[image: image1.png]Y

wildlife

TRUSTS




[image: image2.png]Y

wildlife

TRUSTS




[image: image3.wmf] 



TBH/38/3

Draft South East Plan

Examination in Public

Technical sessions concerning the

Thames Basin Heaths SPA

Response to issues scheduled for debate
during the Second Technical Session,
18-20 december 2006

submitted by

WTSE Director of Regional Conservation Policy

on behalf of

Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire
Wildlife Trust

Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust

and

Surrey Wildlife Trust

8 December 2006
In this submission, we address some of the subjects which appear on the agenda for the second Thames Basin Heaths Technical Session (18-20 December 2006). Whilst these are not exhaustive comments, we have aimed to provide a positive vision of how some of the concerns and issues raised at the last meeting could be taken forward.

1.
Response to EDP Report


final agenda item on Day 1, 18 December
1.1 The Wildlife Trusts have no faith in the conclusions of the EDP report, due to the lack of statistical rigour and inappropriate methodology employed throughout. In addition to these concerns, we feel it would be improper to assign this report a weighting in line with a peer-reviewed scientific journal article. Both the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) and Natural England (NE) have established expertise in the fields of ornithological research and statistical evaluation, and the research they have submitted as evidence has been peer-reviewed.

1.2 NE and RSPB have commissioned reviews of the report’s statistical approach. Rather than repeat the shortcomings of EDP study exposed by in these reviews, we are content to state that we fully support the submissions made by RSPB and NE on this subject.

2.
Other factors affecting the SPA


5th agenda item on Day 2, 19 December
2.1
There are, in addition to recreational pressures, a number of other factors associated with development that could have a significant effect on the SPA. These include:

· Impacts on hydrology;

· Increased pollution;

· Loss of or damage to supporting habitats outside the SPA boundary.

2.2
None of these factors are currently addressed by the Delivery Plan, nor do we believe it would be appropriate for the Plan to do so. Whilst it is evident that every new dwelling has the potential to contribute to disturbance and recreational pressure on the SPA, it seems likely that only a small proportion of proposals will raise significant risks of other impacts occurring. In light of this, we advocate that these risks should be dealt with on a case-by-case basis, through the normal appropriate assessment process. We believe this approach is absolutely essential, as the scale, severity, duration, frequency and timing of the impact will vary enormously between proposals. This inconsistency does not lend itself to the generic approach advocated to deal with pressures arising from increasing the residential population in the vicinity of the SPA. We expect the number of planning applications likely to present such problems to be small and do not, therefore, anticipate a large administrative burden to result from this approach.

2.3
There are other issues that emerge from the South East Plan which could have an impact on the Thames Basin Heaths, beyond those of recreational pressure, such as the impact of diffuse pollution resulting from any increase in emissions. In our view the correct place for such impacts to be considered is in the Appropriate Assessment process for the entire South East Plan, particularly as such effects will not be limited to single sites, or single suites of SACs/SPAs.

3.
Monitoring


6th agenda item on Day 2, 19 December
3.1
Monitoring of the SPA and SANGS is of critical importance, both to inform the review of the Delivery Plan standards and to ensure that changes on the SPA are taken into account. In order to do this in a meaningful, accurate and repeatable way, we suggest that an SPA-wide approach is necessary. Methodology should be designed and agreed in advance to enable regular monitoring and reporting on the way in which the Delivery Plan measures are avoiding impact to the SPA.

3.2
Monitoring the bird numbers and breeding success alone is not sufficient. Apart from recreational pressure and associated disturbance, a number of other factors will affect the key bird populations and condition of their supporting habitat.

3.3
We suggest that any suitable monitoring strategy should measure a range of indicators
, including, inter alia:

· Breeding populations of Annex I birds;

· Breeding success of Annex I birds;

· SSSI condition;

· Recreational patterns and usage of the SPA;

· Recreational patterns and usage of SANGS;

· Effectiveness of access management measures on the SPA (in particular the effect of car parking restrictions;

· Number and locations of fires;

· Number and locations of fly-tipping incidents;

· Pattern of wardening/ranger activity (dates, duration etc) on the SPA;

· Co-operation with wardens, (in particular the control of dogs);

· Awareness (amongst SPA users) of the sensitivities of the SPA.

4.
Funding

7th agenda item on Day 2, 19 December
4.1
There would appear to be a variety of funding mechanisms that could help to deliver the SANGS needed to facilitate new development in the vicinity. It seems likely that a mix of these measures will be needed to enable development both in the short-term and the long-term.

4.2
Where large developments are proposed, it is likely that SANGS could be provided by individual developers, or by purpose-created consortiums. Nevertheless, the vast majority of proposals are likely to be smaller in nature, and therefore, less able to provide an inherent solution. Appropriate mechanisms must be in place to allow these developments to proceed whilst contributing towards the provision of SANGS.

4.3
We recognise that, in the short-term, the provision of SANGS on land in public ownership or control (such as land owned by local authorities) is likely to be the most expeditious method of permitting development to go forward. This has been illustrated by the recent completion of a number of mini-plans. However, some authorities have no suitable land, and most others only have enough to provide for the next few years. Another mechanism is necessary.

4.4
A potential mechanism for permitting development in the vicinity of Thames Basin Heaths in the medium and long-term is the incorporation of SANGS (or areas which are functionally equivalent to SANGS) as part of a green infrastructure (GI
) strategy.

4.5
The “pump-priming” suggested by many Local Authorities as being crucial in securing appropriate SANGS could be strategically delivered by GI in the vicinity of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA. Funding from central government could be used invest in land of the appropriate size and in appropriate locations to deliver SANGS objectives. Developers could then put money into a central Trust fund that would oversee works to, and management of, the SANGS across the local authorities in perpetuity.

4.6
There are a number of examples of similar arrangements having been created elsewhere in the UK to deal with the issues of providing GI in cross-boundary circumstances. The Parks Trust – Milton Keynes
 provides an illustration of how successful management of GI can be achieved, as does the Nene Park Trust in Northamptonshire. One important aspect of both these organisations is that they were established in a way which enabled them to invest their endowments to provide for the long-term management of the Green Infrastructure they were established to manage.

4.7
Other more recent examples of purpose-built organisations created to deal with development impacts and the natural environment across boundaries include the Marston Vale Trust and the Nene Valley Regional Park.
 The former is funded principally through developer contributions to provide Green Infrastructure to support development in Bedfordshire and Luton. The latter has been established primarily through Growth Area funding from central government, and has researched extensively the level of resource provision required to provide GI within an established growth area.

4.8
Imposed solutions to strategic provision are available, such as the formal option of Local Delivery Vehicles (LDVs). Such options generally tend to have little local political support, and could, in some cases, therefore not provide the cross-boundary initiatives of the type required for the Thames Basin Heaths. However, successful examples of local authority-led LDVs do exist, including the recently formed North Northamptonshire LDV,
 which deals with, amongst other regeneration issues, the provision of Green Infrastructure within the Rockingham Forest.
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� This is not intended to be a comprehensive list, but an indication of the scope of the monitoring necessary to inform future editions of the Delivery Plan.


� Green infrastructure (GI) has a range of definitions. In the SE Plan Implementation Plan (October 2006; page 12, Figure 2) it is defined as:


[including] “Outdoor recreation and sports facilities, parks, gardens and allotments, tracks and pathways, natural and historic sites, canals and water spaces, as well as accessible countryside. It is a network of multi-functional green spaces in urban areas, the countryside in and around towns, and the wider countryside”.


Our preferred definition is:


GI (Green Infrastructure) is the land and water space within and between the built areas of our cities, towns and villages


GI performs a variety of functions, including providing access to open spaces for informal recreation (with associated physical and psychological health benefits), and contributes to a high quality natural and built environment, enhancing the quality of life for present and future residents, delivering key objectives for sustainable communities.





� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.theparkstrust.com" ��http://www.theparkstrust.com�


� see ‘Making it happen: Thames Gateway and growth Areas - First progress report by the Deputy Prime Minister, July 2003; (available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.communities.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1140024" ��http://www.communities.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1140024� [scroll to ‘Creating new green space’])


� see http://www.thenp.org.uk/_media/publications/94/NN_LDV_Proposal_Final.pdf
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