therefore appear that steps have already been put in place to address 

the risks identified in the SIP. The scale of the development provided for within policy 4, and 

the fact that all potential development locations are greater than 2km from the SAC itself 

means that likely significant effects can be ruled out under category G; there is no conceivable 

effect. There will be no likely significant effect as a result of recreational pressure on 

Simonside Hills SAC. 

5.4.3 North Pennine Moors SAC/SPA was also flagged in table 2.1 as a site within a reasonable travel 

distance of the plan area. The scale of the anticipated development coming forward under 

policy 4 and the alternative recreational facilities available within the park boundary mean 

that it is unlikely that development within the park will generate any appreciable effect on 

recreational pressure within the North Pennine Moors SAC/SPA. Policy 4 will have no 

conceivable effect upon the North Pennine Moors SAC/SPA. There will be no likely significant 

effect as a result of recreational pressure on North Pennine Moors SAC/SPA. 

 

5.5 Water Abstraction / Discharge of wastewater 

5.5.1 The scale of the development anticipated to come forward within the National Park is so small 

that effects associated with abstraction of water for water supply and the disposal of 

wastewater treatment are inconsequential. It is reasonable to assume that any additional 

development can be accommodated within the existing consented capacity of relevant 

abstraction licences. The remote nature of the National Park means that much of the 

development provided for in policy 4 will not be connected to mains drainage. The scale of 

the likely development anticipated to come forward is such that it is reasonable to assume 

that site specific solutions will be available. Should potential concerns be identified with 

wastewater disposal, the protection for European sites afforded by policy 22 can be relied 

upon. In view of policy 22, development provided for in policy 4 cannot undermine the 

conservation objectives of any European sites in respect of the disposal of wastewater 

(category H). There will be no likely significant effect as a result of abstraction or wastewater 

disposal.  

 

5.6 Air Pollution Effects 

5.6.1 The nature and scale of development anticipated to come forwards through policy 4 is such 

that risks from air pollution effects can be ruled out under category G; no conceivable effect. 

There will be no likely significant effect as a result of air pollution. 
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5.7 Summary of screening conclusion for chapter 4 

5.7.1 All 32 policies have been subject to screening against the categories provided within the HRA 

Handbook. All policies are screened out as having no likely significant effect under one (or 

more of the following categories: 

¶ A - General statement of policy/general aspiration 

¶ B - Policy listing general criteria for testing acceptability/sustainability 

¶ D - Environmental protection / site safeguarding [policy 

¶ G - Policy or proposal that could not have any conceivable effect on a site 

¶ H - Policy or proposal the effects of which cannot undermine the conservation objectives 
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6 The need for assessment in-combination with other plans and 

projects 
 

6.1.1 All policies are assigned to a screening category which allows them to be screened out as 

unlikely to have a significant effects either alone or in-combination. With reference to the 

list of categories identified within the HRA Handbook (and listed at 3.3.1 only category J 

would require further assessment of the potential for effects ‘in combination’. 

6.1.2 Only where a policy has a residual effect ‘alone’, which cannot be dismissed as being de 

minimis or entirely inconsequential, and which might therefore contribute in a meaningful 

manner to an in combination effect with other plans or projects, is further assessment 

required. 

6.1.3 No further assessment ‘in combination’ is required. 
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7 Conclusions 

7.1 Overall conclusion 

7.1.1 The Preferred Options Plan has been subject to screening under the Habitats Regulations. 

The introductory chapters, the vision, strategic priorities, spatial objectives and all 32 

preferred policy options have been considered in respect of the potential for likely 

significant effects upon any European site from the document, either alone or in 

combination with other plans and projects.  

7.1.2 The screening has concluded that the Preferred Options Draft Plan will have no likely 

significant effects upon any European sites, either alone or in combination with other 

plans and projects. No further assessment under the Habitats Regulations is required.  

7.1.3 This outcome is not surprising given: 

¶ The statutory purpose of the National Park and its Local Development Plan 

¶ The statutory obligations of the National Park Authority 

¶ The very low level of development expected and provided for in the National Park; and 

¶ The exceptionally high development management standards applied by the National 

Park Authority 

 

 

Caroline Chapman MCIEEM 

(Director, DTA Ecology Ltd) 

11th July 2018 
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!ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ мΥ {ŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ 
 

The screening work has been undertaken in accordance with the guidance contained within Part F of the HRA Handbook. Policies have been screened 

against categories as set out in section F.6.3 as listed below: 

A. General statement of policy / general aspiration (screened out).  
B. Policy listing general criteria for testing the acceptability / sustainability of proposals (screened out).  
C. Proposal referred to but not proposed by the plan (screened out).  
D. Environmental protection / site safeguarding policy (screened out).  
E. Policies or proposals which steer change in such a way as to protect European sites from adverse effects (screened out). 
F. Policy that cannot lead to development or other change (screened out). 
G. Policy or proposal that could not have any conceivable effect on a site (screened out).  
H. Policy or proposal the (actual or theoretical) effects of which cannot undermine the conservation objectives (either alone or in combination with 

other aspects of this or other plans or projects) (screened out).  
I. Policy or proposal with a likely significant effect on a site alone (screened in)  
J. Policy or proposal with an effect on a site but not likely to be significant alone, so need to check for likely significant effects in combination  
K. Policy or proposal not likely to have a significant effect either alone or in combination (screened out after the in combination test).  
L. Policy or proposal likely to have a significant effect in combination (screened in after the in combination test).  

 

No Policy Screening 
category 

Comment/justification Further 
work? 

1 Sustainable Development A Screened out: A general statement of policy N 

2 General Development Principles A Screened out: A general statement of policy N 

3 Major Development H Screened out: This policy provides an exception against a general presumption 
against major development. It is therefore restrictive in its nature. Any major 
development proposals which may present unacceptable risks to any European 
sites will be addressed by policy 22. In view of policy 22, policy 3 cannot 
undermine the conservation objectives of any European sites identified in the 
scanning and site selection table.    

 

4 Settlement Hierarchy  - Refer Main Report - 
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No Policy Screening 
category 

Comment/justification Further 
work? 

5 Conversion of buildings outside 
settlements 

B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals. It implies support for building conversions where certain criteria are 
met but is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to European 
sites in policy 22, policy 5 cannot undermine the conservation objectives of any 
European sites identified in the scanning and site selection table.    

N 

6 Community Facilities B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 6 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

7 Local Green Space G Screened out: This is a policy which is not spatially relevant and provides general 
support for protection of important parcels of community land. The nature of the 
policy is such that it could not have any conceivable effect on a European site. 

N 

8 New and Improved Infrastructure B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 8 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

9 Green Infrastructure B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 9 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

10 Providing a range and choice of housing B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 10 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

11 Residential extensions B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 11 cannot undermine the conservation 

N 
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No Policy Screening 
category 

Comment/justification Further 
work? 

objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

12 Affordable Housing B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 12 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

13 Rural Exception Sites B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 13 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

14 Rural Workers Housing B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 14 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

15 Principal Residence Housing B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 15 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

16 Gypsy and Traveller Housing B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 16 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

17 Replacement Dwellings B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 17 cannot undermine the conservation 

N 
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No Policy Screening 
category 

Comment/justification Further 
work? 

objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

18 A Sustainable Local Economy B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 18 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

19 Home-based businesses and live/work 
units 

B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 19 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

20 Accessibility and Connectivity B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. It does include policy support for the 
ΨŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǊƻǳǘŜǎΩ but without spatial details of where such routes 
might be proposed it is not possible to identify credible evidence of a real risk to 
any European site. In view of the protection afforded to European sites in policy 
22, policy 20 cannot undermine the conservation objectives of any European 
sites identified in the scanning and site selection table.    

N 

21 Farming and Rural Based Enterprises B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. It does include provisional policy support 
for the ΨŦŀǊƳ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ but without further details of the nature of such 
schemes it is not possible to identify credible evidence of a real risk to any 
European site. In view of the protection afforded to European sites in policy 22, 
policy 21 cannot undermine the conservation objectives of any European sites 
identified in the scanning and site selection table.    

N 

22 Wildlife, Biodiversity and Green 
Infrastructure 

D Screened out: This is a safe guarding policy explicitly providing policy protection 
for biodiversity in general. Explicit policy protection for European sites is 
provided in paragraph 3 and 5. 

N 

23 Landscape, Tranquillity and Dark Skies B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 

N 
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No Policy Screening 
category 

Comment/justification Further 
work? 

European sites in policy 22, policy 23 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

24 Trees, Woodlands and Forests D Screened out: This is a safe guarding policy explicitly providing policy protection 
for trees and woodlands.  

N 

25 Flood Risk B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 25 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

26 Renewable and low carbon energy 
provision 

B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 26 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

27 Historic Environment and Cultural 
Heritage 

D Screened out: This is a safe guarding policy explicitly providing policy protection 
for historic environment and cultural heritage assets.  

N 

28 Conserving Heritage Assets D Screened out: This is a safe guarding policy explicitly providing policy protection 
for heritage assets.  

N 

29 Sustainable Tourism and Recreation 
Development 

B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. It does include provisional policy support 
for the ΨǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎΩ but without further details of the 
nature of such schemes it is not possible to identify credible evidence of a real 
risk to any European site. In view of the protection afforded to European sites in 
policy 22, policy 29 cannot undermine the conservation objectives of any 
European sites identified in the scanning and site selection table.    

N 

30 Quarrying B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 30 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 
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No Policy Screening 
category 

Comment/justification Further 
work? 

31 Mineral Safeguarding Areas A Screened out: This is a general statement of policy N 

32 Waste Management B/H Screened out: This is a policy listing the general criteria for testing acceptability of 
proposals which is not spatially specific. In view of the protection afforded to 
European sites in policy 22, policy 31 cannot undermine the conservation 
objectives of any European sites identified in the scanning and site selection 
table.    

N 

 


