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SUBMISSION on the THAMES BASIN HEATHS SPA

BY the OTTERSHAW SOCIETY,

SOUTH EAST REGION PLAN EPI

RESPONSE TO THE PEER REVIEW of EVIDENCE BASE

TBH SPA DRAFT DELIVERY PLAN and LEGAL OPINION

16th OCTOBER 2006

1. We fully agree that it is not an option `to do nothing`. 

See our Original Submission of 24 October 2006, Para 1.

And Peer Review page 154, Legal Opinion Para 6.1.

2.Having considered all the other options investigated by the Peer Review, we can not see that any will protect the SPAs, never mind fulfil the Habitats Directive, except the proposed TBH draft Delivery plan. Legal Opinion Para 8.28.

3. One in particular, mentioned on page 114, is to allow developers to pay into a fund for future mitigation SANGS which may not have been identified at the time of consent. Land in this area of the South East is very expensive, so will need a lot of money to purchase for any purpose, never mind a SANGS. Therefore it is likely that there will never be enough money to purchase a suitable sized plot. Or suitable land may not come on the market. There is precedence for this objection in the way that used to apply in the provision of affordable housing/low cost housing. Until recently it used to be that developers, especially on small sites, paid the local Council a sum of money for such housing to be built elsewhere. In this area the pot of money so collected was never big enough to buy any land. So no affordable houses were built. This is why the current Surrey County Council Structure Plan and the local Borough’s Local Delivery Plans, as they emerge, are proposing a higher percentage of affordable houses on much smaller plots than before, as a stated figure that is part of the planning consent. No more pay in advance and hope that the houses will be built somewhere else

4. Therefore we fully agree with Peer Review Par 11.2.6 that the TBH draft Delivery plan is essential to protect the SPA from increasing degradation due to the potential increase in visitors in general. As well as the effect of the resulting increase in dogs being walked on the heaths and thus causing disturbance to the 3 bird species that the SPA has been set up to protect. This is due to the proposed huge increase in new homes in the areas around the SPA`s as proposed in the Draft South East Region Plan.

5. While agreeing that SNAGS may be a possible mitigation, our reservations as in our previous submission still stand.

6. We also agree with the Review that SANGS alone will not be sufficient mitigation, and that other mitigation methods are need to get the SPAs up to the best possible habitat. Legal Opinion Para 7.19-20. There are many such mitigation measures mentioned in the review, some we refer to in 7. below.

7. In several parts of the Review there is a reference to money being required. E.g. The Review has reservations on the proposed Delivery Plan, therefore supports the fact that it is a 3-year trial plan, and will need more work to monitor it for its effectiveness. It also wants a lot more work down on the scientific criteria of the SPA and the effects of greater use on the bird populations. Natural England has been created with a massive cut in its budget----so where is the money to come from??? Yes, it is a good idea to have rangers always on site to explain etc, Para 10.3.1. It would be lovely to do more management of the existing heaths to improve the habitat to 100% for the birds. It is desirable to remove more conifer plantations that have been planted on former heathland. But this all costs money. Much of the SPAs are owned/managed by charities such as the RSPB and the Wildlife Trusts, as well as Local Authorities. They would all love to do all of this, and are doing as much as they can, they get grants etc whenever they can but do not have enough money to do it all. Local Authority budgets are being drastically cut at the present time. Neither are volunteers the answer. I personally have been a volunteer for RSPB and Surrey Wildlife Trust for 20 years clearing heathland. They are only a few of us in spite of the 2 organisations doing every thing you can think of all the time to encourage more volunteers.

But the lack of money is not a reason `to do nothing`.

8. To reinstate grazing in many more areas would be a very good way of managing and improving the habitat, but no mention is made of the very string opposition to the essential need to fence the heath for grazing when on Common Lane (Section 15 land), and presumably now on the Open Access Land under the Crow Act. For example the Open Spaces Society took DEFRA to court over the proposal to fence Wisley Common. Although they lost and the Common is now fenced and being successfully grazed, such opposition is still being made to most proposals to fence Common land. At this time the new criteria on fencing Common land under the Crow Act is being formulated by Natural England and may result in the same criteria as now or could result in a more restrictive criteria to prevent fencing and thus stop any more grazing. Should not this EIP on the SPA be concerned with insuring the new criteria are less restrictive. Reference the journal of the Open Spaces Society Autumn 2006 Vol 28, No 7 page 1, `Champion`.

9. We find the proposal by the members of one of the Workshops that to encourage dog walkers to use the SANGS they would not have to remove their dog’s mess on SANGS but would have to on the SPAs quiet amazing! The proposed SANGS in Runnymede, and elsewhere, so far are all existing Public Open Spaces. That is they are well used by non-dog walkers for all forms of recreation. In particular by children. In one proposed SANGS residents have picnics. There are open grassy areas where informal games are played, with the children (and often the adults) 

rolling/lying on the grass. Another proposed SANGS is near our 2 schools, bisecting in half their catchment area, so many children walk across the site to and from school, often wandering/playing on the whole site as they go. Can anyone be serious that we the residents want to walk in dog mess? We are sure even the dog walkers may object to walking in dog mess as well.

10. We agree with Para F3.13 for the reasons given in the Review that the Zone A, with its.400 metre limit, be implemented.

11. Likewise the 5Km outer Zone is accepted. Para F3.32.

12. We support the Legal Opinion in Paras 7.38, 7.39 and 7.44 that any consideration on the effect on the SPA of developments must be considered in combination with other residential development, both currently proposed and likely in the future. It is the future increased use of the SPAs that is the problem and as the numbers of houses in the Region is proposed to increase from now until at least 2026 in the Draft SE Region Plan, then all of this increase must be considered as the planning applications come forward.

13. We are delighted with the Legal Opinion in Para 8.27 that economic considerations must not be taken into account. And that a redefinition of the boundary of the THB SPA is not a lawful option.

13. We find Section 8 of the Legal Opinion unclear. It seems to be concerning only SSSI`s. If this is correct, then Para 8.10 of the Legal Opinion is vital if it means SSSI`s could become SANGS that the existing nature conservation is safeguarded. But if this is the case it should also include the other points we raised in our original submission that should be included in the agreement for a SANGS.

But there seems to be no mention for any safeguards, management plans, monitoring etc. for SANGS that have no nature conservation designation. Therefore we still would like to put forward our points as in our original submission for such existing sites that are to become SANGS sites.

Hannah Lane (Mrs.)

Secretary

Ottershaw Society

9 November 2006.
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