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	Natural England has been formed by bringing together English Nature (EN), the landscape, access and recreation elements of the Countryside Agency (CA) and the environmental land management functions of the Rural Development Service (RDS).

Natural England will work for people, places and nature, to enhance biodiversity, landscapes and wildlife in rural, urban, coastal and marine areas; promoting access, recreation and public well-being, and contributing to the way natural resources are managed so that they can be enjoyed now and by future generations.
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Annex 16

Mr Peter Jenkins

Director of Technical Services

Runnymede Borough Council 

Civc Offices

Station Road

Addlestone

Surrey

KT15 2AH

16 May 2006
Dear Mr Jenkins 

CONSERVATION (NATURAL HABITATS &C.) REGULATIONS 1994

RUNNYMEDE BOROUGH LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

English Nature welcomes the chance to comment on the issues raised in your letter of 28th March 2006 to the Planning Inspectorate. Alan Law has passed on your letter for my comment.  English Nature is encouraged that the Borough Council are raising awareness of the potential impacts of air pollution on European designated sites and the potential for development to contribute to this.  However all such consideration must be based on reasonably foreseeable risk. In particular all considerations must take account the mechanisms of air pollution transport and the limits of reliability of modelling and monitoring approaches.  
However based on the information available at this stage, it seems premature for the Borough Council to state, as they did in their letter of the 28 March that ‘the LDF-CS, as proposed is likely to have a negative effect on the SAC’. Further clarification of the pollutants and the development types involved is required before such an assertion can be validated. 

The air pollution associated with developments that could arise from the LDF-CS is primarily a result of predicted increases in traffic and construction activities. Pollutants can act locally or be transported far from the source in long range transport to act nationally or even internationally. The LDF-CS can only be concerned with locally emitted and short range locally acting pollutants.   In terms of pollution from vehicular emissions the concentrations decline exponentially from the road edge. Though it varies with a range of factors and from pollutant to pollutant the concentrations of pollutants from roads can be said to have localised impacts up to 200m from the road side. Therefore for the LDF-CS effects of vehicular atmospheric emissions should be considered if the roads on which the vehicles travel are closer than 200m from the Natura 2000 site.   

Interim guidance has been developed for the Highways Agency which provides guidance and a suggested approach to environmental assessments of the impacts of road development, improvement and construction. This guidance is attached and may provide Runnymede Borough Council with the basis of an approach to further consider the impacts of air pollution from their LDF-CS. In order to utilise this guidance the Borough Council would need to establish the link between the development proposed within the LDF-CS and the implications for road traffic on identified transport routes.  Though primarily devised for road schemes, the approach suggested within the Highways Agency guidance can be applied to consider the effects of road traffic and the associated pollution from other types of development. For large schemes Road Traffic our expectation is policies in the LDF-CS should cover the requirement for case by case road traffic modelling and assessment as set out in the attached guidance.  Therefore for larger developments the detailed assessments of road traffic pollution could be left to the Development Control stage

English Nature does however supplement the background section on dust/particulates adjacent to roads (points i-iv on page 3) with regard to housing developments. In the case of development related construction the pH of dust can be a significant factor which would need to be considered in any development site specific assessment.  It is our expectation that the LDF-CS air quality and pollution avoidance policies should include reference to assessment and site safeguard on a case by case basis for construction dust and therefore detailed assessment of this issue could be addressed at the Development Control stage of the planning process.
This only leaves any atmospheric pollution from vehicular emissions (principally NOx and particulates) from clusters of smaller developments, which may act together to form a significant effect on a Natura 2000 site in-combination.  Therefore it may be appropriate to consider the contributions to traffic along the roads within 200m of Natura 2000 sites of potential clusters of small developments. These could be assessed as part of appropriate assessment and sustainability appraisal of the LDF.

It would be welcomed by English Nature if the Borough Council chose to take this approach as it would help inform best practice. Though the Borough Council make specific reference to the Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC, it is likely that more than one European site will be relevant to the LDF-CS and Runnymede should not therefore focus their assessment solely on this single site.

Yours sincerely

Louise Bardsley

Conservation Officer

CC 
Mr Ben Linscott – The Planning Inspectorate



Ms Lisette Simcock -  Divisional Manager, ODPM



Mr Chris Sparr – Planning Inspectorate



Ms Catherine Roase – SEERA

Ms Judy Sauter Surrey Wildlife Trust



Mr Nick Griffin – Woking Borough Council



Mrs Jenny Rickard – Surrey Heath Borough Council



Mr John Wilmott French – Runnymede Borough Council



Ms Lesley Weddell – Guildford Borough Council

Mr Paul Haynes – Elmbridge Borough Council

Mrs Geraldine Maloney – Waverley Borough Council

Annex 17: Data on the condition of the SSSIs making up the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, 20th November 2006 

	Data extracted from ENSIS: Monday 20 November 2006
	

	Latest Condition Description
	Area (ha)
	Area (%)

	FAVOURABLE
	711.89
	8.5%

	UNFAVOURABLE RECOVERING
	4,455.78
	53.5%

	UNFAVOURABLE NO CHANGE
	1,322.25
	15.9%

	UNFAVOURABLE DECLINING
	1,838.29
	22.1%

	PART DESTROYED
	2.05
	0.0%

	Total area assessed
	                         8,330.26 
	

	
	
	

	Data extracted from ENSIS: April 2004
	
	

	Condition April 2004
	Area (ha)
	Area (%)

	FAVOURABLE
	730.92
	8.9%

	UNFAVOURABLE RECOVERING
	2,733.79
	33.2%

	UNFAVOURABLE NO CHANGE
	2,167.08
	26.3%

	UNFAVOURABLE DECLINING
	2,588.62
	31.4%

	PART DESTROYED
	25.07
	0.3%

	Not Assessed
	84.78
	

	Total area assessed
	                         8,245.48 
	

	
	
	

	Reason for Adverse Condition
	
	

	Adverse condition description
	Area (ha)
	

	INAPPROPRIATE SCRUB CONTROL
	890.6
	

	UNDERGRAZING
	841.0
	

	MILITARY
	779.7
	

	OTHER - SPECIFY IN COMMENTS
	583.3
	

	FORESTRY AND WOODLAND MANAGEMENT
	524.5
	

	INAPPROPRIATE CUTTING/MOWING
	373.2
	

	INAPPROPRIATE WATER LEVELS
	153.5
	

	FIRE - OTHER
	101.9
	

	PLANNING PERMISSION - OTHER MINERAL AND WASTE
	76.6
	

	PUBLIC ACCESS/DISTURBANCE
	69.9
	

	INAPPROPRIATE WEED CONTROL
	38.5
	

	WATER POLLUTION - AGRICULTURE/RUN OFF
	8.7
	

	INVASIVE FRESHWATER SPECIES
	6.5
	

	FERTILISER USE
	4.1
	

	FISH STOCKING
	2.2
	

	SILTATION
	2.2
	

	
	
	

	Agreed Remedies on TBH units
	
	

	Data extracted from ENSIS: Monday 20 November 2006
	

	Mechanism
	Organisation Name
	Area (ha)

	Undertake specific management works
	Ministry of Defence
	800.96

	New/renew Management Agreement
	Natural England
	187.02

	Investigation
	Natural England
	172.03

	Direct management
	Surrey Wildlife Trust
	171.94

	HLS
	Natural England
	168.3

	Direct management - vegetation
	Forestry Commission
	90.89

	NE direct management
	Natural England
	83.17

	Funding - WGS
	Forestry Commission
	18.02

	Direct management
	Woking Borough Council
	9.32

	Lake restoration project
	Natural England
	8.67

	Invasive species control programme
	Natural England
	6.47

	Land Acquisition
	Natural England
	2.88

	Re-unitisation
	Natural England
	1.51


Annex 18

Notes on population forecasts
First

It is not only the 20 years of the SE Plan that we should be considering. Instead we should be looking at the lifetime of the development which it provides for. This is the time over which the plan will have an impact. On current advice the average lifetime of houses built is 130 years.

Second

There is considerable uncertainty in population forecasts.

eg for Rushmoor the submissions to the first TBH technical session in the EiP included 3 different predictions (EDP8.6% increase, Hants CC 6% increase, Rushmoor BC 0%)

Contrast this uncertainty with the certainty that bricks and mortar could enable a population increase in the locality of the SPA

Third

EDP's overall figure is underpinned by higher borough level figures for some Boroughs:

15% Bracknell

11% Windsor

12.2% Wokingham

This means that there may be more severe effects in some areas than others.

Fourth

EDP raise a redistribution argument, ie that new housing may simply allow redistribution of the current population within the locality, dividing a similar number of people between a larger number of dwellings.

The figures which EDP have used are at district level. It could be assumed that the increase in population would be spread evenly over each district. A more optimistic scenario, for the SPA, is that more of the new population is accommodated within those parts of the LPAs that are farther from the SPA (at least beyond 5km). A more pessimistic scenario is that more of the new population is accommodated nearer to the SPA. The EDP figures do not tell us what the expected population rise will be in the area likely to affect the SPA.

However, figures given to us by the planning authorities and those which can be surmised by straightforward geography, suggest that the more pessimistic scenario is the more likely. 

We have been given figures by the LPAs, or can surmise, the proportion of the draft SE Plan allocation that would be built within 5km of the SPA, for each of 8 of the 11 most affected LPAs (Table 1 below). It is likely that 73% of draft allocations of these 8 LPAs would be built within the TBH planning zone. The TBH planning zone makes up only 58% of the area of these LPAs (Table 2 below). Thus on top of the population growth at district level, there may be a redistribution of population towards the SPA, into the area in which development is most likely to affect it.

Fifth

Even if population growth is as EDP suggest, and given that there is evidence that the visitors are already having an impact, 6.7% is still a figure that raises concern.

Sixth

Even if population increase is not in proportion to the number of houses, and this would reduce risk to the SPA, this does not suggest the Delivery Plan is inappropriate. The Delivery Plan provides an approach in which the extent of avoidance measures put in place is matched to the likely level of population growth. That is, the DP can and should be adjusted to where there is sound evidence of different household occupancy rates. So where there will be fewer new people, there need be less SANGS provision.

Table 1
	LPA Name

	Total LPA Area (ha)

	LPA Overlap with 5km

	SPA Overlap

	LPA Overlap - SPA Overlap

	% of Total LPA Area


	BRACKNELL FOREST

	10932.23

	7513

	1332

	6181

	56.54


	ELMBRIDGE

	9629.22

	3808

	25

	3783

	39.29


	GUILDFORD

	27088.36

	16442

	1962

	14480

	53.45


	HART

	21526

	16552

	2099

	14453

	67.14


	RUSHMOOR

	3903.84

	3903.84

	451

	3452.84

	88.45


	SURREY HEATH

	9511.16

	9511.16

	2153

	7358.16

	77.36


	WOKING

	6360.74

	6360.74

	207

	6153.74

	96.75


	WOKINGHAM

	17904.12

	6778

	 

	6778

	37.86



	


Table 2

	District


	Draft SE Plan allocation
	Number of houses expected within the TBH planning zones
	Source of information

	Bracknell Forest
	10780
	10780*
	Bracknell Forest

	Elmbridge
	4620
	920
	Elmbridge

	Guildford
	6440
	2989
	Guildford

	Hart
	4000
	2725
	Hart

	Surrey Heath
	3740
	3740
	Virtually whole LPA is within the planning zones

	Wokingham
	10460
	5085
	Wokingham

	Woking
	4840
	4840
	Virtually whole LPA is within the planning zones

	Rushmoor
	6200
	6200
	Virtually whole LPA is within the planning zones

	totals
	51080
	37279 (73%)
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