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1 Further Representations of Defence Estates

Introduction

1.1 At the second technical session in December, the Assessor requested Defence Estates (DE) and Natural England (NE) meet to clarify matters in relation to their calculation of the SANGS Standard. It has not been possible to meet prior to the deadline for this submission and therefore DE wish to submit the following comments in order to clarify its position.  It is hoped that a meeting will take place before the next technical session and that any comments can be given verbally by both parties at that session if appropriate.
Discussion of SANGS Standards
References:

A - Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA): Technical Sessions: Submission of Defence Estates, October 2006

B - Submission by Natural England to the Second Technical Session on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, 8th December 2006.
Introduction
1.2 Reference A included a number of calculations of additional recreational pressure likely to arise from housing development around TBH SPA, and potential carrying capacity of and requirements for SANGS to avoid any increase in recreation on the SPA.  Reference B (paragraphs 24-35) raised a number of issues about these calculations.  This paper seeks to address those issues and suggests that a precautionary standard of 8 ha per thousand new residents be adopted, in addition to any requirements for green infrastructure.
'Maximum Carrying Capacity Scenario'
1.3 In Ref. B paragraph 25, NE dismisses the 'Maximum Carrying Capacity' calculation in Ref. A paragraph 3.52 because the assumptions (that visitors will be spaced evenly, at 200m distance, arriving evenly through the day) are not based on sound evidence.  DE presented this simplified model to give an indication of what level of usage might be perceived by users as being 'at carrying capacity'.  The assumptions behind this model are set out below:
How close must visitors be to lose the important feeling of openness and wilderness that attracts them to the SPA?  In many heathland habitats sightlines are limited by woodlands and scrub, such that a 100 m to 200 m gap is sufficient to keep prevent groups of walkers from being aware that there are other walkers in front or behind them, and sufficient to prevent dogs from interacting.  In more closed wooded habitat 50m separation may be sufficient.  To take account of the fact that visitors may walk in different directions, or not be evenly spaced, DE suggest that an average 200 m gap between visitors would effectively give the impression that there was no-one else on the site.  

1.4 This simplistic model could be developed by incorporating factors for hourly trends in visitor usage, and more stochastic variation in arrival time.  DE were disappointed that NE's response to this scenario was not more constructive, as it thought it made a real attempt to understand SANGS carrying capacity from the users' perspective, in the absence of anything else apart from individuals’ subjective gut feelings that a particular suite of SANGS was either 'sufficient', 'insufficient' or 'marginal'.  
'Bourley & Long Valley Usage Rate Scenario'
1.5 In Ref. B paragraph 26, NE states that 'there is no basis for assuming a 50 ha site would attract or accommodate the same density of people as a 820 ha site.'  DE believes that there is a very strong basis for the assumption that SANGS should attract a similar density to the SPA.  If SANGS really do provide a similar habitat and walking experience to the SPA, as suggested / directed by the Delivery Plan, then surely they must accommodate a similar density of usage.  In fact, SANGS are likely to accommodate a higher density of users than the SPA because SANGS could be used more efficiently, through design of footpaths.  Therefore this scenario cannot be dismissed on this basis.

1.6 In Ref. B paragraph 28, NE states that interviews of Bourley & Long Valley SSSI visitors were mostly carried out in car parks and so no conclusions can be drawn about the postcode origins of users.  In contrast the MORI visitor survey was specifically designed to give a representative analysis of the SPA users, avoiding bias, and elsewhere in their evidence NE have called this survey exemplary.  Comparison of the postcode data for those interviewed in car parks and all those interviewed by roving reporters gives very similar distributions of data.  Therefore DE believes it is correct to extrapolate the data from those interviewed to those observed, and this scenario cannot be dismissed on this basis.

1.7 In Ref. B paragraph 29, NE states that there is a mistake in DE's calculations.  The language used to describe the calculations does unfortunately confuse 'visits' with 'visitors', potentially leading to misunderstanding.  However, all of DE's conclusions are valid, as explained below.
· The MORI survey states that there were 6440 visits per week to B&LV SSSI (Table 'Number of People', page 20 of the MORI report)

· The MORI survey states that 14% of visits to B&LV SSSI are from GU11 (not 14% of visitors) (Table 'Postcode', page 17 of the MORI report)

· Therefore it is sound to say that 14% of 6440 weekly visits were from postcode GU11, i.e. 899 visits per week.

· DE’s consultants did make a mistake in stating that these were 899 visitors to the SSSI from GU11 each week, which would indicate that 4.1% of the 22,000 GU11 residents visit the SSSI each week.  DE fully accepts that some visitors do visit more than once a week, and so it is incorrect to state that 899 visits equate to 899 visitors per week, and incorrect to state that 4.1% of GU11 or AUE residents will visit the SSSI each week.  

· Instead DE should have stated that the 899 visits per week equate to 128 visits per day (899/7).  As there is no evidence for repeat visitors within a day, this represents 128 visitors per day.  128 people is 0.58% of the 22,000 GU11 population, so DE should have stated that 0.58% of the population will visit each day.

· Therefore, for our hypothetical 50 ha site with 55 visits / visitors per day, those 55 visitors would represent 0.58% of a population of 94291 residents (0.58% of 9421 is 55), therefore a 50 ha SANGS block could correctly be said to support a population of 9421, equating to 5.3 ha per 1000 residents.  
· As NE point out, some visitors will visit more than once a week.  Using the same calculation as NE (i.e. 63% visit 7 times per week, 26% visit twice per week, 11% visit once per week) the 899 visits would arise from only 297 visitors.  This is only 1.35% of the GU11 population visiting the SSSI each week.  

· In detail, the 297 weekly visitors to B&LV SSSI break down into: 81 daily visitors giving 566 visits per week; 117 people visiting twice per week giving 233 visits per week; and 99 people visiting once per week.

· This identifies that 27% of visitors are responsible for 63% of visits – these are the daily dog walkers who must be addressed as a priority by the delivery plan.
· It is still correct to say that AUE will give rise to 67 extra visits or visitors per day (0.58% of 11,455 anticipated residents) or 458 visits per week. 
'TBH SPA Usage Rate Scenario'
1.8 In Ref. B paragraphs 30-32, NE states that the TBH SPA average usage rate may be twice as high as previously thought (i.e. 10 million visits per annum rather than 5 million) and state that if this usage rate was applied the SANGS standard could be calculated at 1.37 ha per thousand.  Because NE's reservations are unfounded, then this figure is sound (i.e. 10 million visitors per year = 27,397 per day, divided by 6440 ha = 4.28 visitors per ha per day; 50 ha would support 50x4.28 = 214 visitors per day; this equates to 0.58% of a population of 36,903; which gives 1.35 ha per thousand residents).  This figure is surprisingly close to DE's 'maximum carrying capacity' usage rate of 1.22 ha per thousand.  
1.9 There remains a fundamental question over what is the current baseline of visitor pressure - the 5-10 million visits per annum figure is not very well founded, being extrapolated from surveys at a very low proportion of entry points, and from surveys that weren't carried out in the peak breeding season, and could easily be widely incorrect, so DE accept that this method for calculating SANGS standards is fairly weak.
The House Builder's Federation Calculation 
1.10 DE was very impressed by the neatness of the HBF suggestion.  In essence they also assume that SANGS will be used at the same rate as the SPA.  They state that the residential population around TBH SPA will increase by 67,000, or 5.8%, and that therefore the required SANGS area is 5.8% of the SPA area, i.e. 481 ha, equating to 7.43 ha per thousand.  

1.11 NE (Ref. B paragraphs 16-23) states that the 5.8% increase is not sufficiently precautionary.  A more precautionary estimate might be that the 40,000 dwellings will have maximum expected occupancy of 2.5, i.e. a population of 100,000, an 8.55% increase over the current 1.17 million. 8.55% of the SPA area is 718 ha.  This equates to 7.18 ha per thousand residents.  This figure is remarkably similar to that presented in (8) above and in fact the only difference is due to rounding errors, i.e. the SANGS standard per thousand new residents is independent of the estimate of population increase.  This is as expected because the calculation is entirely based on providing SANGS at current SPA usage rates.  
1.12 In fact the SANGS standard can be derived as the SPA area divided by the current population [8400 ha / 1,170,000 = 0.00719 ha per resident, or 7.19 ha per thousand residents].  This should more correctly be calculated using the area of accessible SPA, i.e. excluding the 2,000 ha of the Pirbright, Sandhurst and Ash Range Danger areas, [6400 ha / 1,170,000 = 0.00547 ha per resident, or 5.47 ha per thousand residents].  This neatly removes the need to estimate current usage rates, and the calculation can be communicated very easily.  This could be neatly rounded up to 8ha per thousand, giving a precautionary buffer of between 11% and 46% depending on how much area is excluded.  
1.13 NE also state that it is not appropriate to just apply the percent population increase to the SPA area, but that there should also be a similar percentage increase in other types of green space.  This mirrors DE’s argument that we should distinguish between the requirement for 'alternative' SANGS of character similar to the SPA and the requirement for green infrastructure.  
Conclusion
1.14 DE therefore supports the HBF method of calculating SANGS standards and the adoption of a standard of 8ha per thousand, emphasising that this is in addition to any requirements for additional green infrastructure.
Dr Stuart Otway – Defence Estates
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