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Background to the Response of Defence Estates

Introduction

1.1 Defence Estates (DE) is an Executive Agency of the Ministry of Defence (MoD).  The role of DE is to provide and maintain the defence estate and its infrastructure, including families’ housing.  It takes a strategic overview of the defence estate, rationalisation and disposals and gives specialist advice to the MoD on estate policy and sustainable development.  

1.2 The MoD is a significant landowner in the South East
, with a particular concentration in the Blackwater Valley area within, and around, the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area.  The MoD estate in this area comprises the built estate, notably barracks and training establishments, and the training estate.  In relation to the built estate, the MoD are undertaking a process of rationalisation of its estate
 which may result in the release of large areas of previously developed land for development, particularly housing
. 

The Defence Training Estate    

1.3 The Training Estate covers an area of approximately 5,750 ha and consists of training areas and range complexes.  This provides a wide variety of training terrain and facilities and is a valuable resource to the MoD as it provides some of the most comprehensive range facilities in the UK.  Its proximity to Aldershot Garrison, which has been designated by the MoD as an Army Super Garrison
, also adds to the importance of the Training Estate to the MoD.  In light of its overall value and taken into account the increasing demands on the training estate
, there is a need to retain all the training areas and ranges in order to meet the demand for military training in the Home Counties.    

1.4 Military ownership of the Training Estate has protected these areas from urban development and modern agricultural practices. Furthermore, the low impact of military training and sensitive land management regimes has resulted in large parts of it being designated as internationally, nationally or locally important for nature conservation.  It should be noted that over 4,000ha of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA) falls within the MoD Training Estate and is used for military training, representing almost 50% of the entire designation.  The extent of the MoD ownership of the SPA is shown on the Plan attached as Appendix One to this submission. 

Managing the Estate 

1.5 The MoD recognises the important stewardship role it has in managing its part of the SPA designation.  The Stewardship Report on the Defence Estate 2005 sets out the MoD’s commitment to sustainability and the environment.  In respect of biodiversity, the MoD has adopted national targets to improve the conditions of its SSSIs and has contributed substantial funds through its ‘SSSI Favourable Condition Project’ in addition to funds through its ‘Rural Estate’ Programme. By way of example, between 2004 and 2006 nearly £1.9 million has been spent on managing SSSIs within the Home Counties Training Estate.  As a result the SPA has benefited from the clearance of several hundred hectares of scrub and trees since 2004.  In addition, a large amount of practical management work has been undertaken by the Surrey and Hampshire Heathland Projects and the Herpetological Conservation Trust.  In recognition of this work, Natural England has re-assessed parts of the SPA as ‘unfavourable recovering’ and 60% of the overall Training Estate is now meeting the Government target.  

1.6 Managing recreational access to the training estate can also have conservation benefits and is important in order to enable the Armed Forces to learn and develop the essential skills needed to maintain defence capability.  Over 1,000ha (13%) of the total SPA is permanently out of bounds to the public
, with a further 970ha (12%) out of bounds during firing periods
.  Approximately 25% of the SPA therefore has either no, or very restricted, public access.  Recreation on the remaining parts of the Training Estate (both SPA and non SPA land) can, in some cases, have a detrimental effect on the utility of the training areas and, in the absence of management, increased levels of uncontrolled public access may have a serious effect on the ability to train effectively as well as raising serious heath and safety concerns.   

The Draft Delivery Plan    

1.7 DE is mindful of the importance of the SPA designation and the need to comply with the ‘Habitats Regulations’.  However, in its submissions to the Draft South East Plan DE opposed Policy WCBV9 for its failure to provide a positive framework to bring forward housing within the sub-region.  Furthermore, DE has concerns regarding the references within Policy WCBV9 to the agreement of a Delivery Plan and its status within the planning process.  The Delivery Plan must form part of the development plan framework and as such be subject to the tests of soundness as set out in PPS12.  Clearly, the draft Delivery Plan cannot meet those tests at this stage and, moreover, DE has a number of concerns with regard to the evidence base and the soundness of its approach to mitigating the effect of residential development on the SPA designation.  These concerns are summarised in Section Two and set out in response to the questions taken from the background paper in full in Section Three.

1.8 This response has been prepared by Dr Stuart Otway, Environmental Adviser from the Defence Estates Environmental Support Team.  Dr Otway advises DE on nature conservation legislation and policy, especially SSSI and Appropriate Assessment procedures.  He has worked on a number of major MoD projects and leads for the MoD on the Habitats Regulations and their implications for development.  Dr Otway has a first class BSc degree in Zoology, an MSc in Natural Resource Management, and a PhD in Ecology.

1.9 Since April 2006, Dr Otway has also been closely involved in advising DE on the implications of the residential development of surplus MoD estate within the Blackwater Valley area on the SPA, especially in relation to the potential redevelopment of Aldershot Urban Extension
.  In consultation with Natural England, DE has commissioned visitor surveys of the SPA
 and the development of visitor management strategies to protect the bird populations from increased visitor activities. 

Summary of the Defence Estates Response

1.10 Defence Estates (DE) support the principle of a Delivery Plan as a means to address the potential impact on the heathland bird populations from residents of new residential developments within the surrounding area.  Recognising the designation spans several local authority areas, the adoption of a strategic approach will help to ensure all parts of the SPA are considered and addressed in the same way, and that, there is also consistency in decision making between authorities.  However, DE also have a number of concerns with regard to the Draft Delivery Plan proposed by Natural England which are set out below.

Approach

1.11 DE is concerned that the evidence base is not sufficiently robust to support the intent of the Draft Delivery Plan.  Whilst DE acknowledge the evidence base demonstrates that recreational activity can disturb heathland birds, it considers there is insufficient evidence on the capacity of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA to accommodate increased visitor numbers without having an adverse affect through disturbance of the heathland bird populations.

1.12 DE considers the Draft Delivery Plan incorrectly interprets the ‘Habitat Regulations’ through its distinction between ‘avoidance’ and ‘mitigation’ measures and its assertion that an Appropriate Assessment is not required for plans and projects where avoidance measures are proposed
.  The correct test is whether or not the plan or project would be likely to have a significant effect on the internationally important interest features of the site as set out in Circular 06/2005 and re-produced in Figure 3 of the Draft Delivery Plan (p.9).  DE do not consider the Appropriate Assessment need be an onerous exercise to undertake, provided sufficient information is made available by the developer. 

On Site Management

1.13 DE wishes to see the Draft Delivery Plan provide greater focus on site access and habitat management, and the means through which developer contributions could support the delivery of measures which address the potential for adverse effects on the heathland bird populations.  DE consider that on site access and habitat management can provide a more effective means of avoiding or mitigating potential adverse effects on the bird populations than the provision of off site avoidance measures (SANGS).  As a principal landowner within the SPA designation, DE are committed to working with Natural England and other partners in delivering improvements to access and habitat management that protect and enhance the heathland birds.

Off Site Avoidance Measures

1.14 DE has a number of concerns regarding the approach adopted within the Draft Delivery Plan towards the provision of off-site avoidance measures.  

1.15 DE supports the concept of ‘Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space’ as part of creating sustainable communities through providing areas for access and recreation with new residential developments in order to avoid the unnecessary use of the private car.  However, it considers the Draft Delivery Plan confuses this concept with an interpretation of SANGS as ‘Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space’ which does not appear to give sufficient importance to the issue of accessibility.    

1.16 DE acknowledges that, where appropriate to the scale of development, the provision of SANGS in ‘accessible’ locations may play a part in attracting new residents away from the SPA designation.  Furthermore, alongside other measures such as access management, the provision of SANGS could have a positive residual effect through attracting existing residents from the designation.  However, the overriding reason for the provision of SANGS is to help create sustainable communities and whilst any consequential effects on the SPA designation are welcome, they are less certain as indeed Natural England acknowledge themselves that, “regardless of alternatives, some people will still use the designation for recreation.”

1.17 DE is concerned that the mitigation standards for development within the Draft Delivery Plan are not based upon a sound evidence base.  The approach to setting the standards appears to have been largely driven by the redevelopment proposals for Queen Elizabeth II Barracks.  The proposals for the site are the subject of a Public Inquiry in Spring 2007.  The role of DE as a public body and major landowner within the area has clearly influenced the way in which the proposals for this site, and the emerging proposals for the Aldershot Urban Extension, have been developed.  Having regard to DE’s commitment to promoting sustainable development and to the Government’s wider objective of making the best use of public land, the proposals have sought to exploit the opportunity that was presented at that time by changes to MoD’s requirements for training estate within the local area.  DE does not consider that the mitigation standards for all future developments should be based upon a unique set of circumstances in relation to making the best use of publicly owned land.

1.18 In light of the lack of evidence to support such a level of mitigation, DE consider the standards within the Draft Delivery Plan are unreasonable with regard to research it has undertaken
 on the visitor capacity of SANGS required set against the likely level of potential use from new residents. It notes that the provision of green space over and above that required to meet the needs of new residents would fail the tests of Circular 05/05: Planning Obligations in relation to being fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development
.  DE considers that a more robust evidence base is required to support the mitigation standards proposed in the Draft Delivery Plan.

Conclusions

1.19 In conclusion, DE considers that the Draft Delivery Plan does not provide a sound basis for addressing the impact of residential development on the heathland bird populations.  The Draft Delivery Plan needs to be re-considered in light of work on a more robust evidence base and the need for a greater focus on access and habitat management.  The final version will need to be incorporated into the development plan framework at the local level (potentially as a Joint DPD) and therefore should meet the tests of soundness required by PPS12, including being subject to public consultation and sustainability appraisal.  The Delivery Plan also needs to be supplemented by an appropriate strategic policy at the sub-regional level which provides guidance to local planning authorities on how the matter should be addressed and implemented through their local development frameworks.  

DE Response to Questions 

Q1. How comprehensive is the evidence base for the Plan?

What is the current status of the populations of woodlark, nightjar and Dartford Warbler and how has this changed over the last 10 years.  How reliable is the evidence that further recreational use of the SPA would have a detrimental impact on these populations?  Is it appropriate to rely on studies done on the Dorset Heaths in developing an approach for the Thames Basin Heaths SPA?

Summary

3.1
Overall, the delivery plan and supporting appendices provide good evidence that urban development and recreation can cause disturbance to heathland birds, but little evidence that disturbance is a significant issue for the TBH SPA.  There is therefore only hypothetical evidence that further recreational use of the SPA would have a detrimental effect on the SPA bird populations.  Whilst it is appropriate to use studies done on Dorset Heaths to understand the ecological processes affecting bird abundances such as disturbance, further specific studies are needed on the TBH SPA.

Baseline Data for TBH SPA Bird Populations and Disturbance

3.2 
Unless specific information is made available on TBH SPA baseline and/or target bird population sizes, breeding success rates, levels of nest failures attributable to disturbance, levels of habitat fragmentation due to footpaths, and levels of visitor pressure and behaviour, it will be very difficult to conclude that housing development will result in adverse effects on the TBH SPA or give useful tools for competent authorities to measure the effectiveness of proposed avoidance and mitigation measures.

3.3 
The delivery plan implies, but does not openly state, that its starting assumption is that current baseline levels of public access and recreation (and perhaps other pressures) are having an adverse impact on the populations of woodlark, Dartford warbler and nightjar.  This must be the case if we are to accept the assertion that any increase in visitors (in combination with assumed increase from other developments) will result in an adverse impact on the integrity of the site.  This raises several questions.  First, what is the evidence that current visitor numbers are unsustainable? Second, if current visitor numbers are unsustainable, why hasn’t this been reflected in English Nature’s condition assessments of the SSSI?  Third, if much of the problem is with existing visitors, then in accordance with the ‘polluter pays principle’, is it appropriate that the costs for measures reducing public access to the SPA should only fall to new house-builders and their customers, rather than applying also to existing residents, and to users of the SPA in particular?
SSSI Condition Assessments and Conservation Objectives for TBH SPA

3.4 
English Nature’s SSSI condition assessments of the 13 SSSIs that make up the TBH SPA do not indicate that current levels of public access or disturbance are an issue.  The detailed text of the condition assessments makes it clear that the main factor affecting the TBH SPA SSSIs is habitat management, with frequent references to bird populations being determined by the balance between heathland, scrub and woodland areas and the invasion of species such as rhododendron.  The only two references to ‘disturbance’ are in relation to a 32 ha unit at Colony Bog and Bagshot Heath SSSI, in which vegetation disturbance is indicated by an abundance of acrocarpous moss; and around a pond in the 3.2 ha unit at Whitmoor Common SSSI, where the vegetation has been damaged by visitors feeding the ducks.

3.5 
It is noted that the UK-wide “Common Standards Monitoring Guidance” for assessing the condition of heathland SSSIs does not include any provision for assessing disturbance to birds, and that English Nature only assess and report on vegetation and habitats.  However, the ‘Common Standards Monitoring guidance for birds’
 does include guidance on how to assess the condition of bird populations, advising that the key measures are bird population size, and extent of habitats.  Disturbance is described as a ‘discretionary attribute’ that “must not be used to judge the overall condition of the feature”.  Instead, “the guidance relies on using an indirect way of assessing habitat condition and disturbance by the direct monitoring of bird population size or diversity; both typically respond relatively quickly to deterioration in habitats or living conditions and so provide an effective means of early detection of problems in a site.”  The guidance includes recommended discretionary measures and additional attributes, but disturbance was not considered important for woodlark, Dartford warbler or nightjar.  
Measuring Bird Disturbance and Habitat Fragmentation

3.6
Visitor pressures on the SPA, and in particular potential or actual disturbance to birds should be presented in meaningful ways.  For example, the headline figure of 5,000,000 visitors per year across the SPA could instead be presented as number of visitors per day or number of visitors per hectare, to each of the component SSSIs.  

3.7 
How much of each SSSI can be considered ‘disturbed’?  It would be useful to quantify the number of hectares ‘disturbed’ by each visitor, according to different behaviour patterns, and to have a measure of whether visitors follow the same route.  More visitors can use an existing path without resulting in any increased disturbance.

3.8 
A GIS mapping exercise could identify exiting footpaths, and then estimate the area of unfragmented habitat that is more than eg 10m, 50m and 100m from the nearest footpath, to estimate the potential area of ‘undisturbed’ habitat.  
Examples of Disturbance Calculations for TBH SPA

3.9 
If a visitor walks 2.5 km along a path, and effectively disturbs all habitat 25 m either side, he could be considered to disturb 12.5 ha.  If a hundred visitors walked the same path, there may be little further disturbance.  If visitors each followed different routes, then much larger areas could be disturbed, but less frequently.  

3.10 
The MORI (2004) visitor survey of the Bourley and Long Valley SSSI (one component of the SPA) estimates 920 visitors per day in the Spring, to an 820 ha area of SSSI.  This equates to 1.1 visitors per day per ha.  If a 14 hour day is considered (6 am to 8 pm), then the SSSI receives 66 visitors per hour across the 820 ha.  If each of these 66 visitors per hour disturbed a different 12.5 ha, they would indeed disturb a total of 825 ha, ie the whole SSSI.  But if the visitors could be persuaded to follow only 5 main 2.5 km paths, and disturbed 25 m either side of the path, they would only disturb a total of 62.5 ha, less than 8% of the SSSI. 

3.11 
It could be reasonable to expect visitors to use only 5 paths each of 2.5 km.  This level of use (66 visitors per hour) would in effect give an average of 200 m spacing between users, and in a heathland / grassland / woodland mosaic it is unlikely that visitors would be in sight of each other, and unlikely that their dogs would interact.  There are many examples within the UK and across Europe where public access is effectively managed by well-designed and signed path networks.
Q2. Does the Plan correctly interpret the requirements of the Habitats Regulations and the European Directives on which is it based?

Is the Plan’s approach to assessing the likely significant impact correct or do the Regulations allow greater flexibility?
Avoidance vs. Mitigation – an Artificial Distinction

3.12 
The delivery plan does not correctly interpret the Habitats Regulations or Directive.  There are correct statements and interpretations given, for example Figure 3.  However, a fundamental problem with the delivery plan is the suggestion developed in section 1.5 that a ‘judgment of likely significant effects’ is an easy test to pass given sufficient ‘avoidance’ measures, whilst appropriate assessment is a near impossible test to pass because no proposed ‘mitigation’ could fully eliminate all likelihood of residual adverse effect on the integrity of the site.  This draws an artificial distinction between avoidance measures as eliminating the likelihood of impacts and mitigation measures as reducing significant impacts to an acceptable level that is not found in any EC or UK legislation, policy or guidance, and contradicts English Nature’s own Habitats Regulations Guidance Notes.  An appropriate assessment is designed to identify measures to avoid adverse impacts (and if possible identify sufficient mitigation to result in residual positive impacts) and is the logical step in which to develop and assess such measures.  

3.13 
English Nature’ Habitats Regulations Guidance Note 1, on Appropriate Assessments, specifically states (page 3 / Step VII) that a key stage of the Appropriate Assessment is “Considering How to Avoid Adverse Effects”, including considering “…whether the plan or project could be modified, or whether conditions or restrictions could be imposed, so as to avoid the adverse effects.  This may include, for example, changes to the siting, layout, timing or use of the proposal and the use of obligations and legal agreements.”
Appropriate Assessment and EIA Thresholds

3.14 
The decision on likely significant effect is intended to be a coarse filter, identifying projects that need appropriate assessment.  The delivery plan approach whereby developments that contribute financially to a central mitigation fund are judged not likely to have a significant effect may only be appropriate for small developments.  Any large developments near the SPA should probably be assessed by competent authorities to confirm that sufficient measures are in place.  

3.15
In English Nature’ Habitats Regulations Guidance Note 3, on the Determination of Likely Significant Effect, paragraph 4.3 states that “Any proposal which would require an environmental assessment under the Environmental Assessment Directive (85/337/EEC) (as amended) on account of its effects, among others, on a European site, can be judged as being likely to have a significant effect, although reasons for this must still be recorded.  This will then require an appropriate assessment under the Habitats Regulations, which may be addressed by the competent authority alongside or as part of the wider environmental assessment.”
Q.3 What impact is further housing development likely to have on the TBH SPA and how robust is the evidence that such impact would be significant?

Will further housing give rise to additional recreational pressure on the SPA and more particularly on the bird populations it supports?  Would additional housing actually lead to increased population levels living within 5 kilometres of the SPA?  How robust is the Plan’s assessment of the projected increase in numbers of people living within the affected area?  Does it take sufficient account of the trends in household size?  Does the Plan take adequate account of the current condition of the SPA or the fact that there is no public access or very limited public access to almost one third of the SPA which is owned by the Ministry of Defence?  Does the Plan take sufficient account of the different character of different parts of the SPA and the implications that this might have in respect of recreational impact?
Summary

3.16
DE agrees that without mitigation, further housing does have the potential to result in increased visitors to the TBH SPA, and increased visitors may result in significantly increased disturbance.  It has been estimated for the Aldershot Urban Extension proposal that, without mitigation, the 4500 houses could result in an additional 67 visitors per day to the local 820 ha SSSI, a potential 7% increase in visitor numbers.  Across the SPA, the SE Plan may result in a 9% increase in visitor numbers.  However, a significant impact is not likely if visitors cannot get onto the SPA (for example on military Range Danger Areas), and if sufficient measures are in place to either avoid an increased number of visitors to the SPA, or to avoid an increase in disturbance from those that do visit the SPA.
Additional Recreational Pressure from Housing Development at AUE

3.17 
It is possible to address the question of what impact further housing development will have on the TBH SPA by reference to the studies undertaken as part of the emerging proposals for the Aldershot Urban Extension (AUE), a 4,500 houses development on previously developed MoD land within Rushmoor Borough.  Defence Estates commissioned consultants to prepare information in support of an Appropriate Assessment of potential impacts of the AUE on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA and the Bourley and Long Valley SSSI in particular
.  One component of the information collated was a visitor survey conducted by MORI
 which found that the Bourley & Long Valley SSSI received approximately 6,440 visitors per week in Spring, of which 14% (901) came from the AUE postcode district GU11.  These estimated 901 visitors per week represent 4.1% of the population of GU11.  

3.18 
The additional 4578 AUE houses will result in an additional 11,455 residents in the GU11 postcode district
.  In the absence of visitor management measures, if 4.1% of these 11,455 AUE residents visit the SPA each week, the development would result in 468 additional visitors per week, or 67 per day.  This equates to an increase in recreational pressure of 7% above the current baseline of 920 per day.  From other information collated in the MORI visitor survey and further survey work, the expected profile of visitors from AUE is that 90% (60 per day) would come by car, 71% (48 per day) would bring at least one dog, and 95% of dog walkers (45 per day) would let their dogs off leads.

3.19 
It is recognised that a small proportion of residents might choose to visit more distant SPA’s, however, this is likely to be a small proportion of the total number of residents.  For AUE both English Nature and RSPB have both argued strongly that on-site visitor management and habitat management alone could not provide sufficient mitigation to prevent any adverse effect on the integrity of the site.  Initial mitigation proposals included 183 ha of semi-natural ‘local access land’ in and around the development; significant car park closures on the SAP; a high level of wardening; and then an further alternative 55 ha area of similar character to the SPA (‘Pyestock Hill’).  DE remain to be convinced that a) current levels of visitor pressure are beyond a threshold of significant effect; b) increased disturbance cannot be avoided by a combination of green infrastructure within and around the development and access management within the SPA; and c) unconvinced that the high level of car park closures and additional mitigation land at Pyestock was required.
Extrapolating Additional Recreational Pressure from AUE to the wider TBH SPA

3.20
The SE Plan proposes an additional 85,000 new houses around the TBH SPA, nearly 19 times the size of the AUE proposal.  Hopefully other competent authorities will be able to accurately calculate how many additional visitors will result from this proposed increase in housing, but a simple extrapolation from the AUE studies may give a useful ball-park figure.  The above calculations estimate that the additional 4500 houses of the proposed AUE development would result in an additional 458 visitors per week to the Bourley & Long Valley SSSI, or 67 per day.  If AUE was typical of other developments, the 85,000 new houses may result in 1265 additional visits per day, over 8500 per week, or about 450,000 additional visits per year.  Compared to the estimated baseline of 5 million visitors across the SPA, this represents an increase of 9%.  Again, this figure is not considered likely to cause significant effects unless the capacity of the TBH SPA has been, or is close to being, exceeded.  
Ministry of Defence (MOD) Land Ownership within TBH SPA
3.21 
MOD owns and has management responsibility for 4112 ha of the TBH SPA, 49% of the total 8400 ha.  Of the MOD area, 3536 ha is within the Defence Training Estate Home Counties (DTE HC), with a further 574 ha at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst.  Military ownership of these areas (and indeed other parts of the SPA that used to be in MOD ownership) has protected them from urban development and agricultural improvement, and the training areas effectively form a ring of green space around the Aldershot / Farnborough conurbation (see Table 3.1 below).

Table 3.1: The SSSI’s under MOD’s Ownership within the TBH SPA 

	MOD Site 
	SSSI
	MOD area (ha)

	DTE HC: Ash Ranges
	Ash to Brookwood Heaths
	1408.1

	DTE HC: Bourley / Aldershot Areas
	Bourley and Long Valley
	822.2

	 
	Heath Brow
	1.9

	DTE HC: Hawley/Minley Training Areas
	Castle Bottom to Yateley Common
	332.0

	DTE HC: Pirbright Ranges
	Colony Bog & Bagshot Heath
	971.5

	RMA Sandhurst
	Broadmoor to Bagshot Woods & Heaths
	576.1

	Grand Total
	 
	4111.9


3.22
The MOD has declared a presumption in favour of safe public enjoyment to the Defence Estate.  However, it must be remembered that the rural estate is held for military training and such access has to be compatible with operational and public safety and security, as well as conservation and the interests of tenants.  General information about access to the Defence Estate can be found at http://www.access.mod.uk/, and there is a leaflet about managed access to DTE HC: Aldershot and Minley training areas at http://www.mod.uk/NR/rdonlyres/7243D9AF-A20F-4B11-BB4A-E0A59AB20B0D/0/Aldershot.pdf.
3.23 
All of DTE HC is covered by Military Byelaws, and as such, public access may be restricted or in some cases excluded for operational or safety reasons.  The main restrictions are:

· Pirbright Range Danger Area (permanently out of bounds to public)

859.6 ha

· Sandhurst Range Danger Area (permanently out of bounds to public)

216.7 ha

· Ash Range Danger Area (out of bounds to public during firing periods
)
969.8 ha

· Total area with no access or restricted access



2046.1 ha
3.24
The DTE (formerly Army Training Estate [ATE]) manages rural estate issues via the development and agreement of Integrated Land Management Plans (ILMPs).  The ATE HC ILMP Framework Document includes a chapter on Public Access and Recreation setting out a) the Current Situation, b) Recreational and Access Objectives, c) Current Management towards Objectives, and d) Constraints and Pressures, attached at Appendix 2.  Detailed site-level ILMPs for each of the twelve training areas within DTE HC develop and agree local objectives and management actions.  In terms of personnel, Public Access is managed through Range Wardens and Estates Advisers, with reference to internal advice from Defence Estates’ Environmental Support Team.  External consultation with statutory bodies, non-governmental organisations and independent ecologists etc is via the MOD Conservation Groups, which meet twice per year, via formal assenting and licensing procedures, and via regular informal discussions.
MOD Stewardship

3.25 Of the 10,000 ha that comprises DTE HC nearly 6,000 ha is designated as SSSI. The vast majority of these sites are internationally important for their lowland heathland habitat and its associated specialist species.  Lowland heathland now only occurs as a man-made habitat and without active management will quickly become encroached by woodland.  Large areas were also planted with conifers in the 1950s, ‘60s and ‘70s, in accordance with government policy at the time, and to provide a wooded training environment, and these plantations change the soil and act as seed source.  As such, it is a particularly dynamic and resource-intensive habitat to manage.  In 2004 60% of the SSSI land area was assessed by English Nature to be in poor condition and in need of active management.  

3.26 In response to the government target to improve the condition of SSSIs by 2010, MOD has committed substantial funds through its ‘MOD SSSI Favourable Condition Project’. This is in addition to the usual allocation of funds for ‘conservation’ work through the army’s ‘Rural Elements of the Estate Strategy’ programme.  

3.27 Between 2004-2006, nearly £1.9m (over £630,000/yr) has been spent on managing SSSIs on DTE HC.  As a result, the heathlands have benefited from the clearance of several hundred hectares of scrub and trees since winter 2004.  This is in addition to the enormous amount of practical management work already being undertaken on these sites by the Surrey and Hampshire Heathland Projects and the Herpetological Conservation Trust.  

3.28 The possibility of grazing extensive areas of heathland in the long term is also being explored, with many large sites now fenced by the MOD.  A grazing licence has recently been drawn up between the MOD and Hampshire and Surrey Wildlife Trusts.  This will enable the Trusts to manage grazing projects on large areas of DTE HC, including large parts of the TBH SPA.  

3.29 In recognition of the tree clearance works, plans to introduce grazing at certain sites and the production of work programmes for individual sites, Natural England have re-assessed some DTE HC SSSI units as now falling within the ‘unfavourable recovering’ category. In 2006 (two years after the MOD SSSI favourable condition project started) 60% of the estate is now meeting the government target - an indication of the large amount of investment required to effect only a small improvement in condition of these extensive heathland sites.

Current Condition of the SPA

3.30
Recent condition assessments for the component SSSIs of the TBH SPA do not make any mention of disturbance to the bird species.  Where units are unfavourable, it is due to lack of weed and scrub management, or conifer plantations that were present when the SPA was designated.  Therefore if habitat management was improved, there is potential for significantly increasing the carrying capacity of the SPA for the bird species.  It could be argued that disturbance may prevent bird populations from reaching such a carrying capacity, but some hard ecological research should be conducted into the birds population dynamics, to determine the relative influences of, for example, habitat, weather and disturbance.
Variation in Habitat Types and Sensitivity within the SPA

3.31
The Delivery Plan takes no account of variability in habitat type or sensitivity within the SPA.  Substantial areas consist of broadleaf woodland, including for example mature oakwoods on areas with richer soils, with low suitability for the SPA bird species.  Habitat type will not only influence attractiveness to the SPA bird species for breeding, feeding and roosting, but will also influence attractiveness of visitor routes.  As such it may be possible to manage visitor movements through habitat management.

Q4. Would all forms of residential development have a similar impact on the SPA or should the type of development be a consideration?
3.32
Developments that are purely apartments with restrictive covenants on the keeping of pets will have less potential to impact on the SPA designation through disturbance to the bird populations than developments which incorporate dwellings with no such restrictions.   

Q.5 Has the requirement to apply an 'in-combination' test been correctly interpreted and applied?

Would all housing have a significant adverse affect “in combination”?  Is this the same or different to a cumulative effect? 

3.33
Paragraph 1.5.12 of the delivery plan suggests that if a plan or project has been considered to have no (or only positive) residual effects on its own, there is no need to consider whether there are likely to be significant effects in combination with other projects.  I agree with this statement, and routinely adopt this approach in assessing MOD projects under the Habitats Regulations, but do not understand why the delivery plan specifically does not accept this approach in Appropriate Assessments.  As stated in Section 2, an Appropriate Assessment should consider measures that avoid potential impacts, as well as measures that reduce potential impacts, and the delivery plan is wrong to assert that an Appropriate Assessment can only conclude that a development will have negative residual impacts. 

3.34
The Thames Basin Heaths are not the only Special Protection Areas with multiple cumulative impacts, and MOD’s understanding and experience from other projects and SPAs is that the objective of an Appropriate Assessment is to identify sufficient avoidance and mitigation such that there is no residual negative impact, if possible ensuring that there is significant residual positive impact.  In these circumstances it is not necessary to assess the residual positive impacts in combination with the residual impacts of other plans and projects. 

Q.6 Should the Delivery Plan give more guidance on the balance between the potential techniques that could mitigate the impact on the SPA?
3.35
The delivery plan does not give balanced guidance on potential techniques for avoiding or reducing impacts on the SPA, but this probably reflects the fact that it was aimed at private developers who have no control over on-site visitor management nor on-site habitat management.

3.36
Is the main problem visitor numbers or visitor management?  At the EN / GO-SE TBH SPA visitor management workshop on 1st August, David Slater of EN’s Access Team stated that there are many examples of sites with 100,000 visitors with little impact on birds, and that you cannot use visitor numbers as a proxy for impact. 

3.37 Is the main problem the number of visitors or the behaviour of visitors, and daily dog-walkers in particular?  There appears to be a general reluctance to address the potential problem of dogs off leads penetrating into the heathland and woodland undergrowth which are the main cause of disturbance to the bird populations.

3.38 The delivery plan needs to put more emphasis on mitigation by managing visitors rather than excluding them, for example requiring that dogs be on leads during the breeding season, perhaps zoning each SSSI to identify sensitive areas where dogs must be on leads while allowing or encouraging dogs to be off leads on specified walks or less sensitive zones.

3.39 If the main problem is the large number of formal and informal footpaths resulting in a high level of habitat fragmentation, could much of the potential impact be avoided by targeted footpath closures and directing walkers along preferred or new way-marked routes?

3.40 These measures are discussed further under Questions 7, 11, 12, 13 and14.

Q.7 What evidence is there that provision of SANGs will effectively mitigate any adverse impact on the integrity of SPA?
Summary

3.41
The delivery plan does not present any evidence that SANGS will effectively mitigate any adverse effects on the SPA.  The delivery plan is fundamentally confused about the definition of SANGS, mixing concepts of green infrastructure and provision of accessible natural green space, with concepts of providing an equivalent, similar but alternative recreational experience to the SPA.  The delivery plan implies that SANGS must be more attractive to recreational users than the SPA (a ‘carrot-only’ approach), but does not explain how this can be achieved.  We believe that SANGS would only be effective if the SPA is made less attractive to visitors through on site access management (‘carrot and stick’).
Definition of SANGS

3.42
There is confusion throughout the delivery plan between the original concept of SANGS as “Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space” and the emerging concept of “Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space” in which all SANGS has to be equivalent to or better than the SPA.  The SANGS concept comes from the EN Research Report 526, ‘Accessible Natural Green Space Standards in Towns and Cities: A Review and Toolkit for their Implementation’
.  The ‘Accessible’ concept was used in the development of the AUE mitigation, in earlier drafts of the TBH delivery plan, still appears in the delivery plan glossary, and is used to define SANGS on the EN, GO-SE, and SERA websites

Combining SANGS with other Measures

3.43
In the emerging proposals for mitigation of the AUE development, we have discussed a combination of on-site visitor management, car park closures and SANGS.  This avoids the requirement for the SANGS provision to be purely a ‘carrot’ whereby the SANGS land must offer a better access and recreation experience than the SPA. To make areas more attractive than the SPA they may need to be large, wild, but very well-managed and therefore expensive.  A ‘stick’ such as visitor management may help limit the number of visitors to the SPA to an appropriate level, whilst increasing the attractiveness of the SANGS. For example, requiring dogs to be on-leads on the SPA during the bird breeding season, or charging for SPA car parks would significantly further increase the effectiveness of SANGS
Q.8 Is it possible to deliver sufficient alternative open space (SANGS) of suitable quality in appropriate and accessible locations at an acceptable cost and within the necessary time frame? 

The recent study on mitigation land suggests that sufficient alternative open space exists.  However, is this readily available?  It is located in places where it would meet the needs of future populations and be sufficiently attractive to divert people from using the SPA for recreation. Has adequate consideration been given to all potential alternative sites?  What is the likely level of work that would be required to make the alternative sites suitable and how much would it cost?  Can the land be provided within the necessary time frame?
Mitigation Land at Church Crookham

3.44
The ‘Queen Elizabeth II Barracks’ proposal for housing development at Church Crookham has been used as a  precedent in developing the mitigation standards within the draft delivery plan.  However, this was an exceptional instance where MOD was able to make land available in order to support the disposal of an area of brownfield land.  The main mitigation land, Church Crookham Training Area, was put forward as an area that could provide locally accessible natural green space, and green infrastructure, as well as providing suitable local walks such that new residents would not need to use the SPA, and was in line with government policy to make the best use of surplus land.
Potential for MOD Releasing Further Land for TBH SPA Mitigation

3.45
In relation to the availability of further training estate as potential SANGS, the identification of Aldershot as an Army Super Garrison and the increasing demands on the training estate from modern weapons and equipment means that the MOD at present cannot release any further land. Furthermore, as discussed previously, the majority of the Defence Training Estate Home Counties is already designated as part of the TBH SPA.
Cost of Making Mitigation Land Suitable 

3.46
For the AUE project, our current estimate is that mitigation land may require an average of £2500 per ha initial investment, and £500 per ha annual maintenance.  This gives an estimate of £15,000 per ha over 25 years at today’s prices.  For the proposed 16 ha per 1000 residents, this equates to £240,000 over 25 years or £240 per resident.  Assuming an occupancy rate of 2.5 per household gives an estimate of £600 per house over 25 years.

3.47
Please note that the above calculations do not take account of potential costs of other measures such as on-site management and access management, and in particular provision of Rangers or wardens which together may than triple the cost of mitigation.  Furthermore, they do not cover the costs of land acquisition.
Q.9 What mechanisms could be used to ensure such open space is provided?  Should it be provided before development takes place or within a specified time span of development commencing? 

How will the alternative land be acquired, particularly where landowners are not willing to sell it?  Who will be responsible for its improvement and subsequent maintenance?  When should the land be made available and in what condition?  Should it be in place before development takes place or when building works start on site or before the first residents move in or within a specified period of completion of the development?
3.48
Such contributions to open space would need to be secured through planning obligations and therefore comply with the tests of Circular 05/05, particularly in respect of being ‘reasonable’.
Q.10 Is the Zonal approach set out in EN’s draft delivery plan appropriate?  

a)
Are the Zones set at the right distances?

b)
Is the way the distances are measured appropriate?

c)
What level of use is actually made of the SPA for recreational purposes by people living in the zones?

d)
What level of use is generated from outside the zones?

e)
How far do the patterns of use vary in different parts of the area?
3.49
The suggestion that there is no potential for effective mitigation or avoidance within the 400m Zone A is based on the assumption that cat predation will be significant up to this distance.  However this ignores the potential for cat movements to be restricted by natural or artificial barriers such as rivers, canals, main roads and military or other security fences.  Garden waste dumping, garden extensions, fly tipping and fires would also be limited by such barriers.  This issue is reflected in the final sentence of 3.4.8.7, but is not considered in the summary table at Section 7.

Q.11 Is the basis on which the suggested 16 and 8 ha greenspace land mitigation standards for development in the 2 km and 5 km zones have been calculated sufficiently robust? 
Summary

3.50
The Delivery Plan seems to confuse the general planning requirement for Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space with the specific potential (but not yet agreed) requirement to provide Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space to avoid impacts on the SPA.  Suitable accessible natural green space is required to provide informal recreation opportunities for a high quality of life, including a range of types and sizes of green spaces as indicated in section 6 of the delivery plan.  However, the requirement appears to be much less for alternative green space in terms of large high quality areas, as mitigation for potential impacts on the SPA.  The calculations below suggest that the requirement for alternative green space may be between 2 and 6 ha per 1000 residents, which corresponds well with the 40+ hectare component of SANGS identified in section 6, which it is recommended should make up at least 4 ha (25%) of the proposed 16 ha per 1000 residents.
Minimum Area of Suitable Alternative Green Space Blocks 

3.51
Rather than asking what area is needed per 1000 residents, a better starting point may be to ask what size area is required to create an alternative or perhaps even more attractive access and recreation experience to the SPA.  The key requirements from the Delivery Plan are for there to be good access and parking, an area of partly open and undulating semi-natural habitat with attractive views, and a 2.5 km walk where dogs can be let off leads for most or all of the time.  In a mosaic of woodland, grassland and heathland, one or more 2.5 km walks can be provided in a 50 ha block.
Maximum Carrying Capacity of a 50 ha SANGS Block

3.52
With groups walking 200 m apart along a 2.5 km path, the carrying capacity in each hour would be 12.5 groups; or with average group size of 1.6, 20 people.  Assuming each group visits for an hour over a 12 hour day, gives a maximum carrying capacity of 240 people per day or 1680 per week.  
Area of SANGS needed if used at Maximum Carrying Capacity

3.53
Taking the estimate that 4.1% of new residents would visit the SPA per week (41 per thousand)
, it can be calculated that 41,000 new residents would give rise to 1680 visitors per week.  Therefore we can estimate that a 50 ha block of SANGS would support a population of 41,000 new residents, equating to 1.22 ha per 1000 residents.  This represents usage at maximum carrying capacity, and so underestimates the SANGS requirement.

Area of SANGS needed if used at Bourley & Long Valley Usage Rates

3.54
Across the entire 820 ha Bourley and Long Valley SSSI there are an estimated 920 visitors each day, approximately 1.1 visitors per ha per day.  A 50 ha block of green space, with a 2.5 km walk could therefore be expected to be used by 55 visitors per day, a weekly usage of 385 visitors.  If 4.1% of new residents would visit and therefore need to be displaced from the SPA each week, the 50 ha of SANGS would support 9390 new residents, equating to 5.3 ha per 1000 residents.
Area of SANGS needed if used at TBH SPA Average Usage Rates

3.55
Across the whole SPA the estimated 5 million visitors per year equates to 13,698 visitors per day across 8400 ha, or 1.63 visitors per ha per day.  If we exclude the 2000 ha of military land closed to the public permanently or most of the time, 13,698 visitors across 6400 ha equates to 2.14 visitors per ha per day.  At this rate of usage, 50 ha would support 107 visitors per day, or 750 per week.  This represents 4.1% of 18,272 residents, equating to 2.74 ha per 1000 residents.

Comparison with 16 ha per 1000 New Residents

3.56
The above calculations indicate that providing 16 ha per 1000 residents may give:

· 13 times the area needed if used at maximum carrying capacity (1.22 ha per 1000 residents), sufficient for 54% of residents to visit each week.

· 3 times the area needed if used at Bourley & Long Valley usage rates (cf. 5.3 ha per 1000), sufficient for 12.3% of residents to visit each week

· 5.8 times the area needed if used at average SPA usage rates (cf. 2.74 ha per 1000), ), sufficient for 23.8% of residents to visit each week
3.57
The above figures are based on a minimum area of SANGS of 50 ha required to provide a 2.5 km circular walk.  If this area is proposed to support a smaller development, there will a higher rate of SANGS per 1000 residents, and the SANGS will either be used below capacity, or may attract in additional users.  

Q.12 Are the minimum sizes for SANGS and the proportion of total SANGS provision by area appropriate?

Is the definition of minimum sizes and maximum distances in section 7 of the Delivery Plan appropriate?  What is the basis for the definition?  Is the recommended make up of total SANGS provision by area appropriate?  Is it necessary to be as prescriptive as to the make up and size of the individual areas?
‘Accessible Natural Green Space’

3.58
As discussed in the previous questions, it is important to distinguish between the standard requirement for providing green infrastructure and suitable accessible natural green space as part of creating sustainable communities
, and any requirement for suitable alternative green space that may be required to reduce visitor pressure and disturbance to the SPA, after taking account of proposals for green infrastructure, SPA habitat management and SPA access management.  The provision of smaller green spaces should include the provision of local walking and dog-walking facilities in and around the development, as well as provision for formal and informal sports.  For this category of land there should perhaps be less emphasis on minimum and total area, and more emphasis on providing recreational opportunities close to residents to avoid car use, and more emphasis on the value of linear routes, especially those where dogs can be let off leads.
‘Alternative Natural Green Space’

3.59
The requirement stated in sections 6 and 7 of the delivery plan for 75% of the SANGS requirement (ie 4 ha per 1000 residents) to be in the form of 40+ ha blocks of semi-natural habitats appears reasonable to cater for any additional requirement for an ‘SPA-like recreational experience’, as a 40-50 ha area would provide opportunity for a 2.5 km walk through varied habitats.
Q.13 What contribution can on site mitigation make to addressing the impact of additional housing?  How should this be addressed in the Delivery Plan?

Given that sizeable areas of the SPA do not currently support heathland vegetation what scope is there for improving the situation for ground nesting birds by on site management?  What techniques could be considered?  How should this be covered in the Plan?  Could on-site mitigation be sufficient in its own right or in combination with accessibility management to offset the impact of further housing growth in the vicinity of the SPA and if so would this be a more appropriate approach?
Summary

3.60
On site mitigation can be combined with access management to address much of the impact of additional housing, and should have been given much greater emphasis in the delivery plan than the three short sentences under paragraph 2.2.4.  Zones can be identified where access is encouraged, and zones where access is discouraged or restricted, eg dogs on leads, no dogs, or access only by permit or license.
Types of On-Site Mitigation

3.61 Habitats can be managed in each zone according to the objectives, eg making dog walking areas more user friendly by widening rides an opening sightlines, and perhaps making other areas less user friendly and more bird friendly by creating a continuous tree, scrub or even wet heath / open water barrier (with controlled access points for management) surrounding large blocks of managed or unmanaged habitat.  There is of course much opportunity for removing dense conifer plantations, selective ‘group felling’ within larger conifer blocks, controlling invading scrub and bracken, and enhancing the sward through grazing, mowing and controlled burning.

3.62 These measures can only be delivered by landowners and occupiers, such as the Ministry of Defence, although there is potential for developers to contribute to these measures through section 106 commitments, and either fund transfers from planning authorities to landowners, or transfers to a Wildlife Trust or other non-governmental organisation with a management lease or licence.  DE recommends that the delivery plan should assess and elaborate on these mechanisms, and give planning authorities guidance on potential funding levels appropriate per thousand residents.  
Estimates of Improvement and Management Costs

3.63
As an example of costs, typical capital costs to restore and improve significantly degraded areas of Thames Basin Heaths are up to £4000 per hectare, and typical annual maintenance costs vary from £100 to £300 per hectare depending on accessibility, habitat and economies of scale.  Therefore to improve 1% ha of the 8400 ha SPA would cost up to £0.34 million, and the annual maintenance cost for the whole SPA is likely to be between £0.84 and £2.5 million, currently funded mainly by landowners and Natural England.  Little or none of this cost is currently met by recreational users of the SPA, or the wider community.

Implementation

3.64
It is important but difficult to distinguish between additional on-site management costs attributable to additional visitors which could perhaps justifiably be funded by developers, and the ongoing costs for maintaining the Thames Basin Heaths in favourable condition, which are currently mainly met through public bodies such as the landowners (MOD, Forest Enterprise, Wildlife Trusts, local authorities) and Natural England.  Sharing ongoing maintenance charges with the wider community (i.e. not just the developers) would require either local funding through council taxes, or national funding through Natural England or DCLG.  

Q.14 Could the impact be addressed by managing access to the SPA more effectively?  Would controlling access be appropriate?  How could it be best achieved?
Summary

3.65
Access management measures could in theory address almost all of the impacts of additional housing, providing developments incorporated reasonable standards of open space provision.  The delivery plan should have put much greater emphasis on access management than the single paragraph under 2.2.4.  If the main disturbance problem is considered to be dog walkers, and in particular daily dogs walkers who let their dogs off leads, measures targeted at this group would be highly effective. Measures must be put in place to discourage disturbing activities, perhaps reducing the attractiveness of the sites to highly disturbing groups such as daily dog walkers, as well as encouraging visitors to act in non-disturbing ways.
Potential access management measures that need to be considered include:

· Use of byelaws and other legal powers to require dogs to be on leads during the SPA bird breeding season.  Military byelaws currently require that dogs must be “under control” on the ranges and training areas.  Such changes to the military byelaws would require primary legislation and would include public consultation and debate in Parliament, and may be opposed by local residents, recreation lobby groups and politicians.  Enforcing amended byelaws requiring dogs to be on leads would need a dedicated team of Ministry of Defence Police supported by rangers (who would have no enforcement powers, but could report infringements).  Furthermore, if byelaws were only enforced on the MOD-owned SPA sites, dog-walkers may simply drive to other SPA sites.  The military would strongly welcome measures requiring dogs to be on leads on the training areas, as wandering dogs can disrupt training exercises, especially where troops are practicing camouflage or ambush techniques, and dog faeces are a significant distraction and indeed a health and safety hazard.

· Zoning and Guided Walks, with signs, maps, polite notices and guided walks to encourage dog walkers to let their dogs off leads on less sensitive areas only, such as broadleaved woodlands and dedicated open grasslands and particular marked routes.  Signs, maps, polite notices, physical or natural barriers and footpath closures can be used to discourage users from more sensitive areas, and in particular to discourage owners from letting dogs off leads across the bulk of each SSSI within the SPA, and perhaps to discourage all public access and recreation in certain core areas.  Signs may reduce the ‘wilderness’ appeal of the SPA to walkers, and visitors may therefore deliberately stray into unmarked areas.  Also, long-standing users may resist any change to their perceived rights of access.

· Car park closures.  Currently the Bourley and Long Valley SSSI receives approximately 920 visitors per day in the Spring, but there are sufficient car park spaces to accommodate up to seven times as many visitors
.  Closing and restricting car parks, would help to limit increases in visitor numbers.  However, as car park closures may displace existing visitors, they must be co-ordinated with publicity campaigns and signage to direct people to alternative recreational opportunities such as SANGS, or existing local nature reserves, country parks or less sensitive parts of the SPA.  Car park closure models can predict how many visitors would still be able to park, how many would return on foot or from other car parks, and how many would be displaced, informing decisions on whether the closures will be sufficient, and decisions on what provision for SANGS is required, including car parking facilities.  For example the car parking model for AUE mitigation estimates that a ten-fold reduction in car-parking spaces would be necessary to yield in a 20% reduction in visitors.  It may be possible to close fewer spaces if zoning is effectively implemented.  From experience, any car park closures will be subject to public opposition.

· Use of car-park charging.  The current delivery plan approach is to place all the costs for mitigation onto developers, This could be seen as unfair, and contrary to one of the concepts of sustainable development, the ‘polluter pays principle’. The great majority of new residents are unlikely to ever visit the SPA, and the costs will not be directly levied on those individuals who have greatest impact on the SPA, i.e. the daily visitor, and the daily dog walker in particular.  Applying car park charges could directly transfer the costs of mitigation measures for disturbance to those who disturb most (assuming they visit by car rather than on foot).  If the SPA receives 5 million visits per year, and 70% of those visits are by car, then a £1 fee would raise £3.5 million per year, and a 50p charge would raise £1.75 million per year.  Car park charging may not be economical due to the small size of many of the car parks, potential for vandalism to ticket machines, and the requirement for wardening and enforcement.  Charging for parking could also convey a feeling of ‘right of access’ to those that have paid.  However, it might also increase the sense of value that visitors attribute to the TBH SPA.  This measure may also be subject to public opposition.
Q.15 Are there other techniques which should be considered either as an alternative or in combination with SANGS, on-site mitigation and accessibility management?
3.66
DE is not aware of any other techniques that could be used alongside on-site management with SANGS.

Q.16 What period should the Delivery Plan cover and what would be the most appropriate process for its incorporation into planning policy?

The Delivery Plan is an informal document should it be subject to wider consultation in order to give it ownership and legitimacy?

3.67 The final version of the Delivery Plan needs to be incorporated into the development plan framework at the local level (potentially as a Joint DPD) in order to legitimately inform planning decisions and therefore should meet the tests of soundness required by PPS12, including being subject to public consultation and sustainability appraisal.  The Delivery Plan also needs to be supplemented by an appropriate strategic policy at the sub-regional level which provides guidance to local planning authorities on how the matter should be addressed and implemented through their local development frameworks.

Appendices

Appendix 1

The plan showing the extent and location of the Thames Basin Heath SPA owned, or leased to, Ministry of Defence is separately attached as a pdf document 

Appendix 2

Extract from the Army Training Estate Home Counties Integrated Land Management Plan Framework Document (July 2004)

ACCESS AND RECREATION COMPONENT PLAN

1.1.1 Introduction

The ATE HC provides recreational and access opportunities to the major urban populations within and adjoining the counties of Hampshire, Surrey and Berkshire. Several million private households are situated within a five-mile zone of any of HC ATE. The centre of London is only 40 miles from the main training areas located in and around Aldershot, and the inclusion of the Longmoor training area within Southdown Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the proposed South Downs National Park will also increase the access and recreation pressures. The MOD is currently appealing against part of the ATE being included within the Park boundary. The intermit location of the training area within a primarily urban area and the relationship between ATE and the general public shapes the recreational and access policy for ATE HC.

The Majority of the area is designated SSSI, SPA, SAC, RAMSAR, or SINC as detailed in the Nature Conservation Component Plan.

1.1.2 Current Situation

1.1.2.1 Access

In ATE HC the public has open access to the majority of the estate for the greater part of the time. Indeed the MOD are proactive in providing access and recreation opportunities and manage the HC ATE in such a way that the public has as much access onto the estate as is possible resulting in heavy use by locals for recreation purposes.  Restrictions are only imposed through the local byelaws when public safety becomes an issue i.e. at times of live firing and/or times of major dry training exercises. 

The training estate is crossed by many public rights of way open at all times for use. Any closure of such paths for training is done after notification with the relevant local authority and county council. Access is controlled by the management of access and egress points onto and off the training area, primarily through the management of parking facilities. These parking facilities have been established to help reduce the problems associated with verge-side parking and also aid management by controlling access and concentrating people away from sensitive areas. MOD is continually working with English Nature in this regard.  Landmarc wardens, DE foresters and ATE staff patrolling the estate are tasked with liaison between general public and military users of the estate to control any potential conflict of use. 

Recreation can be divided into two main categories - informal and formal activities. The latter, for the purposes of the ILMP, includes any event or activity conducted and licensed as a casual use of the ATE Estate by a third party. 
1.1.2.2 Informal Recreation

The local population primarily uses the ATE for exercise and fitness. All users do so under the conditions of the military byelaws. Visitors are encouraged to use the parking areas situated at popular access points although many still park inconsiderately around TA access points causing problems for military, forestry and fire engine access. The majority of access to the ATE is open all the year around. However, access restrictions are in force for range danger areas at Ash and Longmoor. Range danger areas at Pirbright and Sandhust are ring fenced and out of bounds to public at all times with no exception. Other areas may be have access restricted for the duration of major military exercises. The Pilot Visitor Study undertaken for the Aldershot Training Area clearly demonstrated that the majority of users are regular and live within a 5-mile radius. Most are visited daily for dog walking, walking or running.

Principal Informal Recreational Activities Include:

· Recreation Walking 

· Dog Walking

· Cycling

· Bird Watching

· Running

1.1.2.3 Formal Recreation

DE operates a horse riding permit system for people to ride on made up tracks away from public bridleways on the general training area. 231 were issued for 2003-04.

At present the Surrey Union Foxhounds hunt across ATE HC six times a year at Hankley and Elstead under strict licence conditions.

Sandhurst Military Academy (RMAS) has a number of day’s drag hunting across the TA at Sandhurst, Aldershot and Hankley. 

There are a number of small lakes across the HC estates used by a number of clubs and societies for sailing and fishing. DE issues permits for these activities.

Other organised, non-military events conducted on the ATE are licensed by DE. All individuals or user groups who make requests and enquiries to use ATE are provided with a user guide that outlines their and our responsibilities in using the land. This guide also clearly indicates land which is designated SSSI. DE licenses each event or casual use after consultation with ATE and EN. Consideration is given to the timing and location of planned events to ensure that no damage or disturbance occurs in environmentally sensitive locations, before any such licence is issued.  Licences for events likely to have significant effect on designated areas are issued within the terms of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the UK Habitats Regulations 1994.

Approximately two hundred events are licensed by DE to be conducted on the ATE HC every year with a potential income stream in the region of £400k. 

Formal Organised Recreational/casual Use Activities Include 

Filming
Off road driving

Motor car Rally’s 
Motorcycle trails events

Orienteering 
Cross country

Running 
Camping


Cycling 
Photography

Mountain Bike Competitions
Rifle and Pistol Shooting

Clay Pigeon Shooting
Caravan Rally’s 

Corporate events
Ballooning

Battle re-enactment groups 
Model Aircraft Club

Sailing
Fishing

1.1.2.4 Undesirable Usage

The open access policy and the location of the TA’s close to large urban populations create a large degree of undesirable and illegal use of the training area including:

· Arson;

· Vandalism;

· Motorcycling;

· Fly-tipping;

· Abandoned burnt out stolen vehicles;

· Other Anti- Social Behaviour (ASB) - often alcohol or drug related;

Arson is the most serious because it constitutes a threat to life and property, disrupts military training and can seriously compromise the conservation value of a site. This is a regular problem on several of the HC ATE areas. There have been many small fires believed to have been started deliberately. A very large fire on the Pirbright Range in 2003, which did compromise public and military safety, was also regarded as having being started maliciously. Public safety is a major consideration with an open access policy. Management policy dealing with illegal activities, such as quick responses to deal with dumped materials, burnt out vehicles, and illegal use by motor cycles and cars, needs close liaison and partnership with MOD and civilian police, the fire service and others such as the Environment Agency. These policies need to ensure not only the safety of the general public but obviously military users as well. Within the access and recreation objectives management aims to.
· Protect the training area from deliberate and accidental fires.

· To reduce the effects of deliberate arson

· To prevent unauthorised vehicle access

· To deter vandalism, fly tipping and ASB through regular site patrols
1.1.3 ATE HC Recreational and Access Objectives (includes government and DE Legislation and Policy).

‘In Trust & On Trust’ - the Strategy for the Defence Estate, clearly sets out the aims and objectives of DE and MOD in relation to the public in respect of access and recreation. It states that the MOD will meet its declared presumption in favour of safe public enjoyment of its estate wherever this is compatible with operational and military training uses, public safety, security, conservation and the interests of its tenants.

1.1.3.1 Impact of the CROW Act

The CROW Act creates a right of access on foot to open country (mountain, moor, heath and down) and registered common land in England and Wales (separate legislation is being taken forward in Scotland). It also allows land to be dedicated by the landowner for public access under Section 16 of the CROW Act. Some coastal land may also be included if the Secretary of State chooses to invoke the power provided to them under Section 3.

Schedule 1 of the Act defines certain types of land use to be ‘Excepted Land’, which will, whilst being defined as open country, not be designated as access land. One category of such 'Excepted Land’ is land covered by military byelaws.

Owners of Access Land will be able to close this land to public access generally up to a maximum of 28 days per year but within certain rules and restrictions. The CROW Act also provides the opportunity for additional closures for particular reasons of land management (Section 24), safety (Section 25), and the need for defence or national security (Section 28).

English Nature (EN) is the relevant advisory body under S.26 of the CROW Act, with regard to exclusions or restrictions deemed necessary for conserving flora and fauna. They have reviewed all the SSSIs, SPAs, SACs and Ramsar sites in the Home Counties area that have been identified as access land on the draft maps under Part 1 of CROW and have identified concerns over the potential impacts of open access on the following Natura 2000 sites with component SSSIs covering the ATE HC:

· Woolmer Forest SAC

· Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA

· Thames Basin Heaths SPA

· Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC

· Thursley and Oakley Bogs Ramsar site.

EN, with the Countryside Agency will now be examining the likely changes in access that may take place on these sites and will help determine whether access management measures, restrictions or exclusions are necessary to sustain the interest for which the sites were designated.

The MOD is currently in discussion about how the new rights of access are to be communicated by the Countryside Agency and Ordnance Survey, and how byelawed land will be depicted on maps to avoid any confusion to the general public on where open access is available. The MOD is currently liasing with the Countryside Agency, Ordnance Survey and DEFRA on this issue.

Part II of the Act (Rights of Way) makes amendments to the provisions for landowners to apply for diversions or closures of PROW under the Highways Act 1980 by placing a duty on the local highway authority to determine such applications within a given timescale. It will also empower the public to apply to the local highway authority for orders to remove obstructions. There may be opportunities to modify the PROW network in some places to everyone’s advantage, although in practice these may be difficult to effect.

This and other legislation and best practice leads to the following objectives for the HC ATE ILMP:

· Within the constraints of the component plans of the ILMP, the primary objective for the recreation and access component plan for HC ATE is to manage the opportunities for public access and use of the ATE. To allow for a range of demands from the general public for formal and informal recreation events on valuable open space within a highly populated urban area. 

· To manage formal and informal recreation and access to ensure  minimal interference  with military training 

· To ensure that all conservation and other management issues are taken into consideration to control the effects of large visitor numbers to ecologically sensitive areas designated SSSI, SPA and SAC. 

· To manage formal and informal recreation without compromising the conservation status of the training area 

· To promote understanding and support for special management for ecologically sensitive areas within the ATE HC

· To make optimum use of the ATE for recreation use within the constraints of the CROW Act and European Habitats Directives.

· To maintain a close working relationship with police, both civilian and military, other emergency services, local authorities and the general public
1.1.4 Current Management towards Objectives

· Close liaison between DE management team and ATE team ensures all recreational and access issues are high profile when planning the management of the HC ATE. Regular contract between DE managers, range and training area officers, area commandants and range staff maintain a high level of commitment to access and recreation activities. 

Regular liaison meetings with EN provide a forum for a two-way exchange of information. To ensure that the conservation value and integrity of designated sites is protected. 

· Regular contact with EN County officers ensures licensed events do not interfere with ecologically sensitive areas.

· Liaison between wardens on site and the training area managers with local population ensure that recreation and access issues are dealt to mutual satisfaction.

Six MOD conservation groups sit within the HC TA’s region. Chaired by ATE and attended by DE managers. These act as a forum for both conservation and associated access and recreational issues to be discussed. Information provided by these groups helps managers to make local decisions effecting the integrity of the estate. 

· Regular meetings between ATE, DE and Ministry of Defence Police (MDP) ensure policing issues are dealt with in a timely manner.

1.1.5 Constraints and Pressures

· The predominant users are those living in the urban areas immediately surrounding the training areas and ranges. The demand for access is on a local rather than national level.

· The proposed boundary for the South Downs National Park does include a percentage of the ATE. DE are currently appealing against this land being included from the NP on grounds of increased public access reducing public safety and increasing conflict with military training. It is generally accepted that if the designation comes into being that visitor numbers to the area will increase.

· There is a general pressure from all interested parties to sustain the training areas and ranges as the last remaining areas of dry and wet heathland in southern England. MOD are working with English Nature and other nature conservation organisations to ensure that this facility is maintained for use by the local community.

· There are a number of constraints that the existing provision of public access must work within, and these would need to be fully taken into account in the further development of access within ATE HC. The principal constraints are:

- The immediate needs of military training and public safety.

- The continued development and evolution of military training.

- The protection of the environmental ‘assets’, including nationally and internationally designated areas of ecology.

· The resources required to manage, and respond to, the more anti-social aspects of access, e.g. fly- tipping (current expenditure is around £75,000 pa), in liaison with the Highway Authority greatly reduces budgets that could otherwise be spent pro-actively.

· The nature conservation interests of the training areas and ranges are of particular significance, with many national and international designations. The majority of Aldershot and Longmoor Training Areas are part of sites of international importance, including:

· Woolmer Forest SAC/SPA (Longmoor Range and Training Area);

· Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC (Ash and Pirbright Ranges);

· Wealden Heaths SPA (Bramshott, Bordon and Hankley & Elstead); 

· Thames Basin Heaths SPA (Ash Ranges, Pirbright Ranges, Sandhurst and Minley Ranges).

· Increased pressure for future public access to the ATE necessitates the MOD to continually review the management of these sensitive areas to ensure that potential damage resulting from public access is kept to a minimum.
· Agricultural Tenancies

· Licensed Agricultural Land 

· The demand from conflicting interests wishing to use the Training Area for formal events on conflicting dates.(i.e. car rallies versus  orienteering)

· The high risk of accidental fires and arson during periods of prolonged dry and warm weather puts constraints on staff time being used for other tasks. 

The management of constraints is controlled within the current management systems applied by the DE training estate management team.

1.1.6 Prescriptions for Meeting Objectives.

There would be a resultant benefit if ATE HC were to take a holistic approach in considering opportunities to “improve the quality and quantity of public access” (Estate Strategy), since many of the sites are located in very close proximity of each other (e.g. around Aldershot and Longmoor) and impact on each other In terms of access provision.

The following paragraphs consider the potential strategic improvements, which could be considered in line with the review of primary byelaw legislation and the prevention of damage to all Natura 2000 sites within ATE HC.

Provision of Access

1.1.6.1 Circular Routes

Identify suitable circular routes, in areas of particular interest due to their nature conservation or military history, or simply nice places to walk. The routes should be selected in order to achieve the aim of providing a good walk whilst minimising damage to the SAC and preventing disruption to military training. The routes may include a combination of PRoWs and the use of tracks as permissive routes and should be way marked to ensure users are able to follow the route easily and are led in the direction suitable for both military training and public access. All such routes should be assessed to ensure compliance with the relevant requirements of The Disability Discrimination Act 1995.

1.1.6.2 Cycling

Develop routes around the areas, incorporating the use of disused railway tracks and perimeter tracks. These routes could be set up as permissive bridleways, therefore removing the need for all users to be issued with a licence.

1.1.6.3 Path Condition Surveys

Further to the pilot study, which was undertaken to assess the condition of paths on a

training area outside the Home Counties, extend this survey methodology to other training areas on a rolling programme. This should be undertaken in liaison with the local authority and with regard to their statutory duties with regards to PRoW. In addition local user groups could be approached to provide assistance with this programme on a voluntary basis. It is also a necessity to survey trees alongside PROWs in terms of public safety from dead or decaying trees and limbs. This should be undertaken by a trained professional.

1.1.6.4 Visitor Surveys

Further to the pilot visitor survey undertaken for the Aldershot training area, the survey methodology developed to assess the quality and quantity of the access and recreation experience on MOD training areas should be tested throughout the ATE HC. 

Information/Promotion

1.1.6.5 Interpretation Boards

In conjunction with the circular routes referred to above, and/or at other appropriate points within the training area, the introduction of interpretation boards should be established to provide visitors with general information about the area. By providing relevant information, the visitors will receive a much better understanding of the training area itself and also more widely the need for military training. Information that could be presented on an interpretation board includes:-

- General information on the area, including the geography/geology of the area and any ecological and archaeological points of interest

- A map illustrating the area and what public access is available/where

- Information on the military history of the area and current military training activities

- ‘Easy to Understand’ version of access rights/codes of conduct

- Where to get information on non-firing times or other details on access opportunities

1.1.6.6 Public Access Information Leaflet

Develop a leaflet or update existing information leaflets to provide information on the

current access opportunities of the area, with detail on specific points of interest (e.g.

Waggoners Wells, Canadian Memorial, Atlantic Wall, Caesar’s Camp etc.). Place copies of leaflet in local tourist information centres, parish council information boards and the Military Museum in Aldershot, for easy distribution to the local population and visitors to the area.

1.1.6.7 Websites

The DE access website could be developed to provide information about access rights, restrictions and opportunities across the whole of the ATE including ATE HC and/or a specific ATE HC website could be created. Any such provision should include high quality maps and links to the sites of other access promoters including county councils, other statutory bodies (e.g. Forestry Commission, National Trust, Countryside Agency), tourist boards, access groups (e.g. Ramblers Association) etc.

1.1.6.8 Promotion of horse riding circuits

Link up with local riding schools, stables, clubs and individual riders to consider potential opportunities to promote riding circuits and ‘chasers’.

1.1.6.9 Working with local bodies

Approach local landowners e.g. the National Trust and the Heritage Centre Cycle Hire, and local bodies who are working to promote access in the area e.g. the Blackwater Valley Countryside Service and SUSTRANS to discuss ideas of working together to enhance and promote the access opportunities in the area.

1.1.6.10 Working with statutory bodies

Continue to work with English Nature, Countryside Agency etc. to ensure that management of the training areas balances the requirements of military training with the needs of nature conservation, access, cultural heritage etc. Continue to work with the Highway Authorities regarding the provision of access and management of PROW, and access for the disabled.

Anti-Social Impact

In order to improve the quality of the access opportunities at the training areas and ranges of ATE HC, there is a need to address the anti-social issues associated with access e.g. damage by 4x4s, illegal access by motorbikes, vandalism, fly-tipping, burnt out cars etc. The following lists a range of actions that should be implemented across ATE HC to help deal with these issues:

1.1.6.11 Encourage locals to be ‘your eyes and ears’

Hold presentations for local parish councils and other local community groups on the importance of the training area for military training, the nature conservation interests, and the access opportunities available. Encourage the reporting of vandalism, fly tipping and other ASB as a way of working together to sustain the area.

1.1.6.12 Increase warden presence.

Since there is no significant police presence within the training areas, an increase in the number of wardens (or other staff) to patrol areas at particular risk from the above anti-social impact might discourage illegal activity.

1.1.6.13 Working with Local User Groups

Contact the local representatives of User Groups e.g. Trail Riders Fellowship (TRF) or the Motoring Organisations’ Land Access and Recreation Association (LARA) for help in reducing illegal access. Such liaison should also include disseminating information on the sensitivities of designated nature conservation sites and ensuring that legitimate activities are timed to avoid damage to sensitive habitats and periods of sensitivity for Annex 1 birds. EN/MOD have already made progress towards producing a leaflet in this regard and TRF produce their own Codes of Conduct on use of PRoWs for motorcycle activities and are likely to be supportive of such an approach.

1.1.6.14 Improve signs

Erect signs to encourage the public to report fly tipping and warning of the illegal nature of some activities (e.g. it is a criminal offence to use of footpaths and bridleways by motorised vehicles).

1.1.6.15 Adopt measures to prevent abandonment of cars on the training area

Install measures e.g. sand traps, bollards or ‘dragons teeth’, which act as deterrents to most vehicles (i.e. 2WD vehicles) in consultation with the local highway authority where they affect any PRoW.

In addition to those of a strategic nature, this study has highlighted further specific opportunities for some of the training areas and ranges of ATE HC. These are summarised in the individual site reports.
1.1.7 Conclusion

The training areas that make up the ATE HC region are in constant demand for both informal and formal recreational activities, for both local and national events. Current formal use for recreation is controlled by the use of casual use licenses administered by DE and policed by both DE and ATE staff.

Because of the location of the Training Area near to major urban populations the areas are in great demand from the general public for use as green space recreation areas. It is government policy reflected in the DE rural estate strategy that encourages pubic use of government owned land where compatible with the reason for holding the land in question. 90% of the training area is designated SSSI, SPA and SAC principally for its lowland heathland environment. The requirement for open access and recreational activities needs to be managed to fit in with the conservation and environmental interests and constraints.

Management of recreational opportunities and open access is an on going task of continually assessing the different requirements and commitments of the training area, while assuring that the requirement for providing areas suitable for military training and maintaining the conservation interest are not compromised.































� The MoD owns some 23,000 hectares of freehold land and 6,360 hectares of land that is leased or on licence to the MoD on approximately 194 sites across the region.


� Estate rationalisation seeks to provide a sustainable MoD estate of the right size to deliver and enhance defence capability and will be achieved through reducing the size of the overall estate through site disposals.


� DE and SEERA have undertaken a joint study of the residential development potential of the MoD Estate in the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley sub-region and copies are available in the EiP library/website.


� Army Super Garrisons are anchor locations for the MoD which will be the main target for future investment and development.


� Training requirement is likely to become more demanding on the training estate as the range and capabilities of weapons and equipment increases.


� Pirbright and Sandhurst Range Danger Area, 859.6ha and 216.7ha respectively. 


� Ash Range Danger Area, typically out of bounds 0600 to 1600 hours from Monday to Saturday and 0700 to 1600 hours on Sunday (except two weeks in August, Christmas and Public Holidays).  


� Details of the Aldershot Urban Extension proposals can be found in the DE and SEERA joint study of the residential development potential of the MoD Estate in the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley sub-region. 


� MORI Visitor Survey (2004) of the Bourley and Long Valley SSSI, 822ha (10%) of the SPA.


� Paragraph 1.5.8 of the Draft Delivery Plan


� Paragraph 2.2.4 (second bullet point)


� Research undertaken in relation to the proposals for the Aldershot Urban Extension


� Paragraph B.9 of Circular 05/05: Planning Obligations


� JNCC Common Standards Guidance for Monitoring Birds, page 2.


� Aldershot Urban Extension: Information in Support of Appropriate Assessment, consultation draft, prepared by Entec UK Ltd on behalf of Defence Estates, dated April 2006


� MORI 2004


� Using Rushmoor District / GU11 average household size of 2.5, from � HYPERLINK "http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk" ��http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk� 


� Ash Ranges Typical Firing Times (Flags up / closed to public) are from 0600hrs – 1600hrs Monday to Saturday inclusive, and from 0700hrs – 1600hrs Sunday.  Firing occurs most weekends although does vary from month to month.  Night shoots are occasional. At these times flags remain until 2030hrs (winter) and 23.30hrs (summer).  Flags are down (open to public) from 1600hrs every day and for 2 weeks in August, 2 weeks at Christmas, and all public holidays (including. bank holiday weekends). 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.english-nature.org.uk/pubs/publication/PDF/526.pdf" ��http://www.english-nature.org.uk/pubs/publication/PDF/526.pdf�


� From section 5.3 of “Aldershot Urban Extension: Information in Support of Appropriate Assessment”, consultation draft, prepared by Entec UK Ltd on behalf of Defence Estates, dated April 2006


� EN Research Report No 526 Accessible Natural Green Space Standards in Towns and Cities: A Review and Toolkit for their Implementation


� With approximately 282 current spaces in and around the Bourley & Long Valley SSSI, 2 visitors per car, in each of 12 hours during each day, would give a maximum capacity for 6768 visitors.
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