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Executive Summary

THAMES BASIN HEATHS SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA

ENVIRONMENTAL DIMENSION PARTNERSHIP (EDP)
SUMMARY OF STUDY FINDINGS

On behalf of Thames Valley New Homes Coalition &
Home Builders’ Federation

1. In Spring 2006 EDP was commissioned by Thames Vgldew Homes Coalition and the
Home Builders’ Federation to undertake a review ofhe Thames Basin Heaths Special
Protection Area (SPA) — particularly in relation tthe English Nature (EN as was at the
time, but now Natural England [NE]) Draft Deliverlart and the stance being adopted
by both Natural England and, upon their advice, Lad Planning Authorities (LPAs), about
development within 5km of the SPA. These include pjects:-

(a) considered likely to have a significant effecvn the integrity of the SPA
and where such projects had not been assessed, toetermine whether
there would be an adverse effect; or

(b) which had been assessed and it cannot be concled that there will be no
adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA.

2. Through the Draft Delivery Plan and subsequent Sufgmentary Planning Document
Templaté, NE provided advice to LPAs that, with very few eeptions, any development
likely to add to the residential stock within 5km d the SPA should be refused planning
permission in the absence of suitable avoidance anitigation measures; the Delivery
Plan identified a three-part approach to mitigation of the anticipated adverse
recreational impacts from additional housing. Thithree-part approach includes:-

(a) off-site avoidance measures in the form of SuitableAlternative Natural
Green Space (SANGS) for recreation;

(b) on-site access management within the SPA;

(c) on-site habitat management to bring the SPA into faourable condition.

3. NE acknowledge at Paragraph 2.2.4 of the May 2006 mft of the Delivery Plan that"it
is also important to note that all three approaches are required in parallel to
safeguard the SPA from recreational impact that may arise from new housing
development.” However in 2006, in most cases it has only been thesquirement for
off-site recreational mitigation, in the form of enhanced @ new recreational sites, that
has been linked to planning applications and refuda.

4. In treating any increase in residential developmeras a proxy for an assumed increase in
adverse recreational pressure on the SPA, NE reljpstantially upon work by Liley and
Clarke (pub. 2005) which“...found that the density of nightjar on heathland s ites

! The latest draft (26" May 2006) incorporating the Delivery Plan is nowitled ‘Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area:
Mitigation Standards for Residential Development’
? Thames Basin Heaths Supplementary Planning Docurb¢Bnglish Nature, April 2006)
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in Dorset was directly related to the amount of sur rounding development; sites
surrounded by a higher amount of development suppor ted fewer nightjars.”

5. The EDP study on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA unaleeh between May and
September 2006 initially sought to replicate the léy and Clarke study but with
additional analysis of woodlark and Dartford warble figures to just that of nightjar. In
respect of physical attributes and summary data, ghstudy firstly identified the following
similarities and differences between the Thames BadHeaths and the Dorset Heaths:-

(@) The Thames Basin Heaths SPA is made up of feweryrger and less
fragmented sites;

(b) They contain marginally less heathland and signifiatly more developed
land and woodland on the periphery;

(c) As with the Dorset study, the Thames Basin HeathsP& study (with
comparable densities of nightjar based on summaryidgures) found a strong
significant relationship between the area of heattdnd on the SPA and the
density of nightjar.

6. The EDP study does not just rely on a comparison tife summary nightjar findings from
the Dorset study. It has further included all threeAnnex 1 protected birds and examined
the possible relationships between bird territories habitats and recreational routes
within the area. Specific to the Thames Basin HeathSPA, EDP study findings identified
that:-

i) There is no significant correlation between nightjg woodlark or Dartford
warbler numbers and the amount of developed land asund the SPA sites;

i)  There is no statistically significant relationshipetween woodland within the
periphery and nightjar or Dartford warbler density;

iii)  Main conclusions reached by Liley and Clarke aredtefore not applicable to
the Thames Basins Heaths SPA;

iv)  The assumptions made between urban density and resational effects on
key bird species require further investigation.

7. In addition to the study findings over the whole ofthe Thames Basins Heaths SPA (as a

comparable study to the Liley and Clarke Dorset stly) EDP undertook an extensive
literature review and an extended study in the fia@, of five of the thirteen component
SSSI areas Those five areas were selected in relation to aide range of factors to do
with size, habitat, surrounding development etc; tke study investigated the relationship
between bird numbers and the additional factors of:

i) Habitat make up and distribution;
ii) Access and recreation;
iii) Species distribution.

8. Findings from the further EDP study were as follows

i) Mature woodland is negatively associated with tertory presence;

® Five SSSI study areas comprised: Bourley & Longiéya Eelmoor Marsh, Broadmoor to Bahgshot Woods aHeaths,
Sandhurst to Owlsmoor Bogs and Heath, Ockham and \&ley Commons.
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ii) Young woodland, heathland, tussocky grassland, goes bracken and other
open habitats were most favoured;

iii) No negative correlation was found between footpath density and territory.
However in some cases, higher footpath density wapositively related to
species’ territory. (This is contrary to the expeation that recreational activities
associated with recreational routes might affect spcies presence but might be
explained by paths being located in more open partef the SPA, with more
suitable ecological conditions);

iv) A significant correlation was found between the presence of species and the
distance from the site boundary; this could be dueto the effects of
disturbance, or the preference for larger territoes within the centre of the
site. The size of the site is a significant factoin species success and, it is
assumed, with larger sites less susceptible to aghge ‘edge’ effects.

It is strongly suggested by the research that halsit management to increase the area
and quality of habitats described in (ii) would hae significant beneficial effects for the
Annex 1 bird species.

Recommendations

10.

11.

12.

13.

Given that there is not a statistically significantorrelation between bird numbers and
area of surrounding development (and therefore pragmed recreational effects) within
the Thames Basins Heaths SPA, EDP’s main recomméiuths are that:-

i) SPA habitat and management should be addressed artioritised to deliver
the benefits of greatest significance for nightjar,woodlark and Dartford
warbler;

i) SPA access management priorities should also be idified and related to
survey information on the distribution of the grourd-nesting birds.

As appears to have been acknowledged by the Dorsdnterim strategy model put
forward by NE, it is likely that any SPA policiesotbe worked through the local
development framework of all LPAs will take at led2-3 years. An interim period of 3-5
years may well be more realistic for establishinghé full implementation of SPA policy
objectives.

The dwelling constrained private household populabin forecast work undertaken on

behalf of the Thames Valley New Homes Coalition anthe Home Builders’ Federatioh
has shown that taking the whole of the LPA areas wfin the 15 authorities surrounding

the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, then the percentage pdation change over 20 years
(i.e. 2006-2026) is forecast at an increase of 6.7%ver the current population; for the

five-year period 2006-2011, the figure is 1.8%. Thé equates to an increase of 0.34 -
0.36% per annum.

Assuming that, overall, any proportionate increasén recreational use is in ratio to any
population increase, this figure of less than 2% fo the next 5-year period must be
considered de minimis when considered alongside the existing estimated isitor

* Barton Willmore commissioned research by the Popilon & Housing Research Group, Anglia Ruskin Unigity (2006)
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numbers to the SPA of over 5 million visits per anum. In other words, any interim
strategy adopted for the next 3-5 years is extremgl unlikely to be leaving the SPA
vulnerable to any significant additional pressureBom associated new development. The
interim period will provide opportunity for more detailed survey and monitoring to be
undertaken.

14. Having taken account of the Dorset interim strategynodel that has been promoted by
NE (but given that in Dorset the Liley and Clarkaridings showed correlation between
guantum of development and nightjar numbers), therewould appear little justification
for SPA avoidance or mitigation measures in the gemal area of the Thames Basins
Heaths Special Protection Area — other than perhager larger developments, in close
proximity to the SPA and where there has been an @htified vulnerability or ‘threshold’
of visitor levels related to bird numbers, derivedfrom actual survey information
considered on a case by case basis.

15. To an extent, the effects of recreational pressurean be compared to the NE published
Habitat Condition Survey of each of the 13 componehSSSI areas, where unfavourable
habitat condition is evidentially far more linked & such matters as military use,
inappropriate weed and scrub control, under grazingand forestry / woodland
management practices than to the percentage area othe SSSI identified as being
affected by public disturbance — just 0.15% of thetotal SPA classified land in the
Thames Basin Heaths.

16. Were an SPA Steering Group to be established for ¢hentirety of the Thames Basins
Heaths SPA to consider potential for mitigation orenhancement measures, in
appropriate cases, a range of measures could be ceidered and selected from:-

i)  On-site works within the SPA components;
i)  Off-site works to provide new or enhanced access ahrecreation;
i) Research into the relationship between urban deveiment and the ecological
interest of the SPA;
iv)  Monitoring (both of habitats, birds and recreationa use);
v)  Land acquisition;
vi)  Wardening services;
vii)  Provision of new access facilities (e.g. car parkdggnage, way marking); and
viii)  Education of residents and recreational users (e.deaflets, access / recreation
strategies).

17. The above suggestions, however, would only be apppriate and relevant to schemes
which were identified as potentially likely to caus a significant adverse effect on the
SPA. Schemes would not simply be identified as liketo have significant effects
automatically on account of dwelling or populationincreaseper se— for which the best
available evidence simply does not support the stae adopted by NE.
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Section 1
Introduction and Background Information

Instruction

1.1 EDP has been instructed jointly by Thames Valleyweélomes Coalition (TVNHC) and
Home Builders Federation (HBF) to undertake a study the Thames Basin Heaths
(TBH) Special Protection Area (SPA). The final seayf this study was determined
following a workshop held on 14" June with these groups and their representatives
(EDP Volume Il Appendix 1: Finalised Scope of Study ).

1.2 Pertinent field work and desk based studies have @ undertaken between May
and October 2006 and have been timed to feed into he South East Plan
Examination in Public’'s (EIP) consideration of teubal issues related to the TBH SPA.
This report will therefore be submitted to the ElPas part of the HBF and EDP
representations.

1.3 In undertaking this study, EDP’s main emphasis hagen to examine ecological and
recreational impact and potential avoidance or migation issues. The importance of
an integrated and strategic approach for such mattes is acknowledged within the
relevant planning, legal and housing delivery framgork as these relate to both the
TBH SPA (and protection of key Annex 1 bird specjeslongside the delivery of new
homes (houses and flats) within the Thames valley.

Circumstances giving rise to the study

1.4 The TBH SPA was classified o' March 2005 by the Secretary of State of the
Department for Environment, Food and Rural AffairDEFRA). The SPA follows the
European Directive on the Conservation of Wild Bisd(Council Directive 2/4/79 on
the Conservation of Wild Birds — 79/409/EEC). TheirBctive requires member states
to identify, classify, protect and manage those sits which are of most importance
for the conservation of certain bird populations. e protection of SPAs is covered,
in England, by the Conservation (Natural Habitat€c.) Regulations 1994.

15 The TBH SPA is made up of 13 identified groups ofelathland sites, each of which is
designated as a Site of Special Scientific Intere€$SSI), and which together total
8,317ha.

1.6 The TBH have been designated as an SPA because ttseypport internationally
important populations of three Directive Annex 1 hid species, hamely the woodlark,
the nightjar and the Dartford warbler. Of the total British population the TBH are
recorded as supporting:-

27.8% of Dartford warblers (2 largest concentration in the UK)
9.9% of woodlarks (3" largest concentration)
7.8% of nightjars (4" largest concentration)

1.7 In December 2005 English Nature (EN, now Natural §and (NE)) produced a draft
document: ‘Thames Basin Heaths Special Protectiome@a: Mitigation Standards for
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1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

Residential Development’. Commonly known as the “Tdmes Basin Heaths Delivery
Plan’, the document was introduced as part of the werall EN TBH Project. A revised
version of the draft Delivery Plan (DDP) was issuad on 26" May 2006 but remains
a draft document pending review through the EIP. Havever, in April 2006 EN issued
a template for a Thames Basin Heaths Supplementa®anning Document to each of
the 15 relevant Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)ithin 5km of the SPA (A revised
version correcting errors was issued by EN in Ju2006). Some of these LPAs are
now in the initial stages of integrating the contert of that template into their own
Supplementary Planning Documents or Development Pl®ocuments.

Section 2 of this report addresses in more detailhe main implications and issues
contained within the DDP and the Supplementary Plaring Document template
(SPDt). However, from the outset of the consultatio on the Delivery Plan, significant
concerns have been expressed by the LPAs, the housglding industry and public
sector bodies, including GOSE, SEERA and the Plagrinspectorate.

In particular, concerns related to the EN stance &t any residential development
proposal was likely to have a significant adversenpact on the integrity of the SPA,
together with subsequent required levels of ‘avoidace’ or ‘mitigation’ for new or
enhanced open space provision, as identified for andevelopment, according to
proximity to the SPA, within two out of three zones-

Zone A: 0—-400m
Zone B: 400m — 2km
Zone C: 2km — 5km

Serious concerns about the EN stance and the DDRastards still remain; especially
as the evidence base for these has been acknowledgeetween the Government
Office for the Souse East and EN as ‘scahtTesting questions remain unanswered
as to both the need for, and feasibility of, the Ddivery Plan standards, as well as
whether they are achievable or capable of implemesation — at least in the short
term.

Study Obijectives

As set out within the finalised Scope of StudyEDP Volume Il Appendix EDP 1),
the objectives of the study are:-

() To review and critique the basis and rationale fothe EN Draft Delivery Plan
and approach set out within that document, as relagéd to residential
development within 5km of the TBH SPA, endorsing # approach to the
Delivery Plan where appropriate; and

(i) To make recommendations for an alternative approacland mechanism by
which statutory obligations under the Habitats Reglations can be fulfilled,

° For example, the October 2006 Submission Consuliah Report to the ‘Thames Basin Heaths SPA TechniBackground
Document to the Core Strategy DPD’ produced by Br&nell Forest (paragraphs 5.3, 6.6).
® Darren Richards, Government Office for the Southast letter to Alan Law, English Nature of 18 May 2006.
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1.12

1.13

1.14

while also enabling the delivery of appropriate rddential development
within 5km of the TBH.

The manner in which the study objectives were propsed to be delivered is set out in
the Scope of Study, Sections 3.1-3.6. Whilst ecolagal and recreational
considerations are addressed separately in this gy it has been anticipated that
short and medium term solutions will involve a commation of one or more of the

following:-

i) Access management within the SPA;
ii) Habitat provision / management within the SPA;
iii) Outwith the SPA, enhanced or new recreational accesprovision, where

appropriate, as an alternative recreational resouecto the SPA.

It is also acknowledged that the priority of the alove may change from short-term
measures through to longer-term measures. For exartg) access management could
be implemented in the short term, while the provisbn of enhanced or new

recreational access, as an alternative to the SPi&ay be a longer-term solution in

certain areas. Similarly, achieving improved habttavithin the SPA is likely to take a
number of years.

EN STANCE AS SET OUT WITHIN THE DRAFT DELIVERY RLAND SPD
TEMPLATE

Potential Impact from Development

The most succinct statement related to_potential inpact of residential development
on the TBH SPA is set out at paragraph 2.1.1 of thBDP:-

“Thames Basin Heaths comprises 13 SSSis, the key re lict fragments of a
former heathland expanse, which affect 15 Local Pla nning Authorities, and

three counties. Based on the results of research ou tlined in this document it

is on the assumption that any residential developme  nt proposal within 5km

of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA (the 'Thames Basin H eaths Planning Zone’)
has the potential to have a significant effect on t he SPA, irrespective of the
size of the development proposed, as a result of th e additional residential

accommodation that would be provided. This is becau  se:

a) research demonstrates that the activities of people have an adverse
effect upon the SPA birds and their habitats;

b) an increase in the number of people that could live near to the SPA is
likely to increase the adverse effects on the SPA;

c) additional residential accommodation will be likely to increase the
number of people who could live closer to the SPA; and so
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1.15

1.16

1.17

1.18

1.19

d) any residential development close to the SPA has th e potential to
have a significant adverse effect on the SPA.”

The EN assumption is that any development will inease population and that, in
turn, will increase adverse impact on the SPA. Theording of the above quoted
paragraph does not seem to tie in with Habitat Reglations and Circular 06/2005
requirements as related to_likelihoodof a significant adverse effecton the integrity
of the SPA (see Circular 06/2005 paragraphs 13-1&0-21 and footnote 26 of the
Circular related to Regulation 48(6)).

It is not EDP’s expertise, nor the purpose of thistudy, to provide further
commentary on legal interpretation — though, from the outset, it has been a firm
EDP recommendation that informed legal opinion shdd be obtained on these and
related matters.

As summarised within the SPDt, EN are seeking avaitte measures based on
combining three approaches to avoid / reduce impaston the SPA from population
increases resulting from new development.

The SPDt, at para 4.6 states:-

“The reason why three approaches are necessary is b ecause the different
effects of development, described in Part 2 above, need to be addressed in
different ways. The first two approaches are necess ary, in any event, to
improve management of the SPA. The three approaches involve:-

)] On site habitat management, where the habitat on wh ich the three
SPA bird species rely must be managed to ensure tha t it remains in
good condition;

(i) On site access management so that people can contin  ue to be able to
enjoy visiting the SPA for open air recreation in w  ays that do not

damage the heathland wildlife and habitats; aiming to reduce
unauthorised activity, guide and educate visitors t o0 reduce
preventable disturbance and to focus on protection of the most

sensitive areas, and at the most sensitive times of  year;

(iii) Planning restrictions on development close tothe S  PA combined with
off site avoidance measures via the provision of ne  w or upgraded
suitable natural green space as an alternative to t he SPA, which
enables people to undertake all the activities curr  ently enjoyed on
the SPA heathlands whilst not increasing the number of visits made
to the SPA.

Whereas EN have said little about current or planmemeasures for the first and
second of these approaches, the DDP proposals fotamning restrictions and off-site
avoidance measures have alreadyeen treated as the basis for EN representations o
objections to development proposals — and indeed athe supposed basis for EN
‘acceptance’ of such schemes as Queen ElizabettBHarracks, Bracknell Town Centre
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and Franklands Drive, Runnymede (as referenced @[3 section 5.25 and Table 1 -
Summary of Cases). A review of these cases is givienSection 3 of this report.

1.20 EN has identified from research that a generic zoeapproach is appropriate for the

TBH. The proposed zones, A, B and C are defined fdlows:-

ZONE A Up to 400m from the SPA boundary within which EN onsider it

unlikely that avoidance measures or mitigation woud be effective

ZONE B Between 400m — 2km

ZONE C Between 2km — 5km

1.21 Within Zones B and C, EN propose the provision ofuitable Alternative Natural

Green Space (SANGS) as either new or upgraded opspace. It is intended that

these areas would be accessible for public recreati and able to meet the

requirements of visitors who would otherwise use tk SPA.
1.22 At Section 7 of the Delivery Plan a summary of zomseand avoidance standards is
provided:-

Zone | Standard Maximum distances for Minimum SANGS | Proportion of
SANGS location from | size total SANGS
the development provision by area

A No effective No effective avoidance or | No effective No effective

avoidance or mitigation possible avoidance or avoidance or
mitigation possible mitigation possible | mitigation possible

B 16ha per 1000| 400m from development | 2-4 hectares Max 5% all

new population sites <4ha
2km from development 4-12 hectares Max 20% all
sites <12ha
4km from development 12-20 hectares Max 25% all
sites <20ha
5km from development 20-40 hectares Min 75% all
sites >20ha
5km from development 40+ hectares Min 25% all
sites >40ha

C 8ha per 1000 4km from development 12-20 hectares Max 25% all

new population sites <20ha
5km from development 20-40 hectares Min 75% all

sites >20ha

5km from development 40+ hectares Min 25% all

sites >40ha

TABLE EDP1: Summary of Zones and Avoidance Standard s as set out in the DDP (page 49)

1.23 The basis and rationale of the required SANGS hastyto be explained by EN, let

alone any assessment as to the timing or implementian of such areas. In fact the
uncertainty over SANGS areas being delivered, atk in certain LPAs, led SEERA to
commission further detailed research into the issuley LUC.

’ Land Use Consultants (July 2006) Thames Basin HeaSPA: Audit & Assessment of Land to Mitigate Effes of Housing

Development
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1.24 Leaving aside for one moment the need for, or judtication of, SANGS, the ability for
such areas to be brought forward in a timely way tomatch new homes provision
has been questioned by both the house building indstry and the LPAs. The results
of the SEERA commissioned LUC study will requireretul analysis and review of
likelihood of success and potential timescales befe any such SANGS might become
available; costs and the mechanism for deliveryather than just potential, will also
need critical review.

1.25 A further RPS ‘peer review' commissioned by the DGLbelieved to analyse the
foundations of the DDP is said to have reported imraft but with the timing of the
final report understood to be progressing for the &d of October 2006, so as to
inform the EIP.

PUBLIC SECTOR CONTACTS AND INITIATIVES
Meetings

1.26 Many meetings, involving TVNHC, HBF and/or EDP hdween held with EN, GOSE,
SEERA and DCLG in the months March — August. Thaselude:

03.05.06 - GOSE / SEERA meeting, Guildford (brigfimote included at EDP
Volume Il Appendix 4 ;

19.05.06 - TVNHC meeting, Marlow;
23.05.06 - HBF / SEERA / TVNHC workshop, Guildford;
14.06.06 - EDP study workshop at Barton Willmore, éading;
28.06.06 - HBF / SEERA / TVNHC workshop, Guildford;
30.06.06 - EN / GOSE / DCLG / SEERA meeting re: @ament research;
18.07.06 - GOSE meeting, Guildford; and
01.08.06 - SEERA meeting.
1.27 At meetings hosted by GOSE or SEERA there have als®en other stakeholder
attendees from LPAs, the Planning Inspectorate, thelevelopment industry,

landowners, wildlife trusts etc.

1.28 The meetings have enabled all parties to express @share views, whilst raising the
understanding between stakeholders of key issues drconcerns.

1.29 Arising from the above, the following initiatives rave been progressed:-

() EN commissioned Study on Access Management;
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1.30

131

1.32

1.33

(i) SEERA commissioned study by LUC on SANGS;
(iii) DCLG commissioned Review by RPS on Evidence Underioig the EN DDP.

The SEERA commissioned study by LUC on SANGS has reported (see footnote 3
above). However, it has been left to individual LPAor developers to progress the
identified potential of any individual SANGS.

Along with others at TVNHC and HBF, EDP has estahikd a good link with these
initiatives, as well as close contact with PINS (BeLinscott) and continued
progression of further research topics being conseted with EN, GOSE, DCLG (see
EDP Volume Il Appendix 7 for 21 July 2006 letter to Lesley Creedon and Alison
Williamson’s notes from 30" June 2006 meetings regarding Research Topics an@éK
SPA issues).

Preparation for South East Plan Examination In Pub lic (EIP)

No doubt all of the above, to a greater or lesser@ent, will feed into the EIP and the
findings of this study will therefore be but one cmsideration alongside those other
initiatives. It is believed, however, that the EDBtudy is the only piece of research to
bring forward new information and study findings from the TBH SPA.

Inquiry Decisions

Inquiry decisions are now emerging which willneed legal comparison with the
claimed precedents set by the cases included withithe EN Publication No. 622:
‘Urban impacts on Dorset heaths: A review of authadtative planning and related
decisions’ (January 2005). However in recent weeks, a numberf aecisions have
indicated the willingness of Inspectors to make jugements about the likelihood of
significant adverse effects on the SPA, rather thaautomatically siding with EN on
their interpretation and application of the Precaubnary Principlé. This aspect of the
SPA issue is especially important when taking accou of a correct legal
interpretation of the Habitats Regulations and thewvay in which EN have related this
to the objectives of the DDP.

® A recent example being Appeal Ref: APP/U1240/A/05(79690 in which the Inspector accepted that effectre management
restrictions could ensure that the proposal, withid00m of the Dorset Heaths SPA, would not contribug to adverse effects as
the result of cats or dogs.
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Section 2
Ecological Review

Introduction

2.1 As part of the EDP study, the ecological basis oh¢ DDP approach and its scientific
foundation have been reviewed. In doing so, EDP hadso taken the opportunity to
review key parts of the sequential test that develoment proposals are required to
consider as defined in Regulation 48 of the Conseation (Natural Habitats &c.)
Regulations 1994.

Review of Ecological Basis of Delivery Plan Approa ch

2.2 The most recent draft of the DDP has been reviewedamely the draft of 26" May
2006. It should be noted that the document has no gatutory status, with EN’s
declared intention for it to be reviewed through the EIP, commencing November
2006.

2.3 EN considers that (paragraph 1.1.5 of DDP):

“The proposed increases in residential development h  ave the potential to
impact the SPA habitats and their associated fauna  in a number of ways
including:

Habitat loss and fragmentation;

Habitat damage (increased trampling of habitat and bird or reptile eggs;
increased fire risk);

Disturbance (from increased number and proximity of people and dogs,
noise, predation from pets, dogs flushing birds);

Pollution (atmospheric, aquatic and direct to land) ;

Nutrient enrichment (atmospheric, aquatic and direc  t to land); and
Disruption to hydrology (diversion of pre-existing water sources, and/or
rapid run-off onto heaths from urban areas) ”

24 EN refers to a ‘full list of urban impacts’ included as Table 1, Appendix 4 of the
DDP. This list is derived from research undertakdrom the main urban effects on
lowland heaths in Dorset and based on literature byMolenaar (1998§; Haskins
(2000)"° and Underhill-Day (2005). In addition, a table is included within Appendix
4, which catalogues the effects of disturbance recaled, as related to different
species from a variety of studies. All, bar one, fothese studies is in relation to
species_otherthan nightjar, woodlark or Dartford warbler, and dthough of general
interest, the findings are not considered to be diectly applicable or transferable to
the approach adopted within the DDP.

° de Molenaar, H.J.G. (1998) On-the-spot appraisal dhe Dorset heathland (United Kingdom): report andecommendations.
Report No. T-PVS (98) 29, Council of Europe, Strasbg.

* Haskins, L. (2000) Heathlands in an urban settingffects of urban development on heathlands of soutkeast Dorset. British
Wildlife 11: 229-237.

* Underhill-Day (2005). A literature review of urbareffects on lowland heaths and their wildlife. Engéh Nature Research
Report, Peterborough.
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2.5 Despite generic impacts being derived from Dorset ddth research and further
afield, the assumption is made within the DDP thatthese impacts, wholly or
partially, are applicable and transferable to the flames valley with the heathland
fragments therein. The list at Appendix 1 takes @ account of the ecology of these
species or the context of their habitat and their blerance to disturbance.

2.6 EN states that awareness was raised of the likelffects of urban development on
heathlands in a report prepared by the RSPB (1988)while recreational pressure
was highlighted in a series of EN Research Repottand a peer-reviewed scientific
paper”. Also cited is the literature review by the RSP&d EN (Underhill-Day 2005),
which is stated as providing ‘a summary of the evidence for the impacts of
urbanisation of surrounding land on the lowland hedhland with particular reference
to heathland birds.”

2.7 All of the literature referred to by EN is either bBsed on information relating to the
Dorset Heaths, concerns the ecology of other spe@gor is generic and non-specific
to the TBH.

2.8 With respect to recreational disturbance, EN refer® the publications by Liley and
Clarke (2002 and 2003), which found that the densiy of nightjar on heathland sites
in Dorset was directly related to the amount of suounding development and that
sites surrounded by a higher amount of developmentsupported fewer nightjars
(paragraph 1.4.2 of DDP). Likewise, reference isade to the findings of Murison
(2002) and Mallord (2005)°, the latter in relation to woodlark. Again the DDP
appears to assume that the findings of this DorseHeaths research are directly
transferable and applicable to the TBH SPA. No esch has been undertaken by
EN to qualify this important assumption.

2.9 Overall, the ecological basis of the DDP appears tely on ecological research not
undertaken on the TBH SPA and not in relation to # ecology of nightjar, woodlark
or Dartford warbler. Whilst the DDP itself recogrses that the Dorset Heaths are in
certain fundamental aspects different to the TBH,tiprovides an evidence base
derived from primarily the Dorset Heaths as the jtification for the DDP approach.
Such an approach is plainly a fundamental vulnerdlty to the robustness and
suitability of the DDP and its application in the lames valley.

** Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (1988plland heathland: a habitat under threat: a backgraind paper. Royall
Society for the Protection of Birds, Sandy
¥ Liley D. and Clarke R.T. (2002). Urban developmeatijacent to heathland sites in Dorset: the effect o the density and
settlement patterns of Annex 1 bird species. EnglisNature Research Report 463, Peterborough.

Murison G. (2002). The impact of human disturbancen the breeding success of nightjar Caprimulgus eopaeus on
heathlands in south Dorset, England English ReselarReport 483, Peterborough.

Land Use Consultants (2005). Going, going gone? THeature cumulative impact of land development on mdiversity in
England. English Research Report 626, Peterborough

Rose R.J. & Clarke R.T. (2005). Urban impacts onrBet Heathlands: Analysis of the heathland visitajuestionnaire survey
and heathland fires incidence data sets. English Nae Research Report 624, Peterborough.

Tydesley D. and associates (2005). Urban impacts Dorset heaths A review of authoritative planning ad related decisions.
English Nature Research Report 622, Peterborough.
* Liley D and Clarke R.T. (2003). The impact of urbalevelopment and human disturbance on the numbersf nightjar
Caprimulgus europaeus on heathlands in Dorset, Eragid. Biological Conservation 114, 219-230.
*Mallord, J.W. (2005). Predicting the consequences duman disturbance, urbanisation and fragmentatiorfor a woodlark
Lullula arborea population. School of Biological $&nces. Norwich, UEA. PhD
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Assessing Impact of Development on the Thames Basin  Heaths SPA

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

Any development with the potential to impact on the designated interest of the TBH
SPA will need to be considered in accordance with egulation 48 of the
Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations.h& approach to be adopted is set
out in Figure 1 of Circular 06/05, which accompanis Planning Policy Statement 9 —
Biodiversity and Geological Conservatiéh The approach sets out a sequential series
of tests that need to be considered with respect tadevelopment proposals with the
potential to impact on the SPA. Some of the key tsts with respect to consideration
of development are discussed below:

Is the proposal likely to have a significant effec t on the internationally
important interest features of the site, alone or in combination with other
plans or projects?

It is clear that any particular development propodaneeds to be considered against
the internationally important interest features ofthe site. In the case of the TBH
SPA, this relates to the populations of nightjar, wodlark and Dartford warbler.

With respect to ‘significant effect’, it is consideed that there is a lack of clarity
provide by EN regarding:

(i)  Whatis, or is not, a significant effect; and
(i)  Against what threshold does an effect become signiéant or insignificant?

In relation to the threshold, it is understood thatthe Conservation (Natural Habitats
&c.) Regulations require that the internationallynmportant features of the SPA are
maintained. Furthermore, it is understood from ENHhat the SPA was designated on
the basis of the 1997 to 1999 bird territory mean hcluded in the bird territory
summaries provided by EN at previous Public Inqeisi EDP Volume Il Appendix
8).

It is therefore considered right that the significace ‘threshold’ should be directly
related to the mean bird territory numbers for nighjar, woodlark and Dartford
warbler on the TBH SPA as recorded between 1997 td4999. Therefore, it is
considered that whether a development is likely tdave a significant effect on the
internationally important interest features of thesite or not should be considered
alongside an assessment of whether the developmenis likely to result in the
number of bird territories of nightjar, woodlark and Dartford warbler falling below
the 1997 to 1999 mean.

As this study goes on to discuss, any presumed effes relating to recreational
activities on the heathland must be seen in the caext of all other factors with the
potential to affect those key species and their disibution. This includes existing land
uses and management practices and the degree to wtih these have been identified
as having an adverse effect on the heathland.

* See Figure 1 of PPS9 ‘Consideration of developmemtoposals affecting Internationally Designated Nate Conservation

Sites’
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2.16 It is also important to consider what are the recentrends in the population of
nightjar, woodlark and Dartford warbler on the TBH,together with the trend in
human population within the vicinity of the SPA. Te mean changes in bird
territories is summarised inmable EDP 2, below:

1997 to 1999 2003 to 2005 % Change
Mean "’ Mean *°
Nightjar 251 264 +5.18%
Woodlark 145 136 -6.21%
Dartford Warbler 443 526 +18.74%

Table EDP2: Mean changes in bird territories

2.17

2.18

2.19

With respect to human population it has been estimged that for the districts within
5km of the TBH, there has been an increase in popation from 1,630,613 to
1,657,772 between 2001 and 2006, a increase of 1.6% or an annual increase of
0.33% per annum (EDP Table 13. Hence, in the case of nightjar and Dartford
warbler, and based on the best available data, therhas been an average population
increase within the TBH SPA despite coinciding witincreasing levels of human
population. Only in the case of woodlark, again baed on the best available data,
has there been an average decline in population wbh has coincided with increasing
levels of human population.

However, based on this information, there is no ceainty of a link between bird
population trends and urban development, while thetrends could be attributed to
several other factors related to climate and SPA magement. It is considered that in
order to ensure clarity in being able to address adidently this test it will be
necessary for the following to be undertaken:

0] Natural England must clarify the threshold againsivhich development will
need to be considered for development control purpses and on what basis
it will be considered to have a significant or ingjnificant effects; and

(i) Further research to understand better the ecologyfahe TBH and to identify
whether there is a proven link between increasing @pulation within 5km of
the SPA and a detrimental impact on the designatednterest (i.e. bird
populations) of the SPA.

Assessing the implications of the effects of the p
conservation objectives, consulting English Nature
public

roposal for the site’s
and, if appropriate, the

With respect to this test, there is a need to defie the conservation objectives of the
TBH SPA. Based on recent EN evidence submittedeétation to appeal inquiries, it is
understood that no conservation objectives have beeformulated separately for the
SPA, except those devised in relation to the indtial SSSI designations, namely:

" Information based on summary tables provided by Fish Nature, included atAppendix EDP 8
* Information based on data supplied by 2Js Ecologincluded at Appendix 9
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2.20

2.21

2.22

2.23

“To maintain, in favourable condition, the habitats for the populations of
Annex 1 bird species of European importance, with p  articular reference to
lowland heathland. "

It is considered unacceptable that there should beno definitive conservation
objectives for TBH SPA. It is considered that th®sobjectives relating to the
constituent SSSls are inappropriate to the level gbrotection and maintenance
inferred by the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.Regulations; that they are
unacceptably non specific and ill-fit the wider regirements of the fragmented
heathland within the Thames valley.

Therefore, it is considered that in order to seeklarity on this issue, NE must provide
clear definition and thresholds in relation to thefavourable condition of the TBH
SPA. In the absence of definitive and measurableoservation objectives for the
SPA the lack of guidance from the responsible authidy makes testing a
development proposal against the SPA’'s conservatioabjectives difficult, if not

impossible.

Can it be ascertained that the proposal will nota  dversely affect the integrity
of the site?

Integrity is defined in Circular 06/0% as:

“The coherence of its ecological structure and func tion, across its whole
area, that enables it sustain the habitat, complex of habitats and/or the
levels of populations of the species for which iti s classified”

The EU Habitats DirectivVe clearly demonstrates that the conservation objeatés of
the SPA are inherently linked to the integrity ofthe SPA. Hence, it is only as a result
of a development adversely affecting the defined coservation objective(s) of the
SPA that an adverse affect to the integrity of theSPA can occur. Unless there are
definitive and measurable conservation objective®if the SPA, the certainty (and not
likelihood) that a development will not adversely Hiect the integrity of the SPA is
difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain. Due tothe current lack of clarity, it is
considered that this test is impossible to satisfgnd therefore, a question remains
over the legality of this test and its application.

* Circular 06/05: Biodiversity and Geographical Conseation - Statutory Obligations and Their Impact Vihin the Planning

System

% Council Directive of 21/5/92 on the conservation ohatural habitats and of wild fauna and flora (92/8/EEC). Article 6.3
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Section 3
Recreational Review

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Introduction

This section reviews the basis of linkages idengfil in the DDP between recreational
activities and impacts on the Annex 1 bird specig®r which the TBH is designated.
Attention is drawn to studies relied upon for the IDP approach and the wider
conclusions in respect of the TBH, as compared thé Dorset heaths upon which
much of the research is based,

Population figures are analysed so as to quantifyie nature of increased recreational
pressure resulting from potential further developmat within 5km of the TBH SPA.
Finally, a review is made of the mitigation/ avoidace standards proposed through
the DDP and their relationship to the recreationgbressures identified by EN.

The DDP states that recreational pressure can haaesignificant adverse impact on
the Annex 1 bird species (paragraph 1.4.1) since vedllark and nightjar are ground
nesting, and Dartford Warblers nest close to the grund. Disturbance is cited to be
as follows:-

()  Through nest predation by natural predators when adlt birds are flushed
away (reluctance to return to the nest due to the pesence of people and
dogs is also important);

(i)  Eggs and chicks dying of exposure during flushing¢idents;

(i)  Accidental trampling of nests by people;

(iv) Predation of chicks and eggs by domestic dogs; and

(v) Increasing stress levels in adult birds.

Literature Review of Recreational Basis of the EN  Delivery Plan

The following papers" are referenced in the DDP as all highlighting reeational
pressure on the SPA:

(i) Liley and Clarke (2002)

(i) Liley and Clarke (2003)

(i) Liley and Clarke (2005§

(iv) Underhill-Day (2005

(v) Liley, Jackson and Underhill-Day (200%)

(vi) Taylor, Anderson, Taylor, Longden and Fisher (2065)

(vii) Mallord (2005)
(viii) Murison (2002

# The majority of which are fully referenced at thebeginning of Section 2 and inEDP Volume Il Appendix 2 .

% Liley D. and Clarke R.T. (2002). A summary of trevidence base for disturbance effects to Annex 1 ti species on the TBH
and Research on human access patterns to heathlanatssouthern England. Footprint Ecology, Dorset.

# Liley D, Jackson D, and Underhill-Day J. (2005) s Access Patterns on the Thames Basin Heaths glish Nature Research
Report (noted as being currently in press), Englidtature, Peterborough.

* Taylor K, Anderson P, Taylor R, Longden K, FisliRe(2005) Dogs, access and nature conservation. EisglNature Research
Report 649, Peterborough.

© EDP 2006 : No part of this publication may be repduced by any means without the prior written pernission of EDP

13



3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

(ix) Land Use Consultants (2005)

From this list, Underhill and Day (2005) is givenrgat consideration in the DDP as
this review summarises the evidence for the impact urbanisation on surrounding
land on the heaths, with specific reference to hedtland birds and recreational
effects. The following section provides a summaryral critique of the main papers
which make direct reference to recreational pressaron bird species, heathland and
the SPA.

The DDP (at paragraph 1.4.2) cites work by Liley drClarke (2002 and 2003) which
found that the density of nightjar on the Dorset Haths was directly related to built
development surrounding the heath. Fewer nightjarsvere found where heaths
were surrounded by a high proportion of development

Murison (2002) noted that nightjar breeding successvas lower on heavily visited
heathland sites. There was also a strong correlath between nest failure and
proximity of paths. A correlation was also identied with higher corvid numbers
found where there was higher nightjar disturbance and that this related directly to
high predation rates of nightjar nests.

The DDP also references (at paragraph 1.4.4) a stutdy Mallord (2005) in Liley and
Clarke (2005), which studied 16 heathland sites isouthern England. This found a
correlation between decreasing density of woodlarkand increasing disturbance
levels. He concluded that if there was no disturlyace on any of the sites, 34% more
chicks would be raised. Fewer woodlarks were foundn isolated sites and those
surrounded by development due to reduction in coloisation success, reduction in
foraging habitat, and particularly, recreational diturbance.

The literature review within the DDP cites UnderhiDay( 2005), and a number of
studies within that paper which examine the impacbf walkers with and without
dogs, on the populations of the Annex 1 birds. Oveall, walkers with dogs
stimulated a greater behavioural response from bisl(paragraph 1.4.6), causing
birds to flush more readily, more frequently and agreater distances.

At paragraph 1.4.8 of the DDP, EN indicate that thwugh various visitor surveys, they
had established’...that people would travel relatively long distance s to use
such sites. As a result, the impacts from developm ents up to several

kilometres away from the SPA must be considered alo ne and in

combination. Currently there is no standard method for assessing the in
combination impact of increased recreation pressure  from developments
around the SPA.”

In Liley, Jackson and Underhill-Day (2005), the fimgs (page 15, Figure 4)
demonstrate that by far the greatest number of heah visits relate to dog walking
(59%), followed by walking (32%). The study foundthat that 81% of people arrive
at the heaths by car or van, 13% on foot, 4% by big/cle and 1% on horse back. In
terms of distance travelled and mode of travel, thestudy found that:

@ Approximately 80% of those travelling by foot camefrom within 1km;
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3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

(i) Approximately 80% of those travelling by bicycle cane from within 3.3km;
and
(iii) Approximately 80% of those travelling by car or varcame from within 7 km.

In the EN publication 'Dogs, Access and Nature Coavation’, Taylor, Anderson,
Taylor, Longden and Fisher (2005) address the issofedogs and birds — with
heathland species covered in the research summarifes nightjar, woodlark and
Dartford warbler. Various research projects havadicated, based on Dorset Heath
research, that there is a potential for up to a 20%increase in breeding population
(assuming appropriate habitat quality) without urba influences; amongst the
factors that could be affecting numbers, visitor diturbance, predation by crows,
cats, foxes and the problem of summer fires were htited. Such research findings
related to a comparison of heathland areas with owithout urban influences, and
are not considered to be directly relevant to the BH, where the proportion of
developed land surrounding the component SSSI are@ssignificantly higher — and,
according to EN’, with an estimated 288,000 residential propertiesalready within
the 5km zone of the various SPA boundaries.

The above noted research has indicated a strong native relationship between
location of nests related to paths and vegetativeaver and notes (on page 45):

“This series of research investigations suggest tha t dogs off leads and
running around off paths are implicated in affectin g the success of nightjar
nests at the egg stage. The increased predation le vels by corvids as a result
of visitor and dog combined disturbance fits with f indings for a number of
waders, as described above and for woodlark present  ed below.”

Research on woodlark undertaken by Mallord (2005)und that the probability of a
suitable habitat being colonised by woodlarK...was reduced to less than 50% at
around only eight disturbance events per hour withi n sites with visitor

use...” Mallord calculated that there was a reduction 0f34% in overall productivity
because of lack of birds compared with sites with a disturbance. Mallord put it
that if human based disturbance were removed altogener there could be a 30%-
48% increase in woodlark population size, dependingn the density of the territory.
However, Mallord had found that the numbers of woodark, at any particular site,
depended on a number of variables, including the nmbers of people and their
spatial distribution. However, it was concluded tht increases in visitor numbers
above existing levels were unlikely in themselves tead to a corresponding increase
in impact upon the bird species due to the sensitity of the species.

The NE approach that any additional people will asimatically cause adverse impact
is therefore certainly not supported by researchridings. It is clear that if urban
development took place adjacent or close to the SP#here previously there was no
urban development or recreational use of the SPAthen such development and
increase in local population would be likely to impct on the SPA. However, given
that much of the TBH already comprises major conudtions around the SPA, it is
the recreational activity and its management of thaextra population which is more
likely to be key — especially taking account of wher any extra recreational activity

% Liley, Jackson and Underhill-Day (2005)
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3.16

3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

3.21

associated with new development is likely to leada significant additional adverse
impacts, over and above the activities of the existg population using or impacting
upon the SPA.

Concerning the Dartford warbler, Liley and Clarke2003) did not find any
correlation between the breeding population and urtan influences on Dorset
heaths, but van den Berg (2001), reported in TaylpAnderson, Taylor, Longden and
Fisher (2005), did note a possible negative relatiship with proximity to urban
areas, and attributed this tentatively to disturbane.

Population Growth and Recrational Pressure

In Liley, Jackson and Underhill-Day (2005), EN es#te of the total number of visits
per year to the SPA is estimated to be around 5.36itfion (page 30). Itis
acknowledged that this figure may be an over-estimi@; however, it illustrates that
such visitor levels place the TBH on a par with s@rEnglish National Parks (such as
The Broads at 5.4 million and Dartmoor 3.8 million)

Within the DDP, there is much reference to the prejcted increase in population in
the coming years. At paragraph 1.3.2 of the DDP, [& cite a forecast by Land Use
Consultants that at least 35,170 houses will needd be built around the TBH (based
on current housing projections to 2016) with further increases projected through
the Regional Spatial Strategy allocations. Furthapre, at paragraph 5.4 of the DDP,
EN have used the household size of 2.4 people pemetlling to estimate the average
occupancy. Thus, whilst not stated, using ENs robdgfigures, it would be likely that
there would be an additional 84,408 people within the 11 LPAs bordering or
containing SSSI sites comprising the TBH SPA.

Barton Willmore Planning Partnership have commissied specialist research from
the Population and Housing Research Group, AngliauBkin University to provide
population forecasts for the period until 2026, bagd on the constraints by Policy H1
Housing Provision levels for each District as satitdin The South East Plan Core
Document: Draft Plan for Submission to Governmen(March 2006).

The resulting figures are set out withinTable EDP3overleaf. The table provides
population data for 2001 for the 15 District Las wihin 5km of the TBH SPA, and
also population predictions for 2006, 2011, 2016, 221, and 2026. For the period
2006 — 2016, which closely resembles the period ceved by the LUC’s housing
figures, it is notable that the percentage changes population are generally small,
and in some cases, are actually predicted to fallOverall, the changes for the study
period are forecast to amount to a population incrase of:

0] 1.8% between 2006 and 2011,
(i) 3.4% between 2006 and 2016; and
(i) 6.7% between 2006 and 2026.

Although it is estimated that only about 20% of the total area of these 15 districts
lies within the 5km boundary, developed area and mjar settlements are spread
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throughout the Thames Valley. In the absence of datled analysis being available,
the percentage growth figures are considered to aply to the 5km zone. This
research therefore suggests a 0.335% population inease on current figures per
yearacross the 15 Districts within 5km of the TBH, ovethe next 20 years.
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Dwelling Constrained Private Household Population Forecast (2006 - 2026)

District 2001 2006 2011 % change (2006-2011) 2016 2006-2016 % change {2006-2016) 2021 2026 2006-2026 % change (2006-2026)

Bracknell 107,019 107,778 112,441 43 115,537 8,759 8.1 120,387 124,498 16,720 15.5

Elrmbridge 121,012 128,203 127,513 -0.5 126,802 -1.401 -1.1 125,281 125,058 -2,135 -1.7

Guildford 124,184 127,868 127,913 0.0 127,928 (=] 0.0 128,380 129 548 1,678 1.3

Hart 82,035 B4, 498 85,1486 0.8 34,593 o5 o1 83,107 81,327 -3,171 -3.8

Runnymede 74,233 75,470 76,015 0.7 76,464 994 1.3 77,168 78,310 2,840 3.8

Rushrmoar 28,662 86,333 88,819 2.9 90 480 4,147 48 91,977 93,731 7,398 B8

Surrey Heath 78,678 79,533 79,845 0.5 30,224 (== 0.9 20,639 81,272 1,739 2.2

Wiaverley 111,540 112,085 115,415 3.0 118,087 &, 002 5.4 120,071 121,895 9610 26

ndsor & Maidenhead 129,735 132,114 135,414 25 139,013 6,899 5.2 142,901 145,585 14,471 11.0

28,950 90,228 90,252 0.0 00,328 o8 0.1 90,816 91,333 1,105 1.2

145,287 148 817 152,848 2.7 156,790 7,973 5.4 161,455 165,950 18,133 12.2

78,840 79,995 20,739 0.9 21,438 1,441 1.8 22,140 23,000 3,095 3.9

Basingstoke 151,793 155,257 159 548 2.8 163,853 8,608 5.5 168,373 173,318 18,059 11.8

East Hampshire 105,341 107,248 102,340 1.3 110,348 2,402 2.2 113,083 113,003 2,057 1.2

West Berkshire 141,504 141,647 146,260 3.3 150,812 9,165 8.5 155,589 161,085 19,438 13.7

Total - all districts 1,630,613 1,657,772 1,687,605 1.8 1,713,703 55,931 3.4 1,739,367 1,768,800 111,037 6.7
MNote:

Frojections provided by Population and Housing Research Group, Anglia Ruskin University controlled to Policy H1 Housing Provision levels for each
District for the period 2006 to 2026 as set outin The South East Plan Core Document: Draft Plan for Submission to Government (March 2008)
Table EDP3: Dwelling Constrained Private Household Population Forecast (2006-2026)
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3.22

3.23

3.24

3.25

3.26

The lesser level of population growth predicted byhe Anglia Ruskin University
relates to a number of factors, which include changs in the age structure of the
population, in and out migration and changes in thestructure of individual
households, with a trend towards smaller householdinits. In other words, the
study does not assume that new residences automatitly result in higher population
growth by immigration or vice-versa, but that a nunier of the ‘new’ dwellings will
be occupied by individuals re-distributing within he district.

Using housing figures provided by EN in Liley, Jada and Underhill-Day (2005) and
average household sizes for the south east regién(also used by EN) the following
calculation is made regarding the existing populatin size within the 5km zone

288,000 existing properties x 2.4 persons per housmld
= 691,200 individuals living within 5km of the TBH

Based on the projected growth rates identified thragh the Anglia Ruskin University
study, the following approximate population increass are expected within the 5km
zone (based on estimated 2006 levels):

0] 12,442 more individuals by 2011,
(i) 23,501 more individuals by 2016; and
(i) 46,310 more individuals by 2026.

It is noted that the housing figure promoted by ENn the DDP is some 50% more
than the 2006 to 2016 figure calculated above, suggsting an over-estimate by EN
of housing pressure facing the SPA.

Given that these percentage growth figures apply tahe wider area, they can also

be applied to figures concerning recreational presse. It has been indicated by EN
that up to 5.36 million people currently visit theheaths each year. Liley, Jackson and
Underhill-Day (2005) have analysed the mode in wHicpeople travel to the heath as
well as the distance they travel using those mod&s The following calculation can
therefore be made in order to identify approximatey what proportion of the 5.36
million visits are attributable to those living wihin the 5km zone.

83% of visitors arrive by car or van =4,44800

13% of visitors arrive on foot = 696,800

4% of visitors arrive by bicycle = 214,400
Totals 5,360,000 visitors annually visiting TBEPA

70% of those travelling by car or van come from wihin 5000m of the SPA =3,114,160

100% of those travelling on foot come from within 5000m of the SPA = 696,800

93% of those travelling by bicycle come from withh 5000m of the SPA = 199,392

Totals 4,010,352 visitors currently originatingrom within 5km zone
(= 74.82% of those visiting the SPA come from wthin 5km zone)

* National and regional statistics obtained from wwwstatistics.gov
" See text and figures on pages 16-17 and page 19.lthough a 1% figure is given for individuals arrivag by horse, the totals
are in excess of 100% and so this factor has beenistegarded for expediency.
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3.27

3.28

3.29

3.30

3.31

3.32

Therefore, it is estimated that each resident livipnwithin 5km of the SPA makes, on
average, 5.8 visits per year (visits originatingdm within 5km zone divided by
number of residents living in that zone). it is subequently calculated that the
forecast population increases from estimated 200&Wels within the 5km would, for
the whole of the SPA, result in:

0] 198 more visits per day by 2011;
(i) 374 more visits per day by 2016; and
(i) 736 more visits per day by 2026.

If assumed to be spread equally over the 13 sitei,is therefore calculated that the
forecast population increases (on estimated 2006 Vels) within the 5km would
result in:

0] 15 more visits per day by 2011;
(i) 29 more visits per day by 2016; and
(i) 57 more visits per day by 2026.

The data to 2006 suggests that each year, the currg trends in population growth
around the TBH SPA would lead to an approximate inease of 37 extra visits per
day spread over the whole of the SPA (736 more visidivided by 20 years).

This 0.335% increase per year (or 6.7% increase ov@0 years) must be put in the
context of the SPA as it currently exists within th Thames Valley and which has
remained materially unchanged since the time of SPdesignation.

Of particular relevance to this figure are the corlasions of Mallord (2005) in
commentary regarding the effect of increased visitonumbers on sites which are
already subject to recreational pressuré...if the visitor numbers doubled but
disturbance was evenly spread throughout the site t hen this would have a
major negative effect on the population, but if dis turbance remained patchy
and path-based with the same pattern as that measur  ed during his study,
doubling of visitor numbers have little effect as t he existing disturbance
was already affecting territory distributions.”

There is no reason to believe that visitor patternaill change significantly over the
lifetime of the EIP subject to variations outsidee influence of planning control. The
effect of forecast population increases is theref@ considered to be likely to bede
minimis, if of any significance, in the context of currentuses and existing pressures
affecting the SPA.

Draft Delivery Plan Mitigation Proposals

3.33

The DDP states (at paragraph 2.1.1) that based ohe results of the research
outlined in the DDP, any residential development whin 5km of the SPA has the
potential to have a significant effect on the SPAirrespective of the size of the
development proposed. This is stated to be because
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3.34

3.35

3.36

3.37

3.38

(@) “research demonstrates that the activities of peopl e have an adverse
effect upon the SPA birds and their habitats

(b) an increase in the number of people that could live near to the SPA is
likely to increase the adverse effects on the SPA

(©) additional residential accommodation will be likely to increase the
number of people who could live close to the SPA

(d) any residential development close to the SPA has th e potential to
have a significant adverse effect on the SPA.”

In order to mitigate for the potential effects of development within 5km of the SPA,
EN have suggested (through the DDP) that off-sitevaidance through the provision
of SANGS is based upon a number of factors, incluud:-

(i)  The proximity of the development to the SPA,

(i)  Quantity of open space to be an effective avoidanceneasure;
(i) Distance from the open space to the development;

(iv) Quality of the open space.

EN conclude that 76% of visitors travel no more tha 5km to the TBH. Further, that
the majority of visits to the heaths are for dog wiéking, with walking being second
most popular. EN also concluded that dogs...have a wide area of effect as

over half leave the main tracks.” (paragraph 3.3.4.1).

Despite the assertion above — apparently drawing eery distinct difference between
a walker with, and a walker without, a dog - EN cortlude at paragraph 5.7, that
based on current research...although dog walkers are one of the key issues
affecting Annex 1 birds, walkers without dogs also have a disturbing effect,
which based on current research, cannot be confiden tly separated from
walkers with dogs. Without clear data the precauti onary principle must

apply and dog walkers and walkers treated alike.”

EN indicate that the use of the SPA is a functionfahe distance people live from it,
the transport links and the facilities and experiece at the heath; especially for dog
walkers and walkers. On this basis, EN have adopt¢he zoned approach to
mitigation, thus, as the crow flies (EN are taking precautionary basis).

Zone A, <400 metres

Despite the differences between the TBH and Dorseliata regarding travel distances
on foot to the SPA, and that EN acknowledge (at paxgraph 3.4.8.1) that the results
do not reference any analysis of the amount of urba development adjacent to the
access points surveyed; they conclude thét..the selection of 400m would

provide a reasonable generic figure that captures a  significant proportion of
potential visitors on foot and is generally accepte  d within open space

design as representing an easy walking distance.”  (para 3.4.8.1). This distance
also corresponds to the identified ranges of cat neement and thus cat predation,
as well as the area most likely to suffer from firg, garden extensions, and waste
dumping.
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3.39

3.40

3.41

3.42

3.43

3.44

Within this zone, EN has determined that it would le unlikely that avoidance or
mitigation measures could be effective, and therefae, generally, development is not
appropriate.

Zone B, 400m to 2km, and Zone C, 2km to 5km

EN conclude from the visitor survey results that nsd drivers come from more than
400m away from any particular site, and that 5km povides a suitable outer
boundary since this captures about 76% of drivers.EN consider large scale
developments outside this zone may need to be corgéred on a case by case basis,
but that access management on the SPA will off-sedny effects of additional visitors
beyond 5km. In response to the effect of distancen reducing use of the SPA for
recreation, EN thus dictate that mitigation or avalance measures proposed within
Zone C will be half those defined for Zone B.

These conclusions on ‘appropriate’ zoning distancezppear to have been devised on
the basis that the visitor survey data, drawn lardg from the Dorset Heaths, is
applicable to the TBH. This despite known differaes in the sizes, fragmentation
effects and distribution of the Dorset Heaths, andvithout any consideration of

other factors which may apply in Dorset and not irthe TBH, such as the proximity of
the coast and the New Forest National Park.

In order to determine the mitigation required for Lnes B and C, the DDP reports on
examination of visitor surveys to identify what peple valued about the heaths, and
what made them choose to visit them over other ares. The main items identified in
the DDP were:

0] Attractive scenery and countryside;
(i) Peace and quiet;

(i)  Ease of access;

(iv)  Living locally;

(V) Good paths;

(vi)  Wildlife interest;

(vii)  Ability to let dog off lead;

(viii)  No requirement to clean up dog fouling;
(ix)  No livestock;

(X) A safe environment;

(xi)  Ease of parking.

Specifically, SPA visitors preferred a more semitaeal environment, with informal
paths and convenient car access and parking.

A study by Liley, Mallord and Lobley (2005)of the TBH asked visitors to identify
how their ‘ideal’ site might look. The responses bSPA and non SPA users were
quite different, with SPA visitors choosing sites ith a more natural appearance, and
specifically, with“...visual interest and variety within a small area...”

* Liley, D, Mallord, J. & Lobley, M. J. (2005). THQuality” of Green Space, features that attract pegle to open spaces in the
Thames Basin Heaths area. English Nature Researepdgt (unpublished). English Nature, Peterborough.
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3.45

3.46

3.47

3.48

3.49

3.50

(paragraph 4.10 of the DDP). EN also concluded frotie studies that a walk route
of 2.1km to 2.5km was required for walkers/ dog wakers.

From this analysis, the DDP concluded that alternaé greenspace sites should
include the following characteristics:

0] Convenient vehicular access and parking on short drstraightforward
journeys from population centres;

(i) Semi-natural and ‘wilder’ areas;

(i) Varied character with woodland, small ponds and undlating topography;

(iv)  Good path network with informal substrate (such agravel);

(v) Dogs permitted off-lead;

(vi)  Should allow for a 2.1 to 2.3 km walk;

(vii)  Lack of livestock;

(viii) Peace and quiet.

In terms of the site size for selecting SANGS, theis no evidential basis for
identifying mitigation land per 1,000 population. The DDP states at paragraph 5.10:
“There is little definitive causal and effect evide  nce to select a size standard
per 1000 population for the provision of alternativ e greenspace as

mitigation. In the absence of this, the pre-cautio  nary principle has been

used, along with data from the visitor surveys on u ser behaviour on the
heathlands, and is illustrated by two examples of r  ecent proposed
developments adjacent to the Thames Basin Heaths SP A, where open space

will be provided as a condition of development.”

The two recent development proposal examples are @Barracks, Fleet and Lorraine
Road, Camberley.

QEIll Barracks, Fleet

Although refused planning permission for other reagns, a former QEIl Barracks
scheme has previously been considered by EN to hawet the requirements of the
Habitat Regulations. This scheme is used in the DFaragraph 5.10) as an example
of new open space being provided, together with otter measures, at an area ratio
of 18ha of SANGS per thousand people.

The SANGS land offered as part of the scheme alsoraprises MoD land adjoining
the proposed development area and was brought forwed as a package of land, 