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Summary

This report is a review of monitoring data (2007 -2020) relating to the Dorset Heaths Planning
Framework. The Framework provides mitigation for impacts from urban development and
recreation, associated with new housing growth, on the Dorset Heaths. The report has been
commissioned by Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole (BCP) and Dorset Councils to review
mitigation delivery and effectiveness to date and use the results to consider the implications
for future mit igation delivery. The report is in two clear parts z the bulk of the report uses
available data to summarise the amount of mitigation achieved to date and summarises how
visitor patterns, impacts and aspects of the ecology of the European sites have chang  ed,
broadly focussing on the period 2007 -2021 (note for some data the temporal coverage is
slightly different). The second part of the report looks to the future and considers the
implications in terms of future mitigation delivery.

Review of mitigation delivery and effectiveness to date

The number of dwellings within 5km of the Dorset Heaths has increased by  6.4% (2007-2021).

Data on visitor numbers comes from counts of parked vehicles (regular transects covering

most heath parking locations) andfrom aut omat ed visitor counters (Ys
counts provide a surrogate measure and clearly do not capture data on those who arrive on

foot. The sensor data are very discrete in space and time and few sensors provide

comparable data for the whole period of interest. The number of vehicles on individual

heaths has increased on average by around 10 -13% (2010-13 compared to 2017 -20). Over the
same period, the total number of vehicles across the heaths as a whole has increased by
around 27% (based o n vehicle counts for core heath locations only, i.e. excluding those with
locations with visitor centres or access to coast, harbour etc ). The increases particularly relate
to the spring school holiday, spring weekends and spring and summer bank holidays . There is
considerable variation between different heaths , for example overall the number of cars has
decreased at 8 sites and increased at 16. There are 12 heaths where sensor data allows
meaningful comparison for the period 2008 -2010 with 2017-19. These data suggest visitor
numbers have increased at 5 sites and decreased at 7 and on average there is no meaningful
change over time .

We could find no relationship between housing growth and change in access, i.e. those heaths
where access levels had increased had not had greater levels of housing growth in their
vicinity.

The number of incidents logged by wardens and  the number of fires has decreased since
2007. Nonetheless, fire incidence continues to be a key threat to the Dorset Heaths and the
area that has burnt has increased over time. The pattern of bigger fires highlights a key area
of concern for the future. While fire incidence is clearly focussed around the more urban
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heaths, there was no evidence that changes in fire incidence  or area burnt was correlated

with housing change around individual heaths.

Bird data for different heaths show that Dartford Warbler numbers dropped at several key
sites following extreme winter weather in 2009/10, with some subsequent recovery

(particula rly at Arne), but the species has ultimately declined at the majority of localities over

the study period. Nightjar numbers have increased across the majority of monitored locations
during the study period, whilst Woodlark numbers have shown marked fluctua tions at
different sites. There is no evidence that the change in bird numbers (of any of the three
species) has been different on sites with more housing or more visitors , suggesting that other
factors (such as climate or habitat management) may be drivi  ng the changes observed .

Mitigation for housing growth has included SAMM (wardening, Dorset Dogs, Firewise, school
visits, monitoring etc.) and Heathland Infrastructure Projects ( HIPs) that include the provision
of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG). Key statistics relating to mitigation
delivery (for 2019/20) include around 2 ,360 members of Dorset Dogs, up to 34 different
schools visited, an average of around 3,089 hours of warden time per year and a total area of
approximately 279 ha of SANG (across 18 sites) to date, with approximately a further 115ha
committed but yet to be delivered.

Data are building to show that HIPS/SANGs are effective and working to deflect access from
the heaths. While each HIP/SANG is different in character, the dat a across SANGs show they
are well used and use has been increasing over time and  increasing relative to the heaths.
Some SANGs are drawing high numbers of dog walkers in particular. The visitor profile for
SANGs and the Heaths are very similar. On avera ge, most (75%) of SANG visitors originate
from 3.9km, indicating relatively broad catchments. Postcode data from the heaths and the
HIPs/SANG show a clear overlap, indicating that the HIPS/SANGs are drawing visitors from
areas we know people who visit th e heaths live. The vehicle count data show a significant
positive correlation between the number of vehicles counted on SANGs and the number
count ed on Yshowing that Wrerathehe @ire more visitors on the heaths there also
tend to be more visito rs on the SANGs. There is also some suggestion that over time the
proportion of vehicles counted on the SANGs has increased relative to the counts on the
heaths. Visit rates on SANG sites correlate with the weighted housing variable and with the
amount o f housing change (2007 -21) within 5km, suggesting that use of SANGs is related to
the amount of housing nearby.  There is however insufficient evidence to suggest that the
increase in vehicle counts or other measures of visitor use  on the heaths, relative to the
increase in nearby housing at SSSIs decreases with the total number or area of nearby SANGS
and large HIPs.

Implications for future mitigation delivery

We review the results and consider the context (e.g. national trends in countryside access,
imp acts of covid and climate change) and implications for future mitigation delivery. Data
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provided by BCP and Dorset Councils suggest a very approximate potential increase in the

number of dwellings within 5km of the Dorset Heaths of 19% (over the period 20 21-2038).
Given both Councils are at different stages in  plan-making these figures are inevitably
approximate and a best guess at this point in time. Nonetheless, the annual rate of housing
growth of the period 2021 -2038 suggests a level of change more t han 3x that of the period
2007-2021.

We identify the following key summary points as suggestions for future mitigation delivery,
above those measures already in place:

9 Greater cross -over with other mitigation schemes (e.g. adjacent European
sites), potentially to ensure cost savings in mitigation delivery and potential for
measures to apply across multiple sites (e.g. the Dorset Heaths, New Forest,
Poole Harbour) ;

1 Continued and expanded collaboration between heathland areas in different
parts of the country to share experience of mitigation approaches and best
practice;

91 Flexibility in the use of mitigation funds to respond to emerging issues/trends
and exploit opportunities (such as other funding streams) as available;

1 Increased warden provision with more warden time patrolling sites and
extending reach of warden team to more rural sites as appropriate, targeted
using monitoring data;

1 Increased use of behavioural change techniques, marketing and branding to
influence vi sitor behaviour (dog on leads a particular focus);

1 Expansion of Dorset Dogs with more targeted messaging and campaigning
relating to specific sites or issues and extending the reach beyond the existing
membership ;

1 Increased targeting of funds towards parki ng management around the heaths,
especially in areas where there are lots of small, scattered parking locations or
roadside parking (e.g. some of the Purbeck heaths, Wareham Forest, Holt
Heath);

1 Wider communication around barbeques and campfires, building and
continuing the existing campaign and potentially working with charcoal
retailers, shops and other outlets;

1 Additional vegetation management to reduce fuel load and fire risk;

91 Greater role for HIPs and small -scale infrastructure to improve green
infrast ructure to join existing SANG and connect greenspaces, providing for
more variation in recreation experience;

9 Further large SANGs of at least 20ha (and ideally much more) to provide a
range of routes and destinations, potentially able to cope with differen t
activities and types of access;

1 Creating the potential for more longer cycle routes in and around SANGs;

9 Provision of an area or areas that provide for mountain biking and dirt jump
use away from sensitive locations;

9 Creation of path links, new parking and wider path network around existing
SANGSs, providing better links and connectivity;

9 Inclusion of electric vehicle charging at some SANG locations where more
formal parking provision available;
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91 Provision of safe bike parking (e.g. ebikes) and ability to  lock bikes (relevant to
both the SANGs and heaths) and charge them ;

1 Use of art, landscaping and good design to maximise the potential for SANG
and Gl to work as inspiring, celebrated multi -functional spaces;

9 Better promotion of HIP/SANG sites to help direc t use and ensure dog walking,
cycling and other types of recreation use that potentially conflict can be
separated , with promotion expanded through health centres, local community
resources etc;

1 A system to log and map warden time and effort;

1 Continua tion of existing monitoring threads, ensuring in particular that vehicle
counts are comprehensive and a core set of sensors are
long term trend data;

9 Bird data recorded more systematically in GIS to ensure survey coverage
accuratel y reflected.

9 Additional monitoring data utilising a simple vantage point approach to log
different activities being undertaken by visitors on the heaths.



DORSET HEATHS UHP LONG TERM ANALYSIS &

EVIDENCE BASE REVIEW

Contents
SUMMATY oottt s s b s e bbb s e bR e bR e e b b e bR e a bR e b n bR e bn b s 3
Review of mitigation delivery and effectiveness to date 3
CONEENTS c..euerriirctereeeeiiistetereeeeisassssessaessessssssssssssssssssnsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssnsnsssses 7
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS ...ttt a bbbt e 9
1. Overall introduction and CONtEXt.....ciieinnnniiiniiieessssssssssssssessasans 10
Overview 10
The Dorset Heaths 10
Urban effects and the Dorset Heaths 11
Legislative context and the Dorset Heaths Planning Framework 14
EUrOPEaN Sit@S.uuuuiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnntiieniinninnnnntteieccsssisssnnnseeecssssssssnsseseeesssssssssssassessssssnsansans 14
The Dorset Heaths Planning Framework .....uccueeueenuecneeneininennnennnennennennnensnennnessesssssssssssessssesnes 15
The need for this report 16
Report structure 16
2. Review of mitigation delivery and effectiveness to date........ovurrrurerernceecccrcccrcncscasanen 18
Data sources and approach used in part 2 18
SIS eeeerrerenieienreteiiteenitteiiteenttessteesatessaaeesatessatessaatessaaeesastesasessaaeesaaaessaasesaaaessaeesaaaessasessaaessaaens 18
Housing data (current and levels of development since 2007) .20
UHP annual data ...eeeeeeieeneeinnenieninecneiieneeiniineenieneensisessssssssssssessesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssess 21
Vehicle COUNS cuverueiriieiiirieniinnintenseeseeseessessaeesaeessesnesssesssesssnsssnsssssssnssssssansnns 22
LY=L ET0T e 1 - N w22
Incident and fire reporting 24
Bird data ceceeceecieecseniennnensncisnensueninesseessnsssnessuesssesssesssasssasssnessasssasssssssssssssssssessasssassssssssasssassssessaess 24
HIP/SANG survey data 24
Questions set by the Councils 26
HOUSING ceeeeiiiinnntitieeiiiiinnettttiiesiininttttteeeessssssneesteesesssssssssssseesssssssssssasssessssssssssssssessssssssssnsssssesssssans 26
SAMM Mitigation delivery 26
Heathland Infrastructure Projects (HIPs) .26
Heathland VISTEOTS c..ccieeieeiieniiniiininiicseesinsnennensnessseeseesessnesssssssesssnssassssssssnsssnsssnsssssssassssssssssssness 26
Incident reporting on heathlands........cciineeiiinnenninniinniinennninninnieeeeeeeseesnesneeeessessessees 26
BIrdS.uuceseeiueiruensuensuensensnesnessnessuesssesssesssnsssnsssuesssesssnsssasssassssesssesssessassssesssssssasssasssaessassssassasssasssnens 27
How has the amount of housing changed in the period 2007-2020? 28
Overall housing change around the Dorset Heaths ........ccoueiuennueninensensnninnensnensensenseessnessaesaessas 28
Weighted housing variable .....ueeiecniienniecniieninenninecnnnennneeneecnaecnneessaesssecssaesssssssssassssssssssnes 34
What is the sum total of SAMM mitigation delivery since 2007? 37
Where has mitigation delivery (SAMM wardening) taken place? 39
How effective has the Dorset Dogs mitigation project been? 41
DOrSet DOZS OVETVIEW .uuuuueeeiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnnieeecsiissisnnnieeeesssssssnssseesssssssssssassesssssssssssssssessssssssssnsasssssssssens 41
MeEMDETSHIP cuvceiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiienttecieenseecsteenteessseessnecssseesssesssssessssnessssessssasssssnssssnsssssassssassssasssssane 42
How effective have other mitigation projects been? (e.g. school engagement and community projects
such as Firewise)? 47
EUCAtION WOTK «ueeiueiiueniiiniensneninensnensnessncssnessuesssecssesssnsssesssnssssssssssssssssasssasssasssasssassssasssasssassssessases 47
Fir@WISE cececneeeeeernetiecrretiecnrteiecnseteecssateecsssaneecssnseecsssnneecssssneesssssnsessssassessssnnsesssssnsessssansessssassssssnnns 51
EVENTS.ceeiiciieetiecirneiecirteiecnsnteeessneeecsssnstecsssnseessssnseesssssseesssssssessssassessssanssssssassessssansessnnns 51
L 4T 51




DORSET HEATHS UHP LONG TERM ANALYSIS &
EVIDENCE BASE REVIEW

What is the level of wardening since 2007 and what is the optimum deployment? 52
What is the overall level of HIPs mitigation delivery? 56
What are the catchments of HIPs/SANGs and how do these compare to heaths? 60
How do HIPs/SANGs as a network relate to housing? 68
How do numbers of people on HIPs/SANGs relate to housing change? 71
Vehicle COUNtS .ccriiieiitiintiniinteneeneceesecseesnesnessaeessessessesssessassssnessnsssnessnesns 71
Sensor database w72
What is the distribution of the existing HIPs/SANGs network? 78
How does the visitor profile on HIPs/SANGs compare to heaths? 83
QUESTIONNAITE AL veveeeeeeerennneeccecceeeranesesceceesesssssssscecsessssssssssecsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssssssssssssansnsses 83
LYS1 ET0T e F Y - TN ...87
Are there notable differences between HIPs/SANGs, with regards to capacity, effectiveness etc?....91
How have heath visitor numbers changed? 98
Vehicle COUNES cueereerieiiiteerienteniennentiesesseeseesssssesssesssesssnessnessnessessssssssessassansssnsas 98
Sensor database ..104
Where are heath visitors coming from and what gaps in distribution of visitors are indicated from
interviewee postcode data? 109
How does the distribution of change in heath visitor numbers relate to housing change and SANG
proximity? 112
Distribution and influence of SANGS (on visitor use of heaths) ..114
How have numbers of incidents (fires) changed (total number, extent and distribution)? ............... 118
How do changes in spatial distribution of incidents relate to changes in distribution of housing numbers,
visitor numbers, SANG locations and education? 126
How have SPA bird numbers changed? 129
Variation in bird numbers across survey loCations .......cuueeeneecnsecssnecssnecssnecsssecsssnecsnecsssncsssasesna 129
Changes in bird numbers between the start and end of the monitoring period.........ccccveerueeennnee. 130
How do changes in spatial distribution of birds relate to changes in distribution of housing and visitor
numbers? 137
3. Implications for Mitigation Delivery and Planning Policy ..........cccevvivivricrccninnnsusunusnnnes 141
Implications for mitigation 141
What new issues and challenges Will arise? .......cceveereeiieeninensnensennennennsennsnensneenneessssesssnessneenes 141
What can be learned from comparison with other mitigation schemes? ........ccceevuvervrrnencncnnennen 145
Is there any further capacity within the existing SANG network in Dorset? .......ccccceevuecruecsueesuecnee 148
Future distribution of SANG ....ccuciveineiieniiecnsnensnensnennennensecsssesssesssesssesssesans 149
SANG design and guidelines ......coueeeereerenseesuenensnesensensaessessncssessnssnessessnesaesans 151
What balance between SANG/HIP and SAMM works best2.......coueeneeneensnnnsnensnecsnssnnssncssnessacennes 152
The potential for continued mitigation - will it always be possible to mitigate?........cceeceeeruveennee 154
What are the future requirements of the monitoring programme? 155




DORSET HEATHS UHP LONG TERM ANALYSIS &
EVIDENCE BASE REVIEW

Suggestions fOr FULUTe MItiGation eliVery......ouurerseeessssmsnesssssssssssssesssssssnsssssssnesssssssessssassssssss 158
REFEIENCES .ttt a bbb bbbt e bbb ns 160
Appendix 1: Qualifying features of the Dorset Heaths European Sites.........ccoeuevvecrcccrcncucncnee 163
Appendix 2: Key milestones (publications and interventions) relating to the Dorset Heaths and
UTDAN TMPACES ettt sbsbsasas et s s snes 165
Appendix 3: Sensor database ... ssens 168
Appendix 4: Wardening freqUENCY ... iinininiiiiiiseeeseessssssssssassssssssssssseseseses 174
Appendix 5: Selected examples of other European site mitigation schemes .........ccceuvccrcurunnce. 178

Acknowledgements

This report has been commissioned jointly by BCP Council and Dorset Council. Our thanks to Paul
Attwell (Urban Heaths Partnership) and Jade North (Dorset Council), for help, support, data provision
and overseeing the commission. We are also grateful to the following for providing data, useful
discussion and comment: Sue Bellamy (Dorset Council), Laura Bright (BCP), Steve Boyt (Dorset Cou ncil),
Jon Corkill (Dorset Environmental Records Centre) , Chris Dieck (RSPB)Steve Dring (BCP), Terry Elborn
(BCP),Malcolm Hodges (BCP), Chloe Lewis (UHP); Rachel Pearce (UHP) Nick Squirrell (Natural England)
and Debbie Turner (Dorset Council).



DORSET HEATHS UHP LONG TERM ANALYSIS &
EVIDENCE BASE REVIEW

1. Overall introduction and context
Overview
1.1 The Dorset Heaths Planning Framework provides mitigation for new housing

growth , addressing the impacts from urban effects and recreation on the Dorset
Heaths. The Framework is a long established approach to ensure ade quate
protection for the heaths from  the cumulative effects of housing growth over a wide
area.

1.2 This report is both a review of monitoring data (over the period 2007 -2020) relating
to the Framework and a look forward to consider the implications, in light of the
future housing growth . The report has been commissioned by Bournemouth,
Christchurch and Poole (BCP) and Dorset Councils to inform their emerging Local
Plans and the requirements for future mitigation delivery.

The Dorset Heaths

1.3 Dorset holds some 7,500ha of lowland heathland and the Dorset heaths represent
some of the biggest and finest remaining areas of lowland heathland in the UK.
They lie on infertile soils derived from the sands and clays of the Bagshot Beds and
include shallow peat in wetter areas, and extend from the River Avon in the east to
Warmwell in the west. The heaths support a full range of heathland vegetation
communities including transitions from dry heaths to wet lowland heathland and
mires, all habita ts restricted to the Atlantic Fringe of Europe and among the best of
their type in the UK. There are also transitions to coastal wetlands and floodplain
fen habitats, plus woodland, grassland, and pools. The whole complex has an
outstanding fauna in a Eur opean context, covering many different taxa. The  heaths
lie in one of the most biologically -rich wetland areas of lowland Britain, being
continuous with three other European sites: Poole Harbour, Avon Valley and The
New Forest.

1.4 Much of the Heaths are designated as being of European importance (Map 1), with
the Dorset Heathlands S pecial Protection Area (SPA) classified for breeding and
wintering bird interest and two Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) , the Dorset
Heaths SAC, the Dorset Heaths (Purbeck & Wa reham) and Studland Dunes SAC
which are designated for a range of habitats and species. The heaths are also listed
as a Ramsar site. The qualifying features for the SPA, SACs and Ramsar are
summarised in Appendix 1, which also provides links to the conserv ation objectives
for each site . The sites are also underpinned by national level wildlife designations,
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as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) z with the above European sites being
comprised of over 40 SSSIs, representing different heathland patch  es (Map 2).

Urban effects and the Dorset Heaths

1.5

1.6

1.7

The general (global) impacts of development on wildlife sites are well documented
(e.g. Mcdonald, Kareiva & Forman 2008; Mcdonald et al. 2009) . The impacts of
residential development on heathlands in the UK , and in particular on the Dorset
Heaths, have been the subject of a range of studies and have been reviewed by
Haskins (2000) and Underhill -Day (2005). The Dorset Heaths have become heavily
fragmented, and many sites are surrounded by housing and urban development,
particularly in and around the conurbation of Bournemouth, Christchurch and

Poole.

The issues are summarised in Table 1 and Appendix 2 provides a timeline of some
of the key studies relating to Dorset. Urban effects relate to development close to
the European site boundary and is an umbrella term relating to impacts such as

light, noise, cat predation, fly tipping, spread of invasive species (e.g. from gardens
and garden waste) and vandalism. Most heathland sites have a legal right of public
access, and the heaths draw visitors for a range of activities. Recreation use is
associated with impacts such as disturbance, trampli ng and contamination. Heaths
are also vulnerable to fires, which can be triggered by recreation use (barbeques
etc.), as well as arson and from adjacent land (e.g. gardens).

Urban effects and recreation impacts are synergistic and relate to the overall
volume of housing. Impacts of development are therefore cumulative, i.e. additional
new housing adds to the effect from existing housing. Development in close
proximity to the heathland sites is likely to have the greatest impact, but
development over a wid e area has the potential to give rise to deleterious effects.
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Map 1: Boundaries of the relevant heathland SPA, SAC and Ramsar sites within the context of Local Authority boundaries.
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Table 1: The main effects
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of urban development on lowland heaths in Dorset (adapted from the Dorset

Heaths Planning Framework, see Dorset Council and BCP Council, 2020)

Reduction in area
Fragmentation of
heaths

Supporting habitats

Predation

Disruption to
hydrology

Water quality

Sand and gravel
working with land -
fill after use

Enrichment

Roads

Service
infrastructures both
over and under
heathland

Disturbance

Trampling

Wildfire/arson

Vandalism
Public affairs

Management costs

Mid 18C ¢36,000ha to 7373ha in 1996 (Rose et al, 2000)
Resulted in about 768 fragments, 88% < 10ha (Webb and Haskins, 1980)

Less semi-natural habitat adjoinin g heaths

Cat predation on ground nesting birds and reptiles

Increase in urban predators such as foxes, rats, magpies around edge of heath
Diversion of pre -existing natural water sources away from heathland  catchments
Rapid run -off onto heaths from urban areas

Changes in pH of water supplies to heathland

Enrichment and pollutants from urban run  -off

Pollutants from overflows, spills, accidents

Mineral working destroying habitat and disrupting hydrology

Polluted water can leak from landfill

Dog excrement causes vegetation change along sides of paths
Dumping of garden waste

Litter from recreational use and road traffic

Spread of invasive species (eg on clothes or fur)

Increased fire risk from car thrown cigarettes

Pollution/enrichment causing vegetation change from vehicles in transport
corridor

Roads forming barriers to species mobility

Road Kills increasing mortality rates (Catchpole and Phillips, 1992)
Noise and light pollution from traffic

Disturbance during construction and maintenance

Leakage from underground pipes and sewers
Changes to heathland hydrology
Poles providing bird predator look -out posts

Changes in breeding bird and animal distributions  (eg Mallord et al, 2007)
Reduction in breeding succ ess of birds/animals (eg Murison et al, 2007)
Changes to vegetation

Creation of bare areas and subsequent soil erosion

Damage to bare ground reptile and invertebrate habitats and populations
Increases in path and track networks

Damage to archaeological features

Increased frequency of fires (Kirby and Tantram, 1999)

Long-term vegetation changes

Increased mortality of heathland animals/birds

Fragmentation/reduction of habitat on heaths

Damage to signs, fences and other infrastructure

Opposition to management eg tree felling, fencing and grazing

Pressure from visitors for infrastructure (surfaced paths, cafes etc)
Greatly increased management costs on urban heaths
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Legislative context and the Dorset Heaths Planning Framework

1.8 The designation, protection and restoration of European wildlife sites is embedded
in the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, as amended , which
are commonly referred t o alspottamly,themastb i t at s Rec
recent amendments ( the Conservation of Habitats and Species (amendment) (EU
Exit) Regulations 2019 ') take account of the UKs departure from the EU.

1.9 The Regulations provide strict protection for European sites and this extends to
local plans. Regulation 105 et seqaddresses the assessment of local plans and
there is also a Government Guidance on the interpretation and application of the
Regulations which includes local plans 2. The National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) highlights the importance of recognising the tier of different designations
with international sites at the top tier 3 and reflects the protection afforded to them
through the Habitats Regulations.

1.10 bBEuropean sitesA are the cornerstonéomef UK ne
part of a HYnational net wor kA of sites that ar
protection in domestic policy and law. They comprise Special Protection Areas (SPA)
classified under the 1979 Birds Directive and Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)
designated under the 1992 Habitats Directive. As a matter of policy, potential SPAs
(pSPAS), possible SACs (pSACs) andhose providing formal compensation for losses
to European sites, are also given the same protection.

1.1 Together, the network comprises over 275 sites extending over 3,750,000ha #, and
safeguards the most valuable and threatened habitats and species across the
country and Europe. Prior to Brexit, this formed part of the EU  -wide Natura 2000
network of SPAs and SACs to form the largest, coordinated n  etwork of protected
areas in the world.

1 The amending regulations generally seek to retain the requirements of the 2017 Regulations but with
adjustments for the UKAs exit from the European Union.
interpretation of these Regulations as they had effect, or any guidance as it applied, before ex it day,
shall continue to do so.

2 Habitats regulations assessments: protecting a European site. Defra and Natural England. 24 February
2021. https://www.gov.uk/quidance/habitats  -regulations -assessments -protecting -a-european -site
(accessed 4 March 2021)

3 See para 175 and 182 in the NPPF 2021
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_d ata/file/10
05759/NPPFE_July 2021.pdf

“ https://jncc.gov.uk/our _-work/special -protection -areas-overview/ (accessed 4 March 2021)
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1.12 The designations made under the European Directives still apply and the term,
UEuropean siteA r emai n sestahlishad&evernmént golicy di ng t o
European sites also comprise Ramsar sites although the se do not form part of the
national network.

1.13 The overarching objective s of the national network are to maintain, or where
appropriate, restore habitats and species listed in Annexes | and Il of the Habitats
Directive to a Favourable Conservation Status, an d contribute to ensuring, in their
area of distribution, the survival and reproduction of wild birds and securing
compliance with the overarching aims of the Wild Birds Directive.

1.14 The appropriate authorities must have regard to the importance of protected sites,
coherence of the national site network and threats of degradation or destruction
(including deterioration and disturbance of protected features) on SPAs and SACs.

1.15 The issues of urban effects have long been recogn ised on the Dorset Heaths (De
Molinaar, 1998; Haskins, 2000; L iley et al., 2007) and given the strict legal protection
afforded to the Heaths, local planning authorities have established a strategic
approach to mitigating the effects of development in order to allow housing growth
around the Dorset Heaths to conti nue, while ensuring compliance with the relevant
legislation.

1.16 The strategic approach to avoidance and mitigation for urban effects in Dorset was
established in 2007, when local authorities within 5km of the heaths  set out a joint
approach that has subseq uently been revised and updated . The current iteration ,
set out in a joint supplementary planning document , (the Dorset Heaths Planning
Framework) covers the period 2020-25 (Dorset Council and BCP Council, 2020) ©.

1.17 The strategy consists of two mutually dependent and supporting policy
mechanisms:

1 Restrictions on development w ithin 400m of heathland; and
1 Mitigation for particular types of development within 400m Z 5km of heathland,
involving:
1. Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM); and
2. Heathland Infrastructure Projects (HIPs), which include Suitable
Alternative Nat ural Greenspace (SANG).

5 ODPM Circular 06/2005: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation z Statutory Obligations and their
Impact within the Planning System (16 August 2005), to be read in conjunction with the current NPPF,
other Government guidance and the ¢ urrent version of the Habitats Regulations.

6 Seerelevant page on Dorset Council website for details
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SAMM involves awareness raising, education and wardening as well as monitoring

and has been overseen by the Urban Heaths Partnership (UHP) . HIPs cover physical
infrastructure, such as enhancing existing greenspace or creating new spaces,
targeted for recreation. These avoidance and mitigation measures are therefore
designed to resolve issues associated with urban effects and recreation. Full details

of how the various measures are established and implemented are set out in the

SPD. The 400m and 5km zones are shown in Map 2. These are the map ped zones as
provided by Dorset Council and as shown on the Dorset Explorer website at the

time of writing.

The need for this report

1.19

The strategic mitigation approach has therefore been runni  ng for 15 years . Regular
monitoring and survey work has been undertaken over this period and a range of

data are available, for example relating to visitor use or bird trends. These data

have been summarised in a series of annual reports commissioned by UH  P. While
these reports provide useful information to inform and help target SAMM, the data
have to date not been combined more strategically, for example to check how
changes in visitor numbers relate to housing growth.  Following reorganisation of
local government in 2019, there are now two local planning authorities within the

5km zone, BCP and Dorset. These two councils have commissioned this report to
provide the evidence to inform future policy in their emerging local plans and to
underpin the next iter ation of the Dorset Heaths Planning Framework.

Report structure

1.20

The subsequent section (Section 2) of the report summarise s the data sources and
methods and then reviews the mitigation delivery and effectiveness to date . The
section is split into a series of questions set by the Councils . The third part of the
report considers the future, summarising the potential levels of h ~ ousing growth
likely to come forward around the Dorset Heaths and the mitigation requirements.
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Map 2: Dorset Heathlands 400m and 5km planning buffers provided by Dorset Council (© Dorset Council).
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2. Review of mitigation delivery and effectiveness to
date

Data sources and approach used in part 2

2.1 This section sets out the data used and our approach. Much of the data used are
described in detail in the annual monitoring reports produced for UHP and these
provide additional detail and background.

2.2 The data are complex as we potentia Ily are looking to compare ecological data with
a range of other variables, all collected at a range of spatial scales and in different
ways. In order to compare change over time z whether in birds, housing, visitor
numbers or fire incidence z we use the ratio of average from the first 3 years (e.g.
2007-10) compared to the average from the more recent 3 years (2017 -2020). In
some cases, the years used to calculate the averages were varied. The ratio gives a
level of change and this can be calculated at a site basis or at a Dorset Heaths level.
It allows us to compare sites and between metrics (e.g. has the increase in housing
matched the increase in visitors).

Sites

2.3 The boundaries for the European sites and component SSSls are complex , with
various ov erlapping designations . We use YDorset HeathsA to
area of the Heaths, encompassing the 2 Dorset Heaths SACs and the Dorset
Heathlands SPA. In order to compare between different parts of the Dorset Heaths
and refer to component parts w e use SSSI names and boundaries ( cut to the
European site boundary, see Map 3), and we split the separate patches of heathland
withih Pool e Har bour SSSU into two sites: UYPool e
"Pool e Harbour: Lytchett FieldsA.
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Map 3: Component SSSIs of the Dorset Heathlands SAC/SPA and labelled site names, as used in report.
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2.4 We have extracted housing data from 3 specific points in time: 2007, 2011 and
20217. The 2007 data are some of the earliest postcode data  set held by Footprint
Ecology, and coincide with the start year of mitigation . The 2007 data were sourced
from National Postcode data and these align the postcodes to a 100m grid. The
2011 and 2021 postcode data are point data representing the centroid for eac h
postcode (to 1m accuracy), with number of residential properties from a reference
file that originated from Post Zon and code point using Royal Mail Postcode Address
File and Ordnance Survey Open data . To align the different datasets, the more
recent data 2011 and 2021 datasets were aligned using 100m grid cells to transform
the data to a similar resolution as the 2007 data. However, it should be noted that
postcode centroids are not fixed locations and some individual postcode areas have
changed over time . As such direct comparison of these postcode datasets over time
can in a small number of instances result in a negative housing change, especially in
rural areas where postcode areas are larger and the centroid can shifted into an
adjacent 100m cell.

25 We extracted housing levels using the postcode data from different years and 1km
buffers drawn around individual heaths and the heaths as a whole. Using such
buffers allows us to be able to quantify which heaths have more housing within a
given radius. Howev er, we know people who live closer to heaths visit more
frequently than those living further away and therefore we generated a weighted
housing variable, combining the data from 1km bands and giving a different
weighting to each band. The weighting was ba sed on visit rates extracted from the
2019 Dorset Heaths visitor survey data (Panter and Caals, 2020a), which collected
postcode data f rom 23 different points across the Dorset Heaths  (see Panter and
Caals, 2020a for details) , such that:

Ratek = Gjk/ Ujk
Where:

Gk = number of geo -referenced visitors from distance band k from survey
point j

Uk = number of dwellings in distance band k from survey point j

2.6 The estimates of average visitor rates per di stance buffer (Figure 1) provided the
weights to calculate a weighted sum of the number of ~ dwellings in each buffer; the
sum representing a measure of housing pressure  Hi for boundary i, namely:

" Postcode datasets provided by XYZ Maps (2007), BHP Data (2011) and Nelson Marketing (2021).
20
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Hi = sum of (Rate« X Ui)
where Ui = number of dwellings in distance band k from boundary,

and the summation is over all distance bands
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Figure 1: Mean visit rate (with Standard Error shown from across the 23 survey points). The manually fitted

curve (r 2=0.998) was used to create a weighted housing metric.

2.7 Data from vehicle counts at parking locations and automated people counters
across the area have been provided by UHP to Footprint Ecology on an annual basis
to produce annual monitoring reports for each financial year. These annual reports
summarise the data from each year and provide information for UHP to assist in
targeting mitigation delivery in the subsequent year. Annual monitoring data
include vehicle counts, automated sensors, incident reporting and bird monitoring
(the later undertaken by the RS PB).

2.8 The data from sensors and car parks cover a wide range of locations, including
SANGs and therefore are not solely restricted to heaths. Sensors and parking
locations are categorised to allow particular types of sites to be compared. A wide
range of categories are recognised, including 3 related to the heaths:
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1 Heaths: the core heath, where visitors are likely only to be using the heath and
not drawn for other reasons (such as presence of café, visitor centre or access
to other features such as coast o r estuary);

1 Heath+: locations where there is access to other habitats or features that mean
the site is particularly attractive or has a particular draw, for example sites such
as Studland or Hengistbury where there is access to the beach or Poole
Harbour;

1 Heath VS: heath visitor sites where there are particular attractions and visitor
engagement in place, for example sites such as Arne RSPB or Avon Heath
Country Park where there are cafés and other visitor facilities.

Vehicle counts comme nced in 2008 -09 and involve standardised transects with a
team of people driving set routes and counting all parked vehicles in pre -
determined parking locations along the route. The approach is summarised in the
annual monitoring reports produced for UHP  (e.g. Panter and Caals, 2020b) and the
counts involve virtually all parking locations (encompassi  ng large formal car parks
and small informal parking locations such as lay bys) across the Dorset Heaths.

Data from 2008 -09 and 2009 -10 were not used in analysis within this report since it
took a few years for a standardised method to become established that allowed
direct comparison between years.

Ratios comparing change over time were calculated using data from 2010  -2013 and
2017-2020. The final count of the financial year 2019 -20 could not take place due to
the coronavirus pandemic but there were suff icient data in the previous 2 years to
take an average and therefore the missing count did not have any significant effect.

To compare like with like, the average (mean) number of vehicles counted on each
transect number was calculated for each parking loc  ation and then aggregated
across the year and by SSSI. Some SSSils are not included, either because no parking
locations were associated with them or because there were insufficient data to

make a comparison e.g. Arne.

Automated sensors , also referred to as automated counters, are electronic loggers
placed on a path, either in the ground or in gate posts etc. ,to record people

passing. The sensors are recording movement past a light sensitive device (for
pyroelectric | nfra Red sensors o r J oryecoashg increase in weight on a path
(for pressure pad sensors). A total of 134 specific sensors locations have been used,
starting in 2007 and amounts to almost 73 7 years of potential recording

(considering first and last data dates, as of August 2020). However, the sensors were
installed at various points in time and have ceased at several points due to repairs,
vandalism and other damage.
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All sensors provide hourlydata i n t he form of a figur eThef

record of the number o f passes is subject to error from a range of sources, for
example; related to how effective the sensor is (including its placement and ability

to log passes) and interference from other environmental factors (i.e. light and
vegetation for pyro sensors and water logging or path erosion for pressure pads.
Sensors require calibration, involving direct observation, to check how the number

o fp at¥ som thé\sensor relates to the number of  people passing and the direction
that people pass. Not all sensors have been recently calibrated and this causes
some challenges with interpreting the data.

Data are manually cleaned by examining daily data for exceptionally large or small
values, outside the typical patterns for a sensor. Any days with these erroneous

data are removed, alongside the day of a sensor change z the point at which when
the sensor is physically examined, data storage device swapped and sensor tested
(roughly every 6 months). The individual sensors vary in their start and end dates
and suffer issues with incomplete data. Within these data there are also often
errors (e.g. unusual counts) and the whole dataset was checked for obvious
erroneous data. This preliminary cleaning is automated and removes extremely
large values. The final dataset gives over s 220,000 sensor days with a value.

The mean number of days of data collected by a sensor was 1,676 (equivalent to
roughly 33% of the days between start of 2007 and end of 2020).  Table 26 along
with Figure 31 in Appendix 3 shows the completeness of the dataset, by month and
highlights the patchy data. As such we checked for specific ti mes of year when the
data were more complete to examine specific weeks/months over time. The mean
start date was May 2011. Some sensors have relatively short data stints, as they
deployed for specific short -term projects while others have been removed due to
data logging issues and effectiveness of the recording. Also, the sensor network was
rationalised around 2016 to provide a smaller, more manageable sample .52
sensors were in place in 2021 and the average duration of a sensor was 5.4 years
with 23 sensors installed for more than 10 years.

Our analysis of the long-term trend used the first three years and last three years
and is based on the average number of passes per hour for each day , for each
sensor. We then compared blocks of data to exp lore changes over time. We used
complete weekly values to reduce the impact of variability between the contribution
of weekdays and weekends. For the ratios we selected data from weeks 20 to 30 of
the calendar year (as these were months with the most valid  data). We compared
an average for the 3 years; 2007, 2008 and 2009 to an average for the last 3
complete years; 2017, 2018, 2019. This provided a value for 32 sensors from which
to calculate ratios. For more detailed examination of change over time we sel  ected
a smaller subset of weeks of 8 to 12 of the calendar year and used average hourly
figures for complete weeks over time.
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2.16 Incidents on the heaths are logged by wardens, and include small scale fires. The
rest of the data on fires comes from logged call outs by Dorset and Wiltshire Fire
and Rescue. An area of heathland burnt is recorded with each fire and its location
mapped providing a reliable record.

2.17 Annual survey data for the three SPA qualifying species from the Dorset Heath SSSI
network were provided by the RSPB, covering the period 2006 to 2019 for Dartford
Warbler and Woodlark, and 2009 to 2019 for Nightjar . It should be noted that the
level of survey effort at both a species and site level varied from year to year, and
that some larger SSSlIs were only ever partially surveyed.

2.18 Data in the early years were collected at a
provided per heath, in the form of a spreadsheet with totals and a site name. The
appr oach was revised slightly in 2014 in an effort to ensure consistency across
years, to ensure there were clear boundaries as to the areas surveyed and to allow
part coverage of large sites (such as Wareham Forest) thereby ensuring survey work
was feasible and cost effective on an annual basis. The revised approach centred
around core 1km squares that were mapped and these surveyed on an annual
basis. Territories were subsequently mapped within these core squares. Incidental
recording of any territories ju st outside the core squares meant that data were still
avail able at a HYsiteA or heath basis yet the
reliable long -term data set. The core squares have not been used in the analysis
presented here, for further details a nd maps of the core squares, see the annual
UHP monitoring reports.

2.19 HIPs, including SANGs can be delivered in a range of ways and take a range of
forms. For example, SANGs can be delivered by developers and mitigate a specific
development through the provision of greenspace as part of that development site
or SANGs can be strategic, delivered by the local authority in a central location and
providing mitigation for numerous small sites across a wide area.

2.20 Visitor monitoring at SANG s delivered by developers is expected to take place
before opening (if there is already public access), on opening (once all works are
completed or major phases are completed) and subsequently twice more, at
around 2/3 years after opening and 5 years after  opening 8. For strategic SANGs,

8 See Appendix of the Dorset Heathlands Planning Framework for details
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monitoring has been undertaken by the local authority/UHP and survey data were
provided by UHP and Councils (see Table 2).

Table 2: Summary of visitor survey data available by year and site

P'r e?works (if | Onopening Second Round | Third Round
. existing access) | (post works)
Year from opening

[ T "

Potterne HIP 2012
BytheWay SANG 2012/13 2017/18
Woolslope SANG 2012/13 2013/14
Upton Country Park P1 SANG 2015 2018
Stanpit Recreation Ground evolved into
HIp 2012 2016 SANG
Bog Lane SANG 2017
Upton Country Park P2 SANG 2018
Frenches Farm SANG 2018
Canford Park SANG 2019

. . i HIP
Riversmeet & Stanpit SANG previous 2019

surveys

Iford Meadows & Playing
Field HIP 2019
Leigh Road (aka Stourview)
SANG 2018
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Questions set by the Councils

2.21

o

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

A set of questions were posed by the Councils and form the structure for the rest
this part of the report . The questions are set out below, with hyperlinks to the
relevant part of the document:

How has the amount of housing changed in the period 2007 -2020 (totals and

distribution)?

What is the sum total (i.e. in terms of cost, staff hours etc.) of mitigation delivery

of

since 20077

Whe re has mitigation delivery (SAMM wardening) taken place?

How effective has the Dorset Dogs mitigation project been (e.g. review of
member postcodes, membership over time etc)?

How effective have other mitigation projects been? (e.g. school engagement and

community projects such as Firewise)?
What is the level of wardening since 2007 and what is the optimum deployment?

What is the overall level of HIPs mit igation delivery?
What are the catchments of SANGs and how do these compare to heaths?
How do SANGs as a network rela te to distribution of recent housing (extent and

distribution)?

How do numbers of people on SANGs relate to housing change (totals and
distribution)?

What is the distribution of the existing HIPS/SANGs network ?

How does the visitor profile on SANGs compare to heaths?

Are there notable differences between SANGs, with regards to capacity,
effectiveness etc?

How have heath visitor numbers changed (totals and distribution)?
Where are heath visitors coming from and what gaps in distribution of visitors

are indicated from interviewee postcode data?
How does the distribution of change in heath visitor numbers relate to housing

change and SANG proximity?

How have numbe rs of incidents (fires) changed (total number, extent and

distribution)?
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18. How do changes in spatial distribution of incidents relate to changes in
distribution of housing numbers, visitor n umbers, SANG locations and
education?
19. How have SPA bird humbers changed (totals, density and distribution)?
20. How d o changes in spatial distribution of birds (e.q. site totals) relate to changes

in distribution of housing and visitor numbers?
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How has the amount of housing changed in the period 2007-2020?

Overall housing change around the Dorset Heaths

2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

Within a 5km radius of the Dorset Heaths there are currently ° a total of 266,392
dwellings and 312,370 within a 10km radius (see Figure 2 and Table 3)1°. These
totals represent an increase of roughly 6.4% and 6.9% respectively when compared
with the equivalent housing data from 2007.

The spatial distribution of this housing change is shown in Map 4, and highlights
concentrations of growth in and around existing settlements and some of the
largest developments within the core of the conurbati  on.

Table 4 summarises housing levels around each component SSSI. Three sites stand
out in terms of the volume of housing currently surrounding them : Canford Heath,
Turbary & Kinson Commons and Bourne Valley all have more than 100,000
dwellings within a 5km radius. In terms of housing density per ha of heathland

Poole Harbour: Lytchett Fields , Corfe Mullen Pastures and Turbary and Kinson
Commons are ranked high (all with over 3,000 dwellings per ha  of heathland ).

Map 5 and Table 4 show the housing change between 2007 and 2021 by component
site and from these d ata we can single out 4 sites that have seen a level of change
of over 5,000 new dwellings within 5km: Canford Heath, Town Common, Turbary &
Kinson Commons and Bourne Valley. The sites that have seen the highest
percentage increase (in all cases exceeding a 9% increase) are the Rempstone
Heaths, Slop Bog & Uddens Heath and Turners Puddle Heath.

9 As of January 2021
10 Note all figures are not just for Dorset and BCP and the 10km buffer will extend into Hampshire and

Wiltshire.
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350,000
@total housing in 2007 W additional housing up to 2021
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Distance bands from the heathland SAC/SPA
Figure 2: Number of dwellings within 1km distance bands of the Dorset Heaths . Number of dwellings in

2007 is shown in grey and  housing growth 2007 -2021 inred. Data are cumulative in that the first column
relates to 0 -1km, the second O -2km, the third 0 -3km etc.
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Table 3: Summary of housing  numbers from three dates; 2007, 2011 and 2021 for 1km bands around the Dorset Heaths (buffers drawn around the

boundaries of the SPA/SACs) . Figures incl ude housing data for local authorities outside of just Dorset and BCP. Change in these housing figures between
dates is given for each  band. At the 5km and 10km distances, the housing figures are summed.
. Change in Change in % increase in
. Change in . . .
DISEIRCE dwellings in | dwellings in |housing between |dwellings in housing housing housing
w
band (km) 8 g 20 07% 2011 g between 2011 - |between 2007* - | between 2007 -
2021 2021 2021
0-1 84,376 86,049 +1,673 89,249 +3,200 +4,873 5.8%
= 1-2 59,102 57,719 -1,383 61,311 +3,592 +2,209 3.7%
5 2-3 63,124 64,744 +1,620 69,791 +5,047 +6,667 10.6%
<
o 3-4 30,940 31,600 +660 32,823 +1,223 +1,883 6.1%
E 4-5 12,725 12,757 +32 13,218 +461 +493 3.9%
2
“ Total
> o 250,267 252,869 +2,602 266,392 +13,523 +16,125 6.4%
g within  5km
5 5-6 6,455 6,929 +474 7,372 +443 +917 14.2%
v
= 6-7 9,101 8,514 -587 9,116 +602 +15 0.2%
)
2 7-8 10,705 10,894 +189 11,456 +562 +751 7.0%
E 8-9 7,767 8,228 +461 9,395 +1,167 +1,628 21.0%
(%]
o 9-10 7,949 8,241 +292 8,639 +398 +690 8.7%
E Total
within 10 292,244 295,675 +3,431 312,370 +16,695 +20,126 6.9%
km
* Data on number of dwellings in 2007 are based on a 1km grid and postcodes are therefore less likely to line up with more recent, more accurate
data, therefore change in these are less accurate. The change figures are least reliable in the smaller distance bands as they cover a small area.
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Map 4: Housing change between 2007 and 2021, based on a 500m grid.
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Map 5: Housing change 2007-2021 within a 5km radius of sites. Shading shows additional houses within 5km and red labels give percentage change.
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Table 4: Housing change between 2007 and 2021 for different component SSSis. Data rows sorted by an
average of the 5km and 10km change.

Component SSSI

~
(]
<=
~
(<]
[V]
=
]
(V]
=
1%}

Current no. dwellings
Current dwellings
(2021) per ha
% increase in housing
between 2007-21
housing between
housing between
2007-21 per ha

[(e]

Arne 5184 29,869 |INBRGNN 4.9% 1392 2.7
Black Hill Heath 706 [EOSINAIENN 33% [

Blue Pool and Norden Heaths 92.7 _—_—_
Bourne Valley 728 [ISAGI0N 18520  7.0% [NSEEANN 1205
Brenscombe Heath _— 5.7% _ 5.8
Canford Heath 408.9 [I8984Y 2787 4.9% 5304 13.0
Christchurch Harbour 40,137 1109.8 5.9% 2227 61.6
Corfe & Barrow Hills 1022 50,443 4938  4.7% 2277 223

Corfe Common o1 [EEEE -1 P2 10
Corfe Mullen Pastures 28,023 _—_ 37.2
882

Cranborne Common 134.1 11,833 2.6% 298 2.2

Ebblake Bog B 6618 14693  46% 734 64.9
Ferndown Common 64.5 44,616 692.0 7.0% 2904 45.0
Ham Common 10880 41,103 12463  3.6% 1418 43.0

Hartland Moor 3020 594 A 1% | 97 | 03
Holt and West Moors Heaths 686.6 33,802 6.9% 2170 3.2
Holton and Sandford Heaths 201.7 21,429 3.2% 667 &3
Horton Common A 12771 7263 6.7% 803 45.7
Hurn Common 823 49394  599.9 6.7% 3098 37.6
Lions Hill | 431 | 24954 5786 4.0% 964 22.4
Morden Bog and Hyde Heath 655.2 | 10,745 [EGE +1%

Oakers Bog ______
Parley Common 163.4 58236  356.5 5.8% 3209 19.6
Poole Harbour: Brownsea 161.6 42,986 265.9 6.4% 2599 16.1

Poole Harbour: Lytchett Fields BB 20267 | 30881 51% 1966 | 150.8

Povington and Grange Heaths _— 3.5% _—

Rempstone Heaths 166.2 18,060 9.3% 1539
Slop Bog and Uddens Heath 1882 26399 6918 | 98% | 2355 61.7
St Leonards and St lves Heaths 412.2 35,714 7.3% 2434

Stoborough & Creech Heaths 334.1 _—
Stokeford Heaths 1751 [ 42t AN 3.4%

Studland & Godlingston Heaths _ 25,221 6.2% 1479

The Moors L2041 7415 3692 ___
Thrasher's Heath _—_ 2.2% _

Town Common 257.1 75,432 293.4 7.7% 5380 20.9

2.1% __
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Component SSSI

2007-21

~
(]
<=
~
(<]
[V]
=
]
(V]
=
1%}

Current no. dwellings
Current dwellings
(2021) per ha
% increase in housing
between 2007-21
housing between
housing between
2007-21 per ha

Turbary and Kinson Commons _— 3628.9 6.5%

Turners Puddle Heath 393.1 _—_ 645

Upton Heath 220.1 54,979 249.8 3.7% 1955 8.9
Verwood Heaths AN 11241 4100 6.7% 706 25.7
Wareham Meadows 3.9% _ 28.5
Warmwell Heath 7.5% _ 4.2
Winfrith Heath 68% | 291 10
Worgret Heath 40% [208 | 246

Weighted housing variable

2.27 The weighted housing variable uses visit rate to weight houses in close proximity

more than those further away. The weighted housing variable is likely to provide a
better indication of how visitor levels might change. Data are summarised in Table
5 and change is shown in Map 6 . Across all sites the overall percentage increase in
weighted housing was 4.5%.

2.28 At an individual site level, the mean % increase in the weighted housing variable
over the period 2007 -2021 is 3.9%. Bourne Valley is the site with the most change,
due to the h igh density of housing in close proximity . The highest percentage
increase in weighted housing was recorded for  Worgret Heath, due to this being a
very small site (therefore a smaller buffer area) in a very rural area which has
experienced some new housing in close proximity. Other sites with a percentage
increase over 10% were Corfe Common and Verwood Heaths , followed by St
Leonards and St Ives Heaths, Town Common and Parley Common z all over a 9%

increase.

Table 5: Weighted housing values for component SSSis.

g Current weighted % change in
Component SSSI o housing metric weighted houses
o (2021) from 2007 to 2021
Arne 518.4 57.0 -1.08
Black Hill Heath 70.6 2.09
Blue Pool and Norden Heaths 92.7 3.08
Bourne Valley 72.8 6.34
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Component SSSI

Brenscombe Heath
Canford Heath
Christchurch Harbour
Corfe & Barrow Hills
Corfe Common
Corfe Mullen Pastures
Cranborne Common
Ebblake Bog
Ferndown Common
Ham Common
Hartland Moor
Holt and West Moors Heaths
Holton and Sandford Heaths
Horton Common
Hurn Common
Lions Hill
Morden Bog and Hyde Heath
Oakers Bog
Parley Common
Poole Harbour: Brownsea

Poole Harbour: Lytchett Fields

Povington and Grange Heaths
Rempstone Heaths
Slop Bog and Uddens Heath

St Leonards and St lves Heaths

Stoborough & Creech Heaths
Stokeford Heaths
Studland & Godlingston Heaths
The Moors
Thrasher's Heath
Town Common
Turbary and Kinson Commons
Turners Puddle Heath
Upton Heath
Verwood Heaths
Wareham Meadows
Warmwell Heath
Winfrith Heath
Worgret Heath

BASE REVIEW

% change in
weighted houses
from 2007 to 2021

Current weighted
housing metric
(2021)

©
(]
L
©
[
=
7

6.55
6.73
1.94
1.95
3.70
1.34
3.13
44.8 3.03
52.0 2.27
8.11
6.72

©
N
w

163.4 228.7 . ez
161.6 62.6 2.86
. 180 2.00
11234 -1
1.78
-2 0.13
412.2 S e
334.1 2.76
175.1 7.36
. 7558 46.4 2.09
o201 107 321
s [ er 8.20
257.1 189.1 - est
. %84 5108 4.67
393.1 38.2 5.88
220.1 332.8 2.09
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Map 6: Weighted housing change between 2007 - 2021. Sites categorised by difference between in weighted values. Percentage increase shown as a labels.
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Housing change (2007-2021)

There are presently an estimated 266,392 houses within a 5km radius of the Dorset Heaths , and
this volume of housing within the 5km radius has increased by 6.4% since 2007. The percentage
increase in housing within very close pro Xximity has been lower, 5.8% within 1km and 4.9% within

2km.

The sites that have had the highest change in housing (based on the weighted housing variable)
2007-2021 are: Worgret Heath (13.94% increase), Verwood Heaths (10.95%), Corfe Common
(10.08%), Parley Common (9.72%) and Town Common (9.51%),

What is the sum total of SAMM mitigation delivery since 2007?

2.29 SAMM mitigation delivery has primarily been delivered by UHP (although some
wardening has been undertaken directly by local authorities since 2014). Over the
period 2007-2020, SAMM has included :

1 Education work ;

1 Dorset Dogs;

1 Firewise Communities Project ; (involving work to help co mmunities be more
resilient to risk of wildfires)

1 Wardening ;

1 Monitoring ;

9 Other: range of facilitation and partnership working including the Dorset Urban
Heaths Grazing Partnership .

2.30 Metrics summarising the delivery of the various mitigation elements are  given in

Table 6. Relevant data are not necessarily available for all years, but are complete

for the most recent year at least. Totals since the start of the mitigation work are

impressive, for example over 56,500 school students have attended the various

education events, and wardening effort may have exceeded 11,000 hours

11

I This is calculated from the data in Table 6. We assume for 4.6 FTEposts in 2013/14 (and subsequent
years) and assume an FTEpost is equivalent to around 250 days worked in a year. For the early years
the actual days worked are available.
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Table 6: Summary of mitigation delivery

No. of students engaged with during UHP
schools visits

No. of schools engaged through UHP
education activities

People engaged with through events
Attendance at Dorset Dogs Annual Festival
(people)

Dorset Dogs Pit Stops (No. events)

1900

Dorset Dogs Guided Walkies (No. events)

Number of page views on Dorset Dogs

website

Dorset Dogs membership N/A
Followers on Dorset Dogs Facebook
Warden effort (days worked)* 767
Warden effort (FTE posts)**

Budget for core UHP team £324,400

LONG TERM ANALYSIS & EVIDENCE BASE

4617 3678 5500 4142 4335 4590 3823 4108 2927 5217
20

840 118 0 1680

750 2000 2000

47 33 33 42 34

7 22 23

N/A 169 455 666 1004 1102 1448 1665 1843 2000
534 834 561 490 484

4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6

£375800  £234,020  £248,480  £228960  £239,458  £244,207  £207,257  £143,524  £145247  £148,878

* this is calculated as the total number of hours of warden time (as logged by the staff), including work on school visits etc. and

by 7.5 to give a value for the number of days

. From 2007 -2013 all wardens were employed by UHP and time recording data are

available. From 2014, wardens have been employed by Local Authority partners and there are no equivalent figures for hours a

worked.

REVIEW

5942

34
3100
2500

38
30

2302
3505

4.6

£176,904

divided

ctually

** these totals are the time staff were employed across all local authorities, including 0.5 FTE from West Dorset and hosted by UHP.
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3290
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52470

2357
4493

4.6

£203,241
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SAMM mitigation delivery

SAMM mitigation has included:

1

School visits (around 30 per year, around 5,800 students per year engaged with in
recent years) ;

A range of events ;

The Firewise Communities Project (involving work to help communities be more
resilient to risk of wildfires) ;

Dorset Dogs (membership up to around 2 ,360, annual event s, pit stops and guided
walk held each y ear);

Wardening (around 4.6 Full time equivalent staff per year) ; and

Maonitorina (incliidina miich of data collection 11sed in this renort)

Where has mitigation delivery (SAMM wardening) taken place?

2.31

2.32

2.33

There is no overall data set to show where wardens actually went  or any detailed

record of how much time has been spent in different locations. Warden time is

however directed to particular heaths and the typical level of warden effort Z

provided by UHP z are summarised in Map 7. The map has been generated by

creating a single point for each site covered (see Appendix 4 for data used).

The map indicates that warden coverage has been targeted around the more urban

heaths and around the conurbation.

More detailed and comprehensive data on warden coverage, recording time spent

in different locations, incidents, people spoken to and the route covered is a key

recommendation. Such data would allow analysis of how much wardening might

be necessary, the relat ive need for wardening at different times of day and types of

day (e.g. weekends vs weekdays) and better understand the level of wardening

resource necessary to address future housing growth.

Spatial distribution of mitigation delivery (SAMM wardening)

Warden effort is targeted towards the more urban heaths. There are no detailed logs of warden

time, coverage or success of wardening in terms of the number of people engaged with. Collecting

such data is a key recommendation of th e report.
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