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1. Introduction
1.1

Elmbridge Borough Council has appointed AECOM to assess the 5 consultation options relating to a new
Elmbridge Borough Local Plan. The objective of this exercise is to identify any aspects of these options that
might be screened in for Appropriate Assessment and may lead to adverse effects on the integrity of Natura
2000 sites (hereafter referred to as European sites), including Special Areas of Conservations (SACs),
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and Ramsar sites. Furthermore, this screening exercise is also meant to
facilitate the selection of a Preferred Option for the Reg. 19 stage.

1.2

Given the lack of detail in the current options document this assessment is preliminary, but lays the
groundwork for the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of a future, more detailed policy version of the
Elmbridge Local Plan.

1.3

The different options seek to deliver varying levels of housing within Elmbridge Borough (ranging from 5,346
to 16,340 new homes). Some of the proposed options would fail to meet the housing needs of the borough,
while others outline the release of Green Belt land for development (up to 618ha under option 3). Primarily,
this document assesses the 5 options based on their potential effects on European sites. It will also
investigate whether the Options document provides a sufficient level of detail to undertake HRA.

1.4

This report is divided into five chapters.
•

Chapter 2 provides an overview of impact pathways that are relevant to the five proposed development
options

•

Chapter 3 discusses the evidence base that is currently available in relation to these impact pathways.
It also identifies where new evidence would be needed to a HRA.

•

Chapter 4 provides the screening of the five Options

•

Chapter 5 discusses the residential development Options in relation to recreational pressure on the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA

•

Chapter 6 discusses the residential development Options in relation to recreational pressure on the
South West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar

•

Chapter 7 summarises the key conclusions and recommendations of this HRA

•

The Appendix introduces the relevant European Sites, their qualifying features, conservation
objectives and identifies threats / pressures to site integrity

Legislative Context
1.5

The need for an assessment of impacts on European sites is set out within Article 6 of the Habitats Directive,
and transposed into UK law by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. The ultimate
aim of the Habitats Directive is to “maintain or restore, at favourable conservation status, natural habitats
and species of wild fauna and flora of Community interest” (Article 2(2)). This aim relates to habitats and
species, not the European Sites themselves, although the European Sites have a significant role in
delivering favourable conservation status.

1.6

The Habitats Directive applies the precautionary principle 1 to European Sites. Consent should only be
granted for plans and projects once the relevant competent authority has ascertained that there will either
be no likelihood of significant effects, or no adverse effect on the integrity of the European Site(s) in question.
Where an Appropriate Assessment has been carried out and results in a negative impact, or if uncertainty
remains over the significant effect, consent will only be granted if there are no alternative solutions and there

1

The Precautionary Principle, which is referenced in Article 191 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, has
been defined by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO, 2005) as:
“When human activities may lead to morally unacceptable harm [to the environment] that is scientifically plausible but uncertain,
actions shall be taken to avoid or diminish that harm. The judgement of plausibility should be grounded in scientific analysis”.
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are Imperative Reasons of Over-riding Public Interest (IROPI) for the development and compensatory
measures have been secured.
1.7

To ascertain whether site integrity will be affected, an Appropriate Assessment should be undertaken of the
plan or project in question. The competent authority is entitled to request the applicant to produce such
information as the competent authority may reasonably require for the purposes of the assessment, or to
enable it to determine whether an appropriate assessment is required. Figure 1 provides the legislative
basis for an Appropriate Assessment.

Habitats Directive 1992
Article 6 (3) states that:
“Any plan of project not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the
site but likely to have a significant effect thereon, either individually or in combination
with other plans or projects, shall be subject to appropriate assessment of its
implications for the site in view of the site’s conservation objectives.”
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended)
The Regulations state that:
“A competent authority, before deciding to … give any consent for a plan or project which
is likely to have a significant effect on a European site … must make an appropriate
assessment of the implications for the plan or project in view of that site’s conservation
objectives… The competent authority may agree to the plan or project only after having
ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the European site.”

Figure 1: The legislative basis for Appropriate Assessment
1.8

Over the years, ‘Habitats Regulations Assessment’ (HRA) has come into wide currency to describe the
overall process set out in the Habitats Regulations, from screening through to identification of IROPI. This
has arisen to distinguish the overall process from the individual stage of "Appropriate Assessment".
Throughout this Report the term HRA is used for the overall process and restricts the use of Appropriate
Assessment to the specific stage of that name.

Scope of the Project
1.9

There is no pre-defined guidance that dictates the physical scope of an HRA of a Plan document. Therefore,
in considering the physical scope of the assessment, we were guided primarily by the identified impact
pathways (called the source-pathway-receptor model) rather than by arbitrary ‘zones’. Current guidance
suggests that the following European sites be included in the scope of assessment:
•

All sites within the Elmbridge Borough boundary; and,

•

Other sites shown to be linked to development within the borough’s boundary through a known impact
pathway (discussed below).

1.10

Briefly defined, pathways are routes by which the implementation of a policy within a Local Plan document
can lead to an effect upon a European designated site. An example of this would be new residential
development resulting in an increased population and thus increased recreational pressure, which could
then affect European sites by, for example, disturbance of wintering or breeding birds. Guidance from the
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) states that the HRA should be
‘proportionate to the geographical scope of the [plan policy]’ and that ‘an AA need not be done in any more
detail, or using more resources, than is useful for its purpose’ (MHCLG, 2006, p.6).

1.11

More recently, the Court of Appeal 2 ruled that providing the Council (competent authority) was duly satisfied
that proposed mitigation could be ‘achieved in practice’ to satisfy that the proposed development would
have no adverse effect, then this would suffice. This ruling has since been applied to a planning permission

2

No Adastral New Town Ltd (NANT) v Suffolk Coastal District Council Court of Appeal, 17th February 2015
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(rather than a Core Strategy document) 3. In this case the High Court ruled that for ‘a multistage process, so
long as there is sufficient information at any particular stage to enable the authority to be satisfied that the
proposed mitigation can be achieved in practice it is not necessary for all matters concerning mitigation to
be fully resolved before a decision maker is able to conclude that a development will satisfy the requirements
of Reg 61 of the Habitats Regulations’.
1.12

To fully inform the screening process, several recent studies have been consulted to determine likely
significant effects that could arise from the different plan options. These include:
•

Future housing allocated (and, where available, HRAs) for the local authorities of Hounslow, Richmond
upon Thames, Kingston upon Thames, Epsom and Ewell and Mole Valley;

•

Journey-to-Work
data
for
(https://www.nomisweb.co.uk);

•

Thames Basin Heaths Visitor Survey 2012/13 4;

•

The UK Air Pollution Information System (www.apis.ac.uk); and

•

Multi Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) and the JNCC website
(www.magic.gov.uk)

Elmbridge

Borough

and

surrounding

authorities

3

High Court case of R (Devon Wildlife Trust) v Teignbridge District Council, 28 July 2015
Natural England Commissioned Report. (2014). Results of the 2012/13 visitor survey on the Thames Basin Heaths Special
Protection Area (SPA).

4
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2. Overview of Impact
Relevant to the Options
2.1

Pathways

Several European sites relevant to the Local Plan options have been identified. Details on the nature,
qualifying features, conservation objectives and threats to integrity of these sites is summarised in the
Appendix, the map in Appendix 1 shows the European sites in relation to Elmbridge Borough:
•

Thames Basin Heaths SPA (partly within Elmbridge Borough)

•

South West London Water Bodies SPA / Ramsar (partly within Elmbridge Borough)

•

Wimbledon Common SAC (approx. 5.5km from the closest point of the northern Borough boundary)

•

Richmond Park SAC (approx. 3.6km from the closest point of the northern Borough boundary)

•

Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC (approx. 3.8km from the closest point of the southern Borough
boundary)

•

Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC (approx. 6.3km from the closest point of the western
Borough boundary

•

Windsor Forest & Great Park SAC (approx. 10.1km from the closest point of the western Borough
boundary)

2.2

The following section briefly discusses the impact pathways on European sites that are likely to be relevant
for all 5 proposed strategic options. Due to the broad nature of the Reg. 18 options at this stage, it is
not possible to rule out Likely Significant Effects (LSEs) on the European sites at this stage. The
magnitude of impact (and thus whether an adverse effect on integrity will require mitigation beyond that
already known for recreational pressure on Thames Basin Heaths) will be determined partly by the amount
of housing to be delivered and the geographical distribution of this development (available information).
However, it will be also shaped by the amount and distribution of employment development and the Local
Plan’s policy wording, neither of which is currently available.

2.3

This HRA references relevant available reports (e.g. the Green Belt Boundary Review for Elmbridge
Borough) to place the different development options into context, and to flag any features that may result in
LSEs, and possibly adverse effects, on European designated sites.

Recreational pressure
•

Relevant to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA; Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC; South
West London Water Bodies SPA

•

Most European sites fulfil essential conservation objectives while also providing recreational access,
and there is growing concern about the cumulative impact of recreation on songbirds, waterfowl and
heathland birds;

•

For example, disturbance events on 54 water bodies within the South West London Water Bodies SPA
/ Ramsar were clearly correlated with reduced bird numbers 5. However, this is heavily dependent on
whether waterbodies are publically accessible;

•

There is particularly strong concern regarding the ground-nesting bird species (e.g. nightjar, woodlark)
that the Thames Basin Heaths SPA / Ramsar is designated for, which is mainly due to these species
being highly sensitive to recreation (particularly dog walkers).

Atmospheric pollution
•

Potentially relevant to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA; Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham
SAC; Wimbledon Common SAC; Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC; Windsor Forest and
Great Park SAC

5

Underhill, M.C. et al. 1993. Use of Waterbodies in South West London by Waterfowl. An Investigation of the Factors Affecting
Distribution, Abundance and Community Structure. Report to Thames Water Utilities Ltd. and English Nature. Wetlands
Advisory Service, Slimbridge
AECOM
9

HRA of the Reg. 18 Local Plan Options
Document for Elmbridge Borough Council
Project number: 60593085

•

The main pollutants of concern for European sites are oxides of nitrogen (NOx), the cumulative total
nitrogen deposition and sulphur dioxide (SO2), which may result in direct toxicity effects at high
concentrations and act as major drivers of biodiversity loss in resident ecosystems through nitrogen
deposition.

•

The contribution of vehicle exhaust emissions to local pollution levels is most relevant within 200m of
the road centre, and becomes non-significant at greater distances.

•

Based on the presence of key journey to work routes connecting Elmbridge with European sites it is
considered that the issue requires investigation for Thames Basin Heaths SPA at Ockham and Wisley
Commons (within 200m of the A3 and M25 immediately south of Elmbridge) and at Horsell Common
(adjacent to the A320/A245 junction in neighbouring Woking borough.

•

Wimbledon Common SAC is partly designated for its Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix
and its European dry heaths, both of which contain lichens that are sensitive to NOx and nitrogen
deposition and the SAC lies adjacent to the A3.

•

The M25, which passes through the south of Elmbridge, lies 70m from Mole Gap to Reigate
Escarpment SAC between Junctions 8 and 9 in nearby Reigate & Banstead. However, within the SAC
boundary the closest SSSI Management Unit to the M25 is Unit 23. The principal habitat in this unit is
lowland calcareous grassland. In December 2017 the consultancy RPS undertook an HRA screening
exercise for the Gatwick Runway 2 project that examined the potential for effects on this part of the
SAC 6. That report cited an ecological survey of Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment within 200m of the
M25 that was undertaken in June 2017 7. In summary, the key finding of this survey work, amended in
accordance with comments provided by Natural England, was that: ‘based on the survey work carried
out by RPS, this report concludes that the grassland within 200m of the M25 is currently of a condition
unlikely to support SAC quality orchidaceous rich grasslands. Therefore, there is no potential effect for
increase in traffic on the M25, as a result of LGW-2R, to have a significant effect with respect to the
Annex 1 priority habitat important orchid sites’. The same report also cited Natural England as
confirming that neither natural box scrub nor yew-dominated woodland occur within Unit 23 (that
located within 200m of the M25). There is also no heathland within the relevant part of the SAC. This
was used as a basis to screen out air quality impacts of traffic growth on the M25 on the international
interest features of the SAC.

•

The South West London Waterbodies SPA (Knight and Bessborough Reservoirs) is located within
Elmbridge adjacent to the A3050. However, these waterbodies are phosphate-limited rather than
nitrogen-limited, meaning that phosphate (which does not derive from traffic exhausts) is the primary
growth-limiting nutrient.

•

Other European sites have been considered but are judged to be too distant from the key journey to
work routes for residents of Elmbridge, including the Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC and
the Windsor Forest SAC.

•

Overall, it is considered that the following European Sites would require a more consideration
regarding this impact pathway:


Thames Basin Heaths SPA



Wimbledon Common SAC

Water quality and resources
•

Relevant to the South West London Water Bodies SPA / Ramsar

•

The quality of water is an important determinant of the conservation status of European sites,
especially those that contain features with water

6

RPS (December 2017). Appendix 5. Gatwick Runway 2 – Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC & Ashdown Forest SPA/SAC
Revised
Habitat
Regulations
Assessment
Report
Stage
1
(Screening).
https://www.gatwickairport.com/globalassets/publicationfiles/business_and_community/all_public_publications/second_runway/
revised-draft-nps/appendix-5--report1-mole-gap-reigate-escarpment-sac-ashdown-forest-spasac-habitat-regs-stage-1screen.pdf
7
Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment – Site Survey by RPS (June 8th 2017)
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•

Toxic chemicals and heavy metals originating from industrial run-off might result in the immediate death
of aquatic life; nitrogen (in marine environments) and phosphorus (in freshwater habitats) is likely to
lead to eutrophication, resulting in changes to ecosystem structure

•

The South West London Water Bodies SPA / Ramsar is designated for gadwall and shoveler, which
feed largely on a diet of green plants (gadwall) and zooplankton (shoveler). Excessive additional
phosphorus input into the River Thames might therefore alter the feeding resources on which these
species depend. Part of the South West London Waterbodies SPA (Knight and Bessborough
Reservoirs) is located within Elmbridge and these reservoirs are fed by abstraction from the River
Thames.

Loss of functionally linked land
•

Potentially relevant to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA; South West London Water Bodies SPA /
Ramsar

•

While European site boundaries are generally delineated to include the key features that are essential
for the coherence of their structure and function, this is not always guaranteed

•

The loss of functionally linked land is primarily an issue for highly mobile bird species such as wildfowl,
waterfowl and heathland birds, but also species like bats and great crested newts. This is mainly
because these species depend on some habitat features outside European sites for elements for their
life cycles, such as foraging.

•

The South West London Water Bodies SPA / Ramsar is designated for resident populations of gadwall
and shoveler. Research has shown that both gadwall and shoveler use a network of waterbodies for
feeding and / or roosting, extending beyond those for which the SPA / Ramsar is designated. Some of
these waterbodies support high numbers of SPA birds and are thus considered to be functionally linked
land, which is essential in maintaining the integrity of the SPA / Ramsar designation. While none of the
Options would involve the physical loss of functionally linked land, residential growth might result in
increased recreational disturbance in some of the functionally linked waterbodies.

AECOM
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3. Key Evidence Base
3.1

To determine whether a plan, or any part thereof, is likely to result in LSEs and adverse effects on European
sites, the available evidence base needs to be examined thoroughly. The following provides a list and broad
summary of projects that are currently available to underpin an assessment of the Elmbridge Local Plan.
These reports will be consulted in more detail when the Reg. 19 draft Local plan with detailed policy wording
becomes available.

Visitor Survey Report for the Thames Basin Heaths
2012/2013
3.2

A visitor survey report 8 was commissioned by Natural England on the behalf of the Thames Basin Heaths
Joint Strategic Partnership Board to enhance the understanding of access patterns in the SPA and to enable
a comparison to survey data from 2005.

3.3

Of 2,316 interviewees, 2,177 (94%) originated from within the 5km SPA buffer, which was previously agreed
as the zone requiring mitigation in the form of access management and / or SANG provisioning.

3.4

Elmbridge Borough contributed the fewest overall visitor pressure to the SPA (only 19 interviewees, 1%),
which is likely due to the district boundary being located relatively far from most SPA land parcels.
Nevertheless, one SPA component (Ockham Common) lies partly within the Borough’s boundary, and
another (Wisley Common) is located very close. These are considered to be the main targets for recreational
pressure from Elmbridge.

3.5

Both Ockham and Wisley Common were found to have relatively large catchment areas. On Ockham
Common, 75% of the visitors that were arriving by car originating from distances as far as 16.2km. On
Wisley Common, the 75th percentile of visitors still undertook drives of up to 6.7km. Both cases highlight
that housing development in any part of Elmbridge Borough might lead to increased recreation in these two
sites. Even Chobham Common (with 4.4km distance to the Borough’s boundary slightly further away) can
realistically still expect to receive visitors from Elmbridge.

3.6

The visitor survey also determined that there had been a 10% increase in the number of visitors using the
TBH for recreation between 2005 and 2013. This was mainly attributed to the increase in the surrounding
level of housing development, within the 75% catchment area of the SPA.

3.7

While this survey is now 6 years old, it provides a solid foundation on which to assess the options for the
Elmbridge Local Plan. However, given the time that has passed and the number of dwellings that have been
developed since, it is possible that the access patterns on the TBH SPA have changed substantially. We
recommend the commissioning of an updated visitor survey for Reg. 19 version of the Elmbridge Local Plan.

Major roads and Journey-To-Work Data
3.8

An investigation into the major roads within Elmbridge 9 and available journey-to-work traffic data indicates
that housing as well as employment development within the borough has the potential to affect air quality.
The two European sites of primary consideration in the context of air quality are the Thames Basin Heaths
SPA and Wimbledon Common SAC, which both contain wet and dry heathland. Within these sites SO2, NOx
and total nitrogen deposition have the potential to change community structure by favouring grasses, while
reducing the abundance of bryophytes and lichens.

3.9

Development outlined in the Elmbridge Local Plan might affect the inflow of traffic into the borough (for
example through new employment opportunities in Elmbridge), as well as the outflow from Elmbridge (for
example through new Elmbridge residents travelling to work in a different borough). The net effect of
additional development in Elmbridge is likely to be an increase in the number of commutes by car, potentially
leading along roads within 200m of qualifying interest features that are susceptible to pollution.

8

Fearnley H. & Liley D. 2013. Visitor access patterns on the Thames Basin Heaths Special protection Area 2012/13. Natural
England Commissioned Reports. 112pp.
9
A suitable starting point to identify major roads are the Department for Transport road traffic statistics found at
https://roadtraffic.dft.gov.uk [Accessed 11/07/2019]
AECOM
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3.10

Journey-to-work data provides a useful tool for evaluating the likely hotspots for this additional traffic 10. For
example, Guildford Borough is currently among the top 10 destinations for commuters from Elmbridge. The
likely commuter route to Guildford is via the A3, which runs directly adjacent to Wisley and Ockham
Commons, both components of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.

3.11

Equally, the commuter routes to two of the major work destinations for Elmbridge residents (Kingston upon
Thames and Richmond upon Thames) will involve journeys northbound along the A3, which runs adjacent
to Wimbledon Common SAC.

3.12

The susceptibility of qualifying features is likely to depend on their location relative to major transport nodes.
For example, not all of Wimbledon Common SAC is covered by heath with vulnerable lichens. Therefore,
the highest impact is to be expected where such features occur within 200m of a road. Air quality
assessments model the concentrations of pollutants (and their variation with distance from the road) at
selected transport links. Such receptor-specific modelling is crucial for assessing the air quality impacts of
forecast traffic

3.13

Furthermore, calculating the impact of development on air quality is an ‘in-combination’ exercise, which
needs to consider the plan that is being proposed as well as any other plans of surrounding authorities. This
is because an individual plan alone might not cause adverse effects on a European site alone, but when
considering the cumulative traffic growth associated with several plans. Such an ‘in-combination’ air quality
study has been commissioned and will be available for the Reg. 19 Preferred Option stage. It will underpin
the Appropriate Assessment of the air quality impact pathway.

Elmbridge Phase 1 Scoping Water Cycle Study
(2018)
3.14

A Water Cycle Study was undertaken for Elmbridge Borough by AECOM in 2018 11. The overall objective of
this initial Phase 1 Scoping study was to identify constraints imposed by the water cycle on the planned
growth in the Borough up to 2035. This work is currently being updated. As identified in the previous chapter,
the sole European site that is likely to be linked to the water quality impact pathway is the South West
London Water Bodies SPA / Ramsar. This is because the site is aquatic habitat and located directly adjacent
to the River Thames.

3.15

Two wastewater treatment works (WwTWs), Esher WwTW (serving 83% of the Borough) and Weybridge
WwTW (serving 16% of the Borough), were identified as processing 99% of the sewage in Elmbridge
Borough. A precautionary review was carried out to identify any designated sites that are hydrologically
connected to either of the WwTWs. Due to its dependence on hydrological input (both in terms of water
quantity and quality) the South-West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar was identified as the main
European Site potentially being affected by the discharge from these WwTWs.

3.16

Weybridge WwTW discharge into the River Wey, which then joins the River Thames 3.6km downstream.
5.6km downstream from this confluence, the Thames flows past the Knight and Bessborough Reservoirs,
which are part of the South-West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar. These reservoirs are fed by
abstraction from the River Thames. However, these waterbodies are phosphate-limited rather than nitrogenlimited, meaning that phosphate is the primary growth-limiting nutrient. Shoveler is the species for which
Knight & Besborough Reservoirs are of particular importance, although the gadwall population is increasing.
According to research undertaken by the University of Oxford 12, these reservoirs are mainly used by
shoveler for daytime roosting at the water’s edge (rather than for feeding), and is favoured by gadwall for
foraging because sites with increased algae at the shoreline tend to support more gadwall than sites with
less algae. In conclusion, phosphate concentrations are less important to the ability of the site to continue
to support large shoveler and increasing gadwall populations than for some other waterbodies.

3.17

Esher WwTW discharge into the River Ember, which then joins the River Thames 2.7km downstream of the
discharge point at Cigarette Island. While the current status of the Rythe catchment is identified as Poor,
there is no hydrological connectivity between Esher WwTW discharge and the South-West London
Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar, due to the Ember joining the Thames downstream of the SPA / Ramsar.

10

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/census/2011/wu03uk [Accessed 11/07/2019]
AECOM. 2018. Elmbridge Water Cycle Study: Phase 1 Scoping (Draft Report). Report for Elmbridge Borough Council.
12
Briggs B. 2007. The use of waterbodies in South-West London by Gadwall and Shoveler; implications for nature conservation.
Doctoral thesis. Wolfson College, University of Oxford
11
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3.18

As a precautionary measure, the WwTW permitted dry weather flows and projected capacities were also
investigated. Effluent discharge standards are set by the Environment Agency, which outline permitted dry
weather flow (DWF) limits for each WwTW. WwTWs that do not exceed their discharge permit under a
specific development scenario need not be assessed, as any issues should have been already considered
as part of the licensing process through the Environment Agency’s Review of Consents process.

3.19

It is concluded that both Esher WwTW (26% capacity) and Weybridge WwTW (35% capacity) would have
sufficient headroom to accommodate potential growth in Elmbridge Borough. While it therefore appears that
there would be no implications of additional development on wastewater discharge, it is to be noted that
some of current consents were agreed upon before implementation of the Water Framework Directive
(WFD). Therefore, even remaining within the current headroom might result in the deterioration of the quality
of waterbodies.

3.20

Overall, given the low overall sensitivity to increased phosphate input of the two component
waterbodies (Knight & Bessborough Reservoirs) of the South-West London Waterbodies SPA within
Elmbridge, it is concluded that there would be no LSEs of the Elmbridge Local Plan Options
regarding the impact pathway water quality. The Water Cycle Study for Elmbridge is currently being
updated and its emerging conclusions will be considered in the Reg.19 HRA.

South West London Waterbodies PhD study
3.21

A PhD study undertaken in 2007, investigated the use of waterbodies in South-West London by gadwall
and shoveler, and discussed its potential implications for nature conservation. While the scope of the study
included all components of the South-West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar, it also assessed many
waterbodies that might act as functionally linked land for the qualifying bird species.

3.22

The two components of the South-West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar that lie within the boundary of
Elmbridge District are the Knight and Bessborough Reservoirs. Both of these sites are managed and
operated by Thames Water, and are currently not accessible to the public.

3.23

Red House Reservoir (situated in Spelthorne) and Kempton East Reservoir (located in Hounslow) are two
SPA components that are located to the north of Elmbridge in adjacent authorities. The short distance means
that they might still be potential destinations for recreational visits from Elmbridge. However, Red House
Reservoir is not open to the public and Kempton East Reservoir is actively managed to reduce recreation
impacts, and only accessible for a small group called ‘the Friends of Kempton’ (‘Access to Kempton Nature
Reserve is restricted to members of our Friends scheme, to limit disturbance to wildlife and protect public
from the open water bodies on site’ 13). Therefore, there are no likely recreational impacts of the Elmbridge
Local Plan options on the South-West London Waterbodies.

3.24

Elmbridge Borough contains several waterbodies that do not form part of the SPA, which are known to fulfil
important roles as additional roosting and / or feeding sites. Potential functionally linked land in Elmbridge
includes Molesey East & West (former gravel pits), the Queen Elisabeth II Reservoir, Hersham Gravel Pit,
Molesey Gravel Pit and Island Barn. A significant number of gadwall and shoveler routinely use these
waterbodies for roosting and feeding, or when disturbance events displace them from nearby designated
components of the SPA. Some of the non-designated waterbodies are therefore integral to the conservation
objectives of the South-West London Waterbodies SPA. Any Plan option that involves the loss or
deterioration in quality of these habitats will result in LSEs and, potentially, adverse effects on the integrity
of the South-West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar.

Summary
3.25

13

In summary, the key issues requiring further investigation are: recreational pressure on the Thames Basin
Heaths SPA, potential for impacts on functionally linked waterbodies associated with the South West
London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar and traffic-related atmospheric pollution impacts on the Thames Basin
Heaths SPA in particular, but also the Wimbledon Common SAC.

https://www.thameswater.co.uk/kemptonnaturereserve
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4. Screening for
Effects (LSEs)

Likely

Significant

4.1

The screening results in Table 1 of this HRA show that all options are screened in for Appropriate
Assessment. This is because all options detail the delivery of new housing in Elmbridge, which is relevant
for several impact pathways relating to European sites. Since the geographic scope of development has
only a broad level of spatial detail, the options must also be screened in based on the precautionary
principle, due to not being able to rule out LSEs with any degree of certainty.

4.2

Due to the limited detail available in the options document (e.g. no employment allocations and policy
wording) and the lack of key evidence (e.g. no air quality assessment), it is not possible to undertake
Appropriate Assessment at this stage (see discussion in chapter 5). No one option appears materially less
likely to result in LSEs than any other at this point. Appendix 2 shows the distribution of allocated residential
housing under the different options.

Table 1: Screening table for LSEs of the different options 14 proposed for the Elmbridge Local Plan.

Proposed Option

LSEs Screening

Option 1

Likely Significant Effects Present.
This policy identifies a quantum of housing to be
delivered over the plan period.
Potential impact pathways include:
•
•
•

Option 2

Recreational Pressure (of SPA / Ramsar and
functionally linked land)
Loss of functionally linked land
Atmospheric pollution

Likely Significant Effects Present.
This policy identifies a quantum of housing to be
delivered over the plan period.
Potential impact pathways include:
•
•
•

Option 3

Recreational Pressure (of SPA / Ramsar and
functionally linked land)
Loss of functionally linked land
Atmospheric pollution

Likely Significant Effects Present.
This policy identifies a quantum of housing to be
delivered over the plan period.
Potential impact pathways include:
•
•
•

Option 4

Recreational Pressure (of SPA / Ramsar and
functionally linked land)
Loss of functionally linked land
Atmospheric pollution

Likely Significant Effects Present.

14

It is to be noted that due to the insufficient detail of the options document, this screening is preliminary. The exact nature of
LSEs and adverse effects will not only depend on the quantum of development, but also on its geographic distribution.
Therefore, as discussed in chapter 5, more detailed will be required to determine a Preferred Option from an HRA perspective.
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This policy identifies a quantum of housing to be
delivered over the plan period.
Potential impact pathways include:
•
•
•

Option 5

Recreational Pressure (of SPA / Ramsar and
functionally linked land)
Loss of functionally linked land
Atmospheric pollution

Likely Significant Effects Present.
This policy identifies a quantum of housing to be
delivered over the plan period.
Potential impact pathways include:
•
•
•

Recreational Pressure (of SPA / Ramsar and
functionally linked land)
Loss of functionally linked land
Atmospheric pollution

In-combination Assessment
4.3

Several authorities surrounding Elmbridge have proposed their own Local Plans which outline residential
and employment development. This includes the authorities of Spelthorne, Hounslow, Richmond upon
Thames, Kingston upon Thames, Mole Valley, Guildford, Woking and Runnymede. The number of homes
to be delivered in these adjacent authorities is summarised in Table 2.

Table 2: Number of dwellings to be delivered in authorities adjacent to Elmbridge that need to be
considered in the in-combination assessment
Local Authority

Total housing provided

Spelthorne

8,850 (2020 – 2035) 15

Hounslow

20,513 (2019 – 2034) 16

Richmond-upon-Thames

3,150 (2015-2025) 17

Kingston-upon-Thames

5,625 (2012/13 – 2026/27) 18

Mole Valley

5,900 (2018 – 2033) 19

Guildford

10,678 (2015 – 2034) 20

Woking

4,964 (2010 – 2027) 21

Runnymede

6,884 (2015-2030) 22

4.4

The total number of residential dwellings in adjacent authorities equates to 66,564. Additionally, a
considerable amount of employment space will be delivered. This development will have its own contribution
to recreational pressure, atmospheric pollution and changes to water quality. It will therefore have to be
considered in-combination with development put forward in Elmbridge.

4.5

Prior to being adopted these respective plans have undergone their own bespoke HRA, ensuring that there
are no adverse effects on the integrity of European sites that are connected via an impact pathway. Previous
HRAs have also undertaken an in-combination assessment. For the impact pathway of recreational

15

https://www.spelthorne.gov.uk/localplan
https://www.hounslow.gov.uk/info/20167/local_plan
https://www.richmond.gov.uk/media/15935/adopted_local_plan_interim.pdf
18
https://www.kingston.gov.uk/downloads/download/37/core_strategy
19
https://www.molevalley.gov.uk/media/pdf/p/r/Future_Mole_Valley_-_Issues_and_Options_Final.pdf
20
https://www.guildford.gov.uk/newlocalplan/media/29891/The-Guildford-borough-Local-Plan-strategy-and-sites-20152034/pdf/Guildford_Borough_Local_Plan_(2015-2034)_(Web_Version)_(Reduced)1.pdf
21
https://www.woking2027.info/developmentplan/corestrategy/adoptedcorestrategy.pdf
22
https://runnymede.gov.uk/localplanconsultation
16
17
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pressure this has culminated in the implementation of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area
Avoidance Strategy SPD, which outlines the mitigation measures (e.g. SANG and SAMM provision) that
need to be delivered by authorities adjacent to the SPA.
4.6

While some of the evidence base for the in-combination assessment is available (e.g. a visitor survey for
the Thames Basin Heaths SPA), an air quality assessment will only be available at the Reg. 19 Preferred
Option Stage. Furthermore, given the lack of detail (i.e. no geographic detail and employment space
allocations provided) in the proposed options document for Elmbridge, it is currently not possible to
determine the effects of the Elmbridge Local Plan options. It is therefore not feasible to determine the
contribution of the Elmbridge Local Plan options to the cumulative effects of the surrounding authorities’
plans.

4.7

The in-combination assessment will be revisited when more detailed plan options and further scientific
evidence is available for analysis.
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5. Discussing the Options in the
Context of Recreational Pressure on
Thames Basin Heaths SPA
5.1

In its current draft version, the Reg. 18 draft consultation document proposes 5 different options detailing
housing growth within Elmbridge Borough. These options allocate different housing numbers and strategic
approaches to the housing delivery in Elmbridge Borough. The Options were screened for LSEs in the
previous chapter and they are now discussed in relation to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA and the impact
pathway recreational pressure, as this is clearly the most significant HRA issue for Elmbridge.

5.2

Table 3 summarises the different housing options proposed for the Elmbridge Local Plan, showing the net
new dwellings and number of residents to be expected within 5km of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA and
the amount of additional recreational greenspace (SANG) required to mitigate this growth. As discussed,
residential growth within a 5km catchment zone from the SPA will require mitigation in the form of developer
contributions to SANG and / or Strategic Accessed Management and Monitoring (SAMM) provision. The
residential sites allocated in different Options within the 5km catchment zone of the Thames Basin Heaths
SPA are shown in Appendix 2.

5.3

Several details should be noted in relation to the SANG calculations. Where a residential allocation did not
fall entirely within the 5km catchment zone, the total number of dwellings proposed as part of that allocation
was adjusted by the proportion of that allocation, based on site size, falling within the catchment zone. While
it is not known how dwellings within allocations will be distributed, this is a standardised method for
‘correcting’ the allocations that straddle the catchment zone boundary. Furthermore, the SANG calculations
are based on the following standard criteria:


Total number of proposed housing within 5km of the SPA 23



2.4 residents per dwelling 24



0.008ha of SANG required per resident 25

Table 3: Summary of the different housing options for the Elmbridge Local Plan, detailing the net number
of new dwellings and residents within 5km of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, and the amount of SANG
mitigation required.
Development Number
Option
Dwellings
Proposed

of Net
Number
of
New Net
Number
of
New Net
Additional
Dwellings Within 5km of the Residents within 5km of the Recreational Greenspace
Thames Basin Heaths SPA Thames Basin Heaths
(SANG) Required (ha)

1

9,345

765

1,836

14.69

2

6,831

1,601

3,843

30.74

3

16,340

6,163

14,792

118.33

4

5,346

777

1,865

14.92

23

Based on the decision that all net new residential dwellings within a catchment zone of 5km require SANG provision. This is
set out in the Supplementary Planning Documents of authorities near the Thames Basin Heaths, such as the Surrey Heath
Borough Council SPD:
https://www.surreyheath.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Thames%20Basin%20Heaths%20Special%20Protection%20Area%20SPD%
202019.pdf [Accessed 11/07/2019]
24
Sourced from the Office for National Statistics, which summarises that the ‘average household size has remained at 2.4
people over the decade’.
25 This is calculated from the original 8ha per 1000 population standard derived from the original Natural England Delivery Plan
which preceded the SPA Delivery Framework.
www.waverley.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/5326/topic_paper_sang.pdf [Accessed 11/07/2019]
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5

9,417

1,933

4,638

37.11

Option 1
5.4

Option 1 details the provision of 9,345 new homes, which would cover the Borough’s housing need for the
plan period. This option ‘would require all housing sites in the future to be delivered at high densities of over
85 dwellings per hectare, which would be over double the current average’.

5.5

The benefits of option 1 identified in the consultation document include that it:

5.6

•

Protects all existing Green Belt

•

Preserves the current Green Belt boundaries.

•

Relocates open space into the Green Belt

the disadvantages of option 1 identified in the consultation document are that:
•

It places a lot of pressure on parts of the borough that have already seen considerable development

•

Residential development would constitute mainly flats

•

The option would rely on all potential sites being delivered.

Implications for Thames Basin Heaths SPA
5.7

Option 1 would deliver an intermediate level of housing (more than options 2 and 4, but less than options 3
and 5), which most likely would result in an intermediate level of recreational pressure compared to these
other options. Regarding the impact pathway recreational pressure, the Thames Basin Heaths SPA would
likely be the recipient of most of this additional recreation pressure, as it is a high-profile recreation
destination. Wisley Common and Ockham Common are the only segments of the Thames Basin Heaths
SPA that are situated in or directly adjacent to Elmbridge Borough, in its south-western area.

5.8

One advantage of option 1 is that it would protect all existing Green Belt and preserve its current boundaries.
This means that there would be no loss of greenfield sites, which are undeveloped greenspaces available
for recreation. This is positive as it might aid in reducing recreational pressure in the Thames Basin Heaths
SPA. Local green spaces accessible to the public are regarded as important alternative destinations for
residents, absorbing part of the recreational footprint from residential development.

5.9

Natural England require that all residential development within a defined catchment zone of 5km is required
to deliver mitigation in the form of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) at an area of 8ha per
1000 net increase in population (0.008ha per 1 additional resident). Table 1 indicates that Option 1 allocates
765 new residential dwellings in the 5km catchment zone, which would be equivalent to 1,836 new residents.
Option 1 would thus require the delivery of 14.69ha of SANG (1,836 residents * 0.008ha).

Option 2
5.10

Option 2 outlines the provision of 6,831 new homes, the second lowest of the proposed options, which
would not suffice to meet the needs of Elmbridge Borough over the plan period. This option ‘would deliver
… [housing] within three key strategic areas’.

5.11

The key benefits listed for option 2 are that:

5.12

•

The character of urban areas would be preserved, as they would be protected from significant change

•

It delivers a higher number of new affordable homes, one of the key aims of the Elmbridge Local Plan.

The key disadvantage of this strategic option is:
•

The loss of Green Belt land, which might affect the recreation patterns within the borough. The release
of Green Belt land would be based on the Elmbridge Green Belt Boundary Review, which identifies
poorly performing parcels of Green Belt land based on guidance provided in the National Planning
Policy Framework.
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Implications for Thames Basin Heaths SPA
5.13

Option 2 would deliver a considerably lower level of housing than options 1, 3 and 5, which would mean
that the magnitude of recreational pressure and the likelihood of adverse effects on the Thames Basin
Heaths SPA would also be lower. For example, the number of recreational visits is likely to be much lower
under Option 2 than under other options. Consequently, any adverse effects on site integrity through
recreational disturbance would also be lower.

5.14

One major disadvantage of strategic option 2 is that it details the loss of 188ha of Green Belt land, which is
likely to include at least some greenfield sites that previously might have been destinations for recreational
activities. As indicated in the discussion of option 1 above, the loss of urban greenspaces might lead to
more people routinely visiting the Thames Basin Heaths SPA for recreation. Furthermore, the loss of local
greenspace might lead to people needing to undertake longer car journeys to more distant destinations,
possibly compounding the air pollution impact pathway. The relevance of this to European sites depends
on the nature and location of the lost Green Belt parcels. For example, whether the released areas were
previously accessible areas for recreation.

5.15

Natural England require that all residential development within a defined catchment zone of 5km is required
to deliver mitigation in the form of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) at an area of 8ha per
1000 net increase in population (0.008ha per 1 additional resident). Table 1 indicates that Option 2 allocates
1,601 new residential dwellings in the 5km catchment zone, which would be equivalent to 3,843 new
residents. Option 2 would thus require the delivery of 30.74ha of SANG (3,843 residents * 0.008ha).

Option 3
5.16

In option 3 the largest number of new homes (16,340) is delivered, which would cover all the homes needed
in Elmbridge Borough and assist adjacent boroughs in meeting their housing needs. Furthermore, this
strategy would deliver new housing that is more evenly spread over the borough.

5.17

Some of the main benefits of this development option include:

5.18

•

A better affordability of new housing

•

Lower housing densities as development is spread over a larger area

•

The protection of the present character of urban areas

The main disadvantage of this strategic option is that:
•

618ha of Green Belt land would be lost and redeveloped for housing. The consultation document
highlights that

•

New Green Belt boundaries may not function properly

•

That this option does not direct all new development to the most sustainable locations.

Implications for Thames Basin Heaths SPA
5.19

Option 3 allocates by far the highest number of new homes and would therefore be expected to cause
significant additional visitor pressure in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA. The two commons in the south-west
of Elmbridge (Wisley and Ockham Common) would likely need to absorb the largest bulk of this additional
recreational pressure from within the 5km catchment zone.

5.20

A further concern regarding this option is the significant loss of Green Belt land, which would likely mean
that a certain quantum of current recreation space would be lost. This loss of recreation buffer, effectively
shielding the Thames Basin Heaths SPA from some of the visitor pressure, might further increase the access
levels on the European site.

5.21

Natural England require that all residential development within a defined catchment zone of 5km is required
to deliver mitigation in the form of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) at an area of 8ha per
1000 net increase in population (0.008ha per 1 additional resident). Table 1 indicates that Option 3 allocates
6,163 new residential dwellings in the 5km catchment zone, which would be equivalent to 14,792 new
residents. Option 3 would thus require the delivery of 118.33ha of SANG (14,792 residents * 0.008ha).
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Option 4
5.22

With 5,346 new homes option 4 delivers the lowest amount of housing. It would optimise housing densities
across the borough, ensuring that land in the urban areas is used effectively and that the types of new
homes meet the needs of the local populace. It would also be ‘using the Duty-to-Co-operate to see if other
authorities can meet some of’ Elmbridge’s housing need.

5.23

Besides the much lower amount of housing, the main benefits of this option are that:

5.24

•

It does not require the release of Green Belt land

•

The option maintains the existing Green Belt boundaries

•

It directs all future growth to urban areas (making urban land use more efficient)

Key disadvantages of this option include that:
•

This option fails to meet Elmbridge’s housing targets

•

It makes the borough dependent on development policies in surrounding authorities

•

It requires all potential sites to be delivered (or else the plan becomes out-of-date)

Implications for Thames Basin Heaths SPA
5.25

Compared to the other development options, option 4 would result in the smallest magnitude of recreational
pressure, which might imply that all housing could be delivered outside the 5km catchment zone or, if within,
it could be mitigated more easily.

5.26

Significantly, the option preserves the current Green Belt boundaries, indicating that current recreation
space within Elmbridge Borough would be entirely preserved. Important greenspaces such as the Lower
Green Recreation Ground (Esher) or Hersham Riverside Park (Hersham) would be protected, maintaining
a wide range of greenspace opportunity for Elmbridge residents to choose from.

5.27

Natural England require that all residential development within a defined catchment zone of 5km is required
to deliver mitigation in the form of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) at an area of 8ha per
1000 net increase in population (0.008ha per 1 additional resident). Table 1 indicates that Option 4 allocates
777 new residential dwellings in the 5km catchment zone, which would be equivalent to 1,865 new residents.
Option 2 would thus require the delivery of 14.92ha of SANG (1,865 residents * 0.008ha).

Option 5
5.28

In option five, 9,417 new homes would be delivered over the plan period, which is the second highest
allocated number of housing after option 3. This option aspires to optimise the housing densities within the
borough and to ensure efficient land use in urban areas.

5.29

The benefits of this option are listed as:

5.30

•

All housing needed to sustain growth in the borough is delivered

•

The affordability of housing is improved

•

Development is spread more evenly across the borough

•

Large sites with appropriate infrastructure are delivered

•

New Green Belt boundaries are likely to function properly.

Negative aspects of this option include that:
•

This development option releases a total of 338ha of Green Belt land for development (although this
is significantly less than under option 3)

•

Urban areas are extended around their edges.

Implications for Thames Basin Heaths SPA
5.31

This option would deliver an intermediate level of housing comparable to that of option 1 (more housing
than options 2 and 4, but less than option 3), which would result in an intermediate additional level of
recreational pressure.
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5.32

The Thames Basin Heaths SPA would likely be the recipient of some of this additional recreation pressure,
as this is a high-profile recreation destination. The extent of additional recreational pressure is likely to be
dependent on where the housing is situated, with more distant housing having proportionately less of an
effect. Wisley Common and Ockham Common (located partly within Elmbridge) are the segments of the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA most closely located to Elmbridge Borough.

5.33

Compared to option 1, option 5 does not protect all existing Green Belt, releasing some of it for development.
This means that there might be some loss of recreational greenspaces, which may increase recreational
pressure in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA and other European sites susceptible to recreational pressure.

5.34

Natural England require that all residential development within a defined catchment zone of 5km is required
to deliver mitigation in the form of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) at an area of 8ha per
1000 net increase in population (0.008ha per 1 additional resident). Table 1 indicates that Option 4 allocates
1,933 new residential dwellings in the 5km catchment zone, which would be equivalent to 4,638 new
residents. Option 5 would thus require the delivery of 37.11ha of SANG (1,865 residents * 0.008ha).
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6. Discussing the Options in the
Context of Recreational Pressure on
the South West London Waterbodies
SPA / Ramsar
6.1

The 5 different options detailing housing growth within Elmbridge Borough differ in the housing numbers to
be delivered, but also in its distribution. This chapter discusses the Options in relation to the South West
London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar and the impact pathway recreational pressure, as this is potentially
another issue arising from the Elmbridge Local Plan Options.

6.2

A wide range of human activities are undertaken on or around components of the South West London
Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar and additional nearby waterbodies (not part of the SPA designation) that act
as functionally linked land. Examples of these recreational activities include sailing, angling, windsurfing,
walking and dog walking. The disturbance potential differs between activities and it is generally considered
that water-based recreation (e.g. sailing, windsurfing, etc.) has the highest negative impact because it
places people in direct proximity to waterfowl.

6.3

Recreational disturbance has been identified as one of the factors that might have contributed to the
waterbird declines in the South West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar 2627Research has shown that the
roosting behaviour of shoveler is strongly influenced by the level of disturbance present in a water body,
having a consistently significant effect across most statistical models. Similarly, among other variables,
disturbance predicted the presence of roosting gadwall on components of the South West London
Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar.

6.4

The following SPA component or functionally linked land waterbodies have been identified in Elmbridge
Borough:

6.5

•

Knight Reservoir (SPA / Ramsar)

•

Bessborough Reservoir (SPA / Ramsar)

•

Queen Elizabeth II Storage Reservoir (functionally linked)

•

Hersham Gravel Pit (functionally linked)

•

Molesey Gravel Pit (functionally linked)

•

Island Barn Reservoir (functionally linked)

•

Molesey East (functionally linked)

•

Molesey West (functionally linked)

This chapter initially provides a brief description of these waterbodies, particularly focussing on the
prevailing access arrangements, and then discusses this in the context of the propose development
options. Only options 3 and 5 are considered here, as these allocate for significant more residential
development surrounding these waterbodies than options 1, 2 and 4.

26
WAS. 2003. As assessment of the effect of over-wintering ducks of recreation at the Wraysbury and Thorpe Park pits within
the SW London Waterbodies Special Protection Area. Wetland Advisory Service report to English Nature. Wildfowl and
Wetlands Trust, Slimbridge.
27
Banks A.N., Austin G.E. & Rehfisch M.M. 2004. South West London Waterbodies SPA Wildfowl Population Analysis. In BTO
Research Report No. 361. British Trust for Ornithology.
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Current Recreational Access to Waterbodies
Knight & Bessborough Reservoirs (SPA / Ramsar)
6.6

The Knight & Bessborough Reservoirs are currently operational and owned by Thames Water. The water
levels are maintained at relatively stable levels. Both reservoirs have extensive algal growth around the
water’s edges, which provides good feeding conditions for gadwall. Both gadwall and shoveler use the site
in relatively high abundances. However, there is no public access to either of the reservoirs, implying that
recreational pressure arising from residential growth in Elmbridge is not a linking impact pathway for these
reservoirs.

Queen Elizabeth II Storage Reservoir
6.7

This is a large reservoir that is currently in operational use and has highly fluctuating water levels. The
reservoir is not used by large numbers of gadwall or shoveler. Furthermore, there is no public access,
implying that recreational pressure arising from residential growth in Elmbridge is not a linking impact
pathway for this reservoir.

Hersham Gravel Pit and Molesey Gravel Pit
6.8

Hersham Gravel Pit is a very small waterbody that has been restored for nature conservation. In the
winter 2005-6 it held around 20 gadwall, however very few were recorded in the winter 2006-7. Due to its
limited size, it is not considered to be important for either gadwall or shoveler. There is recreational access
to Hersham Gravel Pit and the site is occasionally visited by dog walkers. However, due to its limited
capacity to support waterfowl, the site is not considered to be functionally linked land.

6.9

Molesey Gravel Pit was filled in in 2005-6 and has therefore only been recently established for nature
conservation. Only few individuals of gadwall have been recorded so far, while shoveler have not been
recorded here. However, due to its small size it is not considered to be functionally linked land.

Island Barn Reservoir
6.10

Island Barn Reservoir is a relatively large waterbody, which is used by significant numbers of gadwall and
shoveler. It is a reserve reservoir that is only used in drought conditions and therefore water levels are
very stable. The site has extensive algal growth around the water’s edge, making it attractive feeding
habitat for gadwall.

6.11

In terms of recreational use, the reservoir is only accessible through the Island Barn Reservoir Sailing
Club. While sailing is an activity with a very high disturbance potential, sailing in winter is restricted to
Saturdays and the current recreational usage has not prevented waterfowl from using the site. A positive
habitat management measure would be to lower the water level, thus increasing the food availability
particularly to shoveler. However, due to its use by the sailing club and its importance as a reserve
reservoir this is unlikely. The club’s website actively advertises winter memberships and the event
calendar for 2019 shows that were will be two events held in some weeks of winter 2019/20.

Molesey East and West Gravel Pits
6.12

These gravel pits were created from the decommissioned Lambeth and Chelsea reservoirs. Restoration
for nature conservation in the eastern part was completed in 2006, but the western part has only been
restored recently. Only a small number of gadwall and shoveler have been recorded here to date, but the
ecological value of the site is likely to mature with time. If managed appropriately, it is considered that the
site will have significant value for waterfowl. At present there is no public access to the gravel pits, but
limited access (perhaps through a local nature group) is planned in the future.
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Relevant Development Options
Option 3
6.13

Option 3 proposes several large residential developments on site allocations near components of the
South West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar and its functionally linked land, including the sites LA-70
(45 dwellings), Land north of Grove Way (790 dwellings), Sandown Park Racecourse (300 dwellings),
Fieldcommon (Drake Park; 707 dwellings), Esher Rugby Club (200 dwellings) and SA-88 (120 dwellings).
While this is a non-exhaustive list, these are the closest large residential allocations that are likely to
account for the largest increase in demand for recreational space.

Option 5
6.14

Option 5 also proposes several large residential developments on site allocations near components of the
South West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar and its functionally linked land, including the sites SA-85
(225 dwellings), SA-89 (400 dwellings), SA-87 (100 dwellings), SA-73 (150 dwellings), SA-74 (150
dwellings), SA-75 (200 dwellings) and SA-88 (120 dwellings). As for Option 3 this is a non-exhaustive list,
but these are likely to be the residential allocations leading to the largest increase in demand for
recreational space. In comparison to Option 3, Option 5 allocates considerably fewer dwellings near
components of the South West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar.

6.15

The description of public access arrangements of the SPA / Ramsar and functionally linked waterbodies in
the preceding section highlights that recreational pressure is likely to be of relatively low importance to the
waterbodies found in Elmbridge Borough. Of the investigated 8 waterbodies, only the Island Barn
Reservoir constitutes important functionally linked land and is accessible to the public. While Local Plan
Options 3 and 5 allocated significant residential growth near some of the SPA / Ramsar waterbodies,
water-based activities such as sailing are undertaken by relatively few members of the public.
Nevertheless, the high negative ecological impact of such activities means due to consideration should be
given in relation to European Sites. However, regarding the Island Barn Reservoir it is considered that
recreational use could be managed such that there are no adverse effects on site integrity (see
recommendations and conclusions section).

7. Recommendations and Conclusions
7.1

Considering the impact pathways relevant to the plan options (chapter 2) and the information available on
the options (chapter 4), this chapter discusses the recommended option based on the current evidence
base and consideration of the following:
•

Allowing the identified European sites to reach their conservation objectives

•

Consideration of the housing number needed to meet the anticipated needs of Elmbridge Borough

7.2

In conclusion, the Reg. 18 options document does not provide a sufficient level of detail to determine
the effect that the planned level of residential growth is likely to have on the identified European
sites. While the quanta and locations of housing are available under the different Options, the quanta or
locations for potential employment allocations are not provided. However, employment allocations
contribute significantly to some of the impact pathways identified in this HRA, including water quality and
resources, atmospheric pollution and the loss of functionally linked land. These impact pathways will
therefore have to be assessed at the Reg. 19 stage of the Elmbridge Local Plan. Moreover, there is currently
no confirmation of whether the SANG capacity identified as being necessary in the preceding chapter is
likely to be available. This will need to be examined further and will have to be taken into account in
determining the deliverability of each option.

7.3

Although it is currently not possible to assess the plan options in detail, it is feasible to provide a general
comment on the likely adverse effects of the options provided here, particularly regarding recreational
pressure. Generally, the more housing is delivered within the 5km catchment zone of the Thames Basin
Heaths SPA, the higher the magnitude of the anticipated recreational pressure effects on the SPA.
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7.4

Therefore, regarding potential impact pathways on European sites, Option 1 would provide for the fewest
number of new homes (765) within the 5km catchment zone of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA and
thus would impose the least pressure on the need to identify SANG. This is despite this Option
delivering 9,345 new residential dwellings and thus more than Options 2 (6,831) and 4 (5,346). The reason
for this is that the likelihood of residents visiting the SPA decreases with distance and more distant residential
dwellings are likely to have less impact in terms of recreational pressure. Option 1 would require a relatively
small amount of SANG provision (14.69ha) and would be easiest to deliver. Furthermore, unlike Options 2,
3 and 5, Option 1 protects all existing green belt land parcels, which is likely to be important for the following
reasons:
•

Green belt might provide important existing recreational greenspace, shielding the Thames
Basin Heaths SPA from some recreational pressure

•

Green belt land parcels might be functionally linked land to some mobile qualifying species
of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA and the South-West London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar

7.5

An increase in recreational pressure might also have adverse effects on the integrity of the South West
London Waterbodies SPA / Ramsar and waterbodies that represent functionally linked land. While this
does not apply to most waterbodies because they are not publicly accessible, the Island Barn Reservoir
and the Molesey East and West Gravel Pits might be subject to increased recreational use, particularly
under development Options 3 and 5. However, it is considered that these waterbodies could be
adequately protected by limiting public access. For example, a potential mitigation measure would be to
limit the number of permits available at the Island Barn Reservoir Sailing Club to protect SPA / Ramsar
birds in the most sensitive period. Furthermore, access to Molesey East and West Gravel Pits could be
limited by issuing access permits through a local nature group. If such appropriate mitigation measure
were in place, it is considered that the Local Plan Options would not result in adverse effects on the
integrity of the South West London Waterbodies in relation to the impact pathway recreational pressure.

7.6

The magnitude of the other impact pathways identified in this HRA (i.e. atmospheric pollution, functionally
linked land) is likely to be commensurate with the scale of development proposed. For example, more
residential and / or employment development is likely to result in more car journeys being undertaken and
more functionally linked land parcels being lost. In turn this could mean stronger negative effects on the
impact pathways atmospheric pollution and water quality. However, if such pathways have no link to the
relevant European Sites, the number of dwellings to be delivered is not necessarily relevant.

7.7

Regarding the impact pathway atmospheric pollution, 16,340 new homes would equate to roughly 40,000
new residents within Elmbridge Borough (Option 3). In combination with new employment sites (not yet
available), these new residents are likely to significantly increase the number of car journeys in and around
Elmbridge Borough. Therefore, any of the options might result in adverse effects on the integrity of
sites sensitive to atmospheric pollution, such as Wimbledon Common SAC. Journey-to-work data
indicates that the A3 past the Wimbledon Common SAC is likely to be used by Elmbridge Borough residents.
However, an appropriate assessment of this impact pathway cannot be undertaken until an in-combination
air quality study has been conducted at the Reg. 19 stage of the Elmbridge Local Plan.

7.8

Policy DM21 (‘Nature conservation and biodiversity’) of the 2015 Elmbridge Local Plan 28 details that
‘Development affecting designated international sites of biodiversity importance… will be considered against
Core Strategy policies CS13 – Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area’. The policy further identifies
that ‘Sites identified… as having potential to be designated in future as Suitable Accessible Natural
Greenspace (SANG) will be protected from development that may compromise its ability to serve that
function…’. This policy wording provides a protective framework for designated European Sites and
illustrates the Council’s commitment to the provision of SANG. However, the policy wording for the new
Elmbridge Local Plan is not yet available, and an Appropriate Assessment of policies and site allocations
(both residential and employment) is thus deferred to the Reg.19 HRA.

7.9

However, given the relatively low level of detail in the options document and a lack of key scientific evidence
it is currently NOT possible to undertake an Appropriate Assessment of the options or to recommend a
definitive Preferred Option. The impact pathways that were identified will have to be reassessed once more
detailed plan options and a more complete evidence base is available (see point 5.6).

28

www.elmbridge.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=822 [Accessed 11/07/2019]
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7.10

Given that there is currently limited information on the full extent of development to be delivered
under the five Options, this is a preliminary assessment, which would be re-examined once the
following evidence is available:
•

Detail on the location and quantity of employment space to be allocated as part of the plan, as this
may affect the air quality (due to increased road traffic) and / or water quality (due to industrial sewage)
relevant to European sites

•

Full information on the location and nature of Green Belt land released for development because this
might remove currently used recreational greenspace that would have buffered the Thames Basin
Heaths SPA from some recreational pressure

•

An ‘in-combination’ assessment of air quality impacts of the cumulative development provided in
Elmbridge Borough and the surrounding authorities

•

An updated visitor survey in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA to confirm that the relatively small
recreational footprint of Elmbridge residents in the SPA is still valid

AECOM
27

HRA of the Reg. 18 Local Plan Options
Document for Elmbridge Borough Council
Project number: 60593085

8. Appendix
Maps
Appendix 1: The boundary of Elmbridge Borough in relation to relevant European sites.
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Appendix 2: The 5 different housing options in relation to the 5km visitor catchment zone around the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA.
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South-West London Water Bodies (SPA / Ramsar)
Introduction
8.1

The South-West London Water Bodies SPA comprises a series of embanked water supply reservoirs and
former gravel pits that support a range of man-made and semi-natural open water habitats. The reservoirs
and gravel pits function as important feeding and roosting sites for wintering wildfowl, in particular Gadwall
(Anas Strepera) and Shoveler (Anas clypeata), both of which occur in numbers of European importance.

8.2

One part of the SPA/Ramsar site (Kempton Park East Reservoir, also known as Kempton Nature Reserve)
lies just within the boundary of Hounslow borough, while one other part (Red House Reservoir) lies just over
the boundary in Spelthorne. In addition to actual parts of the SPA/Ramsar site there are two other
waterbodies/complexes that lie wholly or partly within Hounslow borough and are identified in research as
being important functionally-linked habitat for the SPA/Ramsar site. These are Bedfont Lakes Country Park
(wholly in Hounslow) and Princes Lake (mainly in Spelthorne).

SPA Qualifying Features29
8.3

South West London Waterbodies SPA qualifies under Article 4.1 of the Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) by
supporting populations of European importance of the following species listed on Annex I of the Directive:
Over-winter:
•

Gadwall Anas strepera - 2.6% of the wintering Northwestern Europe population
year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6)

•

Shoveler Anas clypeata - 2.7% of the wintering Northwestern / Central Europe population (5 year
peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6)

(5

Ramsar Qualifying Features30
8.4

The South West London Water Bodies Ramsar is designated for the following criteria:

Criterion 6
8.5

Species / populations occurring at levels of international importance.

8.6

Qualifying species / populations (as identified at designation):
Species with peak counts in spring / autumn
•

Northern shoveler Anas clypeata, NW & C Europe: 397 individuals, representing an average of 2.6%
of the GB population (5 year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3)

Species with peak counts in winter
•

Gadwall Anas Strepera, NW Europe: 487 individuals, representing an average of 2.8% of the GB
population (5 year peak mean 1998/9-2002/3)

Conservation Objectives 31
8.7

With regard to the SPA and the individual species and/or assemblage of species for which the site has been
classified (the ‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change;

8.8

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or restoring;
•

The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features

•

The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features

•

The supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely

•

The population of each of the qualifying features, and,

•

The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.

29

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-2051-theme=default [Accessed 20/05/2019]
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/RIS/UK11065.pdf [Accessed 20/05/2019]
31
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4901473695563776 [Accessed 20/05/2019]
30
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Pressures / Threats to Site Integrity32
8.9

The following processes and impact pathways have been identified as potential threats / pressures to site
integrity in the Natural England Site Improvement Plan:
•

Public access / Disturbance

•

Changes in species distributions

•

Invasive species

•

Natural changes to site conditions

•

Fisheries: Fish stocking

•

Inappropriate weed control

•

Invasive species

Thames Basin Heaths SPA
Introduction
8.10

The Thames Basin Heaths SPA is a composite site that is located across the counties of Surrey, Hampshire
and Berkshire. It consists mainly of open heathland habitats, which overlie sand and gravel sediments.
These give rise to sandy or peaty acidic soils that sustain dry heathy vegetation on well-drained slopes, wet
heath on shallow slopes and bogs in valleys.

8.11

The site is a mosaic of heathland, scrub and woodland, which is now fragmented by roads, urban
development and farmland. Generally, less open habitats such as scrub, acidic woodland and conifer
plantations dominate, with interspersed subordinate areas of open heath and mire.

8.12

Important breeding populations of a number of specialised lowland heathland bird species, including the
ground-nesting species nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus and woodlark Lullula arborea are found here.
Furthermore, the Dartford warbler Sylvia undata nests in gorse Ulex species. Scattered trees and scrub are
used for roosting.

Qualifying Features 33
8.13

Thames Basin Heaths SPA qualifies under Article 4.1 of the Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting
populations of European importance of the following species listed on Annex I of the Directive:
During the breeding season:
•

Dartford warbler Sylvia undata, 445 pairs representing at least 27.8% of the breeding population in
Great Britain (Count as at 1999)

•

Nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus, 264 pairs representing at least 7.8% of the breeding population in
Great Britain (Count mean 1998-99)

•

Woodlark Lullula arborea, 149 pairs representing at least 9.9% of the breeding population in Great
Britain (Count as at 19997)

Conservation Objectives 34
8.14

With regard to the SPA and the individual species and/or assemblage of species for which the site has been
classified (the ‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change;

8.15

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or restoring;
•

The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features

•

The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features

•

The supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely

32

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6662064386867200 [Accessed 20/05/2019]
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=2050 [Accessed 20/05/2019]
34
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4952859267301376 [Accessed 20/05/2019]
33
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•

The population of each of the qualifying features, and,

•

The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.

Pressures / Threats to Site Integrity35
8.16

The following processes and impact pathways have been identified as potential threats / pressures to site
integrity in the Natural England Site Improvement Plan:
•

Public access / Disturbance

•

Undergrazing

•

Forestry and woodland management

•

Hydrological changes

•

Inappropriate scrub control

•

Invasive species

•

Wildfire / arson

•

Air pollution: Impact of atmospheric nitrogen eposition

•

Feature location / extent / condition unknown

•

Military

•

Habitat fragmentation

Richmond Park SAC
Introduction
8.17

Richmond Park SAC is located in the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames and the park is also a
national nature reserve and a SSSI. The bounds of the park provide an important refuge for a variety of
wildlife, including stag beetles (qualifying feature), woodpeckers, frogs, toads and various insects.

8.18

Richmond Park also harbours various aquatic habitats, including about 30 ponds. Some of these have been
created to drain land for other uses or to provide water for livestock. The two Pen Ponds were initially created
to drain an area of boggy land and to extract gravel for building purposes, and they now receive water from
streams inflowing from higher ground.

8.19

Most notably, Richmond Park harbours significant numbers of ancient trees supplying decaying wood. It is
therefore of considerable importance to the south London population of the stag beetle Lucanus cervus,
and is of national importance for the conservation of fauna associated with ancient trees.

Qualifying Features 36
8.20

Richmond Park qualifies as a SAC due to the following features:
Annex II species that are a primary reason for selection of this site:
•

Stag beetle Lucanus cervus

Conservation Objectives 37
8.21

With regard to the SAC and the natural habitats and/or species for which the site has been designated (the
‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change;

8.22

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or
restoring;
•

The extent and distribution of the habitats of qualifying species

•

The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species

35

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6249258780983296 [Accessed 20/05/2019]
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/sac.asp?EUCode=UK0030246 [Accessed 20/05/2019]
37
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5279688851193856 [Accessed 20/05/2019]
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•

The supporting processes on which the habitats of qualifying species rely

•

The populations of qualifying species, and,

•

The distribution of qualifying species within the site.

Pressures / Threats to Site Integrity38
8.23

No processes and impact pathways have been identified as potential threats / pressures to site integrity in
the Natural England Site Improvement Plan:

Wimbledon Common SAC
Introduction
8.24

Wimbledon Common SAC consists of a variety of distinctive habitats, including heathland, acid grassland,
woodlands, riverine areas and ponds. There are also a number of important micro-habitats, such as wayside
verges, small sections of wet and boggy areas, and woodland glades.

8.25

The woodland on the Wimbledon Common SAC is largely semi-natural that established through natural
regeneration. Tree planting has been restricted to rings or avenues of specimen trees. The main tree species
that make up the woodland include English oak, lime, beech and silver birch. The large tracts of mature
woodland provide decaying wood for the increasingly rare stag beetle.

8.26

Together with Putney Heath, the Common also harbours about 50% of the remaining heathland found in
Greater London, a priority habitat within the London Basin Natural Area. Heathland is regarded as one of
the most important semi-natural landscapes for wildlife conservation, as it contains a specialised community
of plants adapted to extremely impoverished soils. This lowland heath supports a rich variety of wildlife,
including birds, reptiles and invertebrates.

Qualifying Features 39
8.27

Richmond Park qualifies as a SAC due to the following features:
Annex II species that are a primary reason for selection of this site:
•

Stag beetle Lucanus cervus

Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for selection of this site
•

Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix

•

European dry heaths

Conservation Objectives 40
8.28

With regard to the SAC and the natural habitats and/or species for which the site has been designated (the
‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change;

8.29

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or
restoring;
•

The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying species

•

The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats

•

The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species

•

The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and the habitats on which qualifying
species rely

•

The populations of qualifying species, and,

•

The distribution of qualifying species within the site
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Pressures / Threats to Site Integrity41
The following processes and impact pathways have been identified as potential threats / pressures to site integrity
in the Natural England Site Improvement Plan:
•

Public access / disturbance

•

Habitat fragmentation

•

Invasive species

•

Air pollution: Impact of atmospheric nitrogen deposition

Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC
Introduction
8.30

The Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC contains the only area of stable box scrub in the UK. This has
formed on the Mole Gap where the river Mole has cut into the North Downs escarpment and natural erosion
maintains the open conditions required for the survival of this habitat.

8.31

The fragmented site also supports a wide range of calcareous grassland types on steep slopes, including
Festuca ovina, Bromus erectus, Brachypodium pinnatum and Avenula pubescens. The SAC has a wide
range of structural conditions ranging from short turf to scrub margins and is particularly important for rare
vascular plants such as orchids. Furthermore, the escarpment exhibits habitat transitions from scarce scrub,
woodland through to dry heaths.

8.32

The site harbours a significant proportion of yew (Taxus baccata) woodland, which was formed from the
invasion of chalk grassland and destruction of the beech (Fagus sylvatica) overstorey. The yew occurs in
extensive stands with an occasional understorey of native box (Buxus sempervirens).

Qualifying Features42
8.33

The Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment qualifies as a SAC due to the following features:
Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
•

Stable xerothermophilous formations with Buxus sempervirens on rock slopes

•

Semit-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (important orchid sites)

•

Taxus baccata woods of the British Isles

Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for selection of this site:
•

European dry heaths

•

Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests

Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site selection::
•

Great-crested newt Triturus cristatus

•

Bechstein’s bat Myotis bechsteinii

Conservation Objectives 43
8.34

With regard to the SAC and the natural habitats and/or species for which the site has been designated (the
‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change;

8.35

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or
restoring;
•

The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying species
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•

The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats

•

The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species

•

The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and the habitats of qualifying species
rely

•

The populations of qualifying species, and,

•

The distribution of qualifying species within the site.

Pressures / Threats to Site Integrity44
The following processes and impact pathways have been identified as potential threats / pressures to site integrity
in the Natural England Site Improvement Plan:
•

Disease

•

Inappropriate scrub control

•

Change in land management

•

Public access / disturbance

•

Air pollution: Risk of atmospheric nitrogen deposition

Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC
Introduction
8.36

Thursley Common consists of lowland northern Atlantic wet heaths located in south-east England. The wet
heath at Thursley has been defined as NVC type M16 with Erica tetralix – Sphagnum compactum and
contains several rare plants, such as the bog orchid Hammarbya paludosa and brown beak-sedge
Rhynchospora fusca. Furthermore, the site is nationally important for invertebrates, such as the white-faced
darter Leuccorhinia dubia.

8.37

It also contains a series of large fragments of dry heathland, identified as NVC type H2 with Calluna vulgaris
– Ulex minor. There are transitions to wet heath, valley mire, scrub, woodland and acid grassland. This
habitat supports an internationally important assemblage of numerous rare bird species, such as European
nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus and Dartford warbler Sylvia undata, invertebrate species such as sand
lizard Lacerta agilis and smooth snake Coronella austriaca (also see its designation as Thames Basin
Heaths SPA).

Qualifying Features45
8.38

The site qualifies as a SAC due to the following features:
Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
•

Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix

•

European dry heaths

•

Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion

Conservation Objectives 46
8.39

With regard to the SAC and the natural habitats and/or species for which the site has been designated (the
‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change;

8.40

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or
restoring;
•

The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats
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•

The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats, and

•

The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats rely

Pressures / Threats to Site Integrity47
8.41

The following processes and impact pathways have been identified as potential threats / pressures to site
integrity in the Natural England Site Improvement Plan:
•

Public access / disturbance

•

Undergrazing

•

Forestry and woodland management

•

Hydrological changes

•

Inappropriate scrub control

•

Invasive species

•

Wildfire / arson

•

Air pollution: Impact of atmospheric nitrogen deposition

•

Military

•

Habitat fragmentation

Windsor Forest and Great Park SAC
Introduction
8.42

The Windsor Forest and Great Park SAC is an old acidophilous oak wood in its south-eastern part of its
range. It harbours the largest number of veteran oaks (Quercus spp.) in Britain, primarily a consequence of
its management as wood pasture.

8.43

Furthermore, it is of importance for its diversity of saproxylic invertebrates, including many rare species (e.g.
the beetle Lacon querceus) that are only known from this site. Windsor Forest and Great Park SAC is also
recognised as being extraordinarily rich in fungal assemblages.

8.44

The large population of trees on the site, in combination with the historical continuity of the woodland cover,
is the reason for this SAC being listed as the most important site in the UK for fauna associated with
decaying timber. For example, the site supports the largest of the known populations of the violet click beetle
(Limoniscus violaceus).

Qualifying Features48
8.45

The Windsor Forest and Great Park qualifies as a SAC due to the following features:
Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
•

Old acidophilous oak woods with Quercus robur on sandy plains

Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for selection of this site:
•

Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes also Taxus in the shrublayer

Annex II species that are a primary reason for selection of this site
•

Violet click beetle Limoniscus violaceus:

Conservation Objectives 49
8.46

With regard to the SAC and the natural habitats and/or species for which the site has been designated (the
‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change;
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8.47

Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or
restoring;
•

The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying species

•

The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats

•

The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species

•

The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and the habitats of qualifying species
rely

•

The populations of qualifying species, and,

•

The distribution of qualifying species within the site.

Pressures / Threats to Site Integrity50
8.48

50

The following processes and impact pathways have been identified as potential threats / pressures to site
integrity in the Natural England Site Improvement Plan:
•

Forestry and woodland management

•

Invasive species

•

Disease

•

Air pollution: Impact of atmospheric nitrogen deposition

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6221375450644480 [Accessed 20/05/2019]
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